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Abstract 
Energy security is a topic that is of increasing 
importance to policy-makers and yet is a relatively 
under-researched area. Although macroeconomists 
have noted that there may be external costs 
associated with energy security measures, there is 
no definitive methodology for calculating or 
assessing these externalities. This paper presents an 
overview of the theoretical externalities and 
develops estimates for the size of the external costs 
of energy arising from energy insecurity. In 
particular, the research centres on costs of 
electricity production and oil. 

 

his paper presents an overview of how 
energy security is related to the external costs 
of electricity production. For European 

policy-makers, energy security is an important issue 
because private decisions about energy use may not 
fully take into account the costs of energy 
insecurity. Disruptions in supply and dramatic price 
increases have macroeconomic impacts that 
individual consumers and firms do not take into 
account. Furthermore, agents tend to underestimate 
the risks of disruption and subsequent price 
adjustments, and there are other less tangible effects, 
such as the psychological costs of people feeling 
insecure about their energy supplies. Therefore, it is 

important from a policy perspective to estimate the 
size of the external costs of energy arising from 
energy insecurity.  

1. Macroeconomic External Costs 
As noted in Hunt & Markandya (2004), there are 
three potential kinds of externality associated with 
energy security: 

- Monopsony wedge externality. This occurs 
when the additional demand for imported oil 
from a country results in an increase in the 
world price of oil, thereby exerting an additional 
cost on other oil-importing countries. The 
importing country will – from an economically 
rational standpoint – ignore the additional cost 
to other countries and that constitutes an 
external cost. Note that there is no market 
failure in terms of global inefficiency, but the 
resulting financial transfers out of a 
country/region may be of concern.  

- Incomplete rent capture. The consumer surplus 
– here understood as economic rent – is the 
difference between the market price and the 
price the consumer would be willing to pay for a 
given fuel mix quantity. It exists because of the 
inability of the supplier to capture the full rent 
from consumers using differentiated pricing 
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strategies. Thus, an energy mix change within a 
country, e.g. as a consequence of a greater 
proportion of imported gas, will lead to a 
change in the level of this rent and so result in 
an externality.  

- Macroeconomic externalities. These result from 
changes in the international energy markets, e.g. 
increases in the price of oil, that impact on an 
importing or exporting country differentially, 
and in markets other than the energy market. 
Such changes generate externalities only to the 
extent that they constitute impacts not accounted 
for in individual decisions.  

There are major limitations in the techniques 
available for measuring in quantitative terms the 
first two types of externalities described above. 
Consequently, we focus our efforts on exploring the 
third type – the macroeconomic externalities.  

Macroeconomic externalities are examples of 
pecuniary externalities where the action of one 
economic agent affects another through changes in 
price(s). This means the measurement of any 
externalities has to be done through economic 
means, either modelling the economy or through 
empirical estimation. Modelling allows specific 
changes to be assessed, but requires an accurately 
developed and calibrated model – this can be 
expensive and the information required can be hard 
to obtain. Empirical estimation, by contrast, benefits 
from being derived directly from real-world data but 
suffers from having to find a specific outcome (i.e. 
size of the externalities) from a general dataset (i.e. 
the economic data). In the subsequent analysis, we 
use evidence from both methods – modelled and 
empirical – and estimate the gross cost of fuel price 
uncertainty to find the upper bound of the energy 
security externalities. 

Below, we report on a literature review of the 
impacts of energy insecurity relating to oil, gas and 
coal as it relates to electricity supply, with the focus 
on the EU region. On the basis of the findings of 
this review we make first estimates of the 
‘externality unit values’ for energy insecurities. The 
majority of empirical work has been in relation to 
oil, and our work reflects this, focusing primarily on 
macroeconomic costs of oil market uncertainties, 
although also briefly discussing evidence relating to 
coal and gas. 

The mechanisms through which pecuniary 
externalities arise are described in later paragraphs. 
However, the classification of all macroeconomic 
costs as externalities is not universally accepted and 
the identification of an externality effect is 
important in determining appropriate policy 
responses.  

To date, the macroeconomic consequences of 
energy market changes have largely been the result 
of activities in the world oil market, but if there 
were to be a similar dependence on other imported 
fuels in the energy mix, in principle the mechanisms 
would also apply to these other fuel sources. Thus, 
whilst the following section identifies empirically 
observed mechanisms by which oil price increases 
bring about macroeconomic changes, these may be 
seen to be based on generic macroeconomic 
principles. 

Following the majority of economic modelling of 
energy prices and their macroeconomic linkages, a 
clear line of causation exists from oil price increase 
to macroeconomic impact: 

1. Payment for oil imports results in a worsening 
trade balance for an importing country (since 
higher fuel prices result in an increase in total 
payments – assuming fuel price inelasticity). 

2. The consequent current account and balance-of-
payments deficits, and associated depreciation 
of the exchange rate, result in other more costly 
imports from outside the EU. 

3. Higher import costs – of oil and other 
commodities – may lead to higher price levels 
and inflation. Higher unemployment may result 
from the transfer of resources needed to pay for 
the oil imports and lower GDP may result.   

This is a simplification of the central mechanism. 
There is considerable discussion about a number of 
complicating factors in the operation of such a 
mechanism (Bohi & Toman, 1996). For example, 
the terms of trade effects may be positive or 
negative. Additionally, whilst it is acknowledged 
that higher oil prices raise prices, unless these prices 
continue to rise there will not be on-going inflation. 
Thus, whilst energy price increases may aggravate 
existing inflationary processes, they should not be 
seen as the cause of continuing inflation. 

There also appears to be the threat of government – 
rather than market – failure that contributes to the 
macroeconomic impacts of energy price increases 
(Bohi & Toman, 1996). Because of regulation, e.g., 
an increase in oil prices will not lead to efficient 
adjustments in gas and electricity prices. These price 
rigidities may cause adjustment problems 
throughout the economy where regulation cannot 
simultaneously constrain market power and allow 
regulated prices to adjust to market conditions. 

The externality estimates are based on total macro-
economic costs associated with given changes in 
energy markets. They are derived directly from a 
review of the historically observed macroeconomic 
effects of these changes, as well as changes that are 
simulated in macroeconomic models. 
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In the following analysis we look principally at the 
impact of sudden, but sustained, increases in price 
on the macro-economy.  

2. Modelling the Macroeconomic 
Impacts of Oil Price Increases 

A number of general equilibrium macroeconomic 
models have been developed to simulate the impact 
of energy price increases and/or supply disruptions 
on the macro-economy and these have largely 
focused on the impacts of oil supply shocks that last 
for a year or more. Note that whilst price volatility 
in itself has potential macroeconomic consequences, 
they are not regarded as being as significant as the 
sustained price rises resulting from medium-term oil 
price shocks and are not studied separately here.  

The outputs of such models are helpful in isolating 
these impacts from other macroeconomic trends – 
something that a reliance on untreated observational 
data is unable to do. This section therefore briefly 
reviews the output of a number of these models in 
terms of their EU-wide macroeconomic costs of 
energy price rises. Hunt & Markandya (2004) 
reviewed the published results produced by these 
models up to 2004, shown in Table 1. The results 
reviewed after 2004 that are most pertinent are 
reported in Table 2. In general, the differences 
between the two sets of results are small; we 
therefore conclude that the same input values used 
to produce the Hunt & Markandya (2004) external 
cost estimates are valid to apply in our updated 
calculations. 

Roeger (2005) used the DSGE model to estimate the 
effects of a 50% oil price rise on the euro area’s 
macro-economy. The paper does not give the 
baseline price. After 4 quarters, GDP is 0.5% lower 
than the baseline case, and falls further to 0.6% after 
2 years and 0.9% after 5 years. Other studies that 
have presented results of this kind include World 
Bank (2005).  

The summary results do not reflect the complexity 
of the models and the variety of their outputs for 
world regions. Nevertheless, despite the models’ 
differences, there is some consistency in the pattern 
and extent of GDP changes. The models show that 
even when the oil price increase is assumed to be 
permanent, GDP impacts are likely to be greatest in 
the first four years of the price increase, and decline 
subsequently, suggesting that economic agents adapt 
their expectations to the new price level so that 
factor and product markets move to new equilibria 
over this time period. Surprisingly, there is also a 
degree of consistency in the scale of annual GDP 
losses associated with specific oil price increases. 
Thus for the industrialised countries a $10 price 

increase per barrel gives rise to a 0.5% loss of GDP 
(European Commission, 2002) or a proportionate 
linear scaling of that, on average (IMF, 2000). For 
the eurozone countries, there is a similar consistency 
in the results although here it appears that GDP is 
more sensitive to oil price increases than for the 
industrialised countries as a whole. For eurozone 
countries, as presented in Table 2, a 50% increase in 
oil prices results in a 0.4% decline in annual GDP 
for the first year, simply taking the arithmetic mean 
of these results, with a range of 0.1% to 0.8%. 

A number of strong assumptions are adopted in 
order to derive these values and these are explained 
in detail below. In addition, the macroeconomic cost 
estimates only allow us to include the effect of a 
sustained price increase. No separate estimates 
based on price volatility are made since there are – 
as yet – no good studies of sectoral or 
macroeconomic costs resulting from price volatility 
(Sauter & Awerbuch, 2003). We therefore assume 
that the unit value estimates derived here are 
minimal. We assume for simplicity that the time 
period considered is only one year. The greater 
uncertainty for impacts in subsequent periods 
suggests that at the very least this gives rise to a 
plausible minimum estimate. 

In order to estimate the external effects of energy 
insecurity in terms of cost per kilowatt hour, we 
follow the same methodology as Hunt & Markandya 
(2004). As with the earlier work, we assume that the 
main externality is the set of macroeconomic effects 
and that these can be classified as externalities. 

We make the conversion from gross macroeconomic 
costs to costs per kilowatt hour via a series of steps. 
The first step is to identify a benchmark for the 
world oil price against which deviations in price – 
and therefore GDP – can be measured as a reference 
value in the event of an oil price change, for 
instance. However, the predictive models reviewed 
do not make this assumption explicit. We are 
therefore obliged to simply adopt the outputs from 
these models in our analysis. Similarly, whilst we 
would like to make explicit a second step to 
apportion a price increase that can be seen as typical 
for a given oil supply reduction – and thus to allow 
us to relate a GDP change resulting from a price 
change to the energy production from a given 
volume of oil – we have to assume that a 50% price 
increase (most frequently used in the models) is 
appropriate. Total GDP for the EU27 in 2005 
equalled €10.9 trillion. Therefore, a 0.4% fall in 
GDP – identified from Table 3 – equates to €43.8 
billion p.a. or €175.2 billion over a four-year period. 
For the world as a whole, the equivalent figures are 
€142.7 billion p.a. and €570 billion over the four-
year period. 
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Table 1. Macroeconomic cost estimates of oil price increases  

Source Driver Estimate Units Country/Region 
EC (2002) Sustained $10 increase in 

price of crude oil (per 
barrel) 

- 0.5% GDP growth rate Industrialised 
countries 

IEA (2004) Sustained increase $25-
$35 i.e. $10 per barrel 
crude oil 

- 0.5% GDP growth rate Eurozone 

  0.5% Inflation  Eurozone 
IMF (2000) Sustained increase of $5 

per barrel of crude oil 
(20% increase) 

- 0.25% (over first four years, 
then fades to negligible) 

GDP growth rate World 

- 0.4% (percentage deviation 
from baseline after one year) 

GDP growth rate Euro area 

0.5% (percentage deviation from 
baseline after one year) 

Inflation Euro Area 

  

- 7.8 ($ billion) Trade balance  Euro area 
IMF (2004) Sustained increase of $5 

per barrel of crude oil 
(20% increase) 

- 0.4% (after one year) GDP growth rate Euro zone 

Jones et al. 
(2002) 

Price change exceeding a 
three year high 

- 0.05 to - 0.06 Elasticity GDP to 
oil price shocks 

US 

- 1.5% (for 3-6 months) GDP growth rate Eurozone Sauter & 
Awerbuch 
(2003) 

Sustained 10% rise in oil 
price - EURO 35 to 70 billion  GDP  Eurozone 

- 0.25% (over first two years) GDP growth rate Industrial countries World Bank 
(2000) in 
IMF (2000) 

50% increase in price in 
first year, then decline 
back to original level by 
the third year. 

0.2% Inflation Industrial countries 

Huntington 
(2004) 

Doubling of oil price -3.7% GDP US and eurozone 

Price level: 1% increase 0.44% % change in 
investment 

IEA member 
countries 

IEA (2001) 

Price volatility: 1% 
increase 

- 0.11% % change in 
investment 

IEA member 
countries 

Source: Hunt & Markandya (2004). 

Table 2. Impact on eurozone GDP from a 50% increase in oil prices (deviation from baseline GDP after 1 yr) 
Source Year Driver Estimate (%) Country/Region 
Barell & Pomerantz 2004 50% increase in oil prices -0.8 Eurozone 
EU Commission 2004 50% increase in oil prices -0.5 Eurozone 
Dalsgaard et al. 2001 50% increase in oil prices -0.4 Eurozone 
World Bank  2000 50% increase in oil prices -0.3 World 
Hunt et al. 2001 50% increase of oil prices -0.1 Eurozone 
Dieppe & Henry 2004 50% increase of oil prices -0.1 Eurozone 

 
In order to express the estimated welfare cost of the 
oil price change in the same terms as the rest of the 
externalities considered by CASES, it must be 
decided whether the loss is expressed per barrel of 
oil consumed or per barrel of oil foregone. We 
consider that it is correct to assign the cost across 
the barrels consumed as this can be taken to be the 
cost per kilowatt hour of electricity generated. This 
will give the average cost. 

Given that we have now derived a macroeconomic 
cost per barrel of oil not supplied to the market, i.e. 
its opportunity cost, we need to make the final 
conversion to the energy provided by one barrel of 
oil. The conversion factor for changing barrels per 
day into kilowatt hours is shown in Table 3. A 
conversion factor of 40% to estimate total electricity 
production per possible kWh output was used to 
reflect the energy-generating capabilities of oil-fired 
power plants in the EU.  
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Table 3. Summary of cost estimation process: 
Oil security externality 

  EU27 
GDP loss over 1 year (€bn) 43.8  
GDP loss over 4 years (€bn) 175.1  
    
Original oil consumption (mb/day) 82.5 
Fall in oil consumption (mb/day) 3 
New oil consumption (mb/day) 79.5 
    
Change in GDP per barrel consumed 
(1-year loss) (€) 1.5  
Change in GDP per barrel consumed 
(4-year loss) (€) 6.0  
    
Electricity generation per barrel (kWh) 1648.8  
Thermal efficiency 40% 
Likelihood of shock 0.2 
Cost estimate per kWh – 1-year loss (€) 0.002289 
Cost estimate per kWh – 4-year loss (€) 0.009154 
    
Cost (€/kWh) 1-year loss  0.000458 
Cost (€/kWh) 4-year loss 0.001831 
Cost proportional to electricity generation 
(€/kWh) 0.000004 

 

Since the project is focused on the external costs of 
electricity generation, the costs from the model so 
far need to be apportioned to the level of oil being 
used in electricity. Thus, we estimate the proportion 
of oil that is used for electricity generation and the 
proportion of electricity generation that arises from 
oil-fired power plants. At this stage, aggregated 
figures for the whole EU will suffice, but 
disaggregated data could highlight interesting facets 
of the scenario.  

In 2004, 4% of EU25 electricity production came 
from oil1 and the proportion of oil used in the EU 
for electricity generation was 5%.2 Thus, the 
proportion of oil price variation that can be 
apportioned to electricity generation is 0.04*0.05 = 
0.00002. 

Since we want an annual equivalent, these figures 
need to be multiplied by the probability of the event 
occurring in any given year to give us expected 
values. As an indication the current probability of a 
price increase of this magnitude occurring can be 
approximated on the basis of historical data. Harks 
(2003) estimates that a 3 million barrel shortfall 
event may be expected to occur at present on a 1 in 
5 year frequency, based on historical events. 

                                                      
 

 

Adopting this probability, the resulting expected 
value for the EU27 – assuming a 0.4% annual loss 
in GDP – is €0.000004 per kWh within a range of 
€0.000001 - €0.000008 for a 0.1% and 0.8% annual 
GDP loss. The breakdown of this model is shown in 
Table 3. 

The model presented above is a simplified model of 
the economy that asks ‘what is the cost of this event 
happening, and what is the likelihood of the event?’ 

It estimates an upper bound to the external 
pecuniary effects of a fall in supply of oil to the 
EU’s electricity generating sector. 

3. Gas and Coal 
The above section has looked at the energy security 
externalities related to the macroeconomic effects of 
oil price rises. It found that the small levels of 
electricity generation from the use of oil in the EU 
imply that these externalities are very small. Gas, 
coal and nuclear power have much larger shares of 
the electricity generation so that price volatility of 
these may have significant effects.  

Russia, Algeria and Norway were the three largest 
suppliers of natural gas imports to the EU27 from 
1999-2006, with Nigeria significantly smaller, 
whilst Russia, Australia and South Africa were the 
largest source of coal imports to the EU. However, 
whilst energy security risks from these fuels are well 
known, see Stern (2004) for example on possible 
causes of gas insecurity, to our knowledge, no 
quantitative analysis has been undertaken on the 
macroeconomic – or other – sources of possible 
external costs from such risks. We highlight this as a 
research gap.  

4. Overall Conclusions 
The measurement of energy security externalities 
remains a complex and difficult exercise. Problems 
of definition as to what constitutes these 
externalities make agreement on the policy 
implications hazardous. Additionally, the range of 
assumptions that need to be made in order to 
calculate quantitative estimates of the size of these 
externalities means that these estimates should be 
viewed as indicative only. There are also a range of 
gaps in the coverage of the analysis, notably the 
exclusion of oil price volatility impacts, and the 
potential macroeconomic costs of gas and coal 
supply disruption, which suggests that the negligible 
values (around 0.000004 €/kWh) currently 
estimated are much lower than the true costs, 
whether categorised as external or not.  

 



6 | Steve Arnold & Alistair Hunt 

References 
Arnold, S., A. Markandya and A.S.P Hunt (2007), 

National and EU level estimates of energy 
supply externalities, Deliverable D.5.1 
Section 1 of the CASES project. 

Barell, R. and O. Pomerantz (2004), Oil prices and 
the world economy, NIESR Discussion Paper 
242, National Institute of Economic and 
Social Research, London. 

Bohi, D.R. and M.A. Toman (1993), “Energy 
security: externalities and policies”, Energy 
Policy 21(11), pp. 1093-1109. 

–––––––– (1996), The Economics of Energy 
Security, Kluwer: Boston. 

Daalsgard, T., C. André and P. Richardson (2001), 
Standard shocks in the OECD Interlink 
model, OECD Economics Department 
Working Paper 306, Organisation for 
Economic Cooperation and Development, 
Paris. 

Dieppe, A. and J. Henry (2004), “The euro area 
viewed as a single economy: How does it 
respond to shocks?”, Economic Modelling 21: 
833–875. 

European Commission (2002), The internal market 
in energy: Coordinated measures on the 
security of energy supply, Communication to 
the European Parliament and European 
Council. /* COM/2002/0488 final. 

–––––––– (2004), “How vulnerable is the euro area 
economy to higher oil prices?”, Quarterly 
Report on the Euro Area, 3: 15–20. 

Hunt, A.S.P. and A. Markandya (2004), Final 
Report on Work Package 3: The Externalities 
of Energy Insecurity, ExternE-Pol Research 
Project for European Commission (available 
at http://www.externe.info/expolwp3.pdf). 

Hunt, A.S.P., P. Isard and D. Laxton (2001), The 
macroeconomic effects of higher oil prices, 
IMF Working Paper WP/01/14, International 
Monetary Fund, Washington, D.C. 

 

Huntington, H.G. (2004), Shares, Gaps and the 
Economy’s Response to Oil Disruptions, 
Energy Modelling Forum, Stanford 
University, Stanford, CA. 

International Energy Agency (IEA) (2001), Energy 
price volatility: Trends and consequences, 
IEA Paper, Paris. 

International Monetary Fund (IMF) (2000), The 
Impact of Higher Oil Prices on the Global 
Economy, Research Department Paper, 
Washington, D.C., December. 

–––––––– (2004), GEM: A New International 
Macroeconomic Model, Research 
Department, Washington, D.C., January. 

Jones, D.W., P.N. Leiby and I.K. Paik (2004), “Oil 
shocks and the macroeconomy: What has 
been learnt since 1996?”, Energy Journal, 
25(2):1-32.  

Roeger, W. (2005), “International oil price changes: 
Impact of oil prices on growth and inflation in 
the EU/OECD”, International Economics and 
Economic Policy, 2:15-32. 

Sauter, R. and S. Awerbuch (2003), Oil price 
volatility and economic activity: A survey and 
literature review, IEA Research Paper, 
International Energy Agency, Paris, August. 

Stern, J. (2004), “UK gas security: Time to get 
serious”, Energy Policy, 11: 1967-1979. 

World Bank (2000), Fuel for Thought: An 
Environmental Strategy for the Energy 
Sector, Washington, D.C. 

World Bank (2005), Global Economic Prospects: 
Economic Implications of Remittances and 
Migration, Washington, D.C., November. 



About CEPS

Place du Congrès 1 • B-1000 Brussels

Tel : 32(0)2.229.39.11 • Fax : 32(0)2.219.41.51

E-mail:  info@ceps.be
Website : http://www.ceps.be
Bookshop : http://shop.ceps.be

Founded in Brussels in 1983, the Centre for 
European Policy Studies (CEPS) is among the 
most experienced and authoritative think 
tanks operating in the European Union today. 
CEPS serves as a leading forum for debate on 
EU affairs, but its most distinguishing feature 
lies in its strong in-house research capacity, 
complemented by an extensive network of 
partner institutes throughout the world.

Goals
•	 To	carry	out	state-of-the-art	policy	research	leading	

to	solutions	to	the	challenges	facing	Europe	today.

•	 To	achieve	high	standards	of	academic	excellence	

and	maintain	unqualified	independence.

•	 To	provide	a	forum	for	discussion	among	all	

stakeholders	in	the	European	policy	process.

•	 To	build	collaborative	networks	of	researchers,	

policy-makers	and	business	representatives	across	

the	whole	of	Europe.

•	 To	disseminate	our	findings	and	views	through	a	

regular	flow	of	publications	and	public	events.

Assets
•	 Complete	independence	to	set	its	own	research	

priorities	and	freedom	from	any	outside	influence.

•	 Formation	of	nine	different	research	networks,	

comprising	research	institutes	from	throughout	

Europe	and	beyond,	to	complement	and	

consolidate	CEPS	research	expertise	and	to	greatly	

extend	its	outreach.

•	 An	extensive	membership	base	of	some	120	

Corporate	Members	and	130	Institutional	

Members,	which	provide	expertise	and	practical	

experience	and	act	as	a	sounding	board	for	the	

utility	and	feasability	of	CEPS	policy	proposals.

Programme Structure
CEPS	carries	out	its	research	via	its	own	in-house	

research	programmes	and	through	collaborative	

research	networks	involving	the	active	participation	of	

other	highly	reputable	institutes	and	specialists.

Research	Programmes
Economic	&	Social	Welfare	Policies

Energy,	Climate	Change	&	Sustainable	Development

EU	Neighbourhood,	Foreign	&	Security	Policy

Financial	Markets	&	Taxation

Justice	&	Home	Affairs

Politics	&	European	Institutions

Regulatory	Affairs

Trade,	Development	&	Agricultural	Policy

Research	Networks/Joint	Initiatives
Changing	Landscape	of	Security	&	Liberty	(CHALLENGE)

European	Capital	Markets	Institute	(ECMI)

European	Climate	Platform	(ECP)

European	Credit	Research	Institute	(ECRI)

European	Network	of	Agricultural	&	Rural	Policy	Research	

Institutes	(ENARPRI)

European	Network	for	Better	Regulation	(ENBR)

European	Network	of	Economic	Policy	Research	Institutes	

(ENEPRI)

European	Policy	Institutes	Network	(EPIN)

European	Security	Forum	(ESF)

CEPS	also	organises	a	variety	of	activities	and	special	

events,	involving	its	members	and	other	stakeholders	

in	the	European	policy	debate,	national	and	EU-level	

policy-makers,	academics,	corporate	executives,	NGOs	

and	the	media.	CEPS’	funding	is	obtained	from	a	

variety	of	sources,	including	membership	fees,	project	

research,	foundation	grants,	conferences	fees,	publi-

cation	sales	and	an	annual	grant	from	the	European	

Commission.


