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Abstract

“Forecast targeting,” forward-looking monetary policy that uses central-bank judgment to
construct optimal policy projections of the target variables and the instrument rate, may per-
form substantially better than monetary policy that disregards judgment and follows a given
instrument rule. This is demonstrated in a few examples for two empirical models of the U.S.
economy, one forward looking and one backward looking. A complicated infinite-horizon central-
bank projection model of the economy can be closely approximated by a simple finite system
of linear equations, which is easily solved for the optimal policy projections. Optimal policy
projections corresponding to the optimal policy under commitment in a timeless perspective can
easily be constructed. The whole projection path of the instrument rate is more important than
the current instrument setting. The resulting reduced-form reaction function for the current
instrument rate is a very complicated function of all inputs in the monetary-policy decision
process, including the central bank’s judgment. It cannot be summarized as a simple reaction
function such as a Taylor rule. Fortunately, it need not be made explicit.
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1. Introduction

On a general level, this paper is motivated by a desire to provide a better theory of modern
monetary policy, both from a descriptive and a normative point of view, than much of the current
literature on monetary policy. The current literature to a large extent applies a one-line modeling
of monetary policy, such as when the instrument rate is assumed to be a given function of a few
variables, for instance, “monetary policy is assumed to follow a Taylor rule.”

I believe that the theory that I develop further here is better from a descriptive point of view,
since it takes into account some crucial aspects of monetary-policy decisions, such as the collection,
processing, and analysis of large amounts of data, the construction of projections of the target
variables, the use of considerable amounts of judgment, and the desire to achieve (mostly) relatively
specific objectives. The modern monetary-policy process I have in mind can be concisely described
as “forecast targeting,” meaning “setting the instrument rate such that the forecasts of the target
variables look good,” where “look good” refers to the objectives of monetary policy, such as a given
target for inflation and a zero target for the output gap. I believe this view of the monetary-policy
process is also helpful from a normative point of view, for instance, in evaluating the performance
of and suggesting improvements to existing monetary policy.!

On a more specific level, this paper is motivated by a desire to demonstrate the crucial and
beneficial role of judgment—information, knowledge, and views outside the scope of a particular
model—in modern monetary policy and, in particular, to demonstrate that the appropriate use
of good judgment can dramatically improve monetary-policy performance, even when compared
to policy that is optimal in all respects except for incorporating judgment.? As will be explained
in detail below, judgment will be represented as the central-bank’s conditional mean estimate of
arbitrary multidimensional stochastic “deviations”—“add factors”—to the model equations. I also
wish to demonstrate the benefits of regarding the whole projection paths of the target variables
rather than forecasts at some specific horizon, such as 8 quarters, as the relevant objects in the
monetary-policy decision process. In particular, I believe that it is important to emphasize the whole
projection of future instrument rates rather than just the current instrument rate. Furthermore, the
modern view of the transmission mechanism of monetary policy emphasizes that monetary-policy

actions have effects on the economy and the central bank’s target variables almost exclusively

! See Svensson [27] and Svensson, Houg, Solheim, and Steigum [33] for examples of evaluations of monetary policy
in New Zealand and Norway, respectively, with this perspective.

% Svensson [30] also emphasizes the role of judgment in monetary policy but does not provide any direct comparision
of the performance of monetary policy with and without judgment.



through the private-sector expectations of the future paths of inflation, output, and interest rates
that these actions give rise to; therefore, monetary policy is really the management of private-sector
expectations (Woodford [38]). From this follows that effective implementation of monetary policy
requires the effective communication to the private sector of the central bank’s preferred projections,
including the instrument-rate projection. The most obvious communication of these projections
is to explicitly announce and motivate them. Finally, I want to demonstrate the benefits of the
approximation of inherently rather complicated infinite-horizon central-bank projection models of
the economy to much simpler finite-horizon projection models that are much easier to use but still
arbitrarily close approximations to the infinite-horizon models.

The decision process of modern monetary policy has several distinct characteristics (see Brash [4],

Sims [25], and Svensson [27]):

1. Large amounts of data about the state of the economy and the rest of the world, including
private-sector expectations and plans, are collected, processed, and analyzed before each

major decision.

2. Because of lags in the transmission process, monetary-policy actions affect the economy with a
lag. For this reason alone, good monetary policy must be forward-looking, aim to influence the
future state of the economy, and therefore rely on forecasts—projections. Central-bank staff
and policymakers make projections of the future development of a number exogenous vari-
ables, such as foreign developments, import supply, export demand, fiscal policy, productivity
growth, and so forth. They also construct projections of a number of endogenous variables,
quantities and prices, under alternative assumptions, including alternative assumptions about
the future path of instrument rates. The policymakers are presented with projections of the
most important variables, including target variables such as inflation and output, often under
alternative assumptions about exogenous variables and, in particular, the instrument rate
(such as the instrument rate being constant, following market expectations, following some

arbitrary reaction function, or being optimal relative to a specific objective function).

3. Throughout this process, a considerable amount of judgment is applied to assumptions and
projections. Projections and monetary-policy decisions cannot rely on models and simple
observable data alone. All models are drastic simplifications of the economy, and data give a
very imperfect view of the state of the economy. Therefore, judgmental adjustments in both

the use of models and the interpretation of their results—adjustments due to information,



knowledge, and views outside the scope of any particular model—are a necessary and essential

component in modern monetary policy.

4. Based on this large amount of information and analysis, the policymakers decide on a cur-
rent instrument rate, such that the corresponding projections of the target variables look
good relative to the central bank’s objectives. Since the projections of the target variables
depend insignificantly on the current instrument-rate setting and mainly on the whole path
of future instrument rates, the policymakers have, explicitly or implicitly, actually chosen an
instrument-rate projection—an instrument-rate plan—and the current instrument-rate deci-

sion can be seen as the first element of that plan.

5. Finally, the current instrument rate is announced and implemented. In many cases, the
corresponding projections for inflation and output or the output gap are also announced. In

a few cases, an instrument-rate projection is announced as well.?

This process makes the current instrument-rate decision a very complicated function of the
large amounts of data and judgment that have entered into the process. I believe that it is not very
helpful to summarize this function as a simple reaction function such as a Taylor rule. Furthermore,
the resulting complicated reaction function is a reduced form, which depends on the central-bank
objectives, its view of the transmission mechanism of monetary policy, the data the central bank
has collected, and the judgment it has exercised. It is the endogenous complicated result of a
complicated process. In no way is this reaction function structural, in the sense of being invariant
to the central bank’s view of the transmission mechanism and private-sector behavior, or the amount
of information and judgmental adjustments. Still, much current literature treats monetary policy
as characterized by a given reaction function that is essentially structural and invariant to changes
in the model of the economy. Treating the reaction function as a reduced form is a first step in
a sensible theory of monetary policy. But, fortunately, this complicated reduced-form reaction
function need not be made explicit. It is actually not needed in the modern monetary-policy
process.

However, there is a convenient, more structural representation of monetary policy, namely in the
form of a targeting rule, as advocated recently in Svensson and Woodford [35] and Svensson [30]. An

optimal targeting rule is a first-order condition for optimal monetary policy. It corresponds to the

3 The Reserve Bank of New Zealand has published an instrument-rate projection for many years. The Bank of
Norway is increasingly providing more information about the future path of the instrument rate.



standard efficiency condition of equality between the marginal rates of substitution and the marginal
rates of transformation between the target variables, the former given by the monetary-policy loss
function, the latter given by the transmission mechanism of monetary policy. An optimal targeting
rule is invariant to everything else in the model, including additive judgment and the stochastic
properties of additive shocks. Thus, it is a compact, robust, and structural representation of
monetary policy, and much more robust than the optimal reaction function. A simple targeting
rule can potentially be a practical representation of robust monetary policy, a robust monetary
policy that performs reasonably well under different circumstances.*

Optimal targeting rules remain a practical way of representing optimal monetary policy in
the small models usually applied for academic monetary-policy analysis. However, for the larger
and higher-dimensional operational macromodels used by many central banks in constructing pro-
jections, the optimal targeting rule becomes more complicated and arguably less practical as a
representation of optimal monetary policy. In this paper, it is demonstrated that optimal policy
projections, the projections corresponding to optimal policy under commitment in a timeless per-
spective, can easily be derived directly with simple numerical methods, without reference to any
optimal targeting rule. Nevertheless, a general form of an optimal targeting rule is derived in ap-
pendix D, for the finite-horizon approximation of the projection model. But for practical optimal
monetary policy, policymakers need not know the optimal targeting rule. Even less do they need
to know any reaction function. They only need to ponder the graphs of the projections of the
target variables that are generated in the policy process and choose the projections of the target
variables and the instrument rate that look best, from the point of view of achieving the central
bank’s objectives.

The paper is organized in the following way. Section 2 lays out a reasonably general infinite-
horizon model of the transmission mechanism and the central bank’s objectives; defines projections,
judgment and optimal policy projections; and presents one representation of the optimal policy
projections as the solution to a somewhat complicated system of difference equations, while taking
judgment into account. It also makes the point that, fortunately, the complicated reduced-form
reaction function need not be made explicit. Section 3 presents a convenient finite-horizon model
for the construction of optimal policy projections, for both forward- and backward-looking models.

This finite-horizon model can be written as a simple finite system of linear equations. Nevertheless,

* McCallum and Nelson [17] have recently criticized the advocacy of targeting rules in Svensson [30]. Svensson [32)]
rebuts this criticism and gives references to a rapidly growing literature that applies targeting rules to monetary-policy
analysis.



it is an exact or arbitrarily close approximation to the infinite-horizon model and is easily solved
for the optimal policy projections taking judgment into account. Section 4 discusses and specifies
monetary policy that disregards judgment and follows different instrument rules, such as variants of
the Taylor rule or more complicated instrument rules that are optimal in the absence of judgment.
Section 5 gives examples of and compares monetary policy with and without judgment, for two
different empirical models of the U.S. economy: the backward-looking model of Rudebusch and
Svensson [21] and the forward-looking New Keynesian model of Lindé [13]. In these examples,
monetary policy with judgment results in substantially better performance than monetary policy
without judgment. This is also the case when monetary policy without judgment is represented
as a Taylor rule where the instrument rate responds to forward-looking variables that incorporate
private-sector judgment (although, as emphasized below, there are serious principal and practical
problems in implementing such an instrument rule). Section 6 presents conclusions.

An extensive appendix contains numerous technical details. These include a general solution of
the policy problem and the related system of difference equations with forward-looking variables
when the deviation is an arbitrary stochastic process; the precise mathematical structure of the
finite-horizon approximation model, including the optimal targeting rule; details on the empirical
backward- and forward-looking models; and how central-bank judgment can be extracted according

to the method of Optimal Policy Projections discussed in Svensson and Tetlow [36].°

2. A model of the policy problem with judgment

Consider the following linear model of an economy with a private sector and a central bank,® in a
form that allows for both predetermined and forward-looking variables as well as judgment,

Xitt1 Xt . Zt41 ]
=A B . 2.1
[ Crpyge ] [ Tt } e [ 0 (21)

Here, X; is a (column) nx-vector of predetermined variables (one of these may be unity to con-
veniently incorporate constants in the model) in period t; x; is an ng-vector of forward-looking

variables; 4; is an m;-vector of central-bank instruments (the forward-looking variables and the

? Svensson and Tetlow [36] describe Optimal Policy Projections (OPP), a method to provide advice on optimal
monetary policy while taking policymakers’ judgment into account. An early version of the method was developed by
Robert Tetlow for a mostly backward-looking variant of the Federal Reserve Board’s FRB/US model. The resulting
projections have been referred to at the Federal Reserve Board as “policymaker perfect-foresight projections”—
somewhat misleadingly. That paper explains OPP in terms of a generalization of the linear-quadratic model of
optimal policy with judgment and forward-looking models laid out in Svensson [30]. The paper demonstrates the
usefulness of OPP with a few example projections for the FRB/US model.

b For simplicitly, there is no explicit fiscal authority in the model, but such an authority and its behavior can be
included in the model (2.1).



instruments are the nonpredetermined variables); z; is an exogenous nx-vector stochastic process
and called the deviation in period ¢; and A, B, and C are matrices of the appropriate dimension.
For any variable g, I let g, ; denote private-sector expectations of the realization in period ¢ + 7
of g1 conditional on private-sector information available in period ¢. I assume that the private
sector has rational expectations, given its information.

For increased generality, the model is formulated in terms of an arbitrary number of instruments,
n;. In most practical applications, monetary policy can be seen as having only one instrument—a
short interest rate, the instrument rate—so then n; = 1.

The upper block of (2.1) provides nx equations determining the nx-vector X; 1 in period ¢+ 1

for given Xy, z, 4y and zy41,
X1 = Au Xy + Aoz + Biie + 241, (2.2)

where A and B are partitioned conformably with X; and z; as

AH Alg Bl
A= , B= . 2.3
|: A21 A22 :| l: Bg ] ( )

The realization of the deviation and the predetermined variables in each period occurs and is
observed by the private sector and the central bank in the beginning of the period (the realization
of 1 can be inferred from X1, X, 2; and 4; and (2.2)).”

The lower block of (2.1) provides n; equations determining the n,-vector x; in period ¢ for given
Typ1)es Xt, and i,

Tt = A2_21 (Cmt+1‘t — Angt — Bgit); (24)

I hence assume that the n, X n, submatrix Ass is invertible. The realization of X; is observed by
the private sector and the central bank in the beginning of period ¢; the central bank then sets the
instruments, i;; after observing the instruments, the private sector forms its expectations, Tyt
and this finally determines the forward-looking variables x;.

To assume that the deviation appears only in the upper block of (2.1) is not restrictive. Suppose

that I have a model where the deviation appears in both blocks,

0]
X _ 11 A XP + By i+ A1+
Cppap A3 A3 Tt By 25 |
T See Svensson and Woodford [34] for an analysis of optimal policy in a model with forward-looking variables
when the current state of the economy is imperfectly observed and inferred from observed indicators.




By adding the vector 2y to the predetermined variables, I can always form a new model of the form
(2.1), where
A 0 A By

th[fg], A=l 0 0o o |, B=|o0 |, zt—[zlot],
2 A3 0 A, B3

and there is no deviation in the lower block.

As in Svensson [30], the deviation represents additional determinants—determinants outside
the model—of the variables in the economy, the difference between the actual value of a variable
and the value predicted by the model. It can be interpreted as model perturbations, as in the
literature on robust control.® The central bank’s mean estimate of future deviations will be iden-
tified with the central bank’s judgment. It represents the unavoidable judgment always applied in
modern monetary policy. Any existing model is always an approximation of the true model of the
economy, and monetary-policy makers always find it necessary to make some judgmental adjust-
ments to the results of any given model. Such judgmental adjustments could refer to future fiscal
policy, productivity, consumption, investment, international trade, foreign-exchange and other risk
premia, raw-material prices, private-sector expectations, and so forth. The “add factors” applied
to model equations in central-bank projections (Reifschneider, Stockton, and Wilcox [19]) are an
example of central-bank judgment. Given this interpretation of judgment and the deviation z;41,
it would be completely misleading to make a simplifying assumption such as the deviation being
an autoregressive process. In that case, it could just be incorporated among the predetermined
variables. Thus, I will refrain from such an assumption and instead leave the dynamic properties of
zt+1 unspecified. Instead, the focus will be on the central bank’s judgment of the whole sequence
of future deviations.

More precisely, let the infinite-dimensional period-¢ random vector (" = (z]4, 2/, 9, ...)" (where’
denotes the transpose) denote the vector of the (in period ¢) unknown random vectors z¢ 11, zit2,...
Let the central bank’s beliefs in period about the random vector ¢! be represented by the infinite-
dimensional probability distribution ®; with distribution function ®;(¢*). The probability distri-
bution ®; is itself time-varying and stochastic. It is definitely not Markov. The central bank is
assumed to know the matrices A, B, C, D, and W and the discount factor §. The private sector is
assumed to know the matrices A, B, and C, but may or may not know the central-bank intertem-

poral loss function, that is, the matrices D and W and the discount factor §. The private sector

8 See, for instance, Hansen and Sargent [10]. However, that literature deals with the more complex case when the
model perturbations are endogenous and chosen by nature to correspond to a worst-case scenario.



may or may not have the same beliefs about the future deviations as the central bank.

Let Y; be an ny-vector of target variables. For simplicity, these target variables are measured
as the difference from a fixed ny-vector Y* of target levels. This vector of target levels is held fixed
throughout this paper. In order to examine the consequences of shifting target levels, one only

needs to replace Y* by Y! — Y* throughout the paper. Let the target variables be given by

Xt
}/;‘/ =D Tt ) (25)

it

where D is an ny X (nx + n, + n;) matrix.
Let the central bank’s intertemporal loss function in period ¢ be
o0 o0

Et Z (STLH_T = /Z (STLt_H—dq)t(Ct), (26)

7=0 7=0

where 0 < § <1 is a discount factor, L; is the period loss given by
Loy
Ly = §Y; WYz, (2.7)

and W is a symmetric positive semidefinite ny X ny matrix. That is, in period ¢ the central bank
wants to minimize the expected discounted sum of current and future losses, where the expectation
E; is with respect to the distribution ®;.

Since this is a linear model with a quadratic loss function and the random deviations enter addi-
tively, the conditions for certainty equivalence are satisfied. Then, as shown in detail in appendix A,
the optimal policy in period ¢ need only consider central-bank mean forecasts—projections—of all

variables, including the infinite-dimensional mean forecast, ¢, of the random vector ¢?,
d=E( = /CtdCDt(Ct).

The central-bank projection in period ¢ of the realization of the deviation in period t + 7, 244, is
denoted 24,4, so 2! = (zg+17t, z£+27t, ...)'. The projection 2! is identified with the central bank’s
judgment. Under the assumed certainty equivalence, the projection z! is, for optimal policy, a
sufficient statistic for the distribution ®;. Although there is genuine uncertainty about the future
random deviations, ¢?, the only thing that matters for policy is the mean, the judgment, z¢. The
second and higher moments of (*—the variance, skew, kurtosis, and so forth-—do not matter for

policy.” The judgment can itself be seen as an exogenous infinite-dimensional random vector that

% The variance of the future deviations will add a term to the intertemporal loss, but that term is independent of
policy.



is realized in the beginning of each period and summarizes the central bank’s relevant information
in that period about expected future deviations.

Let ¢t = (th, q 1t ...)! denote a central-bank projection in period t for any vector of variables
gt+r (T > 0), a central-bank mean forecast conditional on central-bank information in period ¢.
(Thus, for variables other than the deviation, the projection also includes also the current value,
q¢t+.) The central bank then constructs various projections of the endogenous variables to be used
in its decision process. These projections of endogenous variables may be conditional on various
assumptions. In order to keep private-sector expectations and central-bank projections distinct, I
denote the former by g;,,; and the latter by g4 for any variable g.

For given judgment, 2!, let the projection model of the central bank for the projections (X, x?t,
i',Y'') in period t—the model the central bank uses in the decision process to consider alternative

projections—be

Xtpri1t Xtyrt . Zttr+lt

' =A Y| + Bi + o, 2.8
[ Criiri1e Titrt bt 0 (28)

Xetrt
Yt+7,t =D Ttdrit (2-9)

Uttr,t

for 7 > 0, where X;; is given by

Xt = Xy, (2.10)

since the realization of the predetermined variables is assumed to be observed in the beginning of
period t.

In order to introduce more compact notation, let the (nx+nz+n;)-vector s; = (X, z}, ;) denote
the state of the economy in period ¢, and let the vector s;1r; = (X{i ;4 Tiir 45 9t4,,) denote the
projection in period t of the state of the economy in period t+7. Finally, let the infinite-dimensional
vector s = (8%t s;+17t, St+2t,-..)" denote a projection in period t of the (current and future) states
of the economy. By (2.9), I can write the projection of the target variables in a compact way, as a

linear function of the projection of the states of the economy, as
Yt = Dst, (2.11)

where D is an infinite-dimensional block-diagonal matrix with the 7 + 1-th diagonal block equal to
D for 7 > 0.
The set of feasible projections of the states of the economy in period t, Sy, can now be defined

as the set of projections s! that satisfy (2.8)-(2.10) for given X; and 2°.



The intertemporal loss function (2.6) with (2.7) induces an intertemporal loss function for the

target-variable projection,'”

[o¢]
L) =36V WY, (2.12)

=0
The policy problem in period ¢ is to find the optimal policy projection (s, }A/t), the projection
that minimizes (2.12) over the set of feasible projections of the states of the economy, that is,

subject to (2.8)-(2.11) for 7 > 0 for given X; and 2!. More compactly,

t — arg min £(Ds"), (2.13)
steS,

5

Vvt = [?é; and the optimal policy projection (X t 2t 3') of the predetermined variables, forward-
looking variables, and instruments can be extracted from 3.

The policy problem will be further specified below to correspond to commitment in a “timeless
perspective,” in order to avoid any time-consistency problems (see Woodford [39] and Svensson and

Woodford [35]).

2.1. Implementation and what information the private sector needs

The implementation of the optimal policy in period t involves announcing the optimal policy
projection and setting the instruments in period t equal to the first element of the instrument
projection,

it = U -

In period ¢ 4 1, conditional on new realizations of the predetermined variables, X;i;, and the

1

judgment, 2+, a new optimal policy projection, (Xt+1 2t+1 781 y*+1) "is found and announced

together with a new instrument setting,

41 = b41,t41-

In a forward-looking model, the private sector (including policymakers other than the central
bank) will need to know at least parts of the aggregate projections X t &', and 2!, in order to make
decisions consistent with these and make the rational-expectations equilibrium in the economy

correspond to the central bank’s optimal policy projection. If the private sector knows the matrices

' Note that minE; 3222 (6" Leqr = min{L(Y") + E; >.2% (6" (Yigr — Yigrt) W (Yesr — Yerre)} = min{L(Y") +
>, 07 trace(WCov:Yiqr)}. By certainty equivalence, CoviYipr = E¢(Yigr — Yigrt) YVigr — Yigre) = f(YHT —
Yitrt)(Yetr — Yigr,t)'d®:(¢") is independent of policy, so minimizing (2.12) in period ¢ implies the same policy as
minimizing (2.6) in period t.

Furthermore, note that, since trace(WWCov,Y;+-) will normally be strictly positive, (2.6) will normally converge
only for § < 1, whereas (2.12) will normally converge also for § = 1.

10



A, B, C, D, and W and the discount factor § and has the same judgment z’ as the central bank,
it can in principle compute the optimal policy projection itself—assuming that it has the same
computational capacity as the central bank.

However, the private sector actually needs to know less. An assumption maintained through
this paper is that the private sector knows the model (2.1), in the sense of knowing the matrices
A, B, and C. Furthermore, it observes X; (determined by X;_1, z;_1, and 4;—1 in period ¢ — 1 and
the realization of z; in the beginning of period ¢ according to (2.2)) in the beginning period ¢, then
observes it = i; ¢ set by the central bank, thereafter forms one-period-ahead expectations z; s, and
finally determines (and thereby knows) xy; after this, period ¢ ends. In order to make decisions in
period ¢ consistent with the optimal policy projection—that is, decisions resulting in z; = & ; from
(2.4)—the private sector needs be able to form expectations Typ1)t = Te41,t- The most direct way is if
the central bank announces ;41 and the private sector believes the announcement. Formally, 11 ¢
is the minimum additional information the private sector needs. However, the central bank may
have to provide the whole optimal policy projection, and also motivate the underlying judgment,
in order to demonstrate the optimal policy projections are internally consistent with the model
(2.1). In particular, the private sector may not believe #;41 unless it is apparently consistent with
the whole projection #*.!! Furthermore, the private sector will need to know the central bank’s loss
function—D, W, and d—in order to judge whether the projections announced are really optimal
relative to the central bank’s loss function and thereby incentive-compatible, credible. Only then
may the central bank be able to convince the private sector to form expectations according to
the optimal policy projection.!? Indeed, the private sector completely trusting the central bank’s
isolated announcement of £;41; could invite misleading announcements, given the time-consistency

problem discussed below.'3

"1 The private sector evaluating the internal consistency of the central-bank projection will, given the model (2.1),

boil down to evaluating whether the central bank’s motivation of its judgment, 2%, is convincing. This presumes that
the private sector has some independent judgment. One case, when the private sector’s information is worse than the
central bank’s, is when the private-sector judgment equals the central-bank judgment plus a zero-mean independent
measurement error. Let 2P' = (z£+1|t, z£+2|t, ...)" denote private-sector judgment in period ¢, and assume that

t . t t
=24

where the infinite-dimensional zero-mean measurement error €' is realized in the beginning of each period t and is
independent of the future deviations, ¢*, and the realization of z*. A simple private-sector evaluation of the central-
bank judgment would then consist of judging whether ' = 2P* — 2! appeared to be the realization of a zero-mean
measurement error, and, if so, the adoption by the private sector of the central-bank judgment, z', as the better
judgment.

12 Being explicit about the loss function and announcing the optimal policy projection also seem to take care of
the criticism of real-world inflation targeting expressed by Faust and Henderson [6].

3 See Geraats [7] for such examples.
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2.2. Representing optimal policy projections

Without the judgment terms (or, alternatively, with the deviation being an iid zero-mean process
or an autoregressive process with iid shocks), the above linear-quadratic problem with forward-
looking variables is a well-known problem examined and solved in Backus and Driffill [2], Currie
and Levine [5], and Soderlind [26]. The traditional way to find a solution to this problem is to
derive the first-order conditions and combine the first-order conditions with the model (2.1) to form
a system of difference equations with an infinite horizon. The solution can then also be expressed
as a difference equation, emphasizing the recursive structure of the problem.

A new element here is the solution with the judgment. The details of that solution in the
form of a difference equation are explained in appendices A and B. Here I shall first report the
solution in the form of an infinite-horizon difference equation and later develop a very convenient
finite-horizon version of the model.

Under the assumption of optimization under commitment, one way to describe the optimal

policy projection is by the following difference equations,

|: %H—ﬂt :| - F |: HXt—&-T,t ] +Zt+~r,t, (2.14)
V4Tt St4r—1,t
[ Xiirin ] Y [ Kigrs } + NZiorirs+ Priirins, (2.15)
Sttt Stbr—1,t
for 7 > 0, where
oo
Zirri = Y RiZeitirtis (2.16)
§=0

and Xt,t = X;. The matrices F', M, N, P, and {Rj}?io depend on A, B, C, D, W, and 4, but they
are independent of the second and higher moments of the deviation. The vector Z;; . ; consists of
the Lagrange multipliers of the lower block of (2.8), the block determining the projection of the
forward-looking variables.

As discussed in appendix A, the value of the initial Lagrange multiplier, Z;_1 4, is zero, if there is
commitment from scratch in period ¢, that is, disregarding any previous commitments. This reflects
a time-consistency problem when there is reoptimization and recommitment in later periods, as
is inherently the case in practical monetary policy. Instead, I assume that the optimization is
under commitment in a timeless perspective. Then, if the optimization, and reoptimization, under
commitment in a timeless perspective started in an earlier period and has occurred since then, the

initial value of the Lagrange multiplier satisfies
Ei-1t = E-14-1, (2.17)

12



where Z;_1 41 denotes the Lagrange multiplier of the lower block of (2.8) for the determination of
Z¢—1,4—1 in the decision problem in period ¢t — 1. The dependence of the optimal policy projection
in period t on this Lagrange multiplier from the decision problem in the previous period makes the
optimal policy projection depend on previous projections and illustrates the history dependence of
optimal policy under commitment in a forward-looking model shown in Backus and Driffill [2] and
Currie and Levin [5] and especially examined and emphasized in Woodford [39].

It follows from (2.14)-(2.17) and (2.11) that the optimal policy projection of the states of the
economy, the target variables, and the instruments will be linear functions of X, Z;_1 1, and 2t

which can be written in a compact way as

Xt Xt Xt

At —_ Ot o —_ At —_

'=H | 141 |, Y'=DH | Zt14-1 |, ' =H; | E-14-1 |, (2-18)
2t 2t 2t

where H is an appropriately formed infinite-dimensional matrix, and H; is an infinite-dimensional
submatrix of H consisting of the rows corresponding to the instruments. In particular, the instru-

ment setting in period ¢ will be given by

Xy

=2t =n| Si—14-1 |, (2.19)

ot

where the infinite-dimensional matrix h consists of the n; first rows of the matrix H;.
As explained in Svensson and Woodford [35], a simple way of imposing the timeless perspective

is to add a term to the intertemporal loss function (2.12),

— 1
E(Yt) + :t—l,t—lgcwt,t' (220)

In the policy problem in period ¢ — 1, Z¢_1;—1C can be interpreted as the marginal loss in period
t — 1 of a change in the one-period-ahead projection of the forward-looking variables, x;;—1. The
time-consistency problem arises from disregarding that marginal loss in the policy problem in
period ¢. Adding the corresponding term to the loss function in period ¢ as in (2.20) handles the
time-consistency problem, and the optimal policy under commitment in the timeless perspective
will result from minimizing (2.20) subject to (2.8)-(2.10) for given X, 2411, and 2t 14 Since Ttt

is an element of the projection s?, the optimal policy projection &' is then defined as

- 1
8" = arg min {L(Ds") + Z4_14-1=

ses, 5C$t7t}, (221)

' Alternatively, as discussed in Giannoni and Woodford [8] and Svensson and Woodford [35], one can impose the

constraint _
Tit = FoxXe + FozZi—1,0—1 + Zot s,

where F' and Z;: in (2.14) are suitably partitioned. In the present context, it is more practical to add the term to
the intertemporal loss function as in (2.20).
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for given Xy, Z4_14—1, and 2t
From (2.15) follows that the Lagrange multiplier Z;;, to be used in the decision problem in

period t + 1, will be given by
Xi

S =Hz | 141 | (2.22)

Zt

where H= is an infinite dimensional matrix.

Let the set of feasible target-variable projections in period t, )y, be defined as the set of target-
variable projections satisfying (2.11) for projections s’ in the set S; for given X; and z!. In the
special case where the forward-looking variables, x;, happen to be target variables and elements
in Y, so @y is an element of Y, the optimal target-variable projection, Yt, can be defined as the
target-variable projection Y that minimizes (2.20) on the set )y, for given X, =141, and 2t

- 1
Y= in {L(Y") + S 14 1-Cxss}.
argyr?elgt{ (Y*) +Ei-1y L5 Tyg}

However, in the more general case when some or all forward-looking variables are not target vari-
ables, x4 is not an element of Y, and the optimal policy projection has to be found by optimization

over the set S, as in (2.21).

2.3. Backward-looking model

In a backward-looking model, there are no forward-looking variables: n, = 0. There is no lower
block in (2.1) and (2.8), and there are no forward-looking variables in (2.5) and (2.9). There are
no projections of forward-looking variables and Lagrange multipliers in (2.14), (2.15), (2.18), and
(2.19). There is no time consistency problem and no need to consider commitment in a timeless
perspective.

Hence, for a backward-looking model, the optimal target-variable projection can always be
found by minimizing (2.12) over the set of feasible target-variable projections,

Yt = arg min £(Y?),
thGyt ( )

for given X; and z°.
2.4. The complicated reduced-form reaction function need not be made explicit

The compact notation for the determination of the period-t instrument 4; in (2.19) and the Lagrange

multiplier Z;; in (2.22) may have given the impression that optimal monetary policy is just a matter
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of calculating the infinite-dimensional matrices h and H= once and for all; then, in each period, first
observe X;, form 2*, and recall =;_1 ;1 from last period’s decision; then simply compute, announce,
and implement ; from (2.19); and finally compute =Z;; to be used in next period’s decision.

This is a misleading impression, though. First, h and Hz are indeed infinite-dimensional and
therefore difficult to grasp and interpret. Second, z! is in principle infinite-dimensional and in
any practical case very high-dimensional. It is difficult to conceive of policymakers or even staff
pondering pages and pages, or computer screens and computer screens, of huge arrays of numbers
in small print, arguing and debating about adjustments of the numbers of 2!, such as the numbers
in rows 220-250 and 335-385. Third, no central bank (certainly no central bank that I have any
more thorough information about) behaves in that way, and is ever likely to behave that way.
Instead, the practical presentation of information and options to policymakers is always in the
form of multiple graphs, modest-size tables, and modest amounts of text.

Fourth, the intertemporal loss function £(Y?) has the projections of the target variables as its
argument. What matters for the construction of the target variables is the whole projection path
of the instruments, not the current instrument setting. The obvious conclusion is that the relevant
objects of importance in the decision process are the whole projection paths of the target variables
and the instruments, not the current instrument setting or projections of the target variables at
some fixed horizon. These projection paths are most conveniently illustrated as graphs. Indeed,
graphs of projections are prominent in the existing monetary-policy reports where projections
are reported. The analytical techniques discussed in this paper should predominantly be seen
as techniques for computer-generated graphs of whole projection paths. Pondering such graphs
is an essential part of the monetary-policy decision process. Importantly, policymakers need not
know the underlying detailed infinite-horizon matrices behind the construction of those graphs.
Therefore, the complicated reduced-form reaction functions embedded in these matrices need not
be made explicit.

Fifth, in the discussion in section 2.1, there was no reference to the reaction function, only to
the optimal policy projection. Given X; and i;, the private sector needs to be able to form the
expectations x;,1; in order to make decisions in period ¢. The minimum for this is the central
bank’s announcement of #;41;. In order to make that announcement credible, the central bank
may have to announce the complete optimal policy projection and motivate its judgment. But it
does not need to announce any reaction function. In principle, given the reaction function, the

private sector could combine the reaction function with the model and solve for the optimal policy
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projection, but that is an overwhelmingly complicated and roundabout way.

3. A finite-horizon projection model

From a practical and computational point of view, it is convenient to transform the infinite-horizon
policy problem above to a finite-horizon one. This can be done in a simple and approximate,
but arbitrarily close to exact, way for the forward-looking model, and in a simple and exact way
for the backward-looking model. The finite-horizon model also makes it very easy to incorporate
any arbitrary constraints on the projections, for instance, a particular form of the instrument
projection, such as a constant instrument for some periods. Then, all the relevant projection paths

are computed in one simple step.

3.1. Forward-looking model

Suppose that the estimate of the deviation is constant beyond a fixed horizon 1. Without loss of

generality, assume that the constant is zero,”

Zttrt = 0 (7’ > T) (31)
Start by writing the projection model (2.8) and (2.10) for 7 =0,...,7 — 1 as

Xtt = Xt7 (32)

)

_A8t+7—’t + |: Xt+‘l'+1,t :| _ |: Rt+r41,t :| (7_ _ O, " T _ 1) (33)
Cxiiriat 0

where A is the (nx +ngz) X (nx + ny +n;) matrix defined by A= [A BJ. The first nx equations of
the last block of nx + n, equations in (3.3) determine Xy 7+ for given Xy 7 14, Teyr—14, Ge47—14,

and z;+1¢. The last n, equations of that block are
—An Xpyr—1 — A2xiyr_1¢ — Batgyr—14 + Capyry = 0.

They determine x;y7_1; for given X;47_1 and iy7_1,, and, importantly, for given z; 7 A
problem is that n, equations determining x;{7; are lacking. I will assume that x;7; is determined
by the assumption that x; {71+ is equal to its steady-state level. That is, I assume that the optimal

policy projection has the property that, for (3.1), it approaches a steady state when 7' — oo. This

15 If the estimate of the deviation from horizon T on is constant but nonzero, it can be incorporated among

other constants in the model. If the estimate of the deviation from horizon T on is not constant but follows an
autoregressive process (for instance, if it is assumed to gradually approach a constant), it can be incorporated among

the predetermined variables.
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is true for the models and loss functions considered here. Without loss of generality, I assume that

the steady-state values for the forward-looking variables are zero,

Tt4+T+1t = 0. (3.4)

From this follows that X; 74, 447, and 4447 must satisfy

—An Xiy1t — Aexii 1 — Bty = 0, (3.5)

which gives me the desired n, equations for x4 1.

Let s', the projection of the states of the economy, now denote the finite-dimensional (T + 1) x
(nx + ng + n;)-vector st = (844 St1,40 s Sey) - Similarly, let all projections ¢ forqg=X, z, i
and Y now denote the finite-dimensional vector ¢* = (%4> 01 FRrp. q +T7t)’ . Finally, let 2! be the
Tnx-vector 2" = (2y, 14, 21124 -+ 211,) (recall that 2 does not include the component z;).

The finite-horizon projection model for the projection of the states of the economy, s?, then

consists of (3.2), (3.3) and (3.5). It can be written compactly as
Gs' = ¢', (3.6)

where G is the (T'+ 1)(nx +ng) X (T + 1)(nx + n; + n;) matrix formed from the matrices on the
left side of (3.2), (3.3), and (3.5), and ¢’ is a (T + 1)(nx + ng)-vector formed from the right side
of (3.2), (3.3), and (3.5) as ¢ = (Xt 2041, 0% 20404, 0’y oo 2y, 0, 07) (Where zeros denote zero
vectors of appropriate dimension).

Since Y now denotes the finite-dimensional (T + 1)ny-vector Y* = (Y/,, Y14, ..., Vi) 1
can write

Yt = Dst, (3.7)

where D now denotes a finite-dimensional (T'+ 1)ny x (T +1)(nx + ng +n;) block-diagonal matrix
with the matrix D in each diagonal block.

The set of feasible projections, S;, is then defined as the finite-dimensional set of s* that satisfy
(3.6) and (3.7) for a given ¢', that is, for a given X; and 2.

It remains to specify the intertemporal loss function in the forward-looking model in the finite-
horizon case. In the forward-looking model, under assumption (3.1), the minimum loss from the
horizon T+ 1 on depends on the projection of the predetermined variables for period t + 1" + 1,

Xi+7+1,¢, and the Lagrange multipliers =7 according to the quadratic form

15T+1 [ X = v Xerry1
9 t+T+1,t t+T,t EtJrT,t )
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where V' is a symmetric positive semidefinite matrix that depends on the matrices A, B, C, D, and
W and the discount factor ¢ (see appendix A). It follows from (2.15) and (3.1) that this quadratic

form can be written as a function X;;7 and Z4 4714 as

%5T+1 [ Xiire Etyroay |MVM [ E):;Tft } : (3.8)
In principle, I could use (2.15) to keep track of Z;17_1,;. However, a simpler way is to extend the

horizon 7" so far that X; 7, and Z;y7_1, are arbitrarily close to their steady-state levels. Without

loss of generality, I assume that the steady-state levels are zero, in which case the above quadratic

form is zero, and the loss from horizon 1" can be disregarded. Checking that X; 7, is close to zero

is straightforward; I will show a practical way to check that =, 7_1; is also close to zero. 0

Under this assumption, it follows from (2.9), (2.12), and (3.7) that the intertemporal loss

function can be written as a function of s! as the finite-dimensional quadratic form

%st'Qst, (3.9)

where 2 is a symmetric positive semidefinite block-diagonal (7" + 1)(nx + ng + n;) matrix with its
(7 + 1)-th diagonal block being §" D'W D for 0 < 7 < T. However, in order to impose the timeless

perspective, as explained in section 2.2, I need to add the term

_ 1
St—1,t—1 —Cmt,t

0
to the loss function, where Z;_1 ;1 is the relevant Lagrange multiplier from the policy problem in
period ¢ — 1. This term can be written w}_,s’, with the appropriate definition of the (T4 1)(nx +
Ny + n;)-vector wy—1 as wi—1 = (0,/ 0, (Et,lyt,l% ), 0/, ...,0") (where the zeros denote zero vectors

of appropriate dimension). Thus, the intertemporal loss function with the added term is

1
ist’Qst + Wyt (3.10)

Then, the policy problem is to find the optimal policy projection &' that minimizes (3.10) subject
to (3.6). The Lagrangian for this problem is
1
gst’Qst +wi_18e + AV (Gst — g, (3.11)
where A! is the (T + 1)(nx + ny)-vector of Lagrange multipliers of (3.6). The first-order condition
is

s+ w_ +AYG = 0.

16 Appendix C presents an iterative numerical procedure that will provide a projection arbitrarily close to the
optimal policy projection without requiring such a long horizon that X; 7 and Z¢17_1,¢ are close to their steady-
state levels.
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Combining this with (3.6) gives the linear equation system

G 0 st gt
[Q G,} [At]:[_m | (3.12)
The optimal policy projection 5* and Lagrange multiplier A? are then given by the simple matrix
inversion!” )
st G 0] gt
[At ] - [ ¢ G,} [_WH | (3.13)

The optimal target-variable projection then follows from (3.7). The optimal policy projection is a

linear function of X;, =;_1;—1, and 2%, and it can be written compactly as in section 2.2,

Xt Xt Xt

ot = vt T = A g | =

s'=H St—1t-1 | Y'=DH St—1,t-1 | 1= H; St—1,t-1 |
2t 2t 2t

except that the matrices H and H; and the vector z! now are finite-dimensional. The matrices can

be directly extracted from (3.13). The period-¢ instrument setting can be written

Xy

it =ts=h| 141 |, (3.14)

Zt

where the finite-dimensional matrix h consists of the first n; rows of the matrix H;. Under assump-
tion (3.1) and a sufficiently long horizon T, the finite-horizon projections here are are arbitrary
close to the optimal infinite-horizon policy projections for 7 =0, ...,T in section 2.2.

The Lagrange multiplier A’ can be written A" = (3£}, 811 151, 08010402041 45060 Efupys
5TE£ +T71’t)’ , where &, , is the vector of Lagrange multipliers for the block of equations in (3.2),
(3.3), and (3.5) determining Xy, and Z;,_1, is the vector of Lagrange multipliers for the block
of equations determining x;4,_1¢. Hence, extraction of Z;47_1; from Al allows me to check that
the assumption made above of =, 7_1+ being close to zero is satisfied. If the assumption is not
fulfilled, the horizon 7' can be extended until the assumption is fulfilled. Furthermore, Z;; can
be extracted from A! in order to form the vector w; to be used in the loss function for the policy

problem in period ¢ + 1, to ensure the timeless perspective. The Lagrange multiplier needed in the

loss function in period ¢ + 1, Z; 4, can be written

Xi
St =Hz | St—101 |, (3.15)

Zt

where the finite-dimensional matrix Hz can be extracted from (3.13).

' Numerically, it is faster to solve the system of linear equations (3.12) by other methods than first inverting the
left-side matrix, see Judd [12].
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Again, as noted above in section 2.2, in spite of the compact notation for the instrument ¢; and
Lagrange multiplier Z;; in (3.14) and (3.15), these analytical techniques should predominantly be
seen as techniques for computer-generated graphs to be pondered by the policy makers, and the
matrices never need to made explicit to the policymakers. Although the matrices are now formally

finite-dimensional, they are still high-dimensional and difficult to interpret.

3.2. Backward-looking model

Make the same assumption (3.1) as for the forward-looking model. The projection in period t of
the state of the economy in period ¢ + 7, si4r ¢, is now defined as the (nx + n;)-vector spyrp =

(X{4rtr8t474) for 7> 0, in which case I can write, for the backward-looking model,
Xt+T+1,t = ASt-{-T,t (T Z T) (316)
The projection model with horizon T' can now be written

Xip = Xi, (3.17)

—Aspirt + Xevri1t = Zerrily 07T -1), (3.18)

where X; and 2! are given. The projection of the states of the economy, st, is now a (T+1)(nx +n;)-
vector. Then the projection model can be written as (3.6), where G is a (T'+1)nx X (T'+1)(nx +n;)
matrix formed from the left side of (3.17) and (3.18), and ¢ is a (T'+ 1)nx-vector formed from the
right side of (3.17) and (3.18) as ¢' = (X/, 2')’.

It is a standard result for a linear-quadratic backward-looking model that the minimum loss
from the horizon T+ 1 on depends on the projection of the predetermined variables for period

t+T+1, Xi417414, according to the quadratic form
1
§5T+1X£+T+l,tVXt+T+17tv (3.19)

where V' is a symmetric positive semidefinite matrix that depends on the matrices A, B, D, and W
and the discount factor ¢ (see appendix A). I could now, as for the forward-looking model, assume
that the predetermined variables approach a steady-state level for large T', without loss of generality
assume that the steady-state level is zero, and extend the horizon T so far that the predetermined
variables are arbitrarily close to zero, and the loss from period T' on is arbitrarily close to zero.
I could then form the finite-dimensional loss function as for the forward-looking model, and this
together with (3.17) and (3.18) would form the finite-horizon model, which would be an arbitrarily

close approximation to the infinite-horizon model for sufficiently large T
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However, the absence of the time-consistency problem and the need to keep track of the Lagrange
multiplier =71 ; allows a simple approach, which is exact also for small T, as long as assumption
(3.1) holds for that T'. I follow this approach here.

From (3.16) follows that the quadratic form (3.19) can be written as a function of s, 7+ as
1 I
§5T+1$+T¢AW/A8HJW.

The finite-horizon intertemporal loss function can then be written
1 « 1
5 Z (STSQ_FTJD,WDSI‘/JFT’I‘/ + §5T+182+T7tA,VASt+T7t.
7=0

The intertemporal loss function can now be written more compactly as the quadratic form (3.9),
where € now is a symmetric positive-semidefinite block-diagonal (T + 1)(nx + n;)-matrix, whose
(7 + 1)-th diagonal block is " D'WD for 0 < 7 < T — 1 and whose (T + 1)-th diagonal block now
is 6T(D'WD + §A'V A). Thus, it differs from the matrix Q for the forward-looking model by the
addition of that last term, %521’ V A.

The finite-horizon policy problem is now to find the optimal policy projection & that minimizes
(3.9) subject to (3.6), for given g and thereby given X; and z!. The corresponding optimal target-
variable projection Y then follows from (3.7).

The Lagrangian for this problem is
1
Qst’Qst + AY(Gst — gb),
where A? is a vector of Lagrange multipliers for (3.6). The first-order condition is
s+ AVG = 0.
Combining this with (3.6) gives the linear equation system
G 0 ss1 4
Q¢ At 0T
The optimal policy projection ¢ is then given by the simple matrix inversion,
g ¢ 017'[g
HEERA! o)

The optimal target-variable projection then follows from (3.7).

The optimal policy projection is obviously a linear function of X; and 2, and I can write,
y:H[@}, W:DH[%], f:m{%],

z z z
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where the finite-dimensional matrices H and H; can be extracted from (3.20). The instrument

setting for period ¢ can be written

it=h [ fgf } , (3.21)

where the finite-dimensional matrix h consists of the first n; rows of the matrix H;.

3.3. Other considerations

A finite-dimensional projection model has several advantages. One is that it is very easy to in-
corporate any restrictions on the projections. Any equality restriction on X¢, z¢, i’, or Y can be
written

Rs' =&, (3.22)

where the number of rows of the matrix R and the dimension of the given vector 5! equal the number
of restrictions. This makes it easy to incorporate any restriction on the instrument projection, for
instance, that it shall be constant or of a particular shape for some periods.

Transforming the model into a finite system of equations may be particularly practical from a
computational point of view for a nonlinear model. It may then also be easy to handle commitment

in a timeless perspective for a nonlinear model.

4. Monetary policy without judgment

Modern monetary policy inherently to a large extent relies on judgment. Previous sections of
this paper have attempted to model this dependence on judgment in a simple way. This section
attempts to specify monetary policy without judgment, in order to compare monetary policy with
and without judgment.

There are several alternatives in modelling monetary policy without judgment. Above, monetary
policy with judgment has been modeled as forecast targeting, finding an instrument projection such
that the corresponding projection of the target variables minimizes a loss function. This procedure
uses all information available to the central bank, including central-bank judgment. This results in
a complicated reduced-form reaction function, which fortunately never needs to be made explicit.
When modelling monetary policy without judgment, however, the most obvious route is to consider
monetary policy as a more mechanical process—a commitment to a particular reaction function, a

commitment to a particular instrument rule.'8

18 This is an approach that a large part of the literature has taken, for instance, most papers in the conference
volume Taylor [37]. The approach is criticized in Svensson [30].
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Instrument rules can be divided into two categories, explicit instrument rules and implicit instru-
ment rules (Svensson and Woodford [35], Svensson [30]). An ezplicit instrument rule is a reaction
function where the instrument responds to predetermined variables only. Its implementation then
consists of the central bank observing the predetermined variables in the beginning of the period,
and then calculating, announcing, and setting the instrument according to this instrument rule.
The implementation obviously requires that the relevant predetermined variables must be observed
by the central bank, but since the predetermined variables in a particular period are independent
of the instrument setting in that period, no further complications arise. An implicit instrument
rule is a relation between the current instrument and some of the current forward-looking variables.
Then, since the forward-looking variables depend on the instrument setting, the instrument and
the forward-looking variables are simultaneously determined. Thus, an implicit instrument rule
is actually an equilibrium condition, a relation that holds in equilibrium. The implementation of
an implicit instrument rule, that is, how to get to the desired equilibrium, is not trivial but a
complicated issue. This fact has largely been overlooked in the literature, except, for instance, in
Svensson and Woodford [35] and Svensson [30].

Here, I shall discuss how monetary policy without judgment can be modeled as a commitment
to an instrument rule, either an explicit instrument rule or an implicit instrument rule, with some
discussion of the implementation of the latter. I will start from the reduced-form reaction function
for the instrument setting that follows from the forecast targeting modeled above. For simplicity, I

now consider the realistic case when there is only one instrument, the instrument rate, so n; = 1.

4.1. Explicit instrument rules

The construction of the optimal instrument projection, i’, in the forward-looking model results in
an optimal reduced-form reaction function for the current instrument setting, (3.14) (or (2.19)),
which is repeated here as

i = hxXt + hEEt—l,t—l + hzZt, (41)

where the row vector h is partitioned conformably with X;, Z;_1 1, and 2t as h = [hx hz h.]
(h is now a row vector, since n; = 1). The optimal reaction function implies a particular instrument
response to the predetermined variables, X;; the Lagrange multiplier for the equations for x;_1 ;—1 in
the policy problem in period ¢t —1, Z;_1;—1; and the judgment, z!. The discussion here refers to the
forward-looking model; for the backward-looking model, I can simply delete the term hz=;_1¢—1.

I want to model the central bank setting its instrument in a mechanical way, via a commitment
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to a particular instrument rule, while disregarding judgment. Considering (4.1) as a potential in-
strument rule, it is natural that disregarding judgment means that the central bank behaves as if it
believes that 2* = 0 and hence disregards the judgment term in (4.1), h,2z*. Thus, monetary policy
without judgment is modeled as the central bank erroneously believing that the expected future devi-
ations equal zero, for instance, the central bank believing that z; is a zero-mean iid process. A first
possibility is then that the central bank also disregards the term with the Lagrange multiplier from
the previous policy problem. For one thing, if the central bank did set the instrument mechanically
in period ¢t — 1 rather than by explicit optimization, it may not be aware of the Lagrange multiplier

and its value. This leaves responding to the current predetermined variables only,
it = hx X;. (4.2)

Such a policy would be inefficient for two reasons, even if the response coefficients to X; are those
of the optimal reaction function (4.1). First, it disregards judgment, the term h.z!. Second, it also
disregards the response to lagged predetermined variables implied by the response to the Lagrange
multiplier, Z; 1,1, as indicated in (2.17). Indeed, optimization under discretion would result in a
reduced-form reaction function where the instrument responds only to the current predetermined
variables.'? 20

The response to the Lagrange multipliers in (4.1) implies a response to lagged predetermined

variables. Disregarding judgment, the Lagrange multiplier in (3.15) (or (2.22)) follows

Hio1p-1 = HaxXi 1+ H=sEi 24 9
o0
_ E J - .
- HEEH:XXt—l—j
j=0

where Hz is partitioned conformably with X;, =11, and 2! as Hg = [Hex H=zs H=z.]. A
second possibility for policy disregarding judgment is then that the policy responds with the optimal
coeflicients hz to these lagged predetermined variables, resulting in the reaction function

iv=hxX;+hz Y HL-HzxXi 1. (43)
=0

19 The resulting reduced-form reaction function resulting from optimization under discretion would have different
coefficients than the optimal hx. Because of this, and because of the missing response to lagged predetermined
variables, the response is suboptimal and results in so-called stabilization bias relative to the commitment policy
(Svensson and Woodford [35]).

20 Given a particular restricted class of instrument rules, for instance, simple instrument rules with only a few
arguments, one can find the optimal instrument rule in that restricted class, see appendix E. The optimal instrument
rule in a restricted class will depend on the stochastic properties of the disturbances to the economy. Many papers
of Taylor [37] provide examples of such optimal restricted instrument rules.
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This would seem to be an instrument rule corresponding to a rather sophisticated policy, com-
mitment to the reaction function resulting from optimal policy under commitment in a timeless

perspective, while disregarding judgment.?!

4.2. Implicit instrument rules

Another apparent possibility would be an implicit instrument rule, where the instrument responds to
the forward-looking variables, x;. This might seem advantageous, since, in a rational-expectations
equilibrium, the forward-looking variables might be affected by private-sector expectations of future
deviations. Then, by responding to forward-looking variables, the central bank might indirectly
take judgment into account, although in this case private-sector judgment. Thus, one might want

to consider an ad hoc implicit instrument rule of the form
it = fx Xt + fuzt, (4.4)

where fx and f, are row vectors of given response coefficients.

As mentioned above, there is, however, a specific problem with the central bank responding
to forward-looking variables, something largely overlooked in the literature (except, for instance,
Svensson and Woodford [35] and Svensson [30]). Since the forward-looking variables depend on
the central bank’s instrument setting, a simultaneity problem arises. The central bank cannot
observe the forward-looking variables before it sets the instrument, and the private sector needs to
observe the instrument setting before it determines the forward-looking variables. A relation such
as (4.4) is actually an equilibrium condition, where i; and z; are simultaneously determined. The
implementation of such an equilibrium condition is not straightforward.

A sophisticated way to implement (4.4) is for the central bank to construct projections (X?, z¢, t)

that satisfy (4.4). The central bank can amend the relation

bt = [xXigrt + foTtirt (4.5)

21 Note that, only if hz is invertible, can this be written on the “instrument smoothing” form

hxX; 4+ hsH=x X¢—1 + h=H=zhz 'h= Z HI-HzxX; 1-;

j=0
= hxX¢+hsHzxXi—1+ hEHEEhgl(itfl —hxXi-1)
= hxX;+h=(Hex — Hzshz 'hx)Xi—1 + heHzzhz "ig—1.

it

If there is only one instrument, hz is invertible only if Z;_1:—1 is a scalar, that is, if there is only one forward-
looking variable. The point is that the optimal reaction function under commitment usually cannot be written as an
instrument rule involving current predetermined variable and the lagged instrument, unless i:—1 happens to be one
of the predetermined variables.
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for 7 > 0 to its projection model (3.6) (or (2.8)). It can then solve for the projection (X%, 7)
for given Xy, disregarding the judgment (setting z;4,; = 0 for 7 > 1). These projections will by
construction satisfy (4.5). The corresponding instrument setting, i; = 7, will then be a linear
function of X4,

ir = fxXi. (4.6)

The central bank can then set this instrument level according to the reduced-form reaction function
(4.6).22

However, if the private sector understands that the central bank is effectively implementing
the reaction function (4.6); has rational expectations of future variables; and, in particular, has
expectations of future nonzero deviations, 2,y # 0 (7 > 1); the resulting market-determined
forward-looking variables, z;, will deviate from the central-bank projection, Z;;. Thus, although
the instrument setting will satisfy

it = fxXi + faZis,

for the central-bank projection Z;;, it will not satisfy (4.4) for the market-determined forward-
looking variables ;.
For relation (4.4) to be satisfied for the market-determined forward-looking variables, the central

bank has to amend the relation (4.5) for 7 > 0 to its production model (3.6) (or (2.8)) and solve

22 Tn the context of the finite-horizon projection model, relation (4.5) can be written as (T4 1)n; equations on the
form
Rs' =0,

where R is an (T + 1)n; x (T + 1)(nx + ng + n;) matrix. Combining these with (3.6) for 2* = 0 gives an equation

system .,
[8]=[7 ]

where ' is the (T'+1)(nx +nz)-vector (X;,0’)’. Under the assumption that the matrix on the left side has full rank,

s’ is given by L
gtz[g] [8} (4.7)

Tt = Hypo Xy,

This results in

where the matrix I;[xo can be extracted from the right side of (4.7) and

B = fxXe + foZee = (fx + facf{acO)Xt = fxXi.
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for the projection (X?, zf, 2t) for given Xy, taking the judgment into account.?® This results in

17 17 t
Ty = HpxoXi+ Hypzo02

)

Z.t,t = fXXt‘i‘fmxt,t = (fX+fmng0)Xt+fmI~{x20zt

= fXXt + fzzt'
Thus, the resulting reduced-form reaction function is
it = fxXi + f22"

If the private sector understands that this is the reaction function followed by the central bank and
has rational expectations corresponding to the same judgment; the market-determined forward-
looking variables, x¢, will equal the central-bank projection, z;;; and the relation (4.4) will be
satisfied in equilibrium.

This is of course an example of a central bank explicitly taking judgment into account, not
an example of a central bank disregarding judgment. But instead of finding the optimal policy
projection, (X' t,ﬁ?t,it,f/t), that minimizes its loss function, it finds the projection (X¢, zt it Y?)
that satisfies the ad hoc relation (4.4). Since the latter is no easier than the former and, in
particular, suboptimal, this behavior seems a bit far-fetched.

Thus, I can model monetary policy without judgment as following either the explicit instru-
ment rule (4.2), where both judgment and lagged predetermined variables are ignored, or the more
sophisticated explicit instrument rule (4.3), or perhaps some intermediate case of (4.3) where the
summation is over a finite past periods. Using the implicit instrument rule (4.4) is somewhat
problematic, since its implementation is complicated and open to alternative very different inter-

pretations, with very different resulting equilibria.

23 The equation system is then

where g* is the (T + 1)(nx + ng)-vector (X7, 2e,4’,0',24414,0', ..., 20474, 0',0") specified in section 3.1. Under the
assumption that the matrix on the left side has full rank, s’ is given by

=[] [£] =

[ 3, t
Tt = HxXOXt + H’KZOZ )

This results in

where H,xo and H,.o can be extracted from the right side of (4.8) and

it,t == fXXt + fzxt,t - (fX + fzﬁzO)Xt + mezzOzt = fXXt + fzzt~
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4.3. Taylor rules

In the literature, a number of simple ad hoc instrument rules have been used to discuss and evaluate
monetary policy. The most common are variants of the Taylor rule.?* One variant of the Taylor
rule with instrument smoothing (meaning, in this context, a response to the lagged instrument
rate) is

iv = (1= fi)(frme + fyye) + fite—1;

where m; denotes a measure of the difference of inflation from a given inflation target; y; denotes
a measure of the output gap; fr and f, are given positive coefficients that can be interpreted as
the long-run response to inflation and the output gap, respectively; and the coefficient f; fulfills
0 < f; < 1. If inflation and the output gap are predetermined, this is an explicit instrument
rule, and its implementation only requires that the central bank can observe or estimate current
inflation and the output gap. If inflation and/or the output gap are forward-looking variables,
this is an implicit instrument rule, where the instrument and the forward-looking variable are
simultaneously determined. As noted above, such an instrument rule is somewhat problematic and
its implementation may need to be further specified.

One variant of the Taylor rule, a so-called forecast-based or forward-looking Taylor rule, can be

written
it = (1 - fi)[watJrJ,t + fyyt+K,t] + fite—1;

where 74 j; denotes a projection of the difference of inflation from an inflation target at horizon
J >0 and yi4 k¢ denote a projection of the output gap at horizon K > 0, where at least one of J
or K is positive. Such an instrument rule is an explicit or an implicit instrument rule depending
on how the projections are constructed. If the projections are constructed with information that is
predetermined in period t, the projections are predetermined and the instrument rule is explicit. If
the projections are constructed with information that includes simultaneously determined forward-
looking variables, the instrument rule is implicit and hence an equilibrium condition. Again, the

implementation of such an instrument rule is not trivial and open to alternative interpretations.?®

24 Koizicki [15] provides a discussion of the usefuleness of Taylor rules.
5 Svensson [29] discusses additional serious problems with forecast-based instrument rules.
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5. Examples

In this section, I discuss examples of monetary policy with and without judgment in two different
empirical models of the U.S. economy: a backward-looking model due to Rudebusch and Svensson

[21] and a forward-looking model due to Lindé [13].

5.1. Backward-looking model

The backward-looking empirical model of Rudebusch and Svensson [21] has two equations (with

estimates rounded to two decimal points)

mr1 = 0.70m — 01071 +0.28m_9 +0.12 73 + 0.14 y; + 25 141 (5.1)

s . 1
Yir1 = 116y —0.25y,1 —0.10 (Zzizoztj — sz%zomj> + 2y 1. (5.2)

The period is a quarter, and 7; is quarterly GDP inflation measured in percentage points at an
annual rate, y; is the output gap measured in percentage points, and i; is the quarterly average of
the federal-funds rate, measured in percentage points at an annual rate. All variables are measured
as differences from their means, their steady-state levels. The deviations zr;y1 and z,:41 for
inflation and the output gap have been substituted for the shocks of the original Rudebusch-
Svensson model. The predetermined variables are (¢, T¢—1, Te—2,Tt—2, Yt, Yt—1, bt—1,9¢—2,i1—3). See
appendix F for details.

The target variables are inflation, the output gap, and the first-difference of the federal funds
rate. The period loss function is

1 . .
Ly = 5 [m} + M +v(ie — i), (5.3)

where 7; is measured as the difference from the inflation target, which is equal to the steady-state
level. The discount factor, 4, and the relative weights on the output-gap stabilization, A, and
interest-rate smoothing, v, is set so d =1, A =1, and v = 0.2.

Let me emphasize that there may be considerable uncertainty about the future deviations, ¢?,
in this case {zr t4r, 2y 1+ }52;. Consider a simple case, when the distribution ®; is such that there
is uncertainty only about zr ;4 and only for a finite number of quarters, 1 <7 <7T'. Then, I can
take ¢! to be the random T-vector ¢! = (Zr 4415 -5 Zrt4+1). Suppose furthermore that there are only

four possible events with realizations ¢'(j) (j = 1,2,3,4), and that these are as follows:
1. With probability 0.4: ¢*(1) = (0,0, ...)’, no deviation.
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2. With probability 0.3: ¢*(2) = (0,1.0,1.0,0.0,0.0,0,...)", a short sequence of large“cost push”

shocks.

3. With probability 0.2, ¢*(2) = (0,0.2,0.2,0.2,0.2,0,...), a long sequence of small cost-push

shocks.

4. With probability 0.1, ¢*(2) = (0,1.0,1.0,1.0,1.0,0,...)", a long sequence of large cost-push

shocks.

The resulting judgment is the mean of the future deviations, the T-vector 2! = 0.4 ¢*(1)'+0.3 ¢*(2)'+
0.2¢%(3) +0.1¢*(4) = (0,0.44,0.44,0.14,0.14,0,...)".

Note that the same judgment arises if the probabilities are the same for the four events but the
first event is that all components 7 = 1, ..., T of ¢! have independent uniform distributions between
—1 and 1; the second event is that all components have the same distributions as for the first event
except that component 7 = 2 and 3 have independent uniform distributions between 0 and 2; the
third event is that all components have the same distributions as for the first event except that
component 7 = 2, 3, 4, and 5 have independent uniform distributions between —0.8 and 1.2; and
the fourth event is that all components have the same distribution as for the first event except
that component 7 = 2, 3, 4, and 5 have independent uniform distributions between 0 and 2. Thus,
behind a given judgment vector can be a distribution ®; involving considerable uncertainty. Still,
only the mean of that distributions matters.

Figure 5.1 shows a situation where the predetermined variables, inflation and the output gap,
and the deviations are assumed to have been equal to their steady-state levels, zero, up to quar-
ter 0. Furthermore, in previous quarters, the central bank’s judgment, 2! (¢ < 0) has been zero:
The central bank’s expected future inflation and output-gap deviations have been zero (although
possibly with large variances).

In panel a, the central bank’s judgment in quarter, 20, changes from that in previous quarters,
such that the central bank’s expected inflation deviation equals 1 percentage point for quarter 6,
whereas it is still zero in all other quarters; the expected output-gap deviation is still zero for
all quarters. Again, behind these means may be a distribution ®q corresponding to considerable
uncertainty. The expected inflation deviation, denoted z;, is marked by circles with no connecting
line. The panel shows the optimal policy projection in quarter 0, (7°,4°,4% 70), of inflation, 7 (the

dashed line); the output gap, y (the dashed-dotted line); the instrument rate, 7 (the solid line); and
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Figure 5.1: Monetary policy with and without judgment: Backward-looking model

a. Inflation deviation w/ judgment, A=1,v=0.2, Loss=2.1 b. Inflation deviation w/o judgment, Loss=3.2
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the short real interest rate, r (the dotted line).?5

Panel a has two main interpretations. The first interpretation is that the panel just shows the
judgment z° and the optimal policy projection (fro, 72,1, 79) in quarter t = 0 for the future quarters
7 > 1 and thereby the realization of zg, 7¢, %o, %9, and 7o in quarter 0. Conditional on the actual
realization of 71 and y; (in turn depending on the realization of z;; and z,1) and the realization
of z! in quarter ¢t = 1, a new optimal policy projection (frl, 9%,i%,79) has to be plotted in quarter
1 for future quarters 7 > 2), and so forth for t = 2, 3, ...

The second interpretation is that the panel shows the probability-zero event that the future
realizations of the random deviation z; for ¢ > 1 are exactly equal to the judgment z° in quarter 0.
That is, the realizations of z;; for t > 1 are zero, except in quarter 6 when it is 1 percentage point,
and the realizations of z,; for ¢ > 1 are all zero. In this interpretation, the panel also shows the
optimal policy projection (77,9, 4¢,7!) for each quarter ¢ > 1. These optimal policy projections are

then simply the continuation of the optimal policy projection of the previous quarter. Furthermore,

26 The short real interest rate is defined as ry = iz — Teglfe-
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the actual future realization of inflation, the output gap, the instrument rate, and the real interest
rate are then equal to the previous optimal policy projections.

Thus, in the first interpretation, panel a just shows a particular realization of the judgment z°
and the corresponding optimal policy projection (7%0, 9°,1%,#9). In the second interpretation, panel
a in addition shows a time series of a particular realization of the future deviation—mnamely the
realization that is exactly equal to the judgment in quarter 0—as well as the resulting realizations
over time of inflation, the output gap, the instrument rate, and the real interest rate. Clearly, the
probability of the future realizations of the deviation being exactly equal to the previous judgment
is generally zero.

Panel a shows that, when the central bank expects a 1 percentage-point inflation deviation in
quarter 6, it chooses an optimal instrument-rate projection such that the instrument rate is raised
to about 1 percentage point during the first few quarters and then gradually lowered back to its
steady-state level. As a result, the projected output gap gradually falls to about —0.5 percentage
in quarter 7 and then very gradually rises back towards zero. The inflation projection shows
inflation falling slightly before it is hit by the inflation-deviation in quarter 6, then rising to almost
1 percentage point, and finally falling back towards its steady-state level after quarter 6. Thus,
the optimal policy projection is a clear example of preemptive monetary policy: The instrument
rate is raised and the output gap is reduced well before the expected inflation-deviation shock, so
as to efficiently control inflation and bring it back to target after the shock. The optimal policy
projection in quarter 0 results in an intertemporal loss of 2.1 units.?” In the second interpretation,
when panel a shows the actual realization of the deviation, the accumulated realized loss over time,
discounted to quarter 0, is also the same 2.1 units (since § = 1, the discounting does not affect the
loss).

Panel b shows the time series of the variables for the same particular realization of the future
deviations when the inflation deviation equals 1 percentage point in quarter 6 and is zero elsewhere.
However, in this panel, the central bank in each quarter disregards judgment, while still responding
optimally to the predetermined variables. That is, the central bank responds in the same way to the
predetermined variables as for the optimal policy, but it does not respond to any expected future
deviation. It behaves as if it believes that the deviation as a serially uncorrelated zero-mean process,

so its expected future deviations are zero. This corresponds to a commitment to the instrument

7 Given how the target variables are measured, with the loss function (5.3) and § = 1, an expected difference of
inflation from target of one (two) annualized percentage point(s) for a single quarter gives rise to an intertemporal
loss of one (four) units.
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rule (4.2) (recall that there is no optimal response to Lagrange multipliers or lagged predetermined
variables for the backward-looking model). The central bank then keeps the instrument rate at
its steady-state level through quarter 5. Accordingly, inflation and the output gap stay at the
steady-state levels through quarter 5. In quarter 6, the inflation shock hits and inflation jumps to
1 percentage point, while the predetermined output gap still stays at zero. In this situation, once
the inflation shock has hit, the optimal monetary-policy response is to raise the instrument rate
substantially, to more than 1.5 percentage points above the steady-state level during the following
few quarters. This reduces the output gap to almost —0.5 percentage points during the next 89
quarters. The instrument rate is gradually lowered back to the steady-state level, and inflation
and the output gap return to their steady-state levels very slowly. The absence of any preemption
requires a larger instrument-rate response when the shock occurs, the output-gap is nevertheless
reduced with a considerable lag, and inflation stays above target for a long time. The resulting loss
intertemporal is 3.2, 1.1 units higher than when monetary policy relies on judgment.

Panel c is analogous to panel a, except that it shows a situation when the central bank’s
judgment in quarter 0, 20, is such that the central bank expects an output-gap deviation of 1
percentage point in quarter 6, whereas no other deviations are expected. The expected output-
gap deviation, z,, is denoted by circle markers with no connecting line. Again, panel ¢ has two
interpretations; the first is that the panel just shows the judgment and optimal policy projection in
quarter 0; the second is that is also shows the time series of the variables if the future realizations
of the output-gap deviation are exactly equal to the judgment in quarter 0. For this expected
output-gap deviation, the optimal policy projection shows a substantial increase in the instrument
rate to almost 2 percentage points above the steady-state level in quarter 3—5 and then a rather
quick reduction back to the steady-state level. As a result, the output-gap projection shows output
falling by almost —0.5 percentage points before the expected output-gap deviation hits, after which
it rises to less than 0.5 percentage points and then relatively quickly comes back to the steady-level.
The resulting movements in the inflation projection are small. A modest loss of 0.51 units results
from this preemptive optimal policy projection.

Panel d is analogous to panel b, except that it shows the time series of the variables for the
particular realization of the output-gap deviation when it equals 1 percentage-point in quarter 6 and
is zero in other quarter. The central bank disregards judgment and only responds to current and
lagged inflation and the output gap (although again optimally so, according to the instrument rule

(4.2)). Then the central bank keeps the instrument rate at its steady-state level until the output-gap
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shock hits in quarter 6. Once the shock has hit, it is optimal to raise the instrument rate even more,
to more than 2 percentage points for a few quarters, before it is lowered back to the steady-state
level. The output gap stays up around 1 percentage point for several quarters. This causes inflation
to rise and only very slowly return to target. The output gap has to undershoot the steady-state
level significantly in order to bring inflation back. Clearly, inflation and the output gap deviate
substantially more than when the central bank uses its judgment. The resulting intertemporal loss
is 3.1, 2.6 units higher than the loss for the optimal policy projection with judgment.

This example shows a substantial difference between monetary policy with and without judg-
ment, with substantial differences in the development of the target variables and corresponding

intertemporal losses.

5.2. Forward-looking model

The forward-looking New Keynesian model of Lindé [13] has two equations. I use the following

parameter estimates,

U 0.457 7rt+1\t + (1 - 0.457)7Tt_1 + 0048yt + Zrt,

ye = 0425y, 1) + (1 — 0.425)y—1 — 0.156(i¢ — myp1)e) + 2y

The variables are measured as for the backward-looking model. The predetermined variables are
(T4—1,Yt—1,1t—1, Zrt, zyt) (the lagged instrument rate enters because it enters into the loss function,
and the two deviations are entered in order to write the model on the form (2.1), see section 2).
The forward-looking variables are (7, y;). See appendix G for details. The loss function and its
parameters used in the experiment below are the same as for the backward-looking model.?

Figure 5.2, panel a-d, shows the same experiments as figure 5.1, but for the forward-looking
model. Thus, before quarter 0, the variables are equal to their steady-state levels, zero, and the
central bank does not expect any future inflation and output-gap deviations.

In panel a, in quarter 0, while the inflation and the output-gap deviations in that quarter
are still zero, the central bank’s judgment, z°, changes, such that the central bank expects an
inflation deviation equal to 1 percentage point in quarter 6, whereas it still expects zero inflation
deviations for all other quarters and zero output-gap deviations for all quarters. Again, behind these

expected deviation could be a probability distribution ®¢ corresponding to substantial uncertainty.

28 1 find it very unrealistic to consider inflation and output in the current quarter as forward-looking variables. I
believe it makes more sense to have current inflation and the output gap predetermined, and to have one-quarter-
ahead inflation, output-gap, and instrument-rate plans be determined by the model above. Such a variant of the
newkeynesian model is used in Svensson and Woodford [35] and Svensson [30].
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Figure 5.2: Monetary policy with and without judgment: Forward-looking model

a. Inflation deviation w/ judgment, A=1, v=0.2, Loss=25 b. Inflation deviation w/o judgment, Loss=54
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c. Output-gap deviation w/ judgment, Loss=0.56 d. Output-gap deviation w/o judgment, Loss=1.9
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As above, panel a has two interpretations. In the first interpretation, it just shows the judgment
29 and the optimal policy projection (ﬁo,ﬁo,io,fo). In the second interpretation, it shows the
time series of inflation, the output-gap, the instrument rate, and the real interest rate, for the
particular realizations of the future deviations that are exactly equal to the central-bank’s judgment
in quarter 0. In this interpretation, I also assume that the private sector has sufficient information—
cf. the discussion in section 2.1—to form expectations consistent with the optimal policy projection.

The optimal policy projection in panel a shows that the central bank plans to raise the instru-
ment rate to about 2 percentage points above the steady-state level in the quarters before and
including the time of the inflation shock. This makes the output-gap projection fall to more than
—2 percentage points at the time of the expected inflation deviation. The inflation projection rises
before and up to the expected inflation deviation, because private-sector expectations are forward-
looking and consistent with the optimal inflation projection. After the expected inflation deviation,
the instrument rate, the output gap, and inflation are projected to return to their steady-state lev-

els. Again, there is a considerable amount of preemption in the optimal policy with judgment,
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with a projected positive real interest rate and negative output gap before the expected inflation
deviation. A substantial intertemporal loss of 25 units results from the optimal policy projection.

Panel b shows the realizations over time of these variables when the realizations of the inflation
deviation is equal to 1 percentage point in quarter 6 and zero in other quarters and the central
bank in each quarter disregards judgment while still responding optimally to current and lagged
inflation and output gap. In this case, the central bank is assumed to respond optimally to both
the predetermined variables and the lagged predetermined variables, as if the central bank had
committed itself to the optimal policy under commitment while ignoring its judgment. Hence,
the central bank behaves according to instrument rule (4.3) and responds optimally to the current
deviation but expects zero future deviations. However, the private sector is assumed to have rational
expectations of the future inflation shock. These expectations will increase inflation to more than 4
percentage points at the time of the inflation shock. The central bank’s optimal response to current
and predetermined variables induces it to raise the instrument rate in line with inflation, but it
is nevertheless behind the curve in the sense that the real interest rate becomes negative and the
output gap becomes positive in the first few quarters. The central bank’s response eventually leads
to a high positive real interest rate, a negative output gap, and a fall in inflation. In comparison
with panel a, inflation rises earlier and more, and the output gap falls later, than under the optimal
monetary policy with judgment. The intertemporal loss is 54, a substantial increase of 29 units
above the loss for monetary policy with judgment.

Panel ¢ shows the situation where the central bank’s judgment in quarter 0 is such that it
expects an output-gap deviation of 1 percentage point in quarter 6 and otherwise zero deviations.
The optimal policy projection, taking this judgment into account, is to raise the instrument rate
before the expected output-gap deviation, which moderates the expected impact on the output
gap. The inflation projection remains very flat, and the projections of the real interest rate and
the instrument rate are almost identical. The resulting intertemporal loss is small, 0.56.

Panel d shows the realizations over time of the variables in the situation where the realization
of the output-gap deviation is 1 percentage point in quarter 6 and zero in other quarters and the
central bank disregards judgment and only responds to current and lagged predetermined variables,
although again optimally so, corresponding to the instrument rule (4.3). In comparison with the
second interpretation of panel ¢, when the panel shows the actual realization of the variables for
the same realization of the deviations, the central bank ends up raising the instrument rate later

and more, and there is more movement in both the output gap and inflation. The intertemporal
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Figure 5.3: Monetary policy with Taylor rules: Forward-looking model

a. Inflation deviation w/ explicit Taylor rule,A=1, v=0.2, Loss=43

b. Inflation deviation w/ implicit Taylor rule, Loss=38
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c. Output-gap deviation w/ explicit Taylor rule, Loss=8.8 d. Output-gap deviation w/ implicit Taylor rule, Loss=8.1
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loss is 1.9, 1.3 units above the loss for optimal policy under judgment.
Again, there are substantial differences between monetary policy with and without judgment

and corresponding intertemporal losses.

5.2.1. Taylor rules

I also examine two variants of Taylor rules for the forward-looking model, an explicit instrument

rule for which the instrument rate responds to lagged inflation and the output gap,
1w =15m-1+0.5y1,

and an implicit instrument rule for which the instrument rate responds to the forward-looking
current inflation and output,

it = 1.57Tt +O5yt

As noted in section 4, the implementation of an implicit instrument rule is somewhat complicated.

I disregard these complications here, and just assume that it is somehow implemented. Figure
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5.3 shows the realizations over time of the variables when the central bank implementing the two
Taylor rules for the two cases of either an inflation deviation or an output-gap deviation only in
quarter 6.

Panels a and b show the result of the explicit and implicit Taylor rule, respectively, when
there is an inflation deviation in quarter 6 and the private sector has rational expectations of that
deviation. The resulting intertemporal losses are substantial, 43 and 38, respectively—18 and 13
units, respectively, above the loss for optimal monetary policy with judgment, 25. Interestingly, the
intertemporal loss with either of the two Taylor rules is less than the policy without judgment that
responds optimally to current and lagged predetermined variables, panel b in figure 5.2, which has
an intertemporal loss of 54. One possible interpretation of this is that history dependence in the
form of responding to the Lagrange multipliers is not always advantageous, when these multipliers
do not take into account the expected future deviations. The loss for the implicit Taylor rule is
lower than for the explicit one. One interpretation is that the implicit Taylor rule takes private-
sector expectations better into account, and therefore indirectly takes the expected future deviation
better into account.

Panels ¢ and d show the result of the two Taylor rules when there is an output-gap deviation
in quarter 6. Here, the intertemporal loss is substantially higher than the small loss for monetary
policy without judgment in panel d of figure 5.2. In this case, the optimal response to current and
lagged predetermined variables does much better than the two Taylor rules.

I conclude that the two Taylor rules perform considerably worse than the optimal policy with

judgment, especially when there are expected future output-gap deviations.

6. Conclusions

The decision process of modern monetary policy that can be called “forecast targeting”—finding
a projection of the current and future instrument rate such that the projection paths of the target
variables “look good” relative to the central bank’s objectives—is formalized in this paper as a
technique that provides projections of the instrument rate and the target variables that minimize an
intertemporal loss function. The paper shows how this technique can easily incorporate central-bank
judgment, a necessary ingredient in modern monetary policy. In two empirical models of the U.S.
economy, a few examples are shown in which forecast targeting that incorporates judgment provides
significantly better monetary-policy performance than a policy that follows an instrument rule and

disregards judgment. The paper shows how the policy problem, normally treated as an infinite-
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horizon problem, can be reformulated as a convenient finite-dimensional decision problem, which is
either an exact or a very close approximation to the infinite-horizon problem. This approximation
makes the policy problem much easier to handle numerically. The paper also shows how the time-
consistency problem can be easily managed and the resulting projections made to be optimal under
commitment in a timeless perspective. In particular, the paper shows that it is not necessary to be
explicit about the underlying complicated reduced-form reaction function of monetary policy. The
policymakers only need to ponder the projections of the target variables and the instrument rate
under alternative assumptions, and these projections can be presented as graphs.

Several of the ideas and techniques presented here are already applied to various extents by
different central banks. I hope the presentation here will be useful for attempts to apply them
more extensively and systematically.

If policymakers hesitate to make the parameters of their loss function explicit (for instance, the
weight on output-gap stabilization relative to inflation stabilization), the techniques presented here
can still be very useful. For instance, the policymakers can ask the staff to provide optimal policy
projections of the target variables for a range of loss-function parameters. These projections then
provide one way to illustrate the available tradeoffs among the target variables, the set of feasible
projections of the target variables from which the policy makers should choose their optimal policy
projection.

The framework used here is one where mean projections are sufficient for optimal decisions,
what can be called mean forecast targeting, which is sufficient under the assumptions that result
in certainty equivalence. If these assumptions are not fulfilled, the principal ideas in this paper can
be extended to a situation when the projections are probability distributions rather than means,
and the intertemporal losses can be computed by numerical integration over those distributions.
This I have previously called distribution forecast targeting (Svensson [28]). The details in such an
undertaking remain to be completed, and the practical differences between mean and distribution

forecast targeting remain to be clarified.
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Appendix

A. Optimal policy under commitment with the deviation being an arbitrary sto-

chastic process

Let the model equations for ¢ > 0 be (2.1). A common special case is when the matrix C = I, but

in general C' need not be invertible. This system can be written

| Xen X .
C Et$t+1 =A Tt + l: t(—]’—l :| s (Al)
Byt it

where Eg1r = [ Qi ++d®;(C) for any variable g1, (7 > 0), the matrices A and C are of dimension
(nx +ng) X (nx + ny; +n;) and given by

Anr Ar Bl]

AE[AB] [Am Ay B ¢

Il
| — |
o~
Qo
o o
—_ 1

where A and B are partitioned according to (2.3).

The target variables are defined by (2.5). The intertemporal loss function in period 0 is

o0
Eo» 'Ly,
t=0
where the period loss function, (2.7), can be written as

Xi
[ X] af i |[DWD | a

(2

Ly =

l\DI»—t

Consider minimizing this intertemporal loss function under once-and-for-all commitment in period
t =0, for given Xy = Xg. For convergence, we here need 0 < § < 1.

Variants of this problem are solved in Backus and Driffill [2], Currie and Levine [5], and Sims
[22], [23] and [24]. Soderlind [26] provides a general treatment when the deviation is an iid shock.
The focus here is on the case when the deviation is an arbitrary stochastic process.

Construct the Lagrangian,

_ ~ ~ P
Ly = EOZ5 Li+[ & E)|C| By | —A| o —[ tgl}
Etir it
+£0(Xo — Xo)/0
[ X | X -~
= EOZ5 Li+[ & =)0 Ti+1 —A Tt —[ 0 }
141 Ut

+ &£5(Xo — X0)/9,
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where &, and Z; are vectors of nx and n, Lagrange multipliers of the upper and lower block,
respectively, of (A.1). The law of iterated expectations has been used in the second equality,
EoE; = Eg for t > 0. Note that =; is dated to emphasize that it depends on information available
in period t.

For t > 1, the first-order conditions with respect to Xy, x; and 4; can be written

[ X[ @ 4 | DWD+[& =, ]sC-[E&y, S ]A=0. (A-2)

S| =

For ¢t = 0, the first-order condition with respect to Xg, xg, and ig can be written

[ X, a i, ] DWD+[¢ 0]-C—[Eg&,, = ]A=0, (A.3)

1
0
where X = Xg. In comparison with (A.2), a vector of zeros enters in place of Z_1, since there is

no constraint corresponding to the lower block of (A.1) for t = —1. By including a fictitious vector

of Lagrange multipliers, =_1, equal to zero,

[1]

1 =0, (A.4)

in (A.3), I can, more compactly, write the first-order conditions as (A.2) for t > 0 and (A.4).

The system of difference equations (A.2) has nx + nz + n; equations. The first nx equations
can be associated with the Lagrange multipliers §,;. Indeed, — &,;/d can be interpreted as the total
marginal losses in period ¢ of the predetermined variables X; (for ¢ = 0, with given Xy, the equa-
tions determine £;). They are forward-looking variables: Lagrange multipliers for predetermined
variables are always forward-looking, whereas the Lagrange multipliers for the (equations for the)
forward-looking variables are predetermined. The middle n, equations are associated with the La-
grange multipliers =;. Indeed, Z;Aos can be interpreted as the total marginal losses in period ¢ of
the forward-looking variables, x;. Also, Z;C can be seen as the marginal loss in period ¢ of expec-
tations Eyz; 11 of the forward-looking variables. The last n; equations are the first-order equations
for the vector of instruments. In the special case when the lower right n; x n; submatrix of D'W D
is of full rank, the instruments can be solved in terms of the other variables and eliminated from
(A.2), leaving the first nx +n, equations involving the Lagrange multipliers and the predetermined
and forward-looking variables only.

Rewrite the nx + n, + n; first-order conditions as
Xy
A [ Eibi1 ] =DWD | = | +=C' [ & ] : (A.5)

=t .
27
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They can be combined with the model equations (A.1) to get a system of 2(nx +n,) +n; difference

equations for ¢ > 0,

Xit1 Xi ;
& o 1| B i o] ® 0
2 E.i = ~ .
t'_t+1 . t 0
=t St—1

Here, X; and =; are predetermined variables, and x4, i, and &; are non-predetermined variables.

This can be rearranged as the system

y y Zt4+1
C[ 1,t+1:|:M|: lt}_'_ 0 :

Etyo,t 11

0
where
I 0 0 0 0O
0O 0 C 0 0
C=|10 A, 0 0 Ay |, (A.7)
0 A,y 0 0 Al
0 B 0 0 Bj
X, o
Y1t = [ =, ] ) Yot = (2
&

Thus, y1¢ is a vector of m; = nx + n, predetermined variables, and y9; is a vector of mo =
ng + n; + nx non-predetermined variables.
Under suitable assumptions (see appendix B), such a system has a unique solution, which can

be written

yar = Fyu+Zi (A.8)

zta1 — Bz
Yii+1 = My + NEZij 1 + PEgzp 1 + [ b 0 s } ; (A.9)

where Z; is an mg-dimensional stochastic process given by

o)
Zt = ZRTEtZt+1+T' (AlO)
7=0

In terms of the original variables, the solution for ¢ > 0, given Xy and Z_; = 0, can be written

Tt
i | = F [ :‘f’fl ] + Zs, (A.11)
3 o
[ Xer1 ] = M [ :th } + NE(Zi41 + PEyzig1 + [ i _OEtzt“ } : (A.12)
=t /N
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I note that the effects of the expectations of the stochastic process z;, E;zi+1 and Z;, enter only
as the second term on the right side in (A.11) and the second and third terms on the right side
in (A.12). The details of the solution are derived in appendix B. The matrices F', M, N, P, and
{R;}> depend on A, B, C, D, W, and ¢, but are independent of the second and higher moments
of the exogenous stochastic process {z:}7°,. This demonstrates the certainty-equivalence of the
commitment solution.?

If the commitment is once and for all and starts in period 0, Z_; = 0. Commitment in a timeless

perspective can be seen as corresponding to a situation where the lower block of (A.12) is restricted

to apply also for previous periods. Then, Z;_1 is determined by
Ei-1 = MaXe 1+ M=o+ NoEy 172 + PoEy 124

oo
= Z Moo (M1 Xy 17+ NoEy 1 724 7+ PoBy 172 7),
7=0

where M, N, and P are partitioned conformably with X; and =;_1.
Alternatively, the commitment in a timeless perspective can be generated as optimization under
commitment or discretion with a term added to the intertemporal loss function in period 0,
= 1
Eo» 6L+ Z15Cao,
t=0
where =_1 is the Lagrange multiplier for the block of forward-looking equations from the optimiza-
tion in period —1 (see Svensson and Woodford [35] and Svensson [30]).

In the standard case, when z; is a vector of iid zero-mean shocks, I have E;z;11 = 0, Z; =
E¢Z;+1 = 0. Thus, the terms involving Z; in (A.11) and (A.12) vanish.>* Consequently, the effect
of z; being an arbitrary exogenous stochastic process shows up only in the addition of the terms
involving Z; and the corresponding matrices N, P, and {R,}22,.

In that standard case, z; is an iid zero-mean process, with E;z;11 =0 and Z; = 0. Then

Y1t41 = My + ze41.

Let X denote the variance-covariance matrix of the iid shocks z;11. Note that

X I 0
Yi=D| z | =D | Fuu Fiz2 | yit = Dy,
it Fy1  Fy

29 The middle block of (A.11) is the optimal eaplicit instrument rule for this problem, the instrument written as
a function of predetermined and exogenous variables. Eliminating the Lagrange multipliers from (A.2) results in
the optimal targeting rule for this problem, a consolidated optimal first-order condition for the target variables. See
Svensson [30] on instrument and targeting rules, as well as the lecture notes Svensson [31].

30 In the case when {2} is an autoregressive process and can be written zi41 = Wz; + €441, where ¥ is a matrix
and €; an iid zero-mean process, z; can simply be included among the predetermined variable.
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1 1 _ _ 1 _
Ly = §Yt'WYt = iyitD,WDylt = EyitWylt-

Then twice the minimum loss in period ¢ will satisfy

(o @]
ViV +w = B 0y Wy,

=0

o0
= Wy +Ee Y 0 Wynis

=1

oo
= yuWie + 0EEn Z 0" YL 414 WYL+ 147
7=0

= yuWyn + 0B (Y1441 VY1641 +w)

= Y1 Wyr + 6(y1: M'V My1, + Et?«‘i,tﬂvzl,tﬂ +w)

= Y1 Wyt + 8y, M'V Myy, + dtrace(VE) + dw.

It follows that

w =

by
T 5trace(V )s

and that the matrix V satisfies the equation

V=W+§MVM.

(A.13)

I can use the relations vec(A + B) = vec(A) + vec(B) and vec(ABC) = (C' ® A) vec(B) on

(A.13) (where vec(A) denotes the vector of stacked column vectors of the matrix A, and ® denotes

the Kronecker product) which results in
vec (V) = vec(W)+ dvec (M'VM)
= vee(W)+6 (M @ M) vec(V).
Solving for vec (V') gives
vec(V)=[I-6(M® ]\4’)]_1 vec(W).
A.1. No forward-looking variables

If there are no forward-looking variables, so n, = 0, I have

~ [ Xin ] 5 [ X }
C X =Al". + 2411,
[ Etit11 it i

where the matrices A and C are of dimension n x X (nx +n;) and given by
A=[A B], C=[1I 0].
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The period loss function is

1

1
Lt:§Yt’WYtE§[Xt’ z’HD’WD[Xt].

Ut
The nx + n; first-order conditions can be written

A'Eyépy = D'WD { ‘ft } + %é/gt. (A.16)
t

Combined with the model equations, I get a system of 2nx + n; difference equations for ¢t > 0,
X1 Xy

C 0 ; A 0 ) Ze41

[ i By | = [ ~ } i |+ [—} .

0 A’} — D'WD ic’ 0
Et§t+1 0 ft

Here, X; are predetermined variables, and ¢; and &; are non-predetermined variables.

Under suitable assumptions, this system will have a unique solution for ¢ > 0, given Xy, which

can be written

[ " } = FXi+ Z,
&t
X1 = MXy+ NoZi + 241,

where

o0
Zy = Z R:Eizit144,

7=0

and the deviation enters only as the second term in this solution.
When there are no forward-looking variables, X is directly determined by X;, é;, and z441

according to (2.1), so M and Ny are determined by A, B, and F' as

M = A+ BFE,

No

[B 0],

where
F‘
F-[ ]
Fe
is partitioned conformably with 4; and §,. In comparison with the general solution of (A.9), for the

backward-looking case,

N()Zt = NEtZt+1 + (P — I)EtZtJrl.
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B. The solution of a system of difference equations with the deviation

In order to understand the term in the solution (A.10) and (A.11) that corresponds to the deviation,

0
C Y1,t+1 ] - M [ Y1t ] [ t+1 } B.1
{ Ety2t41 Yot + 0 ( )

for t > 0; where y1; is a vector of m; predetermined variables (yi; = (X{,=Z}_;) and m1 = nx + n,

consider the system

in the previous section); ya is a vector of mg non-predetermined variables (yor = (4,14}, &}) and
ma = ngy +n; +nx in the previous section); 6, is an my-vector of stochastic processes (6; = (z;,0")’
in the previous section); and yjq is given.

By defining the ma-vector of endogenous expectation errors, 7,, as

My = y2r — Eyor,

(B.1) can be written in the form used in Sims [23],
Loye = T'ye—1 + VO, + 1y,

where y; = (y};,v5). Sims shows that, under suitable assumptions, this system has a unique

solution of the form

Ye = Oryi—1 + Oob; + Oy Y 07O Eb; 414+,

=0

where ©p and ©; are real matrices, ©,, O, and Oy are complex matrices, and ®y®}®9 for any
integer 7 > 0 is a real matrix. These matrices can be calculated by his program Gensys, available
at www.princeton.edu/~sims. An advantage with Sims’s approach is that one need not keep track
of what variables are predetermined or nonpredetermined. An arguable disadvantage is that the
determination of the expectational errors is somewhat complicated.

Here, I prefer to keep close track of what variables are predetermined and nonpredetermined
and therefore choose to derive the solution to (B.1) following a route closer to Klein [14] than
Sims [23], but going beyond Klein in, as Sims, explicitly treating the case of 6; being an arbitrary

stochastic process rather than an autoregressive process. The solution will then be of the form

yr = Fyy+ 24y,

Yigr1 = My + NEZii1 + PEOii1 + (0141 — Eibey1),
o
Zy = Z R:E01 14+,
7=0

where F', M, N, P, and R, are real matrices to be determined.
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Take the expectation conditional on information in period t and write the system as
Ey1 441 Y1t Eif 11
C ’ =M + . B.2
{ Ety2,t11 Yot 0 (B.2)
Following Klein [14], Sims [23], and Soderlind [26], I use the generalized Schur decomposition.

This decomposition results in the square complex matrices @, S, T, and Z such that

cC = @QS7, (B.3)
M = QTZ, (B.4)

where Z’ for a complex matrix denotes the complex conjugate transpose of Z (the transpose of the
complex conjugate of Z).3! The matrices Q and Z are unitary (Q'Q = Z'Z = I), and S and T
are upper triangular (see Golub and van Loan [9]). The decomposition is furthermore ordered so
the block consisting of the stable generalized eigenvalues (the jth diagonal element of T' divided
by the jth diagonal element of S, \; = t;;/s;;) comes first and the block of unstable generalized
eigenvalues comes last.??

More precisely, I assume the saddle-point property emphasized by Blanchard and Kahn [3]: The
number of eigenvalues with modulus larger than unity equals the number of nonpredetermined
variables. Thus, I assume that |A;| > 1 for m;+1 < j < mj;+mg and |A\;| <1 for 1 <j <my (for
an exogenous predetermined variable with a unit root, I can actually allow |A;| =1 for some 1 < j
<my).

Define
[ bt } =7 [ vt ] . (B.5)

Yot Yot
I can interpret ¢1; as a complex vector of my transformed predetermined variables and ¢o; as a
complex vector of mg transformed non-predetermined variables. Premultiply the system (B.2) by
@ and use (B.3)-(B.5) to write it as

S Si2 E1,641 ] [ UATRAT } [ U1t ] [ Qu }
ULt | Y Eif1, B.6
[ 0 Sy } [ Eig2,t41 0 Ty Yot * Qo1 | ! (B-6)

where S, T, and ) have been partitioned conformably with #1; and o.

Consider the lower block of (B.6),

S22 Eiyjo 111 = T2 Yot + Q21E:0141. (B.7)

1 Let the elements of the complex matrix Z be denoted z;; = Re(z;x) + i Im(z;;). Then the complex conjugate of
the matrix Z is the matrix of elements Z;x = Re(z;x) — ¢ Im(2;x).

32 The sorting of the ecigenvalues is often done by two programs written by Sims and available at
www.princeton.edu/~sims, Qzdiv and Qzswitch.
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Since the diagonal terms of Sap and Thy (s;; and t;; for mq+1 < j < my+ma) satisty |t;;/s;;] > 1,
the diagonal terms of Th9 are nonzero, the determinant of 759 is nonzero, and T5s is invertible. Note

that So2 may not be invertible. I can then solve for 3s; as

Yo = JEG2p41 + KEbi1 (B.8)
[e.e]

= > JKEf14r (B.9)
7=0

for t > 0, where the complex matrices J and K (mg X mg and mg X my, respectively) are given by

J = Ty'Sw, (B.10)

K = —T5'Qa. (B.11)

Here, I have exploited that the modulus of the diagonal terms of T2_21522 is less than one. I also
assume that E;y2 4, and Ei0;, . are sufficiently bounded. Then J"E;%2 ¢4+ — 0 when 7 — oo, and
the infinite sum on the right side converges. Note that J may not be invertible, since Sy2 may not
be invertible.

I have, by (B.5),

yie = Zubie + Zi2yt, (B.12)
Yor = ZaYie + L2y, (B.13)

where
z;[% Zz] (B.14)

is partitioned conformably with y1; and y9;. Under the assumption of the saddle-point property,

Z11 is square. I furthermore assume that Z1; is invertible. Then I can solve for g4 in (B.12),
i = 211"y — 251 Zraiar, (B.15)

and use this in (B.13) to get
Yar = Fyie + Hyo, (B.16)

where the real mo X mp matrix F' and the complex mo X mgy matrix H are given by

F = ZnZl, (B.17)

= Z22 — Z21Z1_11212. (B18)
I will show below that H is invertible.
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By (B.9) and (B.16), I can then write the solution of yo; as
Yor = Fywe + Z, (B.19)

where Z; is a real exogenous ma-vector stochastic process (not to be confused with the unitary

matrix Z in the Schur decomposition) given by

Z, = Hijy = Y REbij1ir, (B.20)
7=0
R. = HJI'K  (r>0), (B.21)

where the matrices R, are real.

I note that the complex conjugate transpose of Z, Z’, satisfies

! Zil Zél
7=|% %) (52
where the submatrices are given by (B.14). Since Z'Z = ZZ' = I, 1 have

[ Zn Ziz ] [ Zyy  Zy } _ [ ZnZy + Z1aZyy ZnZy + ZiaZg ] _ [ 10 ] (B.23)
o1 Zoo Zi2 ZQQ Zng{IJnggZ{z 221Zé1+Z22252 0o 1]\’ ’

By (B.22), I can write
Yot = Ziay1t + ZaoYor-

Using this in (B.16) gives

yu = Fyi+ H(Zoy1e + Zogyar)

= (F+ HZy)yw + HZyoy.
It follows that

F+HZ, = 0, (B.24)

HZ,, = I. (B.25)
I can also show (B.24) by using (B.23),

In 2t + (Zag — Zn 2 212) 2y = Zon 275t + ZoaZyy — Zon Z7 Zra 21
= InZit 4 ZoaZie — Zon Z5NI — Z11234)
= InZ3 4 ZoaZhe — Zon Z5t + Zon 714

= 0.
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Similarly, I can show (B.25) by

(Zo2 — ZnZyy Z12) 23y = ZoaZyy — I Zyy' Z12Z3y
= ZyZhy — ZnZii (— Z112Z5y)
= ZQQZQQ + Zngél

= I
It follows from (B.25) that H is invertible and that its inverse is given by
H =27, (B.26)
It remains to find a solution for y; +4+1. The upper block of (B.6) is

S11E1 41 + S12E92,041 = T11y1e + Th292¢ + Q11E:0i41.

Since the diagonal terms of Si; and T1p satisfy |t;;/s;;] < 1, all diagonal terms of S1; must be

nonzero, so the determinant of S1; is nonzero, and Si; is invertible. I can then solve for E;g; ¢41 as
Ej1e41 = Si (Tide + Thadar) — S1itS12Befiz. 41 + Sit QuiEifi1.
By (B.12),

Ewni1 = ZuEwi 1 + Zi2Eo,i41
= Zu[SH(Tidue + Tizdor) — S S12Bife+1 + St QuiEifi1] + Z12Esda 11
= ZuS Tt + Z1 S5 Tiabar + (Z12 — Z11S17S12)Eelia i1 + Z11S17 Q11Eibr 11
= ZuSH T (Zi v — Z3 Zaadiar) + Z11S TioGiar + (Z12 — Z11S17S12) Bl i1
+ Z11811' Q1 Es0y 41
= ZuSq'TuZityie + Z1 Sy (T2 — T Zy Z12) it
+(Z12 — Z11511 S12)Exot+1 + Z11517 Q11 Eebr41
= ZnSg T Zityu + 21 S5 (The — T Z Z19) (JEias1 + KEf11)
+(Z12 — Z1151 S12)Exo i1 + Z1151 QuiEebr 41
= ZuS3 T Zi yu
+ (2118 (Tha — T Z1 Z19) T + (Z1a — Z11S17S12) | Eedasr1

+ Z11SH Q11 4 (Tha — T1 Z1 Z19) K| Eiby i1, (B.27)
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where I have used (B.15) and (B.8).
It follows that I can use (B.27), (B.20), and (B.26) and write the solution as

Y141 = My + NE Zy 11 + PEOi 11 + (0141 — Eibi41), (B.28)

where the real matrices M, N, and P are given by

M = ZnSH'Tuzy, (B.29)
N = [ZuS; (T2 — T Z Z12)J + (Z12 — Z11511512)] Zhs, (B.30)
P = ZuS3Qu + (The — TuZ Z12) K. (B.31)

Thus, the solution to the system (B.1) is given by (B.19) and (B.28) for ¢t > 0. This results in
the solution (A.11)-(A.12) above, where the matrix P in (A.12) is the submatrix of the first ny

rows of the matrix P in (B.31) (since 0y 41 = (21,1,0")").

C. An alternative finite-horizon numerical procedure for forward-looking models

There is an obvious alternative numerical procedure that will provide a projection arbitrarily close
to the optimal policy projection without requiring such a long horizon that X; 7 and Z¢ 71
are close to their steady-state levels. It requires iterations, though.

Assume that iteration j — 1 has resulted in EEZ:TIZM. Start iteration j by using (2.14) and (2.15)

to replace (3.4) by

Tt4T+1,t = F.M

Xetrt
:(j—l) ?
ST 10t

where F' is partitioned conformably with z; and i; as

— Fx
F = [ F, ] .
Consequently, replace (3.5) by

—An Xy — Aoy — Boigyry + CF M (C.1)

=0G-1)
S+T—10t

Xyt ] _0

Use (3.2), (3.3), and (C.1) to construct G and g* (the left submatrix of the matrix C'F, M will enter

the last block of G and the product of the right submatrix and E(i}l) 14 will enter the last block of

t —
g"). Furthermore, add the term (3.8) with =714 = Ez(e{:leu to the loss function (that is, modify

the diagonal block of €2 that corresponds to X;;7; and add a linear term that corresponds to

the cross products of X;;7; and Egi}lzl ;). Find the optimal policy projection §t0) and Lagrange
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multiplier A*Y) via the analogue of (3.13). This ends iteration j and results in EE{BT_I ;- Continue

until Egi)Tfl’t has converged.

Obviously this alternative procedure does not require that X; 7 and Z;7_1; are close to
their steady-state levels. Which procedure is fastest will depend on the number of variables in the
problem and the rate of convergence towards the steady state of the optimal policy projection. My

guess is that in most cases the first procedure is sufficient.

D. The feasible set of projections of the states of the economy, the feasible set

of projections of the target variables, and the optimal targeting rule

In the finite-horizon projection model, the feasible set of projections in period t of the states of the

economy, S, is the set of projections s! that satisfy (3.6), repeated here as
Gs' = g'. (D.1)

That is, S; is the set of solutions to (D.1) for given G and g'. Define n = (T + 1)(nx + ns + n;),
m=(T+1)(nx +ng) <n,and p= (T + 1)n; =n — m. Note that G is m x n, s’ isn x 1, and ¢
is m x 1. Assume that G is of rank m.

Since G is of rank m, the set of solutions to (D.1) is a linear manifold of R"™ of dimension

p =n—m.33 It can be written as the set of projections s' that satisfy
s'=Grg'+ (I - GTG)¢ (D.2)

for any £ € R™ (see Harville [11, chapters 11 and 20]). Here, the n x m matrix G is the Moore-

Penrose inverse of G. When G is m x n and of rank m, the Moore-Penrose inverse is given by
Gt =a'(Ga")!

(note that GG’ is m x m, of rank m, and hence invertible). Then, GtG = G'(GG")~'G is a
projection matrix that projects vectors in R"™ on the m-dimensional column space of the n x m
matrix G/, the transpose of G.3* Denote the column space of G’ by C(G’). For any ¢ in R",
the vector GTG¢ lies in C(G’). Then I — GTG is a projection matrix that projects vectors in R"

33 Let V be a linear space. A subset S of V is a linear manifold of V' (also called a linear variety of V), if there is a
v in V such that the set S — {v} = {s—wv|s € S} is a subspace of V. The dimension of S is the dimension of S — {v}.
Hence, a linear manifold is a subspace that has possibly been shifted away from the origin (in the above case by the
vector v).

4 In this section, the word “projection” is used not only to refer to mean forecasts but also, depending on the
context, to refer to mathematical projections in linear space.
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off the column space of G’, that is, on the p-dimensional subspace of R™ orthogonal to C(G'),
the orthogonal complement of C(G’) (relative to R"), denoted C*(G"). Hence, the solution set S;

consist of C+(G") shifted away from the origin by the vector G*gt,
S = {GTg'} +CH(A).

Furthermore, the vector GTg! is the s’ of minimum norm that satisfies (D.1). Then, G*g' is
orthogonal to the solution set S; and lies in the column space of G, C(G").?>

Figure D.1 provides an illustration of the above, when n = 2 and m = p = 1. The linear manifold
S;, the set of feasible projections of the states of the economy, s, is shown as the negatively sloped
line through the point s = G*g'. The column space C(G’) is the positively sloped line through
the origin. The linear manifold S; is orthogonal to the column space. The orthogonal complement
of the column space, C+(G"), is the negatively sloped line through the origin. The linear manifold
is the orthogonal complement shifted away from the origin to the point GTg*. Furthermore, the
point GTg' is the point in the linear manifold with the shortest distance to the origin.

Let G- denote a p x n matrix with p linearly independent rows, each of which is orthogonal to
the m rows of G. Then C*(G') = C(G*'), where the latter expression denotes the column space of

G, and S; can be written as the set of projections s* that satisfy
St — G+gt + GJ./&

for any £ € R™.
The projection of the target variables, Y?, is a linear function of the projection of the states of

the economy according to (3.7), repeated here as
Yt = Ds'. (D.3)

Let ¢ = (T + 1)ny < n, note that Y is ¢ x 1 and D is ¢ x n, and take D to be of rank ¢. It follows
that the set of feasible projections of the target variables, ), consists of the set of projections Y
that satisfy

Y'=DG*tg' + DG¢
for any & in R™. This is a linear manifold of R? of dimension at most min(p,q). If I take as the
normal case that the number of target variables is at least as large as the number of instruments,

ny > n; (typically, there are at least two target variables, inflation and the output gap, but only

35 A vector is orthogonal to a linear manifold if it is orthogonal to the corresponding subspace.
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Figure D.1: The set of feasible projections of the state of the economy, S;

Qs'+w,
, R"
— aG")
St
G'g!
0 S,
CH(G")

one instrument, the instrument rate), I have ¢ > p, and the set of feasible projections of the target
variables, ), is a linear manifold of R? of dimension at most p < g. The matrix D simply maps
the p-dimensional linear manifold S; of R™ into the at most p-dimensional linear manifold ); of RY.

It follows that }; is the at most p-dimensional column space C(DG™) in R shifted away from

the origin by the vector DGt
Y, = {DG*g¢'} + C(DGH).
Figure D.2 provides an illustration of the above, when ¢ = 2 and p = 1. The linear manifold
V4, the set of feasible projections of the target variables, Y, is shown as the negatively sloped line
through the point Y* = DG*gt. The column space of the matrix DG+, C(DG'), is shown as the

negative sloped line through the origin. The linear manifold )} is this column space shifted away

from the origin to the point DG g".

D.1. An optimal targeting rule for the forward-looking model

Consider the first-order condition for optimal policy under commitment in a timeless perspective

in the forward-looking model, (3.11), rewritten here as
Qs + w1 +G'A' =0 (D.4)

The optimal targeting rule is the first-order condition in terms of Y when the Lagrange multiplier

has been eliminated.
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Figure D.2: The set of feasible projections of the target variables, ),

R4

Vi

C(DG*")

Let me interpret the first-order condition in terms of s!, eliminate the Lagrange multiplier, and
interpret the resulting targeting rule. Note that € is n x n, s* and w;_1 are n x 1, G’ is n x m and
of rank m, and A? is m x 1.

Write the first-order condition as
Qs' + w1 =G (= AY). (D.5)

The term Qs’ +w;_1 on the left side is the gradient of the loss function with respect to sf, a vector
in R™. The condition (D.5) can be interpreted as stating that the gradient of the loss function is an
element of the m-dimensional column space of the n x m matrix G, C(G’), with — A’ providing the
coefficients of the corresponding linear combination of the column vectors of G’. This is equivalent
to the tangency of the loss function’s iso-loss surface in R™ with the feasible set of projections,
S;. The gradient of the loss function is orthogonal to the iso-loss surface. Tangency of the iso-loss
surface with &; is then equivalent to the gradient being orthogonal to S;. The subspace orthogonal
to S; is C(G'), as noted above.

This is illustrated in figure D.1 when n = 2 and m = p = 1. The curve shows part of the iso-loss
surface of the loss function that is tangential to the linear manifold S;. The tangency occurs at

. The gradient of the loss function at that point, Q3% + w;_1, is

the optimal policy projection, §
shown as the vector pointing northeast from that point. Tangency between the iso-loss surface and

the linear manifold is equivalent to the gradient being orthogonal to the linear manifold, or the
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gradient being an element in the column space, C(G").

In order to eliminate the Lagrange multipliers, premultiply (D.5) by G,36
G(Qs' + wi1) = GG’ (— A). (D.6)
Exploit that GG’ is m x m, of rank m, and hence invertible, and solve for — A?,
— A" = (GGHYT'G(Qs' + wi1). (D.7)

(The matrix (GG’)~1G is actually the Moore-Penrose inverse of G, G'*, where G’ is n x m with

rank m.) Substitution of A in (D.4) gives
M(Qs' +wi—1) =0, (D.8)

where M is the n x n matrix (not to be confused with the matrix denoted M in other sections of
this paper)
M=I-G (G 'G=1-G"G.

As noted above, M is the projection matrix that projects vectors in R™ on the p-dimensional
orthogonal complement of the column space of G/, Ct(G"). Hence, (D.8) states that the projection
on CH(G") of the gradient of the loss function is zero. Of course, this follows directly from the
observation above that the gradient lies in C(G").

In any case, the optimal targeting rule in terms of s’ is equivalent to the statement that the
gradient is orthogonal to the feasible set of projections of the states of the economy, S;, which can
be expressed algebraically as (D.8).

However, (D.8) involves n equations, but only p independent equations. It is hence desirable to
condense (D.8) to only p equations. The projection matrix M is a symmetric idempotent matrix of
rank p. Then its spectrum consists of p eigenvalues equal to one and m eigenvalues equal to zero,

and it can be decomposed as

I, 0 L, 01 @
M:Q[” Q=[0Q Q Y Pl =QpQ)
p m ! p
0 0 [ I'lo o Q. P
36 One might ask why multipliying with the matrix G with rank m < n rather than a matrix with full rank n does
not loose any information of (D.5). More formally, let Gt be a p x n matrix whose p rows are linearly independent
and orthogonal to the m rows of G. That is, the column space of G*' is the space in R™ orthogonal to the column

space of G’. Then the n x n matrix [ GGJ_ ] is of full rank. Multiplying (D.5) by this matrix leads to the m equations

of (D.6) and p additional trivial equations of zero equals zero, since we know that the left and right sides of (D.5) lie
in the column space of G’.
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Here @ is the orthonormal n x n matrix whose columns are the eigenvectors of M, I, is the p x p
identity matrix, and @), is the n x p matrix whose columns are the p eigenvectors corresponding to

the p nonzero eigenvalues. Then, pre-multiplying (D.8) by @’ gives the p nontrivial equations,
Qy(Qs' +wi—1) =0, (D.9)

and m trivial equations of zero equals zero.
Furthermore, (D.9) is expressed in terms of the projection of the states of the economy, s'. In
order to express it in terms of the projection of the target variables, Y, note that, by the definition

of € for the forward-looking model in section 3.1,
Qst = D'WDst = D'WY?,

where W is a symmetric positive semidefinite block-diagonal (T + 1)ny matrix with the (7 + 1)-th
diagonal block being 6"W for 0 < 7 < T. Hence, I can write (D.9) as involving only the target
variables and, through the vector w;_;, the Lagrange multiplier Z;_1 ;1 from the optimization in
period t — 1,

QIDWY" +w;—1] = 0. (D.10)

This is one concise form of the targeting rule. The history-dependence of the optimal policy
under commitment in a timeless perspective enters via Z;_1 1.

By combining (D.9) with (3.6), I get

Lo |- d ]
Q1 — Qi1 |’

and
—1 Xt
. G gt
t _ —_
S = =H S 1 t— s D.11
o] [ =7 | e —
Y'=D&=DH | 4141
i
From (D.7) and (D.11), I can extract
Xi
S =H= | E14-1 |
St

to be used in the intertemporal loss function for the decision problem in period ¢ + 1.
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If the forward-looking variables, x;, are target variables—elements of Y;—the intertemporal loss

function with the added term can be written
Lo trirt / t
§Y WY* 4+ w,_Y",

where wy_1 is a g-vector whose only nonzero elements contain the vector (Et,lyt,l%C’)’ such that
wj Y = Et_Lt_l%C’xm. Then, the optimal targeting rule can be expressed as the gradient,
WY?t + wy_1, being orthogonal to the linear manifold );. Suppose ), is of dimension p, and let
F = DGV (not to be confused with the matrix denoted F' in other sections of the paper). The
projection matrix that projects vectors in R? on the p-dimensional subspace V; — {[?G+ gt} is then
F(F'F)71F’  so the condition that the gradient is orthogonal to the linear manifold ) can be
written as the p equations.

F(F'RY 'FWQYt +w;_1) =0.

This is the optimal targeting rule for this case.

This case is illustrated in figure D.2. The curve in the figure shows a part of the iso-loss surface
of the loss function that is tangential to the linear manifold );. The tangency point is the optimal
policy projection of the target variables, Yt. The gradient of the loss function at that point,
WY! 4+ w,_1, is shown as the vector at that point that points northeast. It is orthogonal to the
linear manifold.

Svensson [30] interprets optimal targeting rules in terms of the equality between the marginal
rates of transformation and marginal rates of substitution between the target variables. A vector
of marginal rates of transformation between the target variables is a vector in the column space
C(DGY), the subspace associated with ;. A vector of marginal rates of substitution between the
target variables is a vector in the tangent space of the intertemporal loss function, the subspace
orthogonal to the gradient of the loss function. Equality between the marginal rates of transfor-
mation and substitution is equivalent to the gradient being orthogonal to ), that is, the iso-loss

surface being tangential to ).

E. An optimal restricted instrument rule

Add to the model (2.1) an explicit instrument rules of the form

it = fx X, (E.1)
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where the n; X nx matrix fx is restricted to be an element fx € F of a given class F of instrument
rules. Assume that the deviation z; is an iid zero-mean process with variance-covariance matrix X.

Let the loss function in period ¢ be
(o ¢]
lim E 1-6)0"Ly ., =E[L
lim t;( )07 Lyt = E[L4],

where L; is given by (2.7). By appendix A, for a given instrument rule fx, the conditional loss in

period t is, for a given § (0 < § < 1), given by

Er > (1=0)6"Lisr = (1— 86)XV(fx,6)X; + dtrace[V (fx, )],

7=0
where V(fx,d) is a symmetric positive semidefinite ny x ny matrix that depends on A, B, C, D,
W, fx, and §. It follows that
E[L:] = trace[V (fx,1)X].

The optimal restricted instrument rule, fX, is then given by

A~

fx = arg fr)x(liel}__trace[V(fX, 1)X].

It depends on the class F and the variance-covariance matrix X, in addition to A, B, C, D, and
wW.

Note that there is little point in considering implicit instrument rules here,

it = fxXi + foxs. (E.2)

For any such implicit instrument rule f = [fx f;] for which a unique equilibrium exists,

Ty = g(f)Xt,

where the matrix g(f) depends on f. Then,

it = [fx + f29())Xe = fx (f)Xe.

That is, for each implicit instrument rule f for which there is a unique equilibrium, there is a
unique explicit instrument rule fX( f) consistent with that equilibrium. Furthermore, for any
explicit instrument rule fx in (E.1) for which there is a unique equilibrium, there is a continuum
of implicit instrument rules consistent with that equilibrium. For any given instrument rule fx for

which there exists a unique equilibrium,
Tt = g(fX)Xta
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where the matrix g(fx) depends on fx. For any arbitrary n; x n, matrix f,, I can then write

it = fxXo + folze — 9(fx)Xd) = [fx — Fog(Fx))Xe + forr = fx(fx, fo) Xo + fon.

The only reason for considering implicit instrument rules rather than an explicit instrument rule in
this context (when the deviation is an iid mean-zero shock) is when an explicit instrument rule has a
determinacy problem—multiple equilibria—in which case one may be able to find a corresponding
implicit instrument rule for which there is a unique equilibrium. Svensson and Woodford [35]

examine such issues further.

F. An empirical backward-looking model
The two equations of the model of Rudebusch and Svensson [21] are

Tepl = OpiTt+ QpaTi1 + Qp3Ti—2 + QraT—3 + Qs + Zr 41 (F.1)

1 ) 1
Yi+r1 = 5;,,1@/1: + ﬁyQytfl - B, (Zzi_oltj - ZE?_OMJ') + Zyt+1, (F.2)

where m; is quarterly inflation in the GDP chain-weighted price index (p;) in percentage points at
an annual rate, i.e., 400(Inp — Inp;_1); 4 is the quarterly average federal funds rate in percentage
points at an annual rate; y; is the relative gap between actual real GDP (g;) and potential GDP (g;)
in percentage points, i.e., 100(¢: — ¢;')/q;. These five variables were de-meaned prior to estimation,
SO no constants appear in the equations.

The estimated parameters, using the sample period 1961:1 to 1996:2, are shown in table F.1.

Table F.1

Qrl Qr2 Q3 Orq Oy /Byl 6y2 ﬁr
0.70 -—-0.10 0.28 0.12 0.14 1.16 —-0.25 0.10

(0.08) (0.10) (0.10) (0.08) (0.03) (0.08) (0.08)  (0.03)
The hypothesis that the sum of the lag coefficients of inflation equals one has a p-value of .16, so

this restriction was imposed in the estimation.?”

37 This p-value was obtained by simulating the above inflation equation 1000 times and ranking the sum of
coefficients from the unrestricted Phillips curve estimated from the actual data (i.e., 0.969) in the set of unrestricted
sums estimated from the simulated data. This is in the spirit of Rudebusch [20]. For comparison, the simple ¢-test
gives a p-value of 0.42.
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The state-space form can be written

[ i1 ] i1 amjej + ayes
Tt €1
Tt—1 €2
Tt—9 €3
Yirr | = | Brera+ Bes + Byaee — Brerg
Yt €5
it €0
i1 er
| -2 i €s

Tt
Tt—1
Tt—2
Tt—3

Yt
Yt—1
i1
it—2
113

POOOO

oo~ o
=

i+

[ 2 t+1 i

Zyt+1
0

0
0
0

where e; (j = 0,1,...,9) denotes a 1x9 row vector, for j = 0 with all elements equal to zero, for

J = 1,...,9 with element j equal to unity and all other elements equal to zero; and where e;.

(j < k) denotes a 1x9 row vector with elements j,j + 1, ...,k equal to i and all other elements

equal to zero. The predetermined variables are 7y, mi—1, Ti—2, Tt—3, Y, Yi—1, bt—1, bt—2, tt—2, and

i¢—3. There are no forward-looking variables.

For a loss function (5.3) with § = 1, A = 1, and v = 0.2, and the case where z; is an iid zero-

mean shock; the optimal reaction function (2.19) is (the coefficients are rounded to two decimal

points),

1t =1.227m+0.43 711 +0.53 72+ 0.18 143+ 1.93 9 —0.49 94,1 +0.36 44—1 — 0.09 2,2 — 0.0544_3.

G. An empirical forward-looking model

An empirical New Keynesian model estimated by Lindé [13] is

T = WMl + (1 — wf)ﬂ'tfl + YYt + Znt,

Yo = By + (1= Bp)(Byryi—1 + Byayi—2 + Bysye—3 + Byayi—a) — By (it — Topape) + 2yt

where the restriction Z?Zl B,; = 1 is imposed. The estimated coefficients are (Table 6a in Lindé

[13], non-farm business output) are shown in table G.1.

Table G.1

Byl
1.310

wr Y /Bf Br

0.457 0.048 0.425 0.156
(0.065)  (0.007) (0.027)  (0.016)
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By?
—0.229

(0.279)

ﬂy?)

—0.011

(0.037)



For simplicity, I set 3,4 =1, 8,9 = B,3 = B4 = 0. The the state-space form can be written as

Tt
Yt
(27
Zrt+1
Zy,t+1
Wt
L Brmig1ye + BpYesaye

0 0 0 0 01 0 77 m-] [0 0

0 0 0 0 00 1 Yi—1 0 0

0 0 0 0 00 O T—1 1 0

0 0 0 0 00 O zre | | 0 |+ | Zris
0 0 0 0 00 0 2yt 0 it
-1 0 —(1—-wy) 0 01 —x " 0 0
Lo -1 0o —a-8poo 1t )L w ) Llal L o

The predetermined variables are m¢_1, yt—1, %—1, 2rt, and zy, and the forward-looking variables
are m; and .

For a loss function (5.3) with § = 1, A = 1, and v = 0.2, and the case where z; is an iid zero-
mean shock; the optimal reaction function (2.19) is (the coefficients are rounded to two decimal

points),
14 = 05811 +0.80y—1 + 04121 + 1.06 2+ + 1.38 Zyt + 0.02 Emt—l,t—l +0.20 Eygﬁ—l,t—l,

where Z;;_1:—1 and Sy ;1,41 are the Lagrange multipliers for the two equations for the forward-

looking variables in the decision problem in period t — 1.

H. Extracting judgment

One way to extract the judgment is to apply the method of Optimal Policy Projections, see Svensson

and Tetlow [36]. Consider a given reference projection {X&T,t,ft+7,t75t+r,t}zzo of horizon T, a

projection {X&T,t,iwr,t, }Z:O conditional on {5t+r,t}7:—F:o- (The projection refers to the original

predetermined variables, X7, before the vector of predetermined variables has been amended by

the deviation in the block of equations for the forward-looking variables.) The projection could,

for instance, be a judgmental Federal Reserve Board Greenbook forecast for all relevant variables
~t

(X ot 7', conditional on a particular federal-funds-rate projection #*. Define the corresponding

judgment, z°, as the projection z°¢ that satisfies

[ XPhri1g } = A° [ {Z&'T’t ] + B yrp + [ iy ] (H.1)

~ >0
CZpyri1p Tpyrt 23 ttrt
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for 0 <7 < T — 1. This is the judgment that makes the projection model reproduce the reference
projection. It obviously depends on the model and the reference projection. It assumes that the
dynamics of the economy is adequately represented by the coefficients of the matrices A, B, and C,
and that the relevant difference between the model and the economy can be adequately captured
by the judgment. This determines {2¢,, }7_; and {23, +T7t}r£:_& uniquely, since 21 ¢4r41, is given

by the residuals of the upper block of (2.8),

Btprint = Xoproiy — AN XD — Aofrrr s — Blivrs,
and 29, ., is given by the residuals of the lower block,

23 1irt = CFririre — AN XDy + ASoTiir s + BSiviry

for 7 > 0. This obviously assumes that the dimension of the predetermined variables, nonpre-
determined variables and instruments is equal to the corresponding dimensions of the reference

projection.
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