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Introduction

Central bank intervention in foreign exchange
markets most recently came into prominence dur-
ing the pericd of exchange-rate volatility in the
autumn of 1992, Speculators doubted that Euro-
pean central banks would be able to defend the
exchange rates agreed upon as part of the Euro-
pean Rate Mechanism. After massive intervention,
central banks eventually capitulated, and several
key exchange rates were allowed to fall radically
against the German mark (DM). While this se-
quence of events would seem to have cast con-
siderable doubt on the usefulness of sterilized
intervention, disagreement continues both within
policy circles and among researchers as to
whether sterilized central bank intervention is a
useful tool for exchange-rate management.!

Unitil recently, studies of intervention have
been hampered by a lack of official data, as
direct measures of central bank intervention

8 1 Researchers would point oul that this most recenl period was not

_ agood test of infervention's efficacy because exchange-rate management
was not the sole objective of the cantrat banks. In addition, some of the
inlervention may not have been sterilized, making it difficult to isolate ils
impact. “Sterilization” occurs when Lhe effect ol inlervention on the money
supply is ofiset by apen market operalions. Nongterilized intervention is
thus, in some sense, equivalent to monetary policy.
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have usually not been made available to the
public. Now, however, the Board of Govemors
of the Federal Reserve System provides a time
series of U8, dollar intervention vis-a-vis the
DM and the Japanese yen from 1985 to 1992,
One consequence of the former lack of imme-
diately available and accurate intervention in-
formation has been the use of daily newspaper
reports as proxies for actual intervention mag-
nitudes in related studies.

The possibility that intervention is not re-
ported accurately may have important implica-
tions for understanding the signaling mechanism
of intervention. For example, such inaccuracy
may call into question the ability of intervention
1o signal future monetary policy with precision.
In addition, it may reflect differences in the infor-
mation available to foreign exchange traders, sug-
gesting that some traders may be able to profit
from inside information.

In this paper, we begin with a discussion of
issues regarding information about intervention.
We then describe the data on actual intervention
and newspaper reports. In the third section, we
outline the procedure that we use to test for sys-
tematic differences between reported and actual in-
tervention series. In the final section, we briefly
discuss the implications of our results.



1. Information about
Infervention:
Reported versus
Actual Data

There is by now a substantial literature de-
voted 1o understanding the impact of central
bank intervention on foreign exchange mar-
kets. Recent useful summaries of this literature
have been provided by Dominguez and
Frankel (1993), Edison {1993), Humpage
(1991}, and Obsifeid (1990).2

While most recent studies, such as Baillie and
Humpage (1992), Baillie and Osterberg (1993),
and Hung (1992), use official daily intervention
data, others, such as Klein and Rosengren (1991)
and Kaminsky and Lewis (1993), use daily news-
paper reports of intervention.® I the focus of a
given study is on the signaling role of interven-
tion, then it makes sense to utilize newspaper re-
ports that reflect the information available to the
average trader.

One concern is that the choice of interven-
tion data, reported or actual, may influence re-
searchers’ conclusions about the efficacy of
intervention. However, we would like to raise
two other possible concerns, namely, that if
there is a systematic difference between actual
and reported intervention, 1) the signals as rep-
resented by the newspaper reports may be mis-
leading, and 2) some market pasticipants may
have more accurate information about interven-
tion than do others. That the latter is possible
can be seen simply by considering the mecha-
nisms of intervention. U.S. intervention counter-
parties are either brokers or commercial banks.
If brokers are utilized, they will not reveal that
the transaction is official intervention. If com-
mercial banks are utilized, the wire services
shoukd accurately reveal that the Federal Re-
serve has entered the market.® In either case,
the only market participants with definitive
knowledge are the counterparties chosen by
the Federal Reserve Bank of New York.

If we are willing to assume that the newspaper
reports indicate what is known about interven-
iion by the uninformed trader, then a systematic
difference between acal and reported interven-
tion implies a systematic difference in knowledge
among market participants. However, it is not
clear how much time passes before all market
participants leam of the intervention, or even if
they ever obmain accurate information short of
the official release one year later by U.S. authori-
ties, In addition, it is unclear if the newspaper re-
ports are written during the course of the day
and are thus affected by changing and uncertain

views about intervention activity, or whether
they represent a presumably more accurate,
end-of-day assessment.

We know of only three previous comparisons
of actual and reported U.S. intervention data.
Klein (1993) uses multinomial logir analysis to
calculate the probability that intervention is re-
perted, conditional on the size of the interven-
tion. He estimates that, without conditioning on
size, the probability that actual intervention is
reported is 72 percent, and the probability that
reported intervention actually occurred is 88
percent. He also shows that newspaper reports
are more likely if the intervention is relatively
large. Dominguez (1992) examines the impacts
of reported and “secret” intervention on the
volatility of the DM/11.5, dollar exchange rate.
She assumes that actual intervention not re-
ported in the newspapers is “secret.” No signifi-
cant difference is seen between the impacts of
the two categories of intervention on volatility.
Dominguez and Frankel] (1993) tabulate actual
and reposted interventions by the United States
and Germany from November 1982 through
October 1989. The accuracy of newspaper re-
ports varied across different time periods. For
example, while all 22 1.5, interventions in the
period September through November 1985
were reported, only 73 percent of interven-
tions from March 1989 through October 1989
appeared in the print media.®

We make two contributions to the literature
on central bank intervention. First, we construct
a comprehensive data set from newspaper re-
ports of central bank intervention for the period
January 2, 1985 to October 11, 1991. This data set
improves on those constructed by other research-
ers by quantifying qualitative reports (such as
“small” intervention) rather than disregarding
them. Second, we test for the existence of sys-
tematic components in the differences between

W 2 Aconsensus of the fiteralure s ihal if sterilized inervention mat-
ters al ali, it does so because it signals a change in information about
monelary policy.

W 3 Still others have 1) construcled monthly numbers intended to
caplure the shift in internalicnal parifolios due to intervention {for exam-
ple, Ghosh [14621), 2) atlempted to define intervention in terms of the
monetary authorities’ balance sheets (see Danker et al. [1987]), or 3)
used measures of centrai banks' foreign reserves {for example, Glick and
Hutehison [1992] and Watanabe [1392]).

B 4 However, the markel sometimes seems lo make guesses that con-
fuse infervention operations wilh correspondent transactions.

B 5 BPominguez {1992} and Dominguez and Franke! {1393) uifize re-
ports of intervention rom The London Financial Times, The New York
Times, and The Wail Streef Journal Klgin {1903) uses the first two sources.
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actual and reponted intervention, calculating
these differences using either dummy variables
or numerical magnitudes. We also either in-
clude “rumors” in the reported series or dis-
card them. With few exceptions, we find that
there are systematic components; that is, the
differences are serially correlated.

Il. Data
Actual

The Board of Govemnors of the Federal Reserve
System provided us with time seties of U.S. net
daily dollar transactions from January 1985 to Oc-
tober 1991, All data are in dollars, representing
the acwal net dollar purchases {sales) rather than
dollar equivalents that have been translated into
dollars via application of the exchange rate.
These data are now publicly available, with a
one-year lag, from the Board of Governors. We
report the results of our analyses with three
categories of intervention: U.S. intervention vis-
a-vis unspecified currencies carried out in
terms of U.S. dollars, U.S. intervention vis-a-vis
the DM, and U S. intervention vis-a-vis the yen.
Using these data, we created dummy vari-
ables, each of which equals +1 for positive net
dollar purchases, -1 for negative net dollar pur-
chases {positive sales), and ¢ if the country did
not intervene (its net dollar transaction was 0).

Newspaper Reports

After having searched The Wall Street journal,
The New York Times, and The Financial Times,
we ultimately decided to record the daily press
reports of intervention from the foreign exchange
column of The Wall Street Journal.” We recorded
all mentions of intervention that were indicated
as pertaining to the previous day or previous
business day. Thus, if there was first mention of
intervention a week after its occurrence, we do
not record it, on the presumption that it would
not have been known by the market at the time.
As in the case with the actual data, for each
category of intervention, a buy/sell variable
was created to indicate whether a country was
a net buyer or seller of dollars. It equals +1 if
the country bought dollars, -1 if it sold dollars,
and 0 if it did not intervene. To correspond 1o
the way in which the actual intervention data
were constructed, we documented U LS. interven-
tion in the DM/dollar and yen/dollar markets. A
buy/sell variable was constructed for each mar-

ket, indicating whether the United States bought
(+1) or sold (1) dollars. Thus, reported U.S. in-
tervention in each of these two markets is re-
corded in two places. For example, if the United
States was reponted to be buying yen, we would
record this under the United States selling dol-
lars vis-a-vis the yen, and also in the (overall)
U.S. selling category described previously (and
denoted as U.S. vs. $U.S. in the tables). For all
groups, we recorded the size of the interven-
tion if given. This includes qualitative terms
such as small, moderate, and large, as well as
dollar magnitudes when given.

After all data were recorded, we calculated
the minimum, median, and maximum of the re-
ported dollar magnitudes for each U.S. inter-
vention variable when such magnitudes were
reported in the newspaper. We substituted for
qualitative terms. For terms indicating “small,”
“light,” or “token,” we used the minimum for
the particular category of intervention. For
“modest” or “moderate,” we substituted the me-
dian. For “large” or *heavy,” we substituted the
maximum. If no indication of size was given,
we used the median. For example, if the
United States was reported to be intervening
heavily against the yen, we would substitute
the maximum of all numeric reports of the
United States buying or selling dollars against
the yen. We then created a net transaction vari-
able for each category by multiplying the
buy/sell dummy variable by that amount. This
variable is comparable to the actual net inter-
vention variable, The minimums, maximums,
and medians for all of the reported intervention
variables are provided in table 1.

We also recorded specific mention of rumors.?
For a given country A, two types of rumors are
recorded: 1) whether country A intervened on its
own behalf, and 2) whether country A inter-
vened on behalf of country B {or whether coun-
uy B intervened on behalf of country A). In the
white noise tests that we describe below, we
either disregard the rumors (treat them as being
nonfeports) or count them (treat them the same
as other reports). The details of our treatment of
rumers and “on behalf of " transactions are de-
scribed in the appendix.

B 6 Sucha procedure would embed simultaneily into any sub-
sequent analysis of the relation between intervention and exchange rales.

W 7 This source is the most consistent of the three. While the use of
ofly 0N SOUICE May Seem 10 make our series less comprenensive than it
would otherwise be, the amount of information that we obtain lrom this
news report is greater. In addition, we avoid having Lo determine how 1o
code reports when disparities arise among different sources.

B 8 Thus, an erroneous report is ngl the same as an erroneous rumor.



TABLE 1

Minimum Median Maximum
Us. vs. $US, 35.00 150.00 600.00
US. vs. DM 60.00 118.33 250.00
US. vs. Yen 50.00 143.75 200.00

SOURCE: Authors™ calculations based on newspaper reports from January 2,
1985 to December 31, 1991

The two test statistics utilized in this article are those calcu-
lated by the SAS/ETS routine SPECTRA. They are the Kappa
(X)) statistic suggested by Fisher (1929) and the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov (K-S) statistics suggested by Bartlett (1966). Fuller
(1976) presents the:r formulas as follows
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I1l. White
Noise Tests

The white noise tests focus on the U.S. inter-
vention categories. For each reported intervention
variable, we vary the series along two dimen-
sions: First, we either count all rumors (about
whether there was intervention or ramored “on
behalf of" intervention) or discount all mimors.?
Second, we use either mimerical values or dum-
my variables. The use of dummy variables may
help to ameliorate some probiems discussed
below regarding the appropriate use of our statis-
tical technique.

Although we could see if errors in reports
of intervention were of economic significance
by comparing the impacts of actual and re-
poried intervention on exchange rates, that pro-
cedure would require us to specify a model of
the interaction between intervention and ex-
change rates. Given the multiplicity of frame-
works used to study intervention, we elected
to utilize a technique that is not model-specific:
testing for whether the differences berween re-
ported and actual intervention are white noise.
A time series is white noise if it has a mean
value equal to zero and if observations are seri-
alty uncorrelated.

The two statistics we report below are those
of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Kappa tests,
provided by the SAS/ETS (1990) version 6 rou-
tine SPECTRA. A detailed discussion of these
tests is found in Fuller (1976), pp. 282-85. The
exact calculations are described in box 1. In
our application of the tests, a finding that a se-
ries is not white noise implies that the series
contains serial correlation rather than that it
lacks a nonzero average." However, there are
some limitations as to how one can interpret
these test results.

First, the interpretation of the error equaling
zero is ambiguous because it does so whenever
1) there was no intervention and no intervention
was repotted, and 2) there was intervention that
was reported accurately. That this ambiguity is
not a desirable characteristic of our procedure
can be seen by comparing three scenarics. In one

M 9 Asanexample, consider a report that “the Federal Reserve pur-
chased 100 midlion yen, rumored fo be on behalf of the Bank of Japan.”
In a series that counts ramars, this would be entered as a purchase of yen
{sale of dollars} by the Japanese, while in the “no rumors” series, it
would count as a U.S. purchase of yen.

W 10 Utilizing the ADJMEAN option in the SPECTRA routing sets the
average of the series 1o equal 2er0.



: il Sample Period

Actual intervention

NM an Humorsd Inlmentlon-'
Number of Average
Occurrences Size

Total Buying Selling Buying Selling

US vs. $US, 204 o8 196 16034 177.74

.S vs. DM 203 61 142 11183 141.21

US. vs. Yen 185 66 119 134.73 124.25
Reported intervention

.S vs. 3US, 184 52 132 148.08 148.56

U.S. vs. DM 38 6 32 14028 108.64

0.5 vs, Yen 37 12 25 131.25 137.25
Rumored intervention

U5 vs, $US. 38 16 22 14281 140.68

US. vs. DM 4 1 3 11833 9889

UJ.S. vs. Yen 3 1 2 14375 14375
Errors in Reported Actual but  Reported but
Intervention Total Not Reported Not Actual
Reported intervention

U.S. vs, $US. 160 135 25

U.5. vs. DM 171 168 3

U.S. vs. Yen 158 153 5
Rumored intervention

U.S, vs. $US, 24

U.S, vs. DM 4

US. vs. Yen 2

Categories of intervention:

U.S. vs. $U.5.: 1S, intervention vis-a-vis unspecified cumencies, carried out

in terms of 1.5, dollars.

U.S. vs. DM: US. purchases or sales of DM in terms of U.S. dollars,
U.S. vs. Yen: ULS. purchases or sales of yen in terms of U.S. dollars,
NOTE: “Buying” and “Selling” cclumns are in terms of purchases and sales

of millions of U.S. dollars.

SOURCE: Authors’ calculations.

case, imagine a typical day in the midst of a
long period in which there was no interven-
tion and no reason to expect intervention. In
the second case, imagine that the newspapers cor-
rectly report the cessation of intervention at the
end of a period of mirbulent markets and frequent
intervention. In the third case, assurne that a non-
zero amount of intervention is comrectly reported.
In all three cases, the emror is zero, akhough differ-
ent information is provided in each case.!!

We hope to ametiorate the impact of this
factor on our result by varying the data in two

ways. First, we split the sample in half to con-
trol in part for changes in the frequency and
patterns of intervention. Second, we calculate the
errors using both dummy variables and numeric
variables. Using dummy variables will reduce the
number of errors if the newspapers seldom cor-
rectly report the amount of intervention. _

Another limitation to our procedure is that
our data may violate the maintained hypothesis
that they are generated by a continuous random
variable. Intervention either takes the value of
zero (the vast majority of days) or jumps to a
number of the magnitude of 100 (100 million
U.S. dollars). Here again, we hope that by using
dummy variables, which exhibit smaller jumps,
we reduce the impact of such discontinuities.

IV. Intervention
Data and Errors

Tables 24-2C describe the actual intervention
data, the reports of intervention, and rumored
interventions.!? The first line, “U.S, vs. $U.S.,” de-
notes U.S. purchases or sales of unspecified cur-
rencies. This includes the number of days that
the United States intervened in all currencies, in-
cluding the DM and yen, as indicated on the
next two lines.’> We use this measure in our as-
sessment of the overall accuracy of reports about
U.S. intervention, since newspaper reports often
do not specify the foreign currency in which the
United States is intervening. !4

In table 2A, we see that there were 294 actual
U.S. interventions for the full sample period, 184
reports of intervention, and 38 rumors of inter-
vention. Thus, at most, 76 percent of interven-
tions were mentioned in the newspaper ([184 +
38] /294 = 0.76). At the bottom of the table, we

B 11 This problem would be ameliorated if we were able to model
Ihe joint process governing the intervention/exchange-sale interaclion.
This process presumably will yisld an expected intervention variable and
in turn will specify Ihe significance of efrors in reported intervention on
the exchange rafe.

B 12 We compiled many more categories of reports than are ana-
lyzed in the tables, Qur comparisons were restricted to those series for
which we had actual inlervention data.

W 13 Notethat the United States sometimes intervened with more
than one cutrency within one day.

W 14 The official data are in dolfars, S0 in our comparison of re-
porled and actual intervention, we tave restricted ourselves lo reports of
dollar inlervention. Fortunately, when reports specify amounts, they indi-
calg the dollar magnitudes, eliminating the need to converl via applica-
tion of the exchange rate.



Number of Average
Occurrences Size

Total Buying Selling Buying Selling

Actual intervention

1.5, vs, $US. 100 61 30 17668 11999

U.S. vs. DM ] 33 27 11683 115.41

U.5. vs. Yen 78 53 25 130,60 6253
Reported intervention

U.S. vs. $U.S. 55 33 22 15318 138.18

U.S. vs. DM 4 2 2 11833 10917

U.S. vs. Yen 8 8 0 13203 0
Rumored intervention

U.S. vs, $U.S. 20 12 8 14042 12438

U.S. vs. DM P 0 2 0 89.17

U.S. vs. Yen 4] 0 0 0 0
Frrors in Reported Actual but  Reported but
Intervention Totat Not Reported  Not Actual
Reported intervention

.S, vs. $US. 65 55 10

U.S. vs. DM 56 56 0

U.S. vs. Yen 72 71 1
Rumored intervention

U.S. vs. §US. 13

U.S. vs. DM 2

U.S. vs Yen 0
Caregories of intervention:

U.S. vs. $U5: U.S. intervention vis-a-vis unspecified currencies, carried out
in terms of U.S. dollars.

US. vs. DM: U.S. purchases or sales of DM in terms of US. dollars.

U.S. vs. Yen: U.S. purchases or sales of yen in terms of U.S. dollars.

NOTE: “Buying” and “Selling” columns are in terms of purchases and sales
of millions of U.S. doilars.

SOURCE: Authors’ calculations.

report errors, either from comparing actual and
reported or from comparing acal and ru-
mored intervention. On the one hand, there
were 135 days on which intervention occurred
but was not reported, implying that it was re-
ported only 54 percent of the time. On the
other hand, only 25 of the 184 reports were er-
roneous (86 percent accuracy). In the case of
rumors, however, most were in error: For 24
of 38 rumors, there was no actual intervention.

Tables 2B and 2C present similar information
for the two sample halves.!® Almost twice as
much actual intervention in the U.S. vs. $U.5.
category occurred in the second half of the
sample as in the first. In the U.S. vs. DM cate-
gory, intervention was much heavier in the sec-
ond half of the sample, as the United States
shifted 1o buying DM (selling dollars). Reports
of intervention appear to capture these pat-
terns. However, in the U.S. vs. DM and U.S. vs.
yen categories, occurrences of reports fall far
short of the number of actual interventions.
This finding stands in sharp contrast to the find-
ings in the previous paragraph regarding the
U.S. vs. $U.S. category.

Table 3 presents the results of the white noise
tests, separated by whether the reported series
omits or includes rumors and by whether we use
numeric or dummy variables.'® All of the white
noise tests were performed on both the full sam-
ple and on each half of the sample. Splining the
sample is an attempt to see if the results are sen-
sitive to choosing sample periods that vary re-
garding either the intensity of intervention or its
pattern. In this case, intervention activity was
heavier during the second subsample.

Generally, with both tests, the full sample and
split samples reject the hypothesis that the time
series of errors are white noise. Thus, there are
systematic components to the differences be-
tween actual and reported intervention. For dum-
my variables, we reject the hypothesis of white
noise in all cases.

V. Summary

Mewspaper reports of central bank intervention
are often used as if they are interchangeable with
actual interverition data. Except in rare cases, ac-
wal data have become available only recentdy for
the United States, with a one-year lag. Here we
describe detailed time series culled from The Wall
Street Jorurnal and compare them (o actual inter-
vention data. We quantify qualitative reports of
intervention for all of the series. To the best of

W 15 We have also compiled analogous tables for the subperiods
January 2-December 31, 1985; January 1, 1986—February 20, 1987;
February 21, 1987—February 19. 1930; and February 20, 1990-0ctober
11, 1991. These tables are available from the authors and facilitate com-
parison wilh previous research on the effectiveness of intervention over
various subsamples.

B 16 Rumored intervention includes rumors about both *own” and
“on behalf of* intervention.



Number of Average
QOccurrences Size

Total Buying Selling Buying Selling

Actual intervention

U.S. vs, $U.S. 194 37 157 13341 192.00

US. vs. DM 143 28 115 10593 147.27

US. vs. Yen 107 13 94  151.54 140.66
Reported intervention

US. v, SUS. 129 19 110 13921 150.64

U.S. vs. DM 34 4 30 15125 108.61

U.S. vs. Yen 29 4 25 12969 137.25
Rumored intervention

U.S, vs. $US. 18 4 14 150,00 150.00

U.S. vs. DM 2 1 1 11833 11833

U.S. vs. Yen 3 1 2 14375 143.75
Errors in Reported Actual but  Reported but
Intervention Total Not Reported Not Actual

Repotted intervention

U5, vs. $UUS, 95 : 80 15
.5 vs. DM 115 112 3
U.S. vs. Yen 86 82 4
Rumored intervention
U.S. vs. $US. 11
U.S. vs. DM 2
U.S. vs. Yen 2
Categories of intervention:

U.5. vs. $US.: US. intervention vis-a-vis unspecified currencies, carried out
in terms of U.5. dollars.

U.S. vs. DM: US. purchases or sales of DM in terms of U5, dollars.

1.5 vs. Yen: 1S, purchases or sales of yen in terms of U.S. dollars.

NOTE: “Buying” and *Selling” columns are in terms of purchases and sales
of millions of U.5. dollars.

SOURCE: Authors' caleulations.

our knowledge, this is the first such treatment
of qualitative reports.

Whether we examine numeric values or dum-
my variables, count or discount rumors, or split
the sampie, we find that there usually are system-
atic components in the differences between the
actual and reported intervention series. While the
economic significance of any such differences is
unclear, we believe that these findings may have
important implications for understanding the sig-
naling mechanism of intervention. If the newspa-
per reports reflect the markets” final assessment
of intervention activity, then reporting errors im-
ply that the market (with the exception of the
intervention counterparties) is misinformed and
that intervention is unlikely to signal monetary
policy accurately.



White Noise Tests for Errars
in Reported Intervention .
First Half: Second Half:
January 2, 1985- May 23, 1988-
Full Sample May 20, 1988 October 11, 1991

Variable X K-S N K K-$ N K K-$ N
No Rumors . _ | . )

US. vs. DM 35.3842"  0.2656° 884 1029777 0.1936% 442 275159" 0.29164 442

US. vs. Yen 397927 0.4142° 884 203109° 03673 442 30.1626° 04367" 442
With Rumors ) ) ) , :

U.S. vs. DM 33.6817%  (.2988" 884 86115  0.1834° 442 27.2551"  0.2897° 442

U.S. vs. Yen 434343 04120 884  2020%6° 03677 442 327564° 04319 442
Dummy Variables
No Rumors ) o ) . )

US. vs. DM 55.6083°  0.3180° 884 22.2064"  02790" 442 357343°  0.33d0" 442

U.S. vs, Yen 589862 0.3472° 884 394540 0.3814° 442 274339 0.3069° 442
With Rumors ) . . . )

U8, vs. DM $3.2813"  0.3035" 884  207967"  0.2550" 442 34.9908"  0.3275° 442

US. vs. Yen 626117 0.3479° 884  30.1464"  0.3866° 442 324126 03013 442
Caregories of intervention:

1.5, vs, DM:  US. purchases or sales of DM in terms of U.S. dollars.
U.5. vs. Yen: U.S. purchases or sales of yen in 1erms of U.3. dollars.
NOTE: &= number of chservations. Fos K and K-8, see box 1.

a. Significant at the $ percent levei,

b. Significant at the 10 percent level.

SQOURCE: Authors calculations,

]
Appendix

Treatment of
Rumots and
“On Behalf of”
Intervention

We created two sets of variables from the re-
ported intervention data: The first treats all ru-
mors as true, and the second trears all rumors
as false. The first step in the creation of both
data sets was the formulation of the net dollar
transaction variables for each category of inter-
vention. For the 1.8, intervention categories,
this variable is equal to the amount variable,
which is always non-negative, multiplied by
the buy/sell dummy variable.

To compare reported and actual interven-
tion data, we must ransfer intervention that
was reporied as being on behalf of another
country to that particular country. For exam-
ple, if the United States actually purchased yen

on behalf of Japan, the data that we receive
from the Federal Reserve’s Board of Governors
will attribute such intervention to Japan rather
than to the United States. To accomplish this
adjustment, we created two variables for each
country, FOR1 and FOR2. FOR1 equals 1 if the
country intervened on behalf of another coun-
try. FOR2 equals the number of countries re-
ported 1o be intervening on its behalf.

There is also is a third dummy variable,
FORRUMOR, which equals 1 if intervention by
the country was rumored to be on behalf of an-
other country. To create the data set in which
all rumors are considered true (false), we trans-
ferred (did not transfer) all of the intervention
that was rumored to be on behalf of ancther
country. Additional details regarding these pro-
cedures are available from the authors.
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