
Oil prices have risen sharply over the last year,
leading to concerns that we could see a repeat of
the 1970s, when rising oil prices were accompa-
nied by severe recessions and surging inflation.
This Economic Letter examines the historical rela-
tionship between oil price shocks and inflation in
light of some recent research and goes on to dis-
cuss what the recent jump in oil prices might mean
for inflation in the future.

The historical record
Figure 1 plots the price of oil relative to the core
personal consumption expenditures price index
(PCEPI) together with the core PCEPI inflation
rate. (Core measures of inflation exclude food and
energy prices.) The figure shows that the price
of oil jumped sharply twice in the 1970s, as did
inflation. But this relationship appears to have dete-
riorated over the latter part of the sample; for exam-
ple, when oil prices fell sharply in the mid-1980s,
core inflation appears to have been unaffected.
Similarly, the last part of our sample shows a sus-
tained increase in the relative price of oil that does
not appear to be reflected in inflation.

Hooker (2002) provided formal evidence of this
change in the relationship between oil prices and
inflation over the 1962–2000 period. His model
used the rate of change of oil prices, the unem-
ployment gap (which is the prevailing unemploy-
ment rate relative to a benchmark known as the
natural rate of unemployment) and lagged infla-
tion to predict core PCE inflation. Statistical tests
found a break in the estimated relationship among
these variables at the end of 1980.When he allowed
this relationship to differ between the periods
1962–1980 and 1981–2000, he found that oil
prices had a significant impact on inflation in the
earlier period, but not in the later period.This
result did not change when he used other mea-
sures of inflation (specifically, either the core CPI
or the chain-weighted GDP price index), other
measures of resource utilization, or other measures
of fuel and energy costs. Changes in the hypoth-
esized relationship between oil prices and infla-
tion (such as allowing oil price increases to affect
the economy differently from oil price decreases)
did not matter either. It is worth noting that

Hooker’s results—that is, that oil price shocks fail
to predict inflation over the post-1980 period—
also hold even when the sample is extended to
include data through early 2005.

Does this mean that oil shocks no longer matter
for inflation? The answer depends upon what’s
behind the observed change in the relationship.
For instance, if Hooker’s finding is the result of a
change in the conduct of monetary policy, then
policymakers need to make sure that they do not
respond as they did in the 1970s. By contrast, if it
is the result of a permanent change in the struc-
ture of the economy, then there is no reason to
worry about the effect of oil prices on inflation
anymore. Hooker examined several kinds of struc-
tural change, including the substantial decline in
the energy intensity of the economy since the
1960s and deregulation in the energy sector, but
found that these developments did not help ex-
plain the change in the relationship between oil
prices and inflation.

The role of monetary policy
To see what role policy might play, assume that
we lived in a world where oil was a substantial
input to the economy and where a large increase
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Oil Price Shocks and Inflation
Figure 1
Inflation and the relative price of oil

Note:The relative price of oil is the ratio of the price of oil to the core
PCEPI.



FRBSF Economic Letter 2 Number 2005-28, October 28, 2005

in the price of oil led to a large increase in costs
for a substantial share of firms in the economy.
Even here, the Fed could choose to prevent these
increases from showing up in core prices by a suf-
ficient tightening of policy.Thus, the finding that
oil shocks no longer have much impact on infla-
tion could reflect a much more vigorous response
by the Fed to offset the effects of oil shocks on in-
flation. Hooker examines this possibility by estimat-
ing a version of a model constructed by Bernanke,
Gertler, and Watson (1997) to study the interac-
tion between oil shocks and monetary policy. He
finds that the Fed actually has responded less to
oil price shocks since the beginning of the 1980s.

While a changed policy response to oil shocks does
not appear to be the explanation, other aspects of
policy have changed in ways that may help explain
what is going on.As documented by a large num-
ber of studies, such as Clarida, Galí, and Gertler
(2000), the Fed now reacts much more vigorous-
ly to changes in inflation than it did during the
1960s and 1970s.This has led to a marked decline
in core inflation and inflation volatility since the
1970s.Various surveys reveal that the decline in
inflation has been accompanied by a decline in
inflation expectations; further, it is generally agreed
that inflation expectations are much better con-
tained than they were in the 1970s. Fed credibility
appears to be tied to this change in expectations.

Changing inflation expectations are likely to be
part of the reason why recent oil shocks have not
had the same impact on inflation that they did in
the 1970s and could also explain Hooker’s findings
on the change in the Fed’s response to oil shocks.
It appears that during the 1970s households and
firms did not expect the Fed to act to offset the
inflationary impulse created by a jump in the price
of oil, and this led to a jump in expected inflation.
By contrast, more recently, the Fed is expected to
act to counter the effect of higher oil prices and
expected inflation does not react very much. Be-
cause of the smaller response of expected inflation,
the Fed need not respond as vigorously to an oil
shock as it did in the 1970s.

What happened in the 1970s?
Changing inflation expectations do not appear
to be the entire story, though, as the estimated
effect of an increase in the price of oil on infla-
tion during the 1970s still appears implausibly
large. Hooker, for instance, finds that a 1% increase
in the relative price of oil caused an increase of

nearly 3% in the core PCEPI over two years (dur-
ing the 1962–1980 period).These results are hard
to explain, given the relative size of the energy sec-
tor. For instance, consumer expenditures on energy
have never amounted to 10% of total consump-
tion expenditures over our sample. Using a for-
mal model, Guerrieri (2005) obtains results that
are consistent with this intuition; in a situation
where the monetary authority cares about both
output and inflation, a 50% increase in the price
of oil lowers the level of output by 0.4% after
two years and raises the core PCEPI by 0.2 per-
centage point.These estimates suggest that the
inflationary impulse from the oil shocks was not
that large.The puzzle then is why economic agents
would expect a disproportionate increase in infla-
tion—even if they believed that the Fed would
not act to offset this inflationary impulse.

A comparison of the changes in the relationship
between oil prices and inflation to changes in
the relationship between commodity prices and
inflation suggests one possible explanation. Hooker’s
results for oil prices can be replicated in a small
vector autoregression that contains measures of
core inflation, unemployment, and oil prices.The
results are the same if we substitute commodity
prices (excluding oil) for oil prices. Specifically,
commodity prices predict core PCEPI before
1981, but not after. Others, such as Furlong and
Ingenito (1996), have noted this change in the
predictive power of commodity prices, as well.

It is well known that commodity prices are sen-
sitive to inflation expectations.Volatile inflation
expectations may well have dominated the behav-
ior of commodity prices during the 1970s, which
may explain their ability to predict inflation dur-
ing that period.The volatile expectations them-
selves reflected the conduct of monetary policy.
For instance, some have suggested policymakers
may have believed they could get permanently
higher output in exchange for higher inflation, so
they overstimulated the economy.As noted above,
policy has become more focused on inflation since
then, and inflation expectations have become bet-
ter contained.As a consequence, commodity prices
are now more likely to reflect developments spe-
cific to the commodity sector itself, and these
developments may not provide that much infor-
mation about core inflation (or at least no more
than would be suggested by calculations based
on a comparison of the cost of commodities rel-
ative to the price of other inputs, for instance).



A similar argument may appear harder to make
for oil prices, since their behavior is subject to the
OPEC cartel. However, one could get the same
responses, to the extent that the cartel or other
actors in the market are sensitive to economic devel-
opments such as changes in the value of the dol-
lar, and the dollar itself reacts to U.S. monetary
policy and expected inflation.

What the markets think
This Letter has argued that oil shocks are some-
times assigned too large a role in the run-up in
inflation during the 1970s because analysts tend to
ignore the part played by inflation expectations and
by monetary policy during this period.The impli-
cation is that the recent oil shock should not lead
to as much inflation as the 1970s would suggest.
Financial markets provide confirming evidence.

For instance, the price of West Texas Interme-
diate crude oil has risen by nearly 50% from the
beginning of the year to October 17 (the time of
this writing). Over this period, the yield on 10-year
Treasuries has risen by 26 basis points.The inflation-
adjusted rate, as measured by the rate on 10-year
Treasury Inflation Protected Securities has risen
by 26 basis points as well.Thus, the inflation-
compensation component of the yield is unchanged.
The 5-year Treasury yield tells a similar story: the
nominal rate has risen 73 basis points over this
period, while the real rate has risen 69 basis points.
Thus, the inflation-compensation component is
up slightly. Of course, interest rate movements
over this period reflect the many other develop-
ments that have also taken place. Even so, it seems
safe to say that there is little evidence to suggest
that markets are expecting substantially higher infla-
tion as a result of the run-up in oil prices since the
beginning of the year.

As discussed earlier, this could be because the mar-
kets are expecting the Fed to respond vigorously

to the run-up in oil prices. But a look at the fed
funds futures markets reveals that markets are not
expecting very large policy moves.At the time of
this writing, when the fed funds rate is at 3.75%,
futures for December are trading at 4.13% while
those for March are trading at 4.41%.

Thus, financial market expectations do not appear
to be out of line with the statistical analysis. Markets
do not expect the recent substantial rise in oil
prices to lead to a substantial increase in inflation,
and they expect this result to occur without the
kind of funds rate increases one saw in the 1970s.
Of course, market forecasts could be wrong.

Bharat Trehan
Research Advisor

References
Bernanke, Ben, Mark Gertler, and Mark Watson. 1997.

“Systematic Monetary Policy and the Effects of Oil
Price Shocks.” Brookings Papers on Economic Activity,
pp. 91–116.

Clarida, Richard, Jordi Galí, and Mark Gertler. 2000.
“Monetary Policy Rules and Macroeconomic
Stability: Evidence and Some Theory.” Quarterly
Journal of Economics, pp. 147–180.

Furlong, Frederick, and Robert Ingenito. 1996.
“Commodity Prices and Inflation.” FRBSF Economic
Review 96-2, pp. 27–47. http://www.frbsf.org/
econrsrch/econrev/96-2/furlong.pdf

Guerrieri, Luca. 2005.“The Effects of Oil Shocks on
the Global Economy.” Mimeo. Board of Governors
of the Federal Reserve System.

Hooker, Mark. 2002. “Are Oil Shocks Inflationary?
Asymmetric and Nonlinear Specifications versus
Changes in Regime.” Journal of Money, Credit, and
Banking, pp. 540–561.

FRBSF Economic Letter 3 Number 2005-28, October 28, 2005



PRESORTED 
STANDARD MAIL

U.S. POSTAGE
PAID

PERMIT NO. 752
San Francisco, Calif.

Printed on recycled paper
with soybean inks

Index to Recent Issues of FRBSF Economic Letter

DATE NUMBER TITLE AUTHOR

4/29 05-08 The Long-term Interest Rate Conundrum: Not Unraveled Yet? Wu
5/20 05-09 Can Monetary Policy Influence Long-term Interest Rates? Jordà
5/27 05-10 More Life vs. More Goods: Explaining Rising Health Expenditures Jones
6/3 05-11 Are State R&D Tax Credits Constitutional? An Economic Perspective Wilson
6/10 05-12 Fiscal and Monetary Policy: Conference Summary Dennis/Williams
6/17 05-13 IT Investment:Will the Glory Days Ever Return? Doms
6/24 05-14 Stress Tests: Useful Complements to Financial Risk Models Lopez
7/15 05-15 Age and Education Effects on the Unemployment Rate Valletta/Hodges
7/22 05-16 Understanding the Twin Deficits: New Approaches, New Results Cavallo
7/29 05-17 What If Foreign Governments Diversified Their Reserves? Valderrama
8/5 05-18 Monetary Policy and Asset Price Bubbles Rudebusch
8/12 05-19 Does Europe’s Path to Monetary Union Provide Lessons for East Asia? Glick
8/19 05-20 Credit Union Failures and Insurance Fund Losses: 1971–2004 Wilcox
8/26 05-21 Housing Markets and Demographics Krainer
9/2 05-22 Policymaking on the FOMC:Transparency and Continuity Yellen
9/9 05-23 A Look at China’s New Exchange Rate Regime Spiegel
9/16 05-24 Why Has Output Become Less Volatile? Trehan
10/3 05-25 Inflation Expectations: How the Market Speaks Kwan
10/14 05-26 The Rise and Spread of State R&D Tax Credits Wilson
10/21 05-27 Estimating the “Neutral” Real Interest Rate in Real Time Wu

Opinions expressed in the Economic Letter do not necessarily reflect the views of the management of the Federal Reserve Bank
of San Francisco or of the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System.This publication is edited by Judith Goff, with
the assistance of Anita Todd. Permission to reprint portions of articles or whole articles must be obtained in writing. Permission
to photocopy is unrestricted. Please send editorial comments and requests for subscriptions, back copies, address changes, and
reprint permission to: Public Information Department, Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco, P.O. Box 7702, San Francisco, CA
94120, phone (415) 974-2163, fax (415) 974-3341, e-mail sf.pubs@sf.frb.org. The Economic Letter and other publications
and information are available on our website, http://www.frbsf.org.

ECONOMIC RESEARCH

FEDERAL RESERVE BANK

OF SAN FRANCISCO

P.O. Box 7702
San Francisco, CA 94120
Address Service Requested


