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3-month rates and EuroStox50 moved in opposite direction on GC days; col. (3) only waves in which 3-month rates and
EuroStox50 moved in same direction on GC days.

Col. (5) also mclude percentage change in own prices during past 12 months.
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...but, do MP shocks affect firms pricing decisions? Not quite. Overall, lack of statistically significant response of own prices
with point estimates tilted towards positive values.

Coexisting offsetting channels (e.g. demand vs cost channel)? A theoretical possibility but at first inconstistent with lack of
effects on firms’ assessments of role of demand pressures and of cost push factors. Yet, very coarse qualitative measures
contrasted with shocks of limited size.

Other explanations? Empirically, time- and state-dependent pricing models imply sizeable heterogeneity of firm-level price
dynamics around average dynamics, thus leading to weaker statistical significance of same shock; also, inflation expectations
refer to consumer prices whereas own price developments refer to producer prices; menu costs...

Next, complement with measures of media coverage of each GC communication, consider narrower windows around GC
communication events (EA-MPD)




