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Abstract

The most effective approach to tackling climate change is by decarbonising produc-
tion processes. However, decarbonisation might render assets stranded, impacting
not only the relevant sector but also causing a ripple effect across all sectors, thereby
potentially destabilising macroeconomic stability. We develop a multi-sector New
Keynesian model with two physical capital types (brown and green) and input-
output linkages to examine the economic impact of sector-specific capital stranding.
Stranded brown capital in the brown sector yields a relocation of economic ac-
tivities to the green sector and thus environmental benefits with small aggregate
consequences, while brown capital stranding in both sectors implies larger economic
costs and smaller environmental benefits. Brown consumption taxes and green pro-
ductivity shocks facilitate the green transition, while brown investment taxes or
green investment subsidies turn out to be less favourable policies in this respect.
However, a combination of these two investment policies yields favourable economic
and environmental outcomes. Doubling the carbon tax in the brown sector yields
significant relocation activities at relatively small economic costs. If the central
bank responds strongly to short-run inflationary pressures of carbon tax increases,
this leads to larger output losses in the short run and higher output gains in the

long run.
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1 Introduction

Climate change, which has escalated over the past few decades, is a direct consequence of
humanity’s economic choices since the Industrial Revolution. It is evidenced through an
increase in air, water, and land pollution, global warming, and a noticeable intensification
of natural disasters. Regarding global warming, according to the latest report of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the global surface temperature has
reached 1.1°C above the average of the period 18501900 in the last decade (2011-2020).*

The reality of climate change is now widely acknowledged by both the general public
and governments. The adoption of the Paris Agreement by 196 parties at COP 21 on
12 December 2015, and its ratification on 4 November 2016, can be seen as a significant
indication of the global shift in mindset. The Paris Agreement aims to limit global
warming to below 2 degrees Celsius above pre-industrial levels, and it has marked an
important milestone in human history: the Paris Agreement unites all nations under the
same umbrella to combat climate change through changes in policymaking practices.”

The task of implementing climate policies at the sovereign level is a formidable one,
requiring substantial ambition and effort. The objective of achieving a climate neutral
world by 2050 necessitates significant reductions in greenhouse gas emissions which come
with considerable costs. While some of these costs are incurred directly through policy-
making efforts to restructure economies such as carbon pricing mechanisms and policies
to promote energy efficiency and requirements for renewable energy investments, a signif-
icant portion results from the phenomenon of asset strandedness which unfolds over the
medium to long run. Asset strandedness refers to a situation where existing economic
assets are rendered incapable of generating intra-sector value added to the full extent,
leading to negative inter-sectoral interactions.

This paper aims to investigate the exposure of sectors to the risk of physical capital
stranding due to the green energy transition in the euro area. To achieve this objective, a
multi-sector New Keynesian (NK) dynamic stochastic general equilibrium (DSGE) model
with a production network structure is utilised. In addition to classic ingredients such as
Calvo-style price and wage rigidity, capital adjustment costs, and a Taylor-type monetary
policy rule, the model also features intermediate inputs from all sectors of the economy
and two types of capital in the intermediate goods producers’ production function. The
former feature is the production network structure, and the latter ingredient is done to
feature brown and green capital, identified in the data as tangible and intangible capital,
respectively. Production of goods generates emissions which lead to physical damages in
sectoral final goods production. These emissions can be taxed directly via sector-specific

carbon taxes and also indirectly by applying consumption or investment taxes to specific

'https://wuw.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/syr/downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_SYR_LongerReport.pdf.
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highly polluting sectors, for example. Additionally, each sector can pay abatement costs
to reduce its carbon footprint. This model allows us to explore how macroeconomic
variables respond to shocks to sector-specific and capital type-specific capital utilization.
In line with Cahen-Fourot et al. (2021), who introduce under-utilisation of capital as
a measure of asset stranding, we use capital utilisation shocks as a proxy for stranded
assets. Moreover, the households in the model consume goods from all sectors, and
the fiscal authority’s aggregate net tax revenues are rebated in lump-sum fashion to the
households.

While the model is developed to feature an arbitrary number of sectors, for the analysis
we utilise a two-sector version of the model by taking data that features 64 sectors for
the euro area and aggregating these 64 sectors to just two — the brown sector and the
green sector — identifying sectors as brown via the EU taxonomy, i.e. those that cause
the bulk of greenhouse gas emissions in the EU.

Our findings reveal that the risk of stranding physical brown capital in the brown
sector can have significant macroeconomic implications. Stranded assets in the brown
sector induce a relocation of activity to the green sector, while the aggregate economic
implications are rather small. If brown capital assets become stranded within the green
sector as well, the negative consequences for the brown sector are smaller but the aggre-
gate economy suffers more due to the high share of brown capital utilised in the green
sector implying severe economic consequences also for the green sector. Therefore, the
environmental benefits are also smaller from brown asset stranding in both sectors, as
compared to restricted asset stranding in the brown sector only.

In our model, several public policies can induce a capital reallocation from brown
to green, reminiscent of capital under-utilisation in the brown sector. First, applying
a brown capital investment tax in both sectors does not yield favourable reallocation
dynamics due again to the high share of brown capital utilised by the green sector. The
positive environmental effects originate solely from reduced economic activity in both
sectors. Second, granting subsidies for green capital investments to the green sector
leads to an expansion in the green sector and a small downsizing of the brown sector,
yielding negligible environmental benefits. A policy combination of a brown investment
tax and green investment subsidy results in a modest decrease in output. Brown output
transitions to green output without causing inflationary pressures. This policy mix is
effective in curbing emissions over the long term. Third, introducing a consumption
tax on the brown good or achieving a higher productivity in the green sector (e.g. via
technology innovations) can induce a sizeable transition to a low-carbon economy, i.e. the
brown sector’s size declines and the green sector grows in size. While the consumption
tax is on aggregate recessionary and slightly inflationary, higher productivity in the green
sector implies positive aggregate effects and lower inflation.

Doubling the carbon tax in the brown sector from 40 to 80 euros per ton of carbon



directly impacts the costs of emitting carbon into the atmosphere. This policy harms
the brown sector due to increased costs, which remain rather limited though due to
incentivising higher abatement efforts by the brown sector. Nevertheless, the green sector
is the beneficiary of such a policy. Since the carbon tax produces inflationary pressure
in the short run, we investigate how the strength of the reaction of the central bank to
inflation dynamics shapes the economic responses to higher carbon taxes in the brown
sector. A stronger response to inflation accentuates the burden on the brown sector
resulting from the carbon tax in the short term due to a stronger fall in investment
demand. In the medium run, as brown goods are replaced by green ones, we witness a
more substantial increase in output without additional inflationary costs. Overall, this
paper highlights the importance of considering the potential risks and impacts of stranded
assets in the transition to a greener economy. Our analysis underscores the need for policy
interventions that support affected sectors and facilitate a smooth transition to a low-

carbon economy.

Literature review Our paper is connected to several strands of literature — most im-
portantly, to the literature applying DSGE models with a production network structure to
economic policy questions, but also to the literature on stranded assets and the emerging
literature of applying DSGE models to climate change issues.

First, we discuss the literature on stranded assets, as it directly links to our research
question. The process of decarbonisation, necessary to reduce greenhouse gas emissions,
involves leaving aside or abandoning a portion of physical assets. This action can have
negative consequences for the sector where these assets are used, eventually affecting the
entire economy. To tackle this issue, a comprehensive strategy is needed to identify, anal-
yse, understand, and mitigate the associated risks, referred to as stranded capital asset
risks. Recent studies in this field serve as a solid foundation for studying stranded assets
and their related risks. Caldecott et al. (2014) offer an overview of scenario analysis
frameworks suitable for addressing stranded assets, drawing on experiences from vari-
ous financial institutions. Building on the Inter-American Development Bank’s study in
2015, Caldecott et al. (2016) develop a practical framework for understanding the risks
posed by stranded assets to understand the implications for the financial sector and guide
central banks. This is further refined by Caldecott (2017), enhancing the conceptual and
technical aspects of this emerging subject. The scenario analyses of these studies are
aimed at managing uncertainties and risks linked to stranded assets caused by environ-
mental factors. This enables policymakers to customise scenarios for their specific needs
and integrate them into valuation. The studies by Fischer and Baron (2015), Harnett
(2017), Kruitwagen et al. (2017), and Silver (2017) delve into investment-related and
corporate aspects of stranded asset risks, emphasising the need to adapt to the prevail-

ing risk assessment, information disclosure, and learning approaches. Thomé and Chenet



(2017) discuss a market failure-based treatment, Covington (2017) stresses the urgency of
emission reduction, and Binsted et al. (2020) note the vulnerability of even low-emission
developing countries to the risks of stranded assets.

Cahen-Fourot et al. (2021) and Godin and Hadji-Lazaro (2022) propose a methodol-
ogy to analyse the issue of stranded assets for economic sectors and countries, merging
traditional input-output analysis with network theory. This enables the calculation of
impact coefficients or multipliers, revealing how initial effects in one sector or coun-
try propagate through others. This methodology assesses the impact of reduced input
demand or supply from a sector on upstream or downstream activities. Particularly
relevant to sectors exposed to transitions such as mining and quarrying the method high-
lights significant forward linkages. Cahen-Fourot et al. (2021) introduce under-utilisation
of capital as a measure of stranding. This metric reveals the extent of capital left idle
when inputs become scarcer or demand from another sector decreases. It is presented as
changes in sectoral capital-output ratios, gauging the responsiveness of entire production
process of the economy. The outcomes are interpreted as potential income loss per unit
of under-utilised capital.

As another approach, Mercure et al. (2018) construct an integrated assessment model
to examine the macroeconomic implications of stranded fossil fuel assets. The analysis
demonstrates that stranded fossil fuel assets would be observed not only due to climate
policy decisions but also due to technological innovations. The impact of the decarboni-
sation on assets could be greater if aggressive climate policy actions are taken.

Second, production economies with a network structure are a relatively new develop-
ment in economic modelling. Our model is most closely related to the model developed
in Ghassibe (2021) and the EMuSe model of Hinterlang et al. (2021), that is utilised with
an additional energy and climate change module in Hinterlang et al. (2022) to investigate
whether or under which circumstances it is better to increase energy/emissions taxes in-
stead of consumption taxes to finance a labour tax reduction and in Ernst et al. (2023)
to investigate the role of carbon taxes and carbon cross-border adjustment taxes in a
multi-country extension of the EMuSe model. The specification of the network structure
is directly taken from Ghassibe (2021), but we do add a third and fourth input besides
labour and intermediate inputs to the production function of intermediate goods pro-
ducers: green and brown physical capital. We have monetary policy in our model like
Ghassibe (2021),% which is absent in the benchmark model of Hinterlang et al. (2021)

but considered in an appendix.? Ghassibe (2021)’s main contribution is to empirically

3However, the main benchmark model in his paper has a money supply rule as the monetary policy
rule, while he uses a Taylor-type interest rule like the one we use as a robustness check, delivering mostly
similar results.

4They find that the introduction of staggered price setting and monetary policy delays the transition
process and increases the welfare costs of environmental policies. In Hinterlang et al. (2023), which
features Rotemberg price adjustment costs in a very similar model, the consumer price response to a



estimate the amplification of monetary policy shocks through input-output linkages, for
which the model is used to derive estimatable equations. The network amplification effect
is found to be sizeable with at least 30% of the total effect of monetary policy shocks
originating from the network production structure via a downstream effect that inherits
additional monetary policy effects through price rigidity in the supply sector. In a sim-
ilar vein, Baqaee and Farhi (2019) emphasise the sizeable amplification effect a network
structure has on the propagation of microeconomic productivity shocks. Hinterlang et al.
(2021) also have capital in their model, but only one type of it, and the production net-
work structure is assumed to be more general relative to Ghassibe (2021) and our model
by assuming constant-elasticity-of-substitution (CES) bundles instead of Cobb-Douglas
bundles for consumption, output, and investment. Their main focus is on climate change
policies like energy taxes, emissions taxes, and abatement investment, alongside fiscal
policy considerations. Therefore, their model features taxes on intermediate inputs (e.g.
energy) and a climate damage function and emissions dynamics. They evaluate with
their model, calibrated to the European Union economy (27 countries) plus the United
Kingdom, whether a fiscal devaluation via consumption, energy, or emissions taxation is
the best policy and find that energy and emissions taxes outperform consumption taxes
from a certain high level of environmental damage onward. The paper by Frankovic
(2022) is another network production economy applied to the context of climate change.
The model features several similarities to Hinterlang et al. (2021) like the usage of CES
bundles and different tax rates on different inputs, but it has a global scale with multiple
open regions and features energy instead of capital as the additional production input be-
sides intermediate inputs and labour. His analysis points to sizeable heterogeneity across
sectors and regions with respect to the economic effects of carbon pricing. In particular,
international spillovers in the manufacturing sectors can play an important role.

DSGE models with input-output linkages have also been used to study government
spending shocks by Bouakez et al. (2018), the role of creative destruction for stock returns
by Gofman et al. (2020), and the impact of the recent COVID-19 pandemic on euro area
inflation by di Giovanni et al. (2022), respectively. These studies find that the cumulative
GDP multiplier in a multi-sector model is almost twice as high as in a one-sector model,
that positive productivity shocks to suppliers make customers’ asset values depreciate,
and that inflation can increase with sector-specific labour shortage shocks, respectively.

Third, we summarise contributions of the theoretical climate change literature that —
as we do — concentrate on developments in capital and investment and its implications for
economic dynamics and climate change. A two-agent NK DSGE model for the German
economy with capital, energy, and labour as inputs in the intermediate goods producers’

production function, subject to climate change damages, capital and carbon taxation, is

weather-induced negative supply shock is amplified due to the production network structure.



developed by Eydam and Diluiso (2022). They emphasise the benefits and costs of using
the carbon tax revenues to reduce capital taxes in the long run, relative to labour income
tax reductions: higher welfare but also higher inequality. The risks of the transition to
a low-carbon economy to financial and macroeconomic stability via stranded assets are
analysed by Diluiso et al. (2020). They find that stranded assets transition risk is limited
but temporary over-evaluations of brown assets can materialise. Tax-subsidy schemes
to encourage banks to lend more to green firms can reduce output losses and inflation,
but they can increase the risk of financial instability, while central banks can effectively
provide economic stimuli by buying assets from low-carbon firms only. A subsidy to the
capital costs of renewable energy producers is proven useful to limit the macroeconomic
costs of carbon taxation in the two-country NK DSGE model of Bartocci et al. (2022),
calibrated to represent the euro area and the rest of the world. The model of Chan and
Punzi (2023) features endogenous capital utilisation and several environmental policies.
They find that endogenous capital utilisation amplifies the transmission of monetary
policy shocks on carbon emissions.
In what follows, Section 2 describes our multi-sector production network New-Keynesian

model, Section 3 specifies a two-sector example of our model and its calibration, including
the data used, and Section 4 is devoted to the analysis of this two-sector model. Finally,

Section 5 provides concluding remarks. Technical details are relegated to the appendices.

2 Model

This section develops our multi-sector model with Figure 1 providing a bird’s eye view.

2.1 Representative household

The representative household consumes goods from all S sectors by means of the following

consumption goods aggregate that assumes a unit elasticity of substitution across sectors:

S
o | Prievid (1)

s=1

where w,; is the relative weight of consumption for goods produced in sector s (Zle Wes =
1) or the proportion of aggregate consumption expenditure PfC; spent on sector s goods
(1+7¢,)Ps:Cs . This final consumption goods basket is supplied by a perfectly compet-
itive retail firm, owned by the household, which bundles all sectoral goods together and

which maximises its profits (in nominal terms), given Equation (1):

S
ZE = {Cm%%( {PfC’t - Z(l + 764) Pat Svt} , (2)
St fg=1 s=1



Figure 1: Production network structure of the model

Investment goods production:

0/(6-1)
_ (0-1)/6 .
Igmsny = <_L Lg/bsijt dl)

Input for investment goods production:
Ligns.iny

Input for intermediate input production:
Zs,j (T J")

~

Sector-specific capital accumulation:
Kig/pst+ry = (1 - 5g/b,S)K(g/b.s,t) + Atg/ostyKig sy

-

Capital input: K(g/p,s,j,}

i

Sectoral input composite:

0/(0-1)
Zis() = ( |,z <m")df')
@,

]

Labor input: L j ¢

Intermediate goods production:

Yisje = F Uity Kigs ey Kips.jey Zis,jep s jey)

Intermediate inputs production:
S

Zisjny = l_[ we T2 (1)

r=1

I

Labor supply: Ly = ¥ fd’s Lis,j,ydj
Households

Consumption: Cgy = | W.;WCSC:‘/,:“

Input for consumption goods production:
Cisjny

Final goods production:
6/(6-1)
0-1)/0 ,.
Yoy = (f Ys(,j,tl)/ dJ)
@5

s
—W-
Yo = Hwys ys(ﬂs,tys,c)wys
s=1

L]

!

T~

Sectoral consumption composite:
_ (0-1)/0 , \0/O~-D
Cisr = (fo, Cos ™)

AN

Environment:
S

Be= ) 01— Ve

s=1
My — My = (1 = &) (M — Mo)+ E¢

climate
change

Consumption Capital Intermediate Intermediate Final
Labor Investment inputs goods goods

Notes: This figure depicts the production network structure in our model.

so that the consumption of goods from sector s is subject to a proportional consumption

tax at rate 7¢,. The first order conditions are given by:

(1 + Tsc,t)PS,t st = Ptcwcsct7 s=1,... 7S. (3)
The price index of this consumption goods aggregate will be denoted by Py. It satisfies
PEC, = 255:1(1 + 754)PsCsy and is derived by plugging the first order conditions (3)

into the consumption aggregator function (1):

S

i = H[(l + 7o) Ps gl

s=1

(4)

The amount of consumption goods by all firms in sector s is determined by bundling

together the inputs from all firms in sector s according to:

0/(6-1)
Cyy = / cs(f’jjt”/ 0

dj , (5)
where @, is the set of all firms in sector s. Moreover, 6 is the elasticity of substitution
between any goods.

There is a unit mass of households, indexed by h € [0,1]. Each household maximises
lifetime utility from consumption minus disutility from labour (8 — time discount factor,

f — Frisch elasticity of labour supply, x — leisure utility scaling parameter, i) — elasticity of



intertemporal substitution) by choosing consumption Cy, its differentiated labour service

L(h), and bond holdings By1:

ol e ]

The expenses and incomes of households give rise to the following (nominal) budget

constraint for the representative household:

S
PCy+ Biy = isa B+ Wil + Z8 + 2 + ) (20, + 22+ ZF o+ 28, ) + T, (7)

s=1

where B;,1, is the household’s holdings of one-period bonds held between time ¢ and time
t + 1, i; the nominal risk-free interest rate earned at time ¢ on bond holdings between
time t — 1 and ¢, Z& and Z} are the nominal profits of the aggregate consumption
goods producer and aggregate final goods producer, respectively, Z!, (Z;/t) is the nominal
profit of all intermediate goods (sectoral final goods) firms in sector s, Z¥, (Z},) are the
nominal profit of green (brown) capital producers, 7T} is a lump-sum transfer from the fiscal
authority, and W; is the nominal wage (identical across sectors). Solving the resulting
Lagrangian (the multiplier attached to the budget constraint is denoted by A, ;) results

into the following equilibrium conditions:

L41/fN\ T

=g (0

1= ]Et[Mt t—HZt] 9)
Ab 41
MS, = gttt 10
t,t+1 /BAhyth+17 ( )
A
M1 =0 f\iﬂa (11)
it

where P; is the aggregate price index, which will be formally defined in the next section,
and ]Mf,t +1 (My441) is the nominal (real) stochastic discount factor. We define (after-tax)

consumer price inflation by:
05 = Pha /B (12)

The households face Calvo-style wage rigidity. The total labour supply of the represen-
tative household is thus given by the following bundle of differentiated labour services:
6,—1)

Ly = ( /0 I(Lt(h))((’f‘l)/af dh)w : (13)

The union within household sector chooses the labour supply of household h by maximis-



ing the following expression:

W, (h)L4(h) — W, L3V | 14
{rLr%%}{ i(h)Li(h) — W,L{} (14)

subject to the labour market clearing condition: L¢(h) = L;(h). The first order condition

yields the following labour demand equation:
Li(h) = Wi(h) /W)™ L = Lo = (W7 /W)™ Ly, (15)

Assuming that the wage cannot be adjusted in a given period with probability x, and
the absence of any indexation of the wage to past inflation, the household chooses the

optimal wage by solving the following optimisation problem:

oo ; L1y 11/
{v%i%;)f)} {Et L;)(ﬂﬂe)n <)\h,t+nWt+n(h)Lf+n(h) + (Ct+s - X(LT:_(};)/)J( ) )] } . (16)

Solving this optimisation problem is quite standard and the equilibrium equations are
essentially the same as in Schmitt-Grohé and Uribe (2005), after taking account of our

assumed utility function and the absence of any wage indexation:

g1t = 92, (17)

Wt _ ((1 _ ’W)(Wt*)l_ee + Ke(Wt_l)l—eg)l/(l—Qe) ’ (18)

Ly =0 L{, (19)
W 1-6, W, —0

of (1w (3E )+ () et (20)

In the above equations, ©}V denotes the wage dispersion process, L¢ is the aggregate
labour demand, while L; denotes the aggregate labour supply. The variables g;, and
g2+ are auxiliary variables to determine the optimal wage W}, which are given in the

following recursive forms:

_ 1+1/f —o
QZX)\ht Wt* 94 P Wt* I
= ’ — L E 21
g1t 0, — 1 (( W, t + BrE, Wiss g1+1| ( )
W* —9Z W* 1—92
926 = At ( Wi ) WtLtd + BrEy {(W:H) 92,t+1:| . (22)

These equations complete the set of household equilibrium conditions.



2.2 Aggregate final goods firm

There is a representative, perfectly competitive firm that buys all the sectors’ final goods
and assembles them into an aggregate final good (or GDP) by means of the following

production function:

S
Yt - Hwy_swys (stt)/svt)wys’ (23)
s=1

where w,, refers to the relative weight of the output of sector s in aggregate GDP. The

climate damage function (), is given by:

Qg = e7 M, (24)

)

where M, is the stock of carbon above pre-industrial levels in the atmosphere and ¢4 the
sensitivity of production to climate change in sector s. Furthermore, the price index of

aggregate GDP and aggregate inflation are defined by:

& Ps,t s
Py = H o, ) (25)
s=1 $

Ht+1 = Pt+1/73t~ (26)

The final goods firm solves the following optimisation problem:

S
ZtY = max {Pth - Z Ps,t}/ts,t} s (27)

{Ys,t}le s=1

which results into the following first order conditions:
Ps7t}/s,t = thys}/;, S = 1, ey S (28)

2.3 Sectoral final goods firms

There are S production sectors, indexed by s =1, ..., S. The sector-specific intermediate

goods are bundled by final goods firms as follows:

0/(60-1)
Y, = ( / y o dj) . (29)
(28

The sectoral final goods firms maximise the profits from selling the sectoral goods and

purchasing the inputs from all intermediate goods firms, given by the following expression,

10



by choosing intermediate inputs Y ;, subject to Equation (29):

Ysjtticas

Zﬁt: max {Psthsvt— / Ps,jiys,j,tdj}. (30)

The resulting first order conditions are:

Y. 1/6
Ps,j,t:P&t (Ys’t) ) 821""75' (31)

8,7,
2.4 Intermediate goods firms

The production function of firm j in sector s is specified as follows:

os—1)/0s os—1)/0s os/(0s—1)
Yoo = Ase (GVA ;)% 4 (1= )(Zsj) 77 0) : (32)

~ vs/(vs—1)
VA1 = (0B 4 (1= ) (L)) O (33)

where valued-added VA ;, is a constant-elasticity-of-substitution (CES) bundle of labour
Ly ; with weight 1 — o, and utilised capital I?S,jjt with elasticity of substitution denoted
by 7,. For the production of intermediate goods, value-added and intermediate inputs are
bundled together with elasticity of substitution denoted by oy and the weight on value-
added by (,. The utilised capital is a CES bundle of green and brown capital, subject to

capital type- and sector-specific utilisation rates:

)nks/(nksfl)

Ky ji = ((1 — Whs) (g5, K g s.50) T M g (up 61 Ky ) e D e ; (34)

where the capital type- and sector-specific utilisation rates are denoted by wu,s; and
Ups¢, While wy, is the sector-specific weight on brown capital, and 7, is the elasticity
of substitution between green and brown capital. The utilisation rates and total factor

productivity in sector s are specified by the following exogenous processes:

In(ugst) = (1 — pu) In(tys) + puIn(ugsi—1) + €gsut, s=1,...,5; (35)
1n(ub,s,t) = (1 - pu) ln(ab,s> + Pu 1n(ub,s,t—l) + 5b,s7u,t> s = 1a s >Sa (36)
In(Asy) = (1 — pa)a+ paIn(Agy1) + €050, s=1,...,5, (37)

where a is the log steady-state total factor productivity or technology in all sectors. The

total amount of intermediate inputs in sector s used by firm j is given by:

Zsjt = Hw werujjrt (38)

11



where wy, is the relative intensity with which sector s firms use goods from sector r as
inputs (Zle wg = 1), implying a unit elasticity of substitution between inputs from
different sectors. The parameter wy, is the (s,r) entry of the input-output matrix. The
amount of intermediate inputs from sector r used by sector s firm j is given by the

following aggregator:

0/(6-1)
Zualr) = ( / Zs,j,tv,j')(“/@djf) | (39)

It is assumed that 8 > 1 so that it is harder to substitute inputs across sectors than
within a particular sector. The intermediate input firm minimises the total expenditure
on buying the inputs to assemble the bundle Z, ; (), where P/ is the intermediate inputs

price index of sector s and P, the sectoral price index of sector r:

HP:J;@ s=1,...,5; (40)

1/(1-0)
P, = < / P dj’) ., or=1,...,8. (41)
28

Therefore, the cost minimisation problem of the intermediate input firm j in sector s,

subject to the aggregator function (38), is given by:

mm {Z Py Zgi(r P;Zs,j,t} : (42)

{Zsjt

The resulting optimisation problems’ solution is given by the following first order condi-

tion (after imposing firm symmetry):”
P Zsy(r) = PlwsZsy, r=1,...,5 s=1,...,8. (43)

The symmetric decisions of firms also imply (via Equation 38):

Zo = [Jwar 257 (r), s=1,....S. (44)

r

Using the first order condition (43) in the aggregator function (44) implies the functional
form of the intermediate input price index in Equation (40), which satisfies PfZ,; =
25:1 P,,Z(r). Since the wage is assumed to be the same for all firms in all sectors, the

intermediate goods firm j in sector s chooses labour input L, ;., capital input K, and

5Note that each of the S first order conditions yields a set of S equations; thus, the total set of first
order conditions in Equation (43) is S2.
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intermediate input bundle Z; ;; to minimise the total cost of inputs as follows, given the
inputs price index P;? and subject to the production function (32) (Lagrange multiplier

MC;;) by solving the following optimisation problem:

: k k s
min o AWLs e+ Ry o Ky g + By Ko g + P Zs gt (45)
{Ls,j,t:Kg,s,5,6:Kb,5,5,637s,5,6:95 5 1}

+ P (1= 0 Yaju + Pou X2, —MCyj1 Y}

where wﬁj,t is the carbon abatement rate, Tf ; 1s the sector-specific real carbon tax rate,
v, is the sector-specific carbon intensity, and abatement investment in sector s by firm j
is given by:

X;}j,t = tas( ﬁt)bssys,j,t (46)

Additionally, MC, j; is the nominal marginal cost of firm j in sector s, and R} ., (R} )
the rental rate of green (brown) capital in sector s. The first order conditions from the
cost minimisation problems for s = 1,...,S are given by (after assuming that in each
sector all firms choose the same capital-labour ratio and thus take the same decisions
except for abatement rates — consequently, also the carbon tax burden is specific to the
firm — which implies symmetry and being able to drop the firm index j in the first four

first order conditions below):

Wt - Mcs,t(Ys,t/As,t)USCS(VAs,t)l/’YSil/US(1 - as)(Ls,t)il/’YsAs,t» (47)
Pts = MCs,t(Ys,t/As,t)as(l - Cs)(Zs,t)il/’YsAs,tv (48)
R§)37t - 1\/[Cs,t(Yrs,t/As,t){TsCs(\/vAs,t)1/’“_1/”5O‘s(I?s,t)l/nks_1/’)/S (1 - Wk:s)(ug,s,tKg,s,t)_1/nk5ug7s,tAs7t7
(49)
Rlbc,s’t = MCs,t(Ys,t/As,t)UsCS(VAs,t)l/’YS_1/03as(Ks,t)l/nks_l/wswks(ub,s,th,s,t)_1/nksub,s,tAs,t7 (50)
1/(t3s—1
(P, /(130-1) o
st Ps,t l2sl3s '

Marginal cost of firm j depends on the firm-specific abatement rate and carbon tax burden

in the following way:
MGy = MCy ¢ + PtTf,tVs(l - ¢£j7t)Y:9,j,t + Ps,tLQS(@Z)ﬁt)LBSYsJJa (52)

where MC;; is the component in marginal costs attached to the same capital-labour
ratio that firms in each sector choose. This approach of accounting for carbon taxes and
abatement effort in the price-setting problem follows Benmir and Roman (2022). Firm

symmetry also implies identical capital bundles used by all firms in the same sector:

~ Nks/(Mks—1)
Ks,t - ((1 - wks)l/nks (ug,s,tf(g,s,t)(mcs_1)/7”CS + (Wks)l/nks (ub,s,th,s,t)(nks_1)/7”“) ’ * . (53)
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The nominal profits earned by all intermediate goods firms in sector s are given by:

2 k k F A A .
z¥, = <Ps,j,tYs,j,t—Wth,j,t —Rg,s,tKg,s,j,t—Rb,s,th,s,j,t—Pst,j,t—Pth,tVs(1—ws,j,t)Ys,j,t—Ps,th,j,t) dj. (54)

s

Price stickiness in the intermediate goods sector is modelled via introducing Calvo-type
price stickiness where the prices can adjust in sector s according to the sector-specific
probability 1 — k,. The optimal nominal price at time ¢ for sector s is denoted by P;,,
which is equal to P, ;; with index j in the set of firms that are allowed to re-optimise in
what follows, and II; ;1 = P/ P: denotes inflation between time ¢ + k and time ¢. We
assume that there is no indexing of prices to inflation so that P; ., = P ;; for those
firms with index j in the set of firms that cannot re-optimise in all periods between time
t and time ¢t 4+ k. With this optimal price and Equation (41), the sectoral price index is
found to be:

Py

)

_ w \1_p71/(1—6
s = [keP0 4+ (1= k) (P27 s=1,..,8. (55)

The optimal price setting problem is given by:

- i Ps 't+i}/:9 i+ T MCS t+i}/js j,t+i
max E K’LM i 5Js 2T ) 2 , 56
(Poss} { t [ ;:0 stV R+ ( Pt—i—i ( )

subject to first order conditions (28) and (31). Combining these two first order conditions

PuwysYs [ Yar \°
P, = Y . =1,....5. 5Y4
o Y (Ys,j,t P T (57)

yields:

After substituting in the just derived equation into the optimisation problem, one obtains:

© kiMy . YL PN MC..... /P \T?
max {]Et |:Z sVt 5,_152—1 ( s,],t+z) . Cs,j,t—H ( s,],t+z> 1 }, (58)
{Ps 5} p (wstze+i) Piyi Piyi Piyi

=0

which results into the following first order conditions (s = 1,...,S5) after a couple of

standard derivations and using the assumption of no indexation of rigid prices:

= Y it -’ _ P: Omes j i1 11
0=KE [Z KM i Ys 14 ( 7& ) (Mg i) ( 73: - ejtjl . )}7 (59)
i=0

where mc; i = MC; j1i/Pisi is the sector s-specific real marginal cost. These first
order conditions can be expressed in a recursive fashion. The above first order condition in
the symmetric equilibrium (where all firms within a sector also choose the same abatement

effort) implies:
Ps*,t _ fl,s,t + f3,s,t
Pt fQ,s,t ’

s=1,...,5, (60)
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where the variables fi s, f2s+, and f3; are recursively defined as follows:

—6

Y,

fist=p <w a ) mes  Ysr + kB [Me i1 (Mer1)® frose41), (61)
ysit

v —6

s,t —

fost = < ) Vi + rsBe[My o1 (1) fos041], (62)

Wys Y3

)

Y Py .

fast =1 (w %) ( P;t bas (5he)"* + o vs(1 = ¢£t>) Yor + #sEeMp i1 (1)’ fos01),  (63)
ys Lt

where p := 6/(6—1) is the intermediate goods producers’ monopoly markup over marginal
cost and II;1; = I, ;1. Due to firm symmetry and the equilibrium price setting distortion,

the final goods output of sector s is determined by the following equation:

(0s—1)

}D/s,t - Ys,t/-[:o)s,t = (ﬁs,t)_lAs,t (CS(VAs,t)(US_l)/US + (]- - Cs)(Zs,t)(Us_l)/Us)US/ 9 (64)
where the price distortion variable ]—9’57t obeys the following law of motion (see Appendix
A for its derivation):

Py =y (Por/ Py 1) Py + (1= w,) (P /P) ™, s=1,...,8. (65)

2.5 Capital producers

Sectoral capital is produced by a representative perfectly competitive sectoral capital

producer, where sectoral green and brown capital accumulate according to:

Kg,s,t+1 = (]— - 5gs)Kg,s,t + Ag,s<Ig,s,t/K ,s,t)Kg,s,ta s = 17 R Sa (66)
Kb,s,t—H = (1 - 5bs)Kb,s,t + Ab,s([b,s,t/Kb,s,t)Kb,s,b s = 17 s 7S' (67)

where Ay 5(-) (Aps(+)) is the sector-specific green (brown) capital adjustment cost function.

These functions are specified as follows:

Qigs (Igﬁﬂf/l(g,s,t)171/&9S

Ag,s,t = Ag,S(]g,s,t/K ,s,t) = + Qogs, S = L...,S; (68)

1—1/&
o s ° I s K s 1_1/§bs
Ab,s,t = Ab7s(Ib,s,t/Kb,s,t) = 1 ( II 7t/1/2 ’t> + Quops, s = 17 sy Sa (69)
- bs

where §,, and &, are the capital adjustment costs elasticities and the constants oy, aps,
Qigs, and agps in each sector s are chosen such that there are no adjustment costs in any
sector in the deterministic steady state. Finally, d4, and ;s are the green and brown

capital depreciation rates in sector s, respectively. The investment goods are bundled
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together from the intermediate goods output of individual firms in each sector as follows:

0/(6’—1)
Iysr = (/ I(? ,]1, ° d]) ; (70)
D
6/(6-1)
h@ﬁ:(/‘gzﬁw@> . (71)
[

Maximising values of profits of renting out capital (or the cum-dividend stock price of
the green and brown capital producers) is done by choosing the aggregate investment
demands and next period’s aggregate capital stock demands in sector s in the following
objective functions, subject to the capital accumulation equations (66) and (67) with

Lagrange multipliers Qg,s,Han’t +n and Qb,s,Hant 1 Tespectively:

V;]]fs,t = max E {Z Mt t+n g,s t+n g5 ttn — (1+ T;,s,t>Ps,t+n[g,s,t+n)] , (72)
{Ig-,s,thg,S,Hl}
st,t = max {Et {Z Mt tn Rlzf,s,tJrnKb,s,tJrn —(1+ Tlf,s,t)Pb,t+nIb,s,t+n)} } , (73)
{[b,s,t§Kb,s,t+1}
from which we can read off the capital producers’ profit definitions as follows:
Zr =Ry Kosr— (1470, )Paidgse, s=1,...,5; (74)
stt RbsthSt (1+Tg,s,t)Pb,t]b,s,t7 S = 1,...,5. (75)

Solving these optimisation problems implies the following equilibrium conditions (for
s=1,...,9):

Qg787t = (1 + Té,s,t)P57t/A;,3,t’ (76)
[ Qg st+1\, o vi11gst41

Qg.st = By Mit—&-l (RI;,S,tH - 222 Kg’s’;; LS Qg st+1(Agsty1 +1— 595)” , (77)
L 9.5,

Qbyszt - (1 + Tg,s,t)Psat/Ag),S,t7 (78)

!/
Qb,s,t+1Ab,s,t+1Ib7s,t+1

_ $ k
Qb,s,t = Mt,t+1 Rb,s,t—H - K
L b,s,t+1

Qi (Apge +1- 51,3))} . (19)
where the derivatives of the capital adjustment cost functions are given by:

A;} st Qgs - (Igst/ K ,s,t>_l/€gs> (80)
Ag,S,t = Qqps ° (Ib,s,t/Kb,s,t)il/ébsy (81)

and Té,syt and T,f,s’t are the tax rates applied to investing in green capital and brown capital

in sector s, respectively. Note that negative tax rates are equivalent to subsidies.
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2.6 Monetary authority

The monetary authority applies a classic nominal interest rate rule of the following form

to stabilise the deviation of inflation from target and the output gap:

n(ir) = (1 = pi) (i) + pi I(ir-1) + (1 = pi) [¢x (In(ITe) — In(ID)) + ¢y (In(Yy) = In(Y))] + i, (82)
ry = i1 /114, (83)

where the second equality defines the real risk-free interest rate, II is the inflation target

or steady-state inflation, and Y is steady-state aggregate final goods output.

2.7 Fiscal authority and environmental dynamics

The fiscal authority collects the tax revenues from taxing consumption of goods by the
households, investments by the capital producers, and carbon emissions by the inter-
mediate goods firms. It distributes these revenues in a lump-sum fashion back to the
household:

S
Ti+it—1Br—Byy1 = Z (761 PsiCosit + 7o o 1 Poilg st + Th g 1 Potly st + TSZTtVs(l - wﬁt)n,t] . (84)

s=1

The consumption and investment tax rates obey the following exogenous laws of motion:

C

_ —c c c _
Tst = (1 - pT)Ts + PrTsi—1 + 67’,5,157 s=1,...

R
Yo
[0
&
S~—

7';78775 =(1- pf)fg"ﬁ + pTT;SJ_l + 5379737“ s=1,...,85, (86)
Tg,s,t = (1 - pT)T—lj,s + pTTlf,s,tfl + Ei,b,s,ﬁ §= 17 T 7S' (87)

Total emissions in the economy at time t are given by:

S
&= vl =)V (88)
s=1

These emissions fuel the stock of carbon in the emissions via the following law of motion:
Mt - (1 — 5m)Mt—1 + 5t; (89)

where ¢,, is the fraction of carbon that leaves the atmosphere due to natural processes.
Via the damage functions the stock of carbon above pre-industrial levels M; influences
production processes negatively. To combat this externality, the fiscal authority can levy
sector-specific carbon taxes that obey the following processes:

T]Tt = (1—p)7F + Prff,tq + 5TF’S¢, s=1,...,5. (90)

S
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2.8 Market clearing

The bond market is in zero-net supply and thus clears when:
B, =0. (91)

In the labour market, supply meets demand when the following market clearing condition
holds:

S
L =) L. (92)
s=1

The capital stocks available in sector s are demanded by all firms in sector s. Thus,

market clearing for sector s green and brown capital requires:

Kg,s,t = / Kg,s,j,t dja (93)
®s

Kosp = [ Kpsjredj. (94)

Dy
With the household budget constraint (7), the fiscal authority budget constraint (84),
and the definitions of all the profits of all firms/producers, we can derive the following

aggregate resource constraint to hold in our model:

S S
PiYi =Y PoiYer=PfCi+ Y [Porlysi+ Pigylosr + Postos(Win)* Yar + PP Zss] . (95)

s=1 s=1

Moreover, the following sectoral resource constraints have to hold in equilibrium:
s
Y;’t = Cs,t + [g,s,t + Ib,s,t + LQS( j:t)LSSYvS’t -+ Z Zr,t(S), S = 1, Ce ,S. (96)
r=1

The model is implemented fully in real terms, using first-order perturbation methods
and stochastic simulations in dynare 4.5.4. Appendix B contains the details on how to
normalise the equations in nominal form to their real form, while the formal equilibrium

definition and the steady-state equation system are relegated to Appendices C and D.

3 Calibration

This section presents an outline of the parameterisation employed in the analysis. Our
model calibration is focused on the euro area, which is treated as a closed economy. The

euro area encompasses 19 countries (as of 2022). We obtain flow data from the FIGARO

6Belgium, Germany, Estonia, Ireland, Greece, Spain, France, Italy, Cyprus, Latvia, Lithuania, Lux-
embourg, Malta, the Netherlands, Austria, Portugal, Slovenia, Slovakia, and Finland.

18



Database to calibrate the input-output matrix in the model.” We calibrate our model
using the most recent available input-output dataset from 2019. This database provides
us with valuable insights into the trading dynamics for each combination of country and
sector. Particularly, for the closed economy analysis, we aggregate the industries from
all 19 euro area countries. This consolidation results in a unified framework of 64 sectors
within what we refer to as a single country, representing the entirety of the euro area
with 19 countries (EA-19). Table E.1 reports the description of the 64 sectors at NACE-2
level we use. The compiled data is used to calibrate the weights that each intermediate
input has on the production function of each sector, i.e. w,.. Similarly, this data also
allows us to calibrate the preferences of consumers over different types of goods, denoted
by wes, and the weights of sectoral production in total output (parameter wys). We also
calibrate the sector-specific shares of capital in value-added and intermediate inputs in the
production function, denoted by «a, and 1 — (;, respectively. Moreover, we can compute
sector-specific carbon intensities to find the values for v, which in the data and the model
are expressed in megatons of carbon per trillion euros of sector-specific output.

We consider two distinct categories of capital goods for each sector: brown and green
capital. The calibration of the weight for each capital type, i.e. wys, is drawn from
the EU KLEMS Database.® The brown and green capitals are aggregated within each
respective sector classification. The ratio of brown capital to the combined brown and
green industry capital, referred to as wys, are then calculated. On the one hand, brown
capital encompasses Computing Equipment, Communications Equipment, Transporta-
tion Equipment, Other Machinery and Equipment, Total Non-Residential Investment,
and Residential Structures — in other words, tangible capital assets. On the other hand,
green capital consists of Computer Software and Databases, Cultivated Assets, Research
and Development, and Other Intellectual Property Products Assets — in other words,
intangible capital assets.”

Tables E.2 and E.3 report the full set of production network parameter values for the

64-sector economy.

3.1 A two-sector example

For the analysis in Section 4, we concentrate on a two-sector version of the model, i.e.
S = 2. The first sector is assumed to be the ‘brown’ sector of the economy and the second

sector is assumed to be the ‘green’ sector of the economy.

"FIGARO stands for Full International and Global Accounts for Research in Input-Output Analysis.

8EU KLEMS is an industry level, growth and productivity research project. EU KLEMS stands for
EU level analysis of capital (K), labour (L), energy (E), materials (M), and service (S) inputs.

9Cultivated Assets, despite being categorised as tangible assets, are strategically placed within the
realm of green capital. This classification stems from the acknowledgment that they are inherently
immune to the risk of becoming stranded as a result of decarbonisation efforts.
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We categorise sectors based on their greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions using the EU
taxonomy, designating high-emission sectors as brown and the remainder as green. Table
E.4 displays the classification of sectors as either brown or green within a 64-sector
economy at NACE-2 level.!Y This division yields a two-sector framework within the
EA-19 economy. Next, sector aggregation is also performed using input-output tables,
resulting in a 2x2 matrix of intermediate inputs and data on final consumption and value
added for both sectors. Leveraging these aggregated tables, the share of each sector’s
intermediate input in its respective output production (wpp, Why, Wgp, Wyg) is calculated.
Similarly, the proportions of brown and green sector consumption in overall consumption
(wep and w,) and the proportions of brown and green sector output in total output
(wyp and wy,) are determined. Employing the input-output table, input weights in the
production function are derived. The computation of sectoral weights for intermediate
input (1 — ¢, 1 — (,) involves dividing the aggregate costs of intermediate inputs by the
total output. Simultaneously, using the value-added component for labour we calculate
the weight of labour in the value-added bundle (1 — ay, 1 — «,;). The residual portion
of output is consequently ascribed to the sphere of capital input costs. We also utilise
GHG emissions data for all sectors to compute the carbon intensities 14, and v,, measured
in trillion euros per megatons of carbon. Finally, utilising the EU KLEMS database,
the brown and green capitals are aggregated within each respective sector classification.
The ratio of brown capital to the combined brown and green industry capital, referred
to as wyy for the brown sector and wyy for the green sector, are then calculated. Since we
find it reasonable to assume that capital types are relatively complementary, we choose
a value below unity for the elasticity of substitution between capital types. Specifically,
we choose a homogeneous value across sectors of 1y, = 75, = 0.5.

Table E.4 presents the proportion of brown intermediate inputs used relative to the
total intermediate inputs utilised in the production processes of 64 sectors. The data
highlights that brown sectors exhibit a notable preference for brown intermediate inputs
in their production processes. Notably, the sector with the highest ratio is Electricity, Gas,
Steam, and Air Conditioning Supply (D35) at 80%, closely followed by Manufacture of
Basic Metals (C24), Manufacture of Paper and Paper Products (C17), and Manufacture
of Food Products; Beverages and Tobacco Products (C10-C12). On the other hand,
this ratio is low for green sectors such as Financial Services and Insurance Activities
(K64, K65, and K66), as well as Legal and Accounting Activities; Activities of Head
Offices; and Management Consultancy Activities (M69-M70). One has to be careful

10 According to the EU Sustainable Finance Taxonomy, the sectors with the highest GHG are: Agricul-
ture, Forestry, and Fishing (A), Mining and Quarrying (B), Manufacturing (C), Electricity, Gas, Steam,
and Air Conditioning Supply (D), Water Supply, Sewerage, Waste Management, and Remediation (E),
Construction (F), Transportation and Storage (H), Information an Communication (J) and Real Estate
Activities (L). These sectors accounted for 93.2% of GHG emissions from production processes for the
EU-28 in 2017.
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Table 1: Model parameters

Aggregate economy parameters

Symbol Value Description
6 11 Elasticity of substitution between inputs across sectors
f 0.5 Frisch elasticity of labour supply
X 13.4923 Scale parameter for utility from leisure
B 0.99 Time discount factor
P 0.5 Elasticity of intertemporal substitution
6y 11 Elasticity of substitution between differentiated labour types
Ky 0.75 Calvo wage setting parameter
Pu 0.8 Persistence of all sector- and capital-type-specific capital utilisation shocks
Pa 0.8 Persistence of all sector-specific technology shocks
Pi 0.8 Persistence of monetary policy adjustments
Pr 0.8 Persistence of all sector-specific consumption tax rate shocks
a 2.5501 Steady-state log total factor productivity in all sectors
jul 1.005 Steady-state gross inflation
b 1.50 ‘Weight of inflation gap in the Taylor rule
by 0.25 Weight of output gap in the Taylor rule
Om 0.0021 Carbon decay parameter

Sector-specific parameters

Symbol Value Description

Wep 0.36 ‘Weight of brown consumption good in consumption basket
Weg 0.64 ‘Weight of green consumption good in consumption basket
Wyb 0.53 Weight of brown output in GDP
wyg 0.47 Weight of green output in GDP
Wphp 0.74 Intermediate inputs intensity of brown sector’s goods by brown sector firms
Why 0.26 Intermediate inputs intensity of green sector’s goods by brown sector firms
wWgb 0.47 Intermediate inputs intensity of brown sector’s goods by green sector firms
wgg 0.53 Intermediate inputs intensity of green sector’s goods by green sector firms
ayp 0.17 Weight of capital in value-added of brown sector
ag 0.28 Weight of capital in value-added of green sector
€3 0.36 Weight of value-added in production process of brown sector
Cg 0.61 Weight of value-added in production process of green sector
Wb 0.95 ‘Weight of sectoral brown capital in capital bundle of brown sector
Wkg 0.85 ‘Weight of sectoral brown capital in capital bundle of green sector
Upp 1 Steady-state brown capital utilisation rate in brown sector
Upg 1 Steady-state brown capital utilisation rate in green sector
Ugp 1 Steady-state green capital utilisation rate in brown sector
Ugg 1 Steady-state green capital utilisation rate in green sector
Kp 0.75 Calvo price setting parameter of brown sector
Kg 0.75 Calvo price setting parameter of green sector
Nieb 0.5 Elasticity of substitution between capital types in brown sector’s capital bundle
Nkg 0.5 Elasticity of substitution between capital types in green sector’s capital bundle
b 0.5 Elasticity of substitution between capital and labour in brown sector’s value-added
Yg 0.5 Elasticity of substitution between capital and labour in brown sector’s value-added
oy 0.25 Elasticity of substitution between value-added and intermediate inputs in brown sector’s production
og 0.25 Elasticity of substitution between value-added and intermediate inputs in green sector’s production
Sy 0.025 Depreciation rate of brown capital
Sg 0.025 Depreciation rate of green capital
&p 0.5 Brown capital adjustment cost elasticity
&g 0.5 Green capital adjustment cost elasticity
vy 393.9420 Carbon intensity of brown sector
vg 21.1138 Carbon intensity of green sector
L1p 2.5e-8 Climate change damage function intensity in brown sector
Lig 1.5e-8 Climate change damage function intensity in green sector
Lop 0.05 Abatement investment parameter 1 in brown sector
L2g 0.02 Abatement investment parameter 1 in green sector
L3p 2.7 Abatement investment parameter 2 in brown sector
L3g 2.7 Abatement investment parameter 2 in green sector

0 Brown sector’s good consumption tax rate

0 Green sector’s good consumption tax rate

4e-5 Brown sector’s carbon tax rate
4e-5 Green sector’s carbon tax rate

0 Brown investment tax rate in brown sector

0 Brown investment tax rate in green sector

0 Green investment tax rate in brown sector

0 Green investment tax rate in green sector

Notes: This table reports both conventional values from the literature and data-implied values for the
model parameters of our benchmark calibration of the model, described in Section 2. The utilised data
comes from the FIGARO and EU KLEMS databases for the year 2019.
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when interpreting these values, as they represent the direct utilisation of intermediate
goods. These values could potentially differ and increase due to the indirect utilisation
of brown inputs resulting from the cascading structure of the production process.

Other parameters are sourced from the literature and calibration to mostly conven-
tional parameters. The elasticity of substitution between inputs across sectors 6 is cal-
ibrated to be 11 which implies a monopoly markup p of 10% for intermediate goods
firms. The Calvo price setting probabilities in both sectors are set to 25%, which implies
Ky = kg = 0.7, or an average price-setting frequency of four quarters. For simplicity,
the labour unions’ mark-up and wage-setting frequency are set to the same values, i.e.
6y, = 11 and k; = 0.75. The Taylor rule weights for inflation and output gap are chosen
to be ¢ = 1.5 and ¢, = 0.25, while the persistence of monetary policy adjustments is
equal to p; = 0.8. The persistence parameters of all other shocks are set for simplicity to
the same value, i.e. p, = p, = pr = 0.8. Moreover, the annual steady-state inflation rate
is assumed to equal 2%, i.e. steady-state gross quarterly inflation is IT = 1.005. All these
parameters are used widely in the literature, see for a recent example Sims and Wu (2021).
The time discount factor is slightly higher than in Sims and Wu (2021) and chosen to be
B = 0.99, implying a quarterly log nominal interest rate of roughly 1 percentage point, to
be in line with the current high interest rate regime in the euro area. The Frisch elasticity
of labour supply f is chosen to be 0.5, in line with well-known models of the euro area
such as the New-Area-Wide model (Coenen et al., 2007; Christoffel et al., 2008; Coenen
et al., 2023) or the EAGLE model (Gomes et al., 2010; Bokan et al., 2016). The scale
parameter for utility from leisure time is chosen to induce a steady-state labour demand
by firms of 1, while the elasticity of intertemporal substitution is set to the conventional
value of ¢ = 0.5.

The capital depreciation rates of both capital types are set to the conventional quar-
terly value of 0.025, alongside capital adjustment cost elasticities of & = £, = 0.5 to
feature a relatively sluggish response of investment to capital utilisation shocks or other
economic shocks. The elasticities of substitution between value-added and intermediate
inputs and between capital and labour are set to values below unity in line with the
literature, and it is assumed that it is easier to substitute between capital and labour
than it is between valued-added and intermediate inputs. Thus, we choose v, = v, = 0.5
and oy, = 04 = 0.25.

The abatement investment parameters are set as in Benmir and Roman (2022), while
the climate change damage function parameter is assumed to be twice higher in the brown
sector, as compared to the green sector, while making sure that the average economic
damage is of magnitude roughly equal to 2.5%, similar to the calibration choice of An-
nicchiarico et al. (2022), given the stock of carbon emissions that results from all other
parameter choices. The steady-state carbon tax rates are set to 40 euros per ton of car-

bon in both sectors, which implies setting 7_'gF = ff = 4e-5 as the carbon tax rates are
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measured in trillion euros per megatons of carbon. All other tax rates are set to zero in
the steady state.
Table 1 reports all the parameter values along with their corresponding descriptions

that are utilised in our analysis in the next section.

4 Analysis

In this section, we study the equilibrium effects of various shocks that either affect a
brown aspect of the economy negatively or a green aspect positively.

The results are presented by means of constructing impulse response functions to
a one-time shock in period 1 in one or several exogenous processes. The shocks are
persistent with persistence parameter 0.8 and will thus affect the economy beyond the
initial effect for several periods significantly. We depict 40 periods where the model is
initially (period 0) in the steady state, the shocks occur in period 1, and then no further
shock is fed into the model afterwards. The variables depicted in each set of graphs
are: (A) aggregate final goods output (GDP) Y;; (B) aggregate consumption Cy; (C)
aggregate inflation IT;; (D) carbon emissions stock M;; (E) sectoral final goods output
of the brown sector Yj;; (F) sectoral final goods output of the green sector Y, (G)
consumption of the brown sector’s good Cj¢; (H) consumption of the green sector’s good
Cy.t; (I) investment in brown capital by the brown sector I, ;; (J) investment in brown
capital by the green sector I, 4,; (K) investment in green capital by the brown sector
I, 1+; (L) investment in green capital by the green sector I, ,;; (M) utilised brown capital
in the brown sector u,p+Kpp+; (N) utilised brown capital in the green sector wy g Kp 443
(O) utilised green capital in the brown sector ug ;K yp; (P) utilised green capital in the
green sector u, 4K, 41 (Q) aggregate labour supply; (R) labour demand by the brown
sector Ly¢; (S) labour demand by the green sector L, ; (T) real wage wy; (U) the nominal
interest rate i;; (V) the real interest rate r;; (W) real marginal cost of the brown sector

mcy,,; and (X) real marginal cost of the green sector mcg .

4.1 Negative brown capital utilisation rate shocks

In this section, we delve into two scenarios pertaining to a reduction in brown capital
utilisation. In the initial scenario, we simulate a situation where 10% of brown capital
undergoes a transformation into stranded assets, exclusively within the brown sector. In
the subsequent scenario, we explore a similar 10% decline in brown capital utilisation, but
this time it encompasses both the brown sector and the green sector. Figure 2 presents
all the impulse response functions for these two scenarios. The black solid lines depict
the exogenous decline in the brown sector’s brown capital utilisation rate only (upp+),

while the blue dashed lines represent the decline in both sectors’ brown capital utilisation
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rates (upp+ and upg¢). While the source of this shock is not directly influenced by policy
decisions, our modelling environment empowers us to examine the impact of variations
in the capital utilisation rate on both the real economy and the environment. In our sub-
sequent experiments, we delve into policy shocks that specifically address environmental
concerns, highlighting the critical role of sectoral capital utilisation. This approach allows
us to gain valuable insights into the intricate relationship between policy interventions,
macroeconomic dynamics, and the environment.

In the first scenario, the 10% decrease in brown capital utilisation rate within the
brown sector translates into an almost 10% reduction in the utilisation of brown capital
(Panel M). As this scenario does not directly impact brown capital utilisation in the
green sector, there is no observable deviation visible in Panel N. The fall in brown capital
utilisation leads to a decline in the capital input in brown goods production. Hence,
we witness a decline in brown sector’s output and an increase in green sector’s output
(Panels E and F). The rise in green sector’s output is primarily driven by the increased
relative price of brown output (Panels W and X), causing a substitution of brown output
with green output. The magnitude of the responses of sectoral outputs remains relatively
small due to a decrease in the rental rate of brown capital as well as increased labour
and intermediate input utilisation in the production process (the labour market reaction
is visible in Panel R). Sectoral consumption levels mirror the response of output (Panels
G and H). Aggregate output and consumption reflect a weighted average of the sectoral
corresponding responses (Panels A and B). Notably, we observe a more substantial decline
in output compared to consumption. This discrepancy arises from the relatively higher
weight of green consumption in the consumption basket, coupled with a lower share of
green output in aggregate output. Inflation picks up due to the higher increase in the
marginal cost of the brown sector compared to the decline in the marginal cost of the green
sector. The nominal interest rate rises in response to higher inflation (Panel U). However,
the real interest rate initially decreases, as the response of inflation is stronger than the
increase in the nominal interest rate (Panel V). Investment in green capital within the
brown sector grows (Panel K) as a result of both a decrease in the real interest rate and
the need to replace underutilised brown capital. As the shock does not directly affect
the green sector, there is no significant change in green capital investment within that
sector. Consequently, green capital utilisation aligns with the investment decisions made.
Subsequently, green capital utilisation follows the investment decisions. Brown capital
investment of the brown sector also increases to replace the underutilised brown capital in
the production process (Panel I). Due to the adverse economic impact of reduced brown
capital utilisation, we observe a decline in the stock of emissions (Panel D).

In the second scenario, we note several distinctions. Since capital utilisation in the
green sector is also affected, we observe a similar response of brown capital utilisation in

the green sector. This leads sectoral outputs to respond differently. Under this scenario,
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Figure 2: Impulse response functions — brown capital utilisation rate shocks
AY, B: C; C: I, D: M;

5 0t Stock of emissions, %
o Aggregate output, % oot Aggregate % oce Inflation, %
1 ==~ 1 1
.= ~~
o005}t , ~. = oosty
~ 0
’ =~
off ) oost b
1 -
-0.005 003F |
\ 2
002
001 / \ .
L \
001
oosf \ 1 \ ‘
\ 1
002 0 5
|I' Ry — -
0.025 Al 0.01 N Y
003 002 7
o 5 10 15 2 5 x4 o 520 2w 3 4 s 0 15 2 2 @ % 4 o 5 10 15 2 25 wm 3 4
- It - Lgt - Lt - Lgpt
Brown sector's output, % Green sector's output, % Brown sector's good ion, % Green sector's good lion, %
003 003 002 008
002l 1 002 002
1 -
oorfy - - oor oot ~
Wb - D . -
.7 0 7 ’
001 ot , 001 ,
002 | ’ 002 /
“002f 1 !/ ’
0.03 1 I 003\ 1
008 ’ Vo
0.04 1 0.04
v [
0.05 0.04 \ ’ 00sf v 4
4 \/
006 005 00
o s 10 15 2 2 0 3% 4 s 10 15 2 2 2 % 4 R o s 10 15 2 2 0 3% 4
- 4bbit - 4b,g,t - Lg,bt - 19,9,
s Brown capital investment, brown sector, % Brown capital investment, green sector, % 06 Green capital investment, brown sector, % s Green capital investment, green sector, %
045
\
Oél \
1 04
035f | 1
\
osp V
03
0.25 ' |
\ \
ozt ozf A
AY
015 \ N
AY 0.1 ~
04 N ~
~ ™ -
~ ~ -
005 o .
o
005 01
EEE s 0 15 2 2 ® % @ o 5 w0 15 2 2z 2 4 o s 0 5 0 2 a3 4
- Ub,b,t L3 b,b,t - Ub,g,t3b,g,t - Ug,bthg,bt - Ug,9,tRg,g,t
) Utilized brown capital, brown sector, % ) Utilized brown capital, green sector, % os Utilized green capital, brown sector, % o Utilized green capital, green sector, %
3 3 —
— -
.
2 2 4
4
’
4 4 ’
’
6 sf 1
1
8 8 !
1
1
10 10
o s 1w 15 2 2 2 3 4 o 5 10 15 2 2 w® 5 4 s
Q: Ly - bt - Mgt
s Aggregate labor demand, % 025 Labor hired by brown sector, % s Labor hired by green sector, %
\
ozs ozsf 1
' \
oz 0z
\ \
orsp osst \
\ \
01 \ 01 \
N \
N
005 N 005 N
>~ Se o S
0 0 T
005 005 005 012
o s 10 15 2 2 w 3% 4 s 0 15 @ 2 w0 % 4 o s 10 15 2 2 o 3 4 o s 10 15 2 2 0 3 4
< Ut -1t . b,t . g,t
sons Nominal interest rate, pp 002 Real interest rate, pp 035 Brown sector's marginal cost, % 05 Green sector's marginal cost, %
s \
1
ooz IV 04
1
/)
oorsf '
03
\ \
001 \ \
02 \
\
\
01
AY
\
. ~
~=-7
001 01
0 5 10 15 2 2 2 3B o s 10 15 2 2w 3 4 o s 10 15 2 2 w0 3 4 o s 10 15 2 2 3 3 4

Notes: This figure depicts impulse response functions for exogenous declines of 10% in logarithmic terms
in brown capital utilisation rates in period 1. The black solid lines correspond to the simulation that
sees an exogenous decline in the brown sector’s brown capital utilisation rate only (up ), while the blue

dashed lines depict the economic effects of a decline in both sectors’ brown capital utilisation rates (upp ¢
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we observe a noteworthy decrease in green output. Conversely, brown output increases
to a small extent. This occurs because the green sector’s output decreases in the second
scenario and the relative price of green output increases as in the brown sector. Con-
sequently, we no longer witness the substitution of brown output with green output as
we observe in the first scenario. Aggregate output and consumption levels decline more
significantly, and inflation responds more robustly compared to the first scenario. Owing
to the stronger increase in inflation, the nominal interest rate rises to a greater extent.
Due to the limited decline in brown output, attributable to the opposing substitution ef-
fect seen in the first scenario, the reduction in emissions is less pronounced in the second

scenario, where brown capital utilisation is not solely restricted to the brown sector.

4.2 Policy shocks

In the previous section, we have explored the impact of an exogenous decline in brown
capital utilisation rates on both macroeconomic stability and environmental factors. In
this section, our focus shifts to a comprehensive examination of policy implications that
prioritise environmental concerns. We will focus on four different policy shocks. First,
we will analyse the impact of a brown investment tax shock and a green subsidy shock.
Since these two shocks are comparable in our model environment, we present them in the
same figure. Next, we analyse the impact of a brown consumption tax shock. Finally, we

explore the effect of a carbon tax increase in the brown sector on the economy.

Brown investment tax / green investment subsidy Brown investment taxes are
designed to disincentivise capital flow into activities that generate high levels of pollution,
carbon emissions, or other detrimental environmental effects. The goal is to make such in-
vestments less financially appealing, thereby redirecting capital toward cleaner and more
sustainable alternatives. Brown investment taxes can help internalise the external costs
of environmentally harmful activities and provide a source of revenue for environmental
protection and remediation efforts. On the contrary, the green investment subsidy policy
offers financial incentives — such as tax credits or direct grants — to encourage invest-
ments in environmentally friendly projects, technologies, and industries. This subsidy
aims to lower the cost of capital for businesses and individuals who choose to invest in
renewable energy, energy efficiency, sustainability, or other environmentally friendly ini-
tiatives. By making green investments more financially attractive, governments seek to
accelerate the transition toward a low-carbon economy. Green investment subsidies can
spur innovation, create green jobs, and reduce greenhouse gas emissions, contributing
to both economic growth and environmental protection. Figure 3 depicts the economic
effects of a 5 percentage point increase in the brown investment tax (black solid lines)

and a reduction of the same size in the green investment tax (blue dashed lines) —i.e. a

26



Figure 3: Impulse response functions — investment tax/subsidy shocks
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lines correspond to a fiscal budget-neutral combination of the two aforementioned simulations.
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subsidy to green investment — in period 1. Moreover, the magenta dash-dotted lines de-
pict a fiscal budget-neutral combination of the two aforementioned scenarios. Therefore,
brown capital investment taxes of 5% in both sectors are introduced and the resulting
additional tax revenue is used to finance a negative green capital investment tax (i.e.
subsidy) in the green sector so that there is no change in the lump-sum tax collected
from the households.!!

A 5% increase in the cost of investing in brown capital results in a 2.5% decline in
brown capital investment in both sectors (Panels I and J). However, there is no significant
reallocation to green investment under this policy choice (see Panels K and L). Due to
the nature of this negative demand shock, brown output falls by 0.03% and green output
by 0.04%, leading to a decrease in aggregate output by approximately 0.035% (Panel
A). Consequently, firms demand less labour (Panels Q to S), leading to a decline in the
real wage (Panel T). As investment demand falls on aggregate, sectoral consumption
levels increase due to the sectoral market clearing conditions (Panels G and H). Thus,
we observe a slight rise in aggregate consumption (Panel B), which leads to a small
increase in inflation. Due to the decrease in aggregate output, monetary policy reacts
by reducing the nominal interest rate (Panel U). The stock of emissions falls due to the
decline in aggregate production. However, the brown investment tax does not incentivise
the replacement of brown capital investment with green capital investment.

In a parallel scenario, we analyse the impact of a 5% increase in green investment
subsidies in the green sector. We observe a 2.5% increase in green capital investment in
the green sector immediately (Panel L). There is no significant change in the investment
decisions of the brown sector or the brown capital investment decisions of the green sector.
The increased green investment demand in the green sector leads to a rise in green output
(Panel F), with no observable change in brown sector’s output initially. Consequently,
aggregate output increases moderately due to the boost in green production (Panel A).
However, this small increase in output causes monetary policy to tighten slightly, as de-
picted in Panel U, leading to a subsequent decrease in brown output (Panel E). Since the
investment subsidy only stimulates demand by increasing green output without consid-
erably replacing brown output, we observe only a slight decline in emissions.

Finally, we examine a policy mix that combines the aforementioned two distinct poli-
cies. In this context, we investigate a scenario where financial support for environmentally
friendly investments is financed by levying an investment tax on brown investments. This

strategic combination operates within a fiscally neutral budget framework. As a response

1The model is slightly modified for this scenario. Specifically, the exogenous process for the green
capital investment tax in the green sector (Equation 86 for s = g) is removed from the system of equations
and replaced by the following endogenous termination of the green capital investment tax in the green
sector:

i _ i i
Tg,g,tPgJIg,gJ = - (Tb,b,thq,th,bJ + Tb,g,tPg7th,g,t) :
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to the policy mix, there is a notable 2.5% reduction in brown capital investment across
both sectors (Panels I and J). Concurrently, green investment experiences a significant
surge, particularly in the green sector, reaching approximately a 25% increase (Panel L).
The stark difference in the magnitude of these numbers is due to the much larger amount
of brown capital, in contrast to the amount of green capital, available in the economy
(since the weights on brown capital in the capital bundle are large, i.e. wy, = 0.95 and
wig = 0.85). Therefore, the amount of tax revenue is significant due to the resulting high
volumes of brown capital investment in the economy, which can be used to finance a large
subsidy rate for the relatively much smaller amount of green capital investment.

In contrast, the brown sector witnesses a comparatively modest uptick (Panel K). This
pattern suggests a noticeable shift in capital allocation from brown to green investments.
The combination of policies results in an increase in the relative marginal cost of brown
goods (Panels W and X). Consequently, the output of brown goods decreases, while the
output of green goods increases (Panels E and F). This trend is also evident in the sectoral
consumption of goods (Panels G and H). As the weight of brown output is higher in total
production, there is a slight decline in aggregate output (Panel A). The reduction in
aggregate output, coupled with the reallocation of brown output to green goods, leads to
a decrease in the overall stock of emissions (Panel D). This policy mix demonstrates that

it is possible to achieve lower emissions in the long run without inflationary pressures.

Brown consumption tax To discourage consumption of brown sector goods (e.g.
gasoline, air conditioning, flight tickets, gas heating) additional or new excise taxes could
be introduced by the policymaker. This realistic scenario (e.g. Cyprus and Estonia levy
an additional excise tax on brown energy products to finance the green transition'?, or
the introduction of a single-use plastic tax in Germany in 2024 due to the EU Single
Use Plastics Directive from 2019 that could potentially be fully passed on from producers
to consumers) can be simulated in our model by introducing a consumption tax of 5
percentage points on brown consumption goods. Figure 4 depicts the economic effects of
introducing such a consumption tax in period 1 whose rate is declining slowly due to the
auto-regressive nature of the shock process.

The consumption tax discourages consumption of brown goods by increasing its after-
tax price. In Panel G, Cy; falls by 3.5% on impact, while consumption of green goods
experiences a relatively small positive effect due to the redirection of consumption ex-
penses towards green products, as shown in Panel H. Nevertheless, the negative demand
effect on aggregate quantities is significant, resulting in an approximate 0.35% decline

in aggregate consumption on impact. As a consequence, aggregate production is scaled

12Gee Avgousti et al. (2023).

13See https://www.roedl.com/insights/plastic-tax/germany-eu-green-deal.
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Figure 4: Impulse response functions — brown consumption tax shock
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down by 1%, primarily due to a more substantial reduction in brown output, which is not
entirely offset for by the increase in green output (as indicated in Panels E and F). Due
to the stronger decrease in brown output demand, inflation experiences a slight decrease
on impact but subsequently it increases. To counteract the fall in aggregate production,
the nominal interest rate falls, as demonstrated in Panel U.

Furthermore, the investment demand for both types of capital by both sectors in-
creases due to falling interest rates, with a stronger effect observed in the green sector.
This is because the increased demand for green sector output necessitates both brown and
green capital, produced by both sectors, leading to increased capital utilisation (produc-
tion) in subsequent periods (as depicted in Panels M to P). Equilibrium labour demand by
the brown sector decreases with the decline in output, while the green sector experiences
growth in labour demand due to increased production (Panels ) to S). In summary, the
brown consumption tax reallocates consumption and consequently output from brown to

green, leading to a reduction in emissions.

Carbon tax Finally, we delve into the impacts of increasing carbon taxes — a taxa-
tion measure designed to promote environmental sustainability, a pivotal component of
sustainable development. This policy represents a more direct approach to addressing
environmental concerns compared to the other policy tools that we have analysed pre-
viously. Figure 5 depicts impulse response functions for an exogenous increase in the
carbon tax equal to 40 euros per ton of carbon (i.e. a doubling of the carbon tax from 40
to 80 euros) in the brown sector in period 1. Due to the inflationary impact of the carbon
tax, we also analyse the role of monetary policy in this scenario by varying the inflation
feedback parameter in the Taylor rule. The black solid lines represent the benchmark
case where the inflation feedback parameter ¢, is set to 1.5.

Doubling the carbon tax within the brown sector initiates an upswing in both green
and brown output. Firms are allowed to invest in abatement technology in our frame-
work, and the increase in the carbon tax triggers a corresponding augmentation in firms’
abatement efforts, albeit at a significant cost. Consequently, the brown sector’s output
initially surges as a means to finance the adoption of abatement technology, as elucidated
in Panel E, via hiring more labour (Panel R).

However, in subsequent periods, a decline in brown output becomes apparent, stem-
ming from the relative brown good’s price increase. The green sector, in contrast, expe-
riences an output expansion as it steps in to substitute the declining brown output, as
evident in Panel F. Labour demand mirrors these sectoral output dynamics, as depicted
in Panels R and S. Aggregate output, following the sectoral responses to the carbon
tax, initially registers an increase, only to witness a subsequent downturn, plunging by
0.02% in period 5, as outlined in Panel A. The dynamics of aggregate prices mirror this

trajectory (Panel C). Brown consumption demand experiences a reduction, while green
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Figure 5: Impulse response functions — carbon tax shock
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consumption demand sees an uptick. The weighted average of sectoral consumption lev-
els (Cy) records a decrease of 0.08%, primarily attributable to a substantial decline in
brown consumption, as depicted in Panel B. In the brown sector, investment demands
for both categories of capital diminish due to the decline in demand for brown products
(Panels I and K). Conversely, the transition toward a green economy precipitates a surge
in investment demand for both types of capital within the green sector, as depicted in
Panels J and L. In light of the inflationary impact of the carbon tax, monetary policy
reacts by elevating the nominal interest rate (Panel U).

The implementation of a carbon tax serves as a more direct policy instrument in ad-
dressing environmental concerns, thereby facilitating the transition toward a low-carbon
economy, characterised by a reduction in brown output and a concurrent increase in green
output. Consequently, we witness a decline in emissions due to this paradigm shift.

The role of monetary policy comes to the forefront when planning the transition to
a low-carbon economy. In this context, for the carbon tax we explore the sensitivity
of interest rates to the dynamics of inflation. The depiction is provided through two
distinct scenarios in addition to the benchmark case: the blue dashed lines portray a
scenario with an inflation feedback parameter of ¢, = 2, while the magenta dash-dotted
lines illustrate an alternative scenario characterised by an inflation feedback parameter
of ¢ = 2.73.1* According to our model framework, it appears that the responsiveness
of the nominal interest rate to changes in the inflation gap does not yield a significant
influence on environmental factors. Instead, the effects manifest primarily in the realm
of macroeconomic dynamics. These effects align with our anticipated outcomes, and
while they do induce adjustments in levels, they do not introduce discernible shifts in
sectoral allocations. Specifically, a stronger inflation response aligns with higher volatility
in aggregate consumption (Panel B) and better aggregate output performance in the
medium run (Panel A) that originates from monetary policy amplifying the economic
costs in the short run due to a larger nominal interest rate in the short run, while the
green (brown) sector’s output and consumption grow more (decline less) in the medium
to long run with stronger inflation responses of monetary policy (Panels E-H) due to
then lower nominal interest rates than in the benchmark scenario.

To sum up, a more robust response to inflation slightly accentuates the economic
declines in the brown sector in the short term, driven by a more pronounced reduction in
investment demand due to a stronger increase in the interest rate. In the medium term, as
brown capital transitions to green capital, the burden on the brown sector lessens, leading
to a subsequent decrease in inflation. The drop in interest rates is more substantial this
time, fuelled by higher responsiveness to inflation and a less costly reallocation of brown

capital for the brown sector. Consequently, in the medium term, we witness a more

4 This value has been estimated by Coenen et al. (2018) using their New Area Wide Model II.
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significant uptick in output without incurring inflationary costs, mostly driven by the

green sector’s dynamics.

4.3 Green technology shock

Finally, a necessary, though perhaps not sufficient, ingredient for any successful transition
to a low-carbon economy is the invention, broad adoption, and effective implementation
of new and more environmentally friendly technologies. In light of this, we embark on
a simulation in which we introduce a 2% increase in total factor productivity within the
green sector. The objective is to examine the impact of this technological innovation on
the wider economy, as illustrated in Figure 6. It is worth noting that while increased
productivity within a single sector is generally favourable for the overall economy, the
sector-specific effects are highly heterogeneous.

The introduction of innovation in the green sector results in increased production
with decreasing marginal costs, as depicted in Panel X. Consequently, there is a shift
away from brown sector output towards green sector output due to changes in relative
prices, illustrated in Panels E and F. This shift in demand dynamics for brown output
leads to a decrease in both brown and green capital investment in the brown sector, as
depicted in Panels I and K. Conversely, the increased demand for green goods stimulates
both types of capital investments in the green sector. Therefore, the introduction of
green technological innovation reduces capital utilisation within the brown sector, as
demonstrated in Panels M and O. Labour demand experiences a decline in both sectors
due to the wealth effect generated by technological innovation, which in turn results
in increased wages (Panels Q-T'). Sectoral consumption also responds differently, with
an increase in green consumption and a corresponding decrease in brown consumption.
This shift has a net positive effect on aggregate consumption, primarily because green
consumption carries a significant weight in the overall consumption basket (Panel C).
However, an initial decrease of output is observed, primarily due to the sharp decline
in brown output (Panel A). On the inflation front, aggregate inflation decreases as the
rise in brown sector’s marginal costs is counterbalanced by the decrease in green sector’s
marginal cost (Panel C). To maintain the equilibrium, the nominal interest rate decreases,
offsetting the impact of reduced inflation and the initial output decline (Panel U).

Importantly, the benefits of technological innovation within the green sector extend
beyond the economy itself. It also leads to a reduction in emissions, as depicted in Panel
D. This underscores the broader environmental gains associated with such innovations.

To sum up, a shift in relative productivity between the two sectors triggers a realloca-
tion mechanism within the economy akin to the effects of a consumption tax. However, in
this scenario, the impact is positive for the overall economy, devoid of inflationary pres-

sures, thanks to advancements in technology. In contrast, a higher consumption tax on
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brown goods tends to negatively impact the aggregate economy and generate inflationary

pressures, as previously discussed.

4.4 Summary and policy implications

The analysis above provides a few noteworthy observations and policy implications that
are summarised in this section.

Initially, the presence of brown capital asset stranding, referring to underutilised assets
in the brown sector, appears to stimulate economic activity and the consumption of
environmentally friendly green products. While this scenario may seem advantageous
from an environmental perspective, it can have adverse effects on overall macroeconomic
stability, leading to inflationary pressures. Given the strong reliance of the green sector
on brown capital for its production processes, any policy or action resulting in stranded
capital in this sector can lead to reduced production. Consequently, the desired transition
toward a greener economy may only materialise if the policy is implemented in the brown
sector, not in the green sector. Hence, the choice of capital allocation in production
becomes a critical consideration in any initiative aimed at addressing capital strandedness.

Furthermore, when we examine policy measures aimed at addressing environmental
issues, it becomes evident that the brown investment tax policy fails to facilitate a shift
toward a greener economy in terms of both production and consumption. Moreover,
upon examining the allocation of capital, we note that this policy effectively reduces the
utilisation of brown capital which is partly replaced by green capital within the brown
sector. This policy exerts macroeconomic effects that diminish production while driving
up inflation. Consequently, a decrease in emissions occurs as a natural consequence of
this economic contraction. Conversely, the green investment subsidy policy does not bring
about a substantial transformation in production practices. However, it does stimulate
growth within the green sector. The implementation of both policies under a neutral
fiscal balance proves highly effective in attaining environmental targets through a notable
reduction in emissions. Notably, the utilisation of green capital experiences a significant
boost, particularly within the green sector, without triggering a substantial uptick in
inflation. Although aggregate output contracts slightly, this decline is outweighed by the
positive environmental impact achieved through the increased adoption of green practices
across sectors. The success of these policies lies in their ability to strike a balance between
environmental sustainability and economic considerations, demonstrating a promising
approach to addressing both concerns simultaneously. Additionally, the implementation
of a brown consumption tax policy, influencing consumer choices, enables us to witness a
green transformation within the economy on the production front, albeit not on the capital
side. Due to the nature of the tax policy, while this may lead to an economic contraction,

it yields promising outcomes in mitigating environmental concerns. In our analysis, we
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focus on the aspect of the carbon tax policy, which unequivocally facilitates the shift
toward a low-carbon economy due to its highest direct impact on the environment. While
this effect carries an inflationary aspect, its beneficial influence on the environment is self-
evident. Currently, the revenue of all taxes, including the carbon tax, is re-distributed to
the household by means of a lump-sum transfer. Changing the way the revenue generated
by the carbon tax is used could potentially lead to very different equilibrium outcomes.

An innovation in green production causes a shift toward a green economy in terms
of both production and consumption. Additionally, it triggers the substitution of brown
capital with green capital across both sectors. A green technology innovation is not only
advantageous for the macroeconomy but also contributes positively to environmental

goals thanks to the aforementioned green transition.

5 Conclusion

In this study, we develop a closed-economy multi-sector New-Keynesian DSGE model with
a network production structure and two types of physical capital among the production
inputs. We use euro area data for 64 sectors at the NACE level 2 to inform the calibration
of the model. For expository purposes, we utilise a two-sector model and aggregate the
data to two sectors — the green sector and the brown sector — by aggregating the sectors
classified as brown in the EU Taxonomy in the brown sector, i.e. the sectors responsible
for the bulk of GHG emissions.

With this model at hand, we derive new insights into the aggregate and sectoral eco-
nomic effects of the risk of stranded assets by simulating shocks to capital utilisation
rates. Moreover, additional lower-carbon transition policies such as brown capital in-
vestment taxes or subsidies to green capital investment, consumption taxes levied on the
brown good, a carbon tax increase in the brown sector, and technology innovations in
the green sector are evaluated through the lens of our model.

Stranded assets in brown capital inputs induce a decarbonisation of the economy at
the expense of aggregate economic outcomes and creating inflationary pressures. Strand-
ing brown capital in the green sector — due to the high share of brown capital inputs
in green goods production — is particularly detrimental for the economy and reduces en-
vironmental benefits. Taxing brown capital investment fails to induce a transition to a
greener economy, with environmental benefits only due to lower production outcomes,
while subsidising green capital investment stimulates the green sector of the economy
without compromising significantly brown production volumes. Therefore, the environ-
mental benefits are negligible. A fiscal-neutral combination of these two investment poli-
cies yields significantly better results than each policy alone by producing only a mild
output decline and substantial environmental benefits.

Introducing a consumption tax on the brown good works better by shifting consump-
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tion preferences of the households to the green good, thereby inducing a reallocation from
brown to green economic activities, with obvious considerable environmental benefits. On
the downside, it induces a recession due to the costly process of reducing capital in the
brown sector and building new capital in the green sector. On the contrary, an innovation
in productivity of the green sector implies similar benefits and also stimulates aggregate
production volumes.

Similarly, increasing the carbon tax in the brown sector induces a green production
boom, while creating an economic recession in the brown sector. Due to increased abate-
ment efforts by the brown sector, the economic recession remains mild though. Naturally,
the destination of the revenue generated by the carbon tax holds significant importance.
In our study, the allocation of this tax revenue to the general budget may yield varying
outcomes when used to boost green production or investment in green capital. These
scenarios will be subjects of investigation in our forthcoming research.

Going forward, it would be possible to make the wage rigidity in the model sector-
specific to allow for heterogeneous reactions of the sectoral labour markets to transition
policies. Furthermore, the model could be modified to be an open economy and calibrated
to specific euro area members to provide tailored analysis for specific countries. Finally,
adding banks to the model would allow for studying the propagation of shocks to sector-

specific financing conditions in our production network model.
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A Price Dispersion Law of Motion

Assuming that the capital-output ratio is the same for all firms within sector s, one
also obtains that the intermediate inputs to output ratio and the labour to output ratio
are the same for all firms within sector s, respectively. Furthermore, since the marginal
cost function is the same for all firms within a sector in the symmetric equilibrium, one
obtains that the production function is the same for each firm within sector s. Thus,
we can simply integrate the individual firms’ outputs into sectoral output to obtain, in
conjunction with using Equation (31):
Yoo = / Yijedj = (Po) ™ Aue (GIVAL) T/ 4 (1= () (Zyy) o Do) /770

’ (A.1)
where ]—g’s¢ = fq,S(Ps,j,t /P.;)~?dj is the price dispersion term. Given that a fraction
of firms cannot adjust its prices for the next period, whereas the other firms (with mass

1— k) will re-optimise the next period, the dynamics of the dispersion term are as follows:
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which — using real variables and lagging above equation by one period — becomes:
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B Normalisation of the Model

Most equations in the main text are given in nominal terms. For defining the equilibrium
of the model, we need to derive the real variant of all equations. Thus, in the following we
normalise the model by denoting and defining the real version of a variable as follows: p; =
P,/P;, where P, is a generic nominal variable as a placeholder for all nominal variables
used in the main text and the aggregate price index P is used to make nominal variables
real. The nominal marginal utility of consumption A, is made real by multipliying it
with P, where real marginal utility of consumption being denoted by th&

The following list of equations comprises the equations requiring the normalisation of
nominal prices. Other equations, not listed here, are used as given in the main text in

the implementation of the model.

e Real sectoral consumption choice of households

(1 + TSC’t)ps,tCs,t = pfwcsCt, S = 1, ce ,S (Bl)
e Real price of consumption
5
= I+ 75 )psa) = (B.2)
s=1

e Real budget constraint of households
s
B+ by = riby+wi Ly + 20 + 20 + ) (2, + 2+ ah 42+t (B3)
s=1
e Fischer equation
1= ]Et[Mt,t—l—l iy /i) = Et[Mt,t+17”t+1] (B.4)
e Marginal utility of consumption
—1/¢
£y 1 X(Lt)1+1/f
Ant = A =—|C — —F——— B.5
= MniPo= (G- N (8.5
e Nominal stochastic discount factor
B,
b = o (B.6)
by P
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Real stochastic discount factor
Mt,t+1 = Bxh,tJrl/Xh,t (B'7)

Consumer price inflation
7y = pi /) - e (B.8)
Real aggregate consumption goods firm profits:

S
Ztc = ngt — Z(]_ + T;t)p&tc&t (Bg)

s=1

Real wage evolution process

1/(1-6,)

we = (1= k) (W)™ + sy (wp_y /1) %) (B.10)

Wage dispersion process
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welly

Optimal wage equilibrium auxiliary variable 1
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Optimal wage equilibrium auxiliary variable 2
_ w\ —0p * 1-60,
g2t = Anyt (%) wi L + BryBy {(MHZUEHI ) 92,t+1]. (B.13)
Real aggregate final goods firm profits:
s
2 =Y, =) peYes (B.14)
s=1
Real sectoral final goods firms profits (s = 1,...,.5)
2oy = DsiYos — / PsgitYs gt dj (B.15)
D

45



Real sectoral intermediate input price
s
pf:Hp‘;f’jT, s=1,...,8 (B.16)
r=1

Aggregate price index / aggregate inflation

S Wys
ps,t
=11 (Q_t) (B.17)

s=1

Intermediate goods firms’ intermediate inputs decisions

PriZsy(r) = pjweZsy, T=1,...,8, s=1,...,8 (B.18)

Intermediate goods firms’ cost minimisation w.r.t. labour (s =1,...,.5)
Wy =Myt (Var/As) C(VA )77 (1 — ) (L) 77 Ay (B.19)
Intermediate goods firms’ cost minimisation w.r.t. intermediate inputs (s = 1,...,.5)

pf = mcs,t(ﬂ,t/As,t)as(l - Cs)(Zs,t)il/'ysAst

)

Intermediate goods firms’ cost minimisation w.r.t. green capital (s =1,...,5)
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Intermediate goods firms’ cost minimisation w.r.t. brown capital (s =1,...,.5)
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Abatement rate determination:
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Optimal price equilibrium
p:,t = (fl,s,t + f3,s,t>/f2,s,t7 s = 17 tr S (B25)

Third auxiliary variable in optimal price equilibrium
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Intermediate goods price dynamics
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Price dispersion dynamics
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ko =k Kysr—(1— T;,Sﬂt)p&t] st (B.29)

g5t~ 1 g;sit

Real brown capital producer profits

lef,s,t = Tg,s,th,s,t - (1= Tg,s,t>ps,t-[b,s,t (B.30)
Real green capital producers value (s = 1,...,5)
U;f,s,t =E {i Mt,t+n(7"lg€,s,t+an,s,t+n —(1- T;,s,t)ps,tJrnIg,S,Hn)] (B.31)
n=0
Real brown capital producer value (s =1,...,5)
Ul]f,s,t = E, {i Mt,t-l-n(rllf,s,t—f—nKb,s,t—i-n —(1- Tlf,s,t)ps,t+nlb,s,t+n):| (B.32)
n=0

Green capital real marginal Tobin’s Q (s =1,...,.5)
Qg0 = (1= T )Pst/ Ny (B.33)

Green capital Euler equation (s =1,...,.5)

/
q97s7t+1Ag,sﬁt+1Ig7S,t+1

g5t = Eq [Mt,tJrl <r§,s,t+1 - + qg,s,t+1(Ngs,p41 + 1 — 595)” (B.34)

Kg,s,t—i—l
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Brown capital real marginal Tobin’s Q (s =1,...,5)
Qv,s,t = (1 - Tg,s,t)ps,t/Ag,s,t (B35)

Brown capital Euler equation (s = 1,...,5)

I
@.s,t+10p g 11 11b,5,041

Qb5 = By |:Mt,t+1 (Tfys,t+1 - + @501 (Apsp1 +1— 5bs)):| (B.36)

Ky s 141
Real government budget constraint

S
c 7 7 F A
ty + 1y — by = E [Ts,tps,tcs,t + Tg,s,tps,t[g,s,t + Tb@,tps,tjb,s,t + Ts,t’/s(l — S,t)Ys,t]

. (B.37)

Real bond holdings market clearing condition / zero debt condition / fiscal rule

by =0 (B.38)
Real sectoral resource constraints
s
Vio=Cot s+ Dot + X5+ Zou(s), s=1,...,8 (B.39)
r=1

Real aggregate resource constraint

S S
Y=Y paYer=0iCi+ Y [Peilgss + psilvss + P Xly +9iZes]  (B.AO)
s=1 s=1
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C Definition of Equilibrium

The equilibrium system is composed of S2 + 40S + 22 variables and S2 + 408 + 22

equations in total, which can be broken down by sectors in the following way:

1. In the households sector, the real price of the consumption bundle pf, consumer price
inflation TI¢, the consumption bundle C;, sectoral consumption levels {Cj,}5_;,
total labour supply L;, total labour demand by firms L¢, the real wage wy, the
optimal real wage w;, the wage distortion process 0}", the auxiliary variables g; ;
and gy, real marginal utility of consumption Xhm the nominal household stochastic
discount factor H\/[ft 41, the real household stochastic discount factor M; ;. , and real
one-period bond holdings b; — in total, S 4+ 14 variables — are chosen such that
the consumption goods producers and labour unions maximise their profits and the
representative household maximises its lifetime utility, subject to several market
clearing conditions, which implies that the following equilibrium conditions need to
hold: (17), (19), (92), (B.1), (B.2), (B.4), (B.5), (B.6), (B.7), (B.8), (B.10), (B.11),
(B.12), (B.13) — in total, S + 13 equations.

2. In the final and intermediate goods sectors, the intermediate goods firms choose
S S

°_,, intermediate inputs {Z;}7_,,

their demands for production inputs (labour { L, }
green capital { K, ¢, }5_,, and brown capital { K, 5, }5_;) to determine sectoral capital

bundles {K,,}5_,, real sectoral price indices {ps+}5_, aggregate inflation rate II,,
S s

real marginal cost functions {mc,.}7_;, s=17

: k
real sectoral green capital returns {rg  ,}
S

2_,, the intermediate goods producers

and real sectoral brown capital returns {ry, ,}
also choose their optimal real relative price levels {p;"t}f:l giving rise to the auxil-
iary variables { f1:}5 1, {fo.st}o 1, and {fas+ }5 4, given the choices of the sectoral
final goods firms for intermediate goods to determine sectoral final goods output
{Yi1}5_, (before price distortion), {Y;,}5_, (after price distortion), value-added
{VA,,}5_,, and price distortion levels {P,;}5_,, while the intermediate inputs pro-
ducers choose their production outputs {Z; ;(r) f <1 to determine real intermediate
inputs prices {p{}5_, and abatement rates {wﬁt 5_, to determine abatement invest-
ments { X, }5 ) and the utilisation rates of green and brown capital {ug}5_; and
{ups+}5_, are subject to exogenous processes — in total, S + 22S + 1 variables
— which implies that the following equilibrium conditions need to hold: (32), (33),
(35), (36), (46), (53), (61), (62), (64), (B.16), (B.17), (B.18), (B.19), (B.20), (B.21),

22), (B.23), (B.25), (B.26), (B.27), (B. —1n total, + + 1 equations.
B.22), (B.23), (B.25), (B.26), (B.27), (B.28) —i 1, S2 +19S +1 i

3. In the capital production sectors, the green and brown capital producers produce
profit-maximising sectoral green and brown capital supplies while being subject
to green capital adjustment costs {Ags;}5_, and its derivative {A]  ,}5 |, brown

capital adjustment costs {A,.;}5; and its derivative {A},,}5;, with real green
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S

o4, and

capital rental rates {rk ,}7_, and real brown capital rental rates {rf,}
they maximise the real green capital producer firm values {v¥, ,}_, and real brown
capital producer firm values {Uzlf,s,t}le by choosing green and brown investment
demands {I,,.}5_, and {I;,;}5 , and the next period’s green and brown capital
demands so that the real green investment good shadow prices {q,s:}5_; and the
real brown investment good shadow prices {qy;}5_, are determined — in total,
12S variables — which implies that these sectors obey the following equilibrium
conditions: (66), (67), (68), (69), (80), (81), (B.31), (B.32), (B.33), (B.34), (B.35),
(B.36) — in total, 14S equations.

. Environmental accounting defines total emissions & and the stock of carbon emis-
sions above pre-industrial levels M;, which lead to damages in the intermediate
goods sector {€2,;}5_, — in total, S + 2 variables — governed by equations: (24),
(88), (89) — in total, S + 2 equations.

. In the public sector, the nominal risk-free interest rate ;, the real risk-free interest
rate ¢, the real lump-sum tax transfer t,, and the tax rates {r%,}5_,, {7}, }5_,
{7 iyor, {75}, — in total, 4S + 3 variables — have to obey the following laws

of motion and equations: (82), (83), (85), (86), (87), (90), (B.37) —in total, 4S + 3

equations.

. For the aggregate economy, there is a homogeneous total factor productivity shock
Ay and an aggregate final goods firm aggregates sectoral outputs to aggregate output
(GDP) Y; — in total, 2 variables — such that the following productivity law of
motion, the government bond market clearing condition, as well as the aggregate
resource constraint, and the sectoral resource constraints hold: (37), (B.38), (B.39),
(B.40) — in total, S 4+ 3 equations.
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D Steady State Equations

In this appendix, we derive the steady state equation system of our model.

D.1 Representative household

At steady state, the household equilibrium via Equations (17), (19), (92), (B.1), (B.2),
(B.4), (B.5), (B.6), (B.7), (B.8), (B.10), (B.11), (B.12), and (B.13) becomes:

oV =1, (D.1
L=1L% (D.2)
S
L'=)"L, (D.3)
s=1
(1 =7)psCs = pwesC, s =1,..., 5, (D.4)
S
p° =TI+ 7)pd)e, (D.5)
s=1
w* = w, (D.6
g1 = 92, (D.7)
d\1+1/f\ ~U/¥ -
o= o/t 1) (0= M) 0 e, 09
g2 = Mw L/ (1 — Bry(I1)% 1), (D.9)
~ 1 X(L)F Y
M® = g/, (D.11)
M = 3, (D.12)
r=M"1=38", (D.13)
e =11 (D.14)

D.2 Final and intermediate goods firms

At steady state, the final goods firms’ equilibrium system dictates by using Equations
(32), (33), (35), (36), (46), (53), (61), (62), (64), (B.16), (B.17), (B.18), (B.19), (B.20),
(B.21), (B.22), (B.23), (B.25), (B.26), (B.27), and (B.28):

=11, (D.15)
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and for all s =1,...,5 also the following equations have to hold:

Ky = (1= wpe) (tig,5 Ky ) ™M g (1, Ky ) 1m0 ) ™/ 70 (D.16)

Per = (frs + f35)/ fos, (D.17)
pmc (wY >_9 Y,

fis=—— n‘jﬁ(ﬁ)(’ : (D.18)

v, —0
() v

.= _ 7 D.19
Joo =1 ks B(IT)0—1 (D-19)
v, \ 7! A F A
p () om0y + (1 - p )Y, .
f3s_ 1_555(1:[)9 ) ( . )
~ s/ (¥s—1)
VAL = (0u (B0 4 (1= au)(L) 000 ) T (D.21)
Y; — (CS(VAS)(JS—l)/aS + (1 o Cs)(ZS>(as—1)/g5)Us/(USfl) ’ (D23)
. 1 — EAY
b - (1 = o) (ps/P5) | (D.24)
1 — rg(IT)?
Ug,s = ag,sa (D.25)
Up,s = ﬂb,s; (D26)
S
p*=]]w)e (D.27)
r=1

pr = pweZs/Zs(r), r=1,...,8, (D.28)
w = me, (Y, /A,)7 C(VA)Y =Y (1 — o) (L) 7Y A,, (D.29)
p* = me, (Y, /A)7 (1 — ¢)(Z,) "V A,, (D.30)

Tkg = mCS(YS/AS)USCS(VAS)1/%_1/05O‘SU?S)l/nks_l/%(1 - wk’S)(ug,sKg,S)_l/nksug,sA&
(D.31)

rk,b = mCs(Ys/As)US Cs (VAS)1/%_1/05055(I?s)1/nks_1/’yswks(ub,st,s)_1/nksub,sAsa (D32)
O0(1 — g ()01 1/(1-0)
bt = <(p) (1 — (1) )) 7 (D.33)

s 1— Kk,
F 1/(t3s—1)
wz(ilﬁ) , (D.34)
Ds losl3s
X = 1, (1) Y (D.35)
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D.3 Capital producers

At steady state, the equilibrium equations for the capital producers imply via Equations
(66), (67), (68), (69), (80), (81), (B.31), (B.32), (B.33), (B.34), (B.35), and (B.36):

Lo = 04Ky s=1,...,8 (D.36)
Ib7s = 5bst,sa S = 1, ey S, (DB?)
Ags =045, s=1,...,85, (D.38)
Ab,s = 555, S = 1, c. ,S, (D39)
ANo=1, s=1,...,5 (D.40)
Ap,=1, s=1,...,5, (D.41)
r* Koo — (1 — 78 psl,
op =222 1( 3 2Py . s=1,...,8, (D.42)
rE Ko — (1= 7 )psys
ob = [ba bs — ( b.s)Ps b, . os=1,...,8, (D.43)
qgs = (1 — %;S)ps, s=1,...,8, (D.44)
P K
R c— A T D.45
QQv 1— /6 + ﬁ(sgsrg,s ( )
qb,s = (1 - 7_—lis)psa s = 17 sevy Sa (D46)
Qs = 8 Foos=1,...,8. (D.47)

—/]" s
1— 3+ Bos "

D.4 Public sector

Equations (82), (83), (85), (86), (87), (90), and (B.37) imply at the steady state for the

public sector:

i =1, (D.48)
r=i/ll, (D.49)
=T, s=1,...,5, (D.50)
Tes=Tee s=1....5 (D.51)
Tos = Toe 5=1,...,5, (D.52)
=1, s=1,...,5, (D.53)
S
t = [7psCi+ 7 plgs + 7o pslbs + 7H ve(1 = 1Y (D.54)
s=1
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D.5 Environment

Equations (24), (88), and (89) determine the steady state for the environment as follows:

S
£ = Zl/s — Y, (D.55)
M = E/6,,, (D.56
Q, =e M (D.57)

D.6 Aggregate economy

Finally, aggregation in our closed economy framework implies the following conditions at
the steady state via Equations (37), (B.38), (B.39), and (B.40):

A=A, s=1,...,8, (D.58)
b=0, (D.59)
S
Yo =Cit lpo+ Lo+ X2+ Z(s), s=1,...,5, (D.60)
r=1
S
Y =) pY. (D.61)
s=1
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E Data Summary and Parameters for Multi-Sector Model

Table E.1: NACE level 2 sectors

Code Description
AO01 Crop and animal production, hunting and related service activities
A02 Forestry and logging
A03 Fishing and aquaculture
B Mining and quarrying
C10-C12 Manufacture of food products, beverages and tobacco products
C13-C15 Manufacture of textiles, wearing apparel and leather products
Manufacture of wood and of products of wood and cork, except furniture;
C16 . L. .
manufacture of articles of straw and plaiting materials
C17 Manufacture of paper and paper products
C18 Printing and reproduction of recorded media
C19 Manufacture of coke and refined petroleum products
C20 Manufacture of chemicals and chemical products
Cc21 Manufacture of basic pharmaceutical products and pharmaceutical preparations
Cc22 Manufacture of rubber and plastic products
C23 Manufacture of other non-metallic mineral products
C24 Manufacture of basic metals
C25 Manufacture of fabricated metal products, except machinery and equipment
Cc26 Manufacture of computer, electronic and optical products
Cc27 Manufacture of electrical equipment
C28 Manufacture of machinery and equipment n.e.c.
Cc29 Manufacture of motor vehicles, trailers and semi-trailers
C30 Manufacture of other transport equipment
C31-C32 Manufacture of furniture; other manufacturing
C33 Repair and installation of machinery and equipment
D35 Electricity, gas, steam and air conditioning supply
E36 Water collection, treatment and supply
Sewerage; waste collection, treatment and disposal activities; materials recovery;
E37-E39 Lo Lo .
remediation activities and other waste management services
F Construction
G45 Wholesale and retail trade and repair of motor vehicles and motorcycles
G46 Wholesale trade, except of motor vehicles and motorcycles
GAa7 Retail trade, except of motor vehicles and motorcycles
H49 Land transport and transport via pipelines
H50 Water transport
H51 Air transport
H52 Warehousing and support activities for transportation
H53 Postal and courier activities
I Accommodation and food service activities
J58 Publishing activities
Motion picture, video and television programme production, sound recording
J59-J60 . L . . . Lo
and music publishing activities; programming and broadcasting activities
J6é1l Telecommunications
J62-J63 Computer programming, consultancy and related activities; information service activities
K64 Financial service activities, except insurance and pension funding
K65 Insurance, reinsurance and pension funding, except compulsory social security
K66 Activities auxiliary to financial services and insurance activities
L Real estate activities
M69-M70 Legal and accounting activities; activities of head offices; management consultancy activities
M71 Architectural and engineering activities; technical testing and analysis
M72 Scientific research and development
MT73 Advertising and market research
M74-MT75 Other professional, scientific and technical activities; veterinary activities
N77 Rental and leasing activities
N78 Employment activities
N79 Travel agency, tour operator reservation service and related activities
N80-82 Security and investigation, service and landscape, office administrative and support activities
. 084 __ _ _ Dublic administration and defence; compulsory social security _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
P85 Education
Q86 Human health activities
QB87—88 Residential care activities and social work activities without accommodation
Creative, arts and entertainment activities; libraries, archives, museums and other cultural activities;
R90-92 R . R
gambling and betting activities
R93 Sports activities and amusement and recreation activities
S94 Activities of membership organizations
S95 Repair of computers and personal and household goods
S96 Other personal service activities
T Activities of households as employers; undifferentiated goods- and services-producing
activities of households for own use
18) Activities of extraterritorial organizations and bodies

Notes: This table reports the codes and descriptions of the NACE level 2 sectors.
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Table E.2: Values of sector-specific parameters

Code as 1—¢s Wes Wys Wi Vs
A01 0.34 0.55 0.0116 0.0174 0.9105 1066.51
A02 0.40 0.43 0.0007 0.0015 0.9105 90.67
A03 0.31 0.49 0.0007 0.0005 0.9105 501.75
B 0.27 0.54 0.0003 0.0020 0.8877 383.54

C10-C12 0.12 0.75 0.0508 0.0378 0.9999 68.63
C13-C15 0.15 0.67 0.0065 0.0050 1.0000 58.99

C16 0.11 0.71 0.0008 0.0040 1.0000 40.23
Cc17 0.12 0.73 0.0023 0.0053 1.0000 275.83
C18 0.15 0.62 0.0006 0.0026 1.0000 42.08
C19 0.07 0.89 0.0089 0.0088 0.9999 618.81
Cc20 0.16 0.71 0.0044 0.0139 0.9998 449.81
C21 0.25 0.62 0.0113 0.0076 1.0000 36.64
Cc22 0.13 0.67 0.0021 0.0083 0.9999 39.81
Cc23 0.14 0.65 0.0015 0.0069 0.9999 1046.51
C24 0.08 0.78 0.0005 0.0109 0.9999 620.08
C25 0.13 0.62 0.0020 0.0167 0.9999 24.80
C26 0.28 0.56 0.0031 0.0071 1.0000 20.89
Cc27 0.14 0.64 0.0026 0.0071 1.0000 19.60
C28 0.12 0.65 0.0017 0.0158 1.0000 25.64
Cc29 0.14 0.72 0.0143 0.0221 1.0000 20.40
C30 0.11 0.73 0.0014 0.0049 1.0000 14.55
C31-C32 0.14 0.61 0.0067 0.0065 1.0000 18.16
C33 0.12 0.61 0.0004 0.0078 1.0000 14.32
D35 0.24 0.66 0.0193 0.0289 0.9791 827.94
E36 0.28 0.52 0.0029 0.0026 0.9889 19.59
E37-E39 0.20 0.56 0.0057 0.0090 0.9889 647.57
F 0.18 0.60 0.0069 0.0758 0.9787 28.02
G45 0.46 0.0165 0.0136 0.9559 30.94

0.43 0.0698 0.0380 1.0000 32.43

0.25
G46 0.22 0.51 0.0332 0.0514 1.0000 30.81
0.23
2

H49 0.21 0.53 0.0168 0.0233 0.9889 246.66
H50 0.17 0.73 0.0020 0.0013 1.0000 3260.10
H51 0.12 0.72 0.0035 0.0033 1.0000 917.79
H52 0.21 0.57 0.0078 0.0213 1.0000 40.66
H53 0.07 0.53 0.0010 0.0046 1.0000 67.19
I 0.24 0.47 0.0427 0.0210 0.9904 32.42
J58 0.23 0.52 0.0036 0.0058 0.9687 5.82
J59-J60 0.20 0.59 0.0055 0.0059 0.9687 6.61
Jé1 0.30 0.55 0.0134 0.0132 0.9958 3.62
J62-J63 0.19 0.50 0.0026 0.0277 0.9927 3.47
K64 0.26 0.50 0.0154 0.0301 0.8890 4.71
K65 0.15 0.69 0.0219 0.0140 0.8890 3.32
K66 0.18 0.57 0.0015 0.0110 0.8890 4.14
L 0.72 0.23 0.1437 0.0831 0.9998 1305.98
M69-M70 1.00 0.00 0.0032 0.0353 0.5679 8.13
M71 0.21 0.49 0.0013 0.0126 0.5679 11.15
M72 0.19 0.50 0.0046 0.0075 0.5679 10.05
M73 0.21 0.47 0.0001 0.0049 0.5679 9.26
M74-MT75 0.18 0.57 0.0021 0.0050 0.5679 11.58
N77 0.30 0.50 0.0026 0.0107 0.9237 43.08
N78 0.42 0.45 0.0004 0.0079 0.9237 12.40
N79 0.06 0.18 0.0077 0.0043 0.9237 7.61
N80-N82 0.12 0.76 0.0038 0.0201 0.9237 13.85
084 0.17 0.47 0.1259 0.0579 0.9808 20.16
P85 0.17 0.32 0.0743 0.0352 0.8336 14.71
Q86 0.13 0.20 0.1054 0.0463 0.9555 31.14
Q87-Q88 0.21 0.35 0.0453 0.0190 0.9555 24.66
R90-R92 0.06 0.29 0.0125 0.0066 0.9518 14.59
R93 0.29 0.44 0.0092 0.0056 0.9518 31.03
S94 0.22 0.47 0.0112 0.0060 0.9424 34.07
S95 0.07 0.41 0.0011 0.0010 0.9424 28.63
S96 0.23 0.46 0.0131 0.0064 0.9424 40.80
T 0.45 0.33 0.0051 0.0021 0.0000 3.65
U 0.00 0.00 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 0.00

Notes: This table reports the first part of the calculated parameters for the 64-sector model.
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Table E.4: Brown intermediate inputs ratio

Code Type of sector Brown ratio
Ao01 brown 0.71
A02 brown 0.75
A03 brown 0.62
B brown 0.65
C10-C12 brown 0.76
C13-C15 brown 0.65
C16 brown 0.74
Cc17 brown 0.77
C18 brown 0.65
C19 brown 0.72
Cc20 brown 0.73
Cc21 brown 0.58
Cc22 brown 0.73
Cc23 brown 0.70
C24 brown 0.79
C25 brown 0.75
C26 brown 0.57
Cc27 brown 0.67
C28 brown 0.72
Cc29 brown 0.73
C30 brown 0.69
C31-32 brown 0.62
C33 brown 0.65
D35 brown 0.80
E36 brown 0.61
E37-E39 brown 0.65
F brown 0.72
G45 green 0.53
G46 green 0.52
G4a7 green 0.57
T Ha9 brown 069
H50 brown 0.65
H51 brown 0.65
H52 brown 0.73
H53 brown 0.69
I green 0.65
J58 brown 0.54
J59-J60 brown 0.59
J61 brown 0.70
J62-J63 brown 0.61
K64 green 0.22
K65 green 0.13
K66 green 0.23
L brown 0.49
M69-MT70 green 0.26
M71 green 0.32
M72 green 0.45
M73 green 0.50
MT74-MT75 green 0.39
N77 green 0.31
N78 green 0.44
N79 green 0.50
N80-N82 green 0.39
084 green 0.50
P85 green 0.45
Q86 green 0.44
Q87—Q88 green 0.46
R90-R92 green 0.38
R93 green 0.39
S94 green 0.42
S95 green 0.45
S96 green 0.45
T green 0.56
U green 0.00

Notes: This table reports sector types and the ratio of brown intermediate inputs in total intermediate
inputs at NACE level 2 sectors.
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