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Introduction. Combined Monetary Frameworks

Any specific type of monetary framework can be thought of as providing a commitment
technology. In the “first best”, a stable equilibrium is achieved in an environment without
any kind of distortions or rigidities (ie, prices and quantities adjust freely, costlessly and
immediately, there are no market frictions of any kind, etc). Monetary policy “surprises”
have no short or long run effects, since inflation expectations always equal their realisations.

Nevertheless, if rigidities do exist (such as multi-period work contracts with rigid nominal
wages, “menu costs” or staggered prices adjustments), policy “surprises” would have
potential short-run real effects. In such a framework, even if it is optimal for a policy maker
to commit ex ante, it is not optimal to commit ex post (for the classic reference on the so-
called “time inconsistency problem”, see Barro and Gordon, 1983). Forward-looking agents
incorporate such possibility in their expectations, yielding an outcome of higher inflation
without even short-run output gains: this is the so-called “inflation bias” of a discretionary
policy regime. One of the ways to correct this bias is through a “commitment” or a “rule”
technology: the use of a credible monetary policy rule applied by a conservative and
independent monetary authority is called a “commitment” equilibrium2 (see Rogoff, 1985).

The resulting one shot-game eliminates the “inflation bias” and the “stabilisation bias”3,
thus mimicking the “second best” solution on a static context. Nevertheless, on a
dynamic setting, both biases re-appear on Rogoff’s solution (see Walsh, 1995). However,
as Svensson (1997) shows, a monetary authority that acts as a combination of a Rogoff-
type independent central bank with a non-negative (ie asymmetric) inflation-targeting
rule would successfully eliminate both the inflation and the stabilisation bias,
successfully mimicking, therefore, the attainable “second best” equilibrium. Therefore,
the introduction of an explicit monetary or inflation target (inflation is generally considered
a superior target, due to its timely production, easy understanding by the domestic economic
agents and its full incorporation of all available information in a single indicator) in the
monetary authority’s loss function is one way to achieve the results of a “second-best”
commitment-type equilibrium through this “constrained discretion” mechanism (see
Mishkin, 2000).

The exchange rate framework, of course, must be set in a consistent fashion with the
monetary framework. In a currency board mechanism this consistency is simple and
automatic – monetary policy is completely (in a pure currency board) endogenous to the
arrangement4, since the monetary base must equal at least the amount of reserves held by the
monetary authority, being therefore a framework completely determined by the exchange

2Of course, a currency board arrangement (CBA) is just a commitment mechanism that transfers the solution of the
“time inconsistency problem” to the policy makers of the nation that the currency is pegged to.
3The theoretical possibility of a monetary authority to care “too little” about output stabilisation (informally known as
the “inflation nutter” scenario). The current dispute about setting an explicit non-negative inflation target for the Bank
of Japan, which only became institutionally independent from the Japanese Ministry of Finance back in 1998, partially
reflects such concerns, and gives them empirical relevance. Due to a continuous deflationary process, Japan is mired in
a classic Keynesian “liquidity trap”, and it is argued that above zero inflation caused by a deliberate monetary
expansion would make monetary policy effective again.
4On the other hand, fiscal policy is not automatically endogenised by this arrangement, and can place a serious strain on
its sustainability, as the collapse of Argentina’s CBA so clearly shows.
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rate arrangement. On the other hand, a pure float regime (under the assumption of free
movement of capital) is necessary for the effectiveness of an active monetary policy5.

Working within such an implicit theoretical referential, Kuttner and Posen (2001)
perform a combined empirical analysis of central bank independence, announced targets
and exchange rate regimes for a large set of developed and developing countries in a post
Bretton Woods time sample. They estimate that a set-up combining a free float, an
independent monetary authority and inflation targeting yields an outcome that mimics the
price stabilisation advantages of a hard peg without its drawbacks in terms of “extreme”
nominal6 events (like very large devaluations), which could imply that a move from one
framework to the other would be welfare improving in a Pareto sense. The aim of the
current paper is to verify whether such an outcome is also observed in the sub-sample of
accession countries (not covered by the Kuttner and Posen study). If so, the policy
implications can be non-trivial, as the choice of the exchange rate regime in the pre-
accession period is left virtually to the individual countries themselves. Given that
possibility, a country should obviously strive to choose the combined arrangement that
would increase its aggregate welfare (this being eventually measured by a simple loss
function that would encompass a set of nominal and real variables, being the “usual
suspects” inflation and GDP).

Therefore, this paper tries to empirically evaluate which, among the combined exchange
rate and institutional frameworks available for the accession countries during the period
until full euro area membership, would seem to deliver better results in terms of level and
variability of such a set of variables, using a simple and transparent framework. In this
way, the paper hopes to generate a non-trivial input into the ongoing policy formulation
debate that will be relevant not only to a single, specific country, but, potentially at least,
to all nations involved in the process of enlargement. Namely, the aim is to verify
whether the assumed superiority of more rigid exchange rate regimes in terms of nominal
volatility compared to more flexible regimes is observed considering combined
frameworks.

The first Chapter of the paper gives a brief description of the current exchange rate
arrangements of the accession countries (a fuller description of their combined
frameworks is provided in Annex 1). The second Chapter gives a description of the
estimation framework and the data used, followed by the estimation results. The paper
ends with a conclusion.

5This is one of the essential insights of the so-called “Mundell-Fleming” model, which is basically the
formalisation of the Keynesian IS/LM framework in an open economy setting.
6The explicit assumption in their work is that monetary or exchange rate arrangements have only nominal
effects, and that real variables – like growth rates – are determined, on the long run, by the factor
endowments and production technology, as well as by the business cycle on the middle to short run.
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1. Monetary and Exchange Rate Frameworks of the Accession Countries

Contrary to the usual perception of a smorgasbord of exchange rate regimes among
accession countries7, it could be said that a movement towards a “two-corner” solution, ie
either hard-pegs/CBAs or floats (see Table 1 below, a more complete description is to be
found in Annex 1), is the current observed outcome amongst these countries, which
matches a similar world-wide trend (see Fischer, 2001).

Table 1. Exchange rate arrangements of the accession countries

Countries Currency Exchange rate regime Date of
Introduction

Bulgaria Lev Currency board (anchor is the Euro). July 1997
Czech Republic Koruna Float with DIT May 1997
Estonia Kroon Currency board (anchor is the Euro). June 1992
Hungary Forint Float with DIT October 2001

Latvia Lats
Peg with the IMF’s Special Drawing Rights
(SDR), with narrow intervention bands (+/-
1%)

February 1994

Lithuania Litas Currency board (anchor is the Euro) February 2002
Poland Zloty Float with DIT April 2000
Romania Leu Float August 1992
Slovakia Koruna Float October 1998
Slovenia Tolar Float October 1991

Sources: Vinhas de Souza and Hölscher, 2001b

The exception was Hungary who, after its decision to expand the fluctuation band of its
sliding peg regime to ±15 (the same range in the ERM-2) on 3 May, 2001, announced a
float coupled with a DIT framework to be effective by 1 October of the same year,
following similar decisions taken by Poland in 2000, and by the Czech Republic already
in 1997.

Nevertheless, the path to the current quasi two-corner solution is littered by the ghosts of
several kinds of exchange rate and monetary frameworks past (see Annex 1), which
enables the construction of a time series dimension of such arrangements.

7The paper concentrates only on the Central Eastern European and Baltic accession countries sub-set,
namely, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia and
Slovenia.
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2. Data and Estimations

The estimation work will “map” the variability of the chosen variable to be analysed to
the relevant components of the combined framework as described in Chapter 1 (namely,
exchange rate framework, targeting framework and level of independence of the
monetary authority).

Any estimation performed on the set of countries that this work addresses faces some
obvious difficulties. The time series are notoriously short (in most cases do not make
sense, or the series are just not available before 1992, given the recent independence of
some of the countries) and are clearly non-stationary. They are buffeted by the initial
nominal and real shocks related to the transition process that happened in different
countries at different moments, and by what could be classified as “common external
shocks”, such as the Russian Crisis in the second half of 1998 and the “oil shock” of
1999–2000.

The time dimension problem is minimised by using higher frequency series available for
most of the variables of interest to us here. Those series are matched as closely as
possible with regime dummies, following whenever possible the classification used by
Kuttner and Posen (2001), ibidem, from now on indicated as KP.

The Central Bank Independence (CBI) dummies were constructed using national Central
Bank laws (available from their web sites) and their changes through time as a reference8.
As KP indicates, from the usual criteria found in CBI indices, two tend to stick out in
terms of their significance: the appointment and dismissal procedures of the head of
monetary authority and the prohibition (or otherwise) of monetary financing of
government debt. Here, those two are also used to classify the institutions either as
partially independent (at least one of them is present) or independent (both are present)9.
The stylised path of CBI levels in the accession countries can be described as almost
monotonically increasing, starting from an already relatively high level (it must be
remembered that the independence of monetary authority is actually one of the famous
Maastricht Criteria).

The Targeting Regime dummies used here differentiate between narrow money targets
(M0/M1), broad money targets (M2/M3), and an explicit inflation target (be it either CPI,
as in Poland, or a “net inflation” one, as in the Czech case).

8Cukierman et al (2001) produces an updated version of their famous index, now in terms of a yearly series for the
period 1989–1998 that includes all countries in our sample, adding a time dimension to their analysis. One of their
conclusions is that no level of CBI would have been able to have averted the inflationary jumps associated with the on-
set of world price levels in the beginning of “transition”. See also Loungani and Sheets (1997) and Äimä (1998).
9Contrary to earlier versions of this work, this differentiation also applies to currency boards, which would enable us to
differentiate the eventual credibility effects linked to high-independence CBAs – like the Estonian case, when
compared to partially independent CBAs – like the Lithuanian case. Anyway, as Hallerberg and Vinhas de Souza
(1999) point out, the CBI indices for the accession countries tend to show rather high values, which is due to one of the
requirements of the so-called Maastricht Criteria.
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Finally, the exchange rate regime dummies distinguish between four de jure10

classifications possible: CBA, hard pegs, aggregate that encompasses sliding pegs, target
zones and shifting baskets, and floats11.

The data was taken from the IMF/IFS series, for the period from February 1989 (Hungary
was an early reformer) to May 2001. The (heteroscedasticity-consistent) regressions will
be done upon an unbalanced panel on “calendar” time12, given that the individual national
series have different time dimensions.

The general form of the equation(s) to be estimated for all series is given below. It
corresponds to KP’s exchange rate variability equation:
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where V is the dependent variable, indexed for country n and period i, and the α’s are the
coefficients of the country and time varying dummies (namely, dummies for floating
regime – Float, currency board – CBA, sliding peg – SPeg, hard peg – HPeg, narrow
money target – TargetMN, broad money target – TargetMB, inflation target – TargetIR,
high level of institutional independence of the monetary authority – CBIT, and a low
level of institutional independence of the monetary authority – CBIP). This same
equation is estimated for all the series in order to enable a direct comparison of the
results.

The set of variables is estimated in terms of their levels, but also on several “variability”
measures, namely in terms of their standard deviations, the 90% standard deviations (ie,
excluding the extreme 5% realisations on both sides of the distribution) to measure
eventual non-linearities of the frameworks in different portions of the distribution, the
coefficient of skewness (which is a measure of asymmetry of the distribution of a series

10Certain studies stress the difference between de facto and de jure regimes. This distinction is particularly common in
the “fear of float” literature (see Calvo and Reinhart (2000), for a recent review). This is usually assessed by comparing
the volatility of the exchange rate with the volatility of reserves but, as indicated by KP, just a de jure announcement is
expected to have effects in terms of the expectations of the private agents.
11Eurosation is one policy option that is not analysed it this framework, because no accession country has used it so far.
This was discussed separately in the previous versions of this work. Nevertheless, given its potential importance, the
author of the paper strongly suggests a specific research effort to be devoted to this subject.
12Alternative estimations involving an adjustment for “transition time” were discarded by this author. In Bakanova at al
(2001) ibid, this author estimates cross country “growth-regressions” for all the “transition” economies in Europe, both
in “calendar” and in “transition” time, and the results do not differ in any significant manner. The reason is obvious: the
further away you are from the onset of the transformation process, the less relevant such a distinction becomes.
Alternatively, another way to deal with that would be to use a shorter, more recent sample; to adjust for initial shocks
related to the onset of “transition” and the “transition time” asymmetry. The author of the present research has done this
in earlier versions of the paper. However, it presented problems, as indicated in previous sections, all the economies in
our set were being buffeted by a series of common shocks in the 1997–2000 period: the Asian crisis, the Russian crisis
and the energy shocks of 1999–2000. Due to that, some of the results were of very counterintuitive interpretation.
Besides, one of the regressions (the GDP quarterly regression at the end of this section) just could not be estimated in
this shorter sample. Decisively, the longer sample used here should be understood as a better approximation of the true
long-run values of the parameters.
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around its mean) and the coefficient of kurtosis13 (which measures the “peakness” or
“flatness” of a series, when compared to a normal distribution).

An e-mail discussion with Kenneth Kuttner clarified that the process in KP for the
calculation of all their “variability” series used a sample that remained constant while all
the elements of the framework remained unchanged. The author of the present paper
decided to use a centred “sliding sample” of two, three and four observations for the
estimation, respectively, of the standard deviation(s), skewness and kurtosis series, for
both theoretical and practical reasons. From the theory side, the conceptual underpinnings
that could lead one to assume that “variability” should remain constant within any given
framework seemed unclear. From the empirical side, the use of such an assumption
would lead one to miss the “spikes” observed during episodes like the Asian and Russian
crises, that should contain important information about the properties of the
arrangements. Additionally, for countries with essentially unchanged frameworks during
the sample like, for instance, Estonia the process used by KP would generate series that
would be, for all practical purposes, constant terms to be used as the dependent variables
in our estimations. Finally and decidedly, using individual observations for each
unchanged framework period would yield a sample where the number of observations
would be roughly similar to the number of regressors with the associated problems of
degrees of freedom for the estimations.

13The standard deviation s is calculated here as
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2.1. Nominal variables

2.1.1. Exchange Rates

The monthly series of changes in the average monthly exchange rate of the national
currency to USD (with the exception of Lithuania, where DEM was used) were used in
the estimations14; negative movements indicate appreciation, positive ones depreciation.

As can be seen from the estimation results in Table 2, Annex 2, in terms of changes,
floats lead to the highest significant degree of depreciation, while other institutional
components (namely, targeting frameworks) seem to be able to almost fully counteract
this tendency. On the other hand, central bank independence seems to actually increase it.
In terms of their full standard deviations, the highest volatility is indeed observed in a
float, while the lowest is associated with a sliding peg, which is partially counteracted by
certain types of targeting frameworks, especially by inflation targeting. When using 90%
standard deviations, the point estimates are roughly similar for both the float, which still
has the highest value, and the CBA, but the lowest value is actually associated with the
hard peg, and an inflation-targeting framework would actually increase the variability.
Considering the skew, the significant coefficients on float and hard pegs are rather
similar, and the institutional framework could offset most of those tendencies. In terms of
kurtosis, the only significant coefficient is associated with an inflation-targeting
framework: given that it is negative, it may be assumed that it could be used to partially
counteract a “peaked” distribution.

In terms of general conclusions, it could be said that any assumed substantial advantage
in terms of lower variability associated with more rigid regimes is not observed, when the
combined framework is taken into consideration. It is also worth mentioning that most of
the gains are associated with targeting frameworks, not with the independence level of
the monetary authority.

Of course, the above conclusion comes from the implicit assumption that the effects
associated with the individual components of a joint framework would be additive15. To
test this, individual elements are estimated in an “interactive dummy framework”, to
estimate the joint effects of the relevant combinations of frameworks. As can be seen
from the results of the estimation in Table 3 (see Annex 2), this is indeed the case: the
individual elements do show “additive” properties, besides their individual effects. Floats
combined with inflation targeting and a high degree of independence would yield similar
results in terms of changes in levels of the exchange rate to a high independence CBA:
both are among the lowest coefficients of level variability. The same “dampening” effect
on the volatility of the float towards the levels of more rigid regimes is observed in terms
of standard deviations, both for the full and 90% series.

14KP also use nominal rates, due to the same data problem faced in this study: the lack of complete monthly real
effective exchange rate series for all the countries in the sample.
15The author of the present paper thanks Űlo Kaasik for making this point.
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Given the availability of some monthly nominal and real effective exchange rate index
series – NEEXR and REEXR for, respectively, 7 and 8 of the countries in the sample
(Latvia, Lithuania and Slovenia were the countries excluded from the nominal effective
series, and Latvia and Slovenia from the real effective series), provided by the IMF/IFS
database and by the national central banks, they were also used for some limited
estimations. It must be noted that some of the included series had a somewhat reduced
temporal dimension, so those results should be examined with care: they are presented in
Tables 4 to 7, in Annex 2.

In terms of level changes for NEEXR in Table 4 (see Annex 2, note that here a stable
level would correspond to 100), floats are associated with depreciation, and CBA with a
substantially larger appreciation, while inflation target and full central bank independence
can counteract this. Considering the standard deviations, floats indeed show the highest
deviation, but total CBI would counteract this. However, not to the point where it would
surpass a CBA or a sliding peg, the best performers (note also the relative greater
improvement of CBA with 90% standard deviations, an indication of the more rigid
regime bias to “extreme events”). The additive regressions in Table 5 (see Annex 2)
confirm those results (the almost completely stable NEEXR with a float cum CBI and
DIT is noteworthy, as is the rather small standard deviation “advantage” of a more rigid
regime).

For REEXR level series in Table 6 (see Annex 2), it is worth mentioning that a float, as
one could expect, per se, is almost all that is necessary for a stable real exchange rate
(while CBAs are associated with the highest level of depreciation), and that CBI and DIT
partially counteract each other’s effects. In terms of standard deviations, the highest value
is associated with CBA and the lowest with sliding pegs, the float variation can be almost
totally counteracted by full CBI with a targeting framework (again, the use of 95%
standard deviations shows the larger relative improvement of stricter regimes, confirming
the tendency to “extreme events” of those arrangements). The additivity assumption in
Table 7 (see Annex 2) is confirmed as statistically significant, and supports the previous
results.

As a general conclusion for the block of tested exchange rate series – nominal, nominal
effective or real effective, the assumed advantage of more rigid regimes in terms of
variability is not empirically observed.

2.1.2. Inflation16

Here, monthly CPI series were used as the dependent nominal variable. As the results of
the estimation in Table 8, Annex 2 indicate, in terms of levels, floats lead to a marginally
higher inflation level than a CBA, but the lowest inflation is actually associated with
pegs, while other institutional components (namely, inflation targeting and CBI) would
seem to be able to almost fully counteract it. In terms of their full standard deviations, the
highest volatility is indeed observed in a float, but is only marginally greater than the one

16KP do their estimations in terms of CPI level and “persistence”.
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in a CBA, the lowest is associated with a peg, but this can be partially counteracted by
the CBI level; when using the 90% standard deviations, the float still has the highest
value and the CBA the lowest, and a targeting framework (especially inflation targeting)
would decrease the variability. Considering the skew, the significant coefficients of float,
CBA and pegs are rather similar: the CBI institutional framework would actually increase
those tendencies, but targeting frameworks could contain it. In terms of kurtosis, the
picture is rather similar.

The conclusion is that the assumed advantage in terms of lower variability associated
with more rigid regimes is not clearly registered, and, again, most of the gains in terms of
volatility reduction are associated with targeting frameworks, not necessarily with the
independence level of the monetary authority.

As Table 9 indicates (see Annex 2), the “additive” assumption is confirmed once again.
Floats combined with inflation targeting and a high degree of independence would yield
the lowest average inflation (the large negative significant coefficient for the float with
money targeting and a partial degree of independence is difficult to interpret) and the
lowest standard deviations, both for the full and 90% series, while the lowest skew and
one of the lowest excess kurtosis are associated with the combination that includes
monetary targeting.

2.1.3. Interest Rates17

Estimating the same equation for the real interest rate18 we get the results listed in Table
10, Annex 2. In terms of levels floats lead to the highest interest rate levels, and pegs to
the lowest, while the other components (namely, inflation targeting and CBI) would seem
to be able to substantially reduce it. Considering their full standard deviations, the highest
volatility is, by far, observed in a float, but this can be partially counteracted by inflation
targeting framework. When using the 90% standard deviations, the float still has the
highest value and the CBA the lowest, and inflation targeting would still decrease the
variability substantially. Considering the skew, the lowest significant coefficient is on the
float, the CBI institutional framework would actually increase those tendencies, but
targeting frameworks could contain it. In terms of kurtosis, the picture is rather similar.

As Table 11 shows (see Annex 2), the “additive” assumption is again confirmed. Floats
combined with inflation targeting and a high degree of independence would yield the
lowest positive real interest rates and the lowest standard deviations and the lowest skew,
but the lowest excess kurtosis is associated with CBA, followed by the float cum CBI
cum IT.

So far, the set of nominal variables confirms, with surprisingly robust results, the
outcome of KP: considering a combined framework, stricter regimes do not necessarily

17KP use the interest rate forward premium in their estimations, the data is not available for most accession countries.
18“Real Interest Rate” is defined here as just the lending rate in time t minus the consumer price inflation realised also
on time t. No consistent series of “expected inflation” would be available for all countries throughout the whole sample.
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outperform the floating ones, neither in terms of level nor variability (regardless of the
exclusion or inclusion of extreme events). Table 2 provides a quick comparison of some
results from our previous estimations with similar ones from KP’s (which are the
coefficients within brackets, below the coefficients estimated from the accession
countries’ sample). For exchange rate and CPI, most of the observed results have at least
the same sign (and most of the results with different signs are not statistically significant),
and some point estimates, like the ones for exchange rate and CPI level changes, are
strikingly similar. This is truly remarkable, given the differences in size, composition and
time dimension of both samples.

Table 2
Exchange rate: depreciation and variance measures CPI

change standard
deviation

standard
deviation

90%

skewness kurtosis level

Float 1.63*
(1.24*)

2.33*
(5.5*)

1.36*
(7.1*)

0.28**
(0.36*)

0.43
(0.39*)

3.40*
(3.01*)

CBA -0.20
(-0.22**)

1.35*
(-5.2*)

1.26*
(-7.0**)

0.11
(-0.15)

-0.07
(-0.25)

3.42*
(-2.08)

Inflation target -1.63*
(-0.09)

-0.44*
(-0.9)

0.45*
(-0.40)

0.09
(-0.10)

-0.70***
(-0.17)

-1.17***
(-1.14***)

Total CB
independence

0.48***
(-0.13***)

0.20**
(-1.9***)

-0.13
(-0.30)

-0.26***
(-0.19***)

-0.37
(-0.10)

-1.74*
(-1.44*)

Partial CB
independence

0.77*
(-0.06)

0.09
(-2.1*)

0.01
(0.60)

-0.24**
(-0.18**)

-0.08
(-0.20)

-2.37*
(-0.75***)

* Significant at the 1% level, ** significant at the 5% level; *** significant at the 10% level

2.2. Real variables19

One of the underlying assumptions of the previous estimations was that nominal
frameworks, as the ones analysed here, would only have effects in terms of nominal
variables. Nevertheless, several works do try to assess the effects of exchange rate
frameworks on growth rates (for an empirical estimation, see Ghosh et al, 1997, for a
model-based simulation for the accession countries, see Vinhas de Souza and Ledrut,
2001c). Albeit it is not clear, a priori, why and through which channels a nominal
mechanism would have persistent effects on real variables’ growth paths (indeed the studies
above tend to find that the differences in growth performance of different regimes tend to be
non-significant), a recent work by Levy-Yeyati and Sturzenegger (2001) found consistent
positive growth effects from float regimes, using modified Barro-type “growth equations”20.

19In this section, the IMF/IFS series were complemented with data from the Vienna Institute for Comparative
International Studies (WIIW).
20Those effects are completely due to the developing countries in their sample (which includes all the accession
countries, with the exception of Hungary), and the results are robust to the introduction of, among other tests, regional
dummies.
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On the other hand, and far less controversially, one of the major assumed advantages
associated with floating regimes is indeed their assumed capacity to smooth or cushion
shocks, which would indicate that they might affect the variability of real variables21.

Therefore, as a consistency test, the framework above was extended to real series. Given
that we are dealing with monthly and quarterly data, the effects could be understood as the
short-run effects of the framework on their level and variability.

2.2.1. Unemployment

As the first of the two real variable series, monthly unemployment series were used. A
series of provisos must be made here concerning the data in this section: all the countries
in the sample suffered massive productive dislocations with the onset of transition,
leading to high and, in some cases, due to skills mismatch, persistent unemployment
levels. Also, ethnic and linguistic concerns, especially in the Baltic countries, may
contribute to above equilibrium unemployment levels while, on the other hand, the
official registered unemployment series may likely suffer from a downward bias (see
IMF, 2001 (b)). Finally, this is a shorter sample, starting only in January 1991.

Estimating the same equation as before for the unemployment rate we get the results in
Table 12, Annex 2. In terms of levels, floats lead to the highest unemployment levels and
CBAs to the lowest (perhaps as an indication that one of the assumed mechanisms to
underpin the sustainability of a currency board, namely, flexible labour markets, is indeed
present in those countries), while inflation targeting frameworks would be able to reduce
it, and CBI would actually increase it. The significant standard deviations are rather small
and similar across regimes, with some targeting frameworks increasing it, and CBI
decreasing it. Considering the skew and the kurtosis, the picture is similar. As Table 13
indicates (see Annex 2), the “additive” assumption is once again confirmed, and here, the
assumed variability advantages of more flexible regimes are more strongly observed.

Nevertheless, in terms of a general conclusion, the prior of a worst employment
variability performance of more rigid regimes as compared to floats is, perhaps
surprisingly, not clearly confirmed.

21The “shock-isolation” capabilities of a float regime can be intuitively demonstrated in a simple IS–LM analytical
framework (see Visser & Smits (1995)). Both foreign demand and foreign price shocks are cushioned by a floating
exchange rate. Nevertheless, a foreign interest rate shock is cushioned neither by a float nor by a peg, but the shock
works in opposite directions (in a float, a fall in the “world” interest rates cause a capital inflow and an appreciation of
the exchange rate, leading the IS curve to shift to the left, and conversely, in a hard peg regime). However, in case of
the float, an active monetary policy can be used as an effective instrument by the domestic policy maker (those
conclusions are derived under the assumption of full capital mobility).
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2.2.2. GDP

As the second of our two real variable series, quarterly GDP series were used. A proviso
that not all countries produce quarterly GDP data applies here as well, so for half of our
sample (Hungary, Poland, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia) industrial production series
were used instead. As is known, industrial production can be a rather unreliable proxy for
GDP. Those nominal series are turned into real series (using the CPI as a deflator) which
are turned into indices’ series; their natural logs are used as the dependent variable on our
regressions.

Estimating the same equation for the “GDP” series, we get the results in Table 14, Annex
2: in terms of levels, CBAs slightly outperform all other regimes, but the use of inflation
targeting would more than fully compensate this difference. Standard deviations, on the
other hand, are substantially smaller under a float, with inflation targeting increasing it
somewhat, but this is counteracted by the institutional framework. Considering the skew,
the float is the highest, but some targeting frameworks and CBI can control this. In terms
of the kurtosis, inflation targeting could help a float approach a normal distribution. The
“dummy interaction” estimations mostly support those results (see Table 15 in Annex 2).

As a conclusion, the variability and level of our “GDP” series does seem to be,
respectively, smaller and greater under more flexible regimes. Therefore, here the usual
priors about the regimes do seem to have been confirmed22.

22A question not addressed here is that smaller, less diversified, more open economies could have a greater GDP
variability than larger, more closed ones, regardless of the type of combined framework used. This question arises due
to the fact that, in our sample, after the initial widespread use of external anchors, only the smaller economies
consistently used harder regimes. Such a “endogenous” hypothesis could be tested with a larger set of countries.
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Conclusions

The aim of this work was to assess whether a combined framework that included the
exchange rate arrangement, the institutional set-up of the monetary authority and the
existence of different types of targeting frameworks would yield differences in terms of
level and variability of a set of nominal and real variables in a sample made of the
accession countries, following the methodology developed by Kuttner and Posen (2001).

The results of the present analysis confirm most of the results obtained by KP.
Considering a combined framework with the three elements above, the assumed
advantages of more rigid exchange rate regimes in terms of, if not the level, then at least
the variability of the series like exchange rate changes, inflation and interest rates, when
compared with floating regimes, is no longer observed.

In addition to the work carried out by KP, one of the fundamental underlying assumption
in their conclusions is the “additivity” of the significant effects estimated for the
individual component of a combined framework (which they do not test). This was
assessed via the use of “interactive dummy models”, which assumed that the additive
nature of individual effects is indeed found to be statistically significant in those
estimations (which can be due to the average high level of CBI amongst the countries in
our sample).

Most of the gains in the reduction of the variability can be linked to the use of targeting
frameworks, especially inflation targeting. The level of independence of a monetary
authority is also a significant element in terms of the effects of the arrangement.
However, given that the credibility effects associated with it can also be achieved within
the institutional set-up of more rigid regimes, the additional gains registered by the more
flexible regimes must come from the targeting mechanism.

In another addition to KP’s work, this paper also estimated the effects of the combined
frameworks in the level and variance of a set of real variables. The results here are less
strong than the ones for the nominal set, mostly due to data problems, but at least
partially the traditional assumption of a smaller real volatility associated with more
flexible regimes seems to be confirmed.

Taken together, the conclusion from the estimations with both sets of nominal and real
variables is that it would be Pareto-improving for an economy to switch from a stricter
regime to a more flexible one – if that change were coupled with CBI and DIT, given that
no losses would be incurred in terms of nominal variability, and gains would be observed
in terms of real variability.

Nevertheless, to derive hard policy conclusions from this set of estimations is a more
problematic proposition. To start with general questions, the data is rather limited in
terms of time and has several shortcomings, as indicated previously. Also, the sample
uses a very specific set of countries in a very particular moment in their histories. Of
course, the broader conclusions are strikingly similar to the KP conclusions, derived from
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a much larger set of countries with a much longer time sample, so their overall robustness
can be assumed. It is also assumed that countries can actually choose their exchange rate
framework, ie this is not endogenously determined by structural factors such as size,
productive structure, etc (for a recent work that supports this “endogenous” view, see
Poirson (2001)). On the other hand, another “endogenous” view, and one that actually
underpins the current EU integration efforts, would see the structure as endogenous to the
policy choice, so an arrangement that may not be optimal ex ante becomes optimal ex
post (see Frankel and Rose (1997)). Also, some of the observed outcomes may be due to
non-considered factors (like labour market institutions, the size and openness of the
economy and a worldwide environment of low inflation during most of the 1990s).
Perhaps more fundamentally, the conclusion about the net Pareto-improving nature of a
switch of frameworks does not assume any kind of eventual costs associated with the
changeover. It is very easy to conceive that credibility losses could be, under certain
circumstances, incurred during the regime change, preventing the country in question
from achieving the expected gains. Of course, any credibility losses leading to eventual
speculative attacks would arise not from the regime switch per se, but from wrong policy
mixes or fundamentals perceived as unsustainable by market agents, which would have
negative effects under any type of combined frameworks.

Also, on sheer operational terms, the effectiveness of a DIT framework hangs on the
stability of the transmission mechanism of monetary policy, ie on functioning financial
markets, and on the availability of an effective model to forecast inflation in an
economy23, as well as on the openness and transparency of the whole procedure to
economic agents, so that they can understand and anticipate monetary policy actions24.
Therefore, no economy during the early stages of the transition process would have been
able to successfully implement a DIT framework25. However, “transition” started a full
decade ago26, and the conditions are plainly there in a growing subset of the accession
countries for its effective introduction.

The conclusion must be that, at least as a policy option, a float coupled with an inflation-
targeting framework administered by a credible and independent monetary authority
should not be dismissed a priori.

23Given that monetary policy actions feed into the wider economy with a lag that can be as long as 18–24 months, in
practical terms, inflation targeting means inflation forecast targeting.
24This, of course, also implies that the private agents must “know the model” which a monetary authority uses.
25For some works on DIT in the accession countries, see Christoffersen and Wescott (1999) and Orlowski (2001) and
(2000).
26And, for some authors, has effectively ended, at least for the accession countries: see Gros and Suhrcke (2000) and
Weder (2001). This author actually agrees with this notion, which explains his reluctance to use the term “transition”.



17

References

Äimä, K. (1998) Central Bank Independence in the Baltic Countries. Review of
Economies in Transition No 3, Bank of Finland.

Arora, V., Jeanne, O. (2001) Economic Integration and the Exchange Rate Regime: Some
Lessons from Canada. IMF Policy Discussion Paper, PDP/01/1, Washington D.C.

Avramov, R. (1999) The Role of a Currency Board in Financial Crises: The Case of
Bulgaria. Discussion Papers, DP/6/1999, Bulgarian National Bank.

Barro, R., Gordon, D. (1983) Rules, Discretion and Reputation in a Model of Monetary
Policy. Journal of Monetary Economics, 12(1), pp 101–21.

Batiz, L., Amadou, N. (2000) Currency Boards, Credibility and Macroeconomic
Behavior. IMF Working Papers, WP/00/97, Washington D.C.

Calvo, G., Reinhart, C. (2000) Fear of Floating. NBER Working Paper No W7993,
November.

Christoffersen, P., Wescott, R. (1999) Is Poland Ready for Inflation Targeting? IMF
Working Papers No WP/99/41.

Cukierman, A., Miller, G., Neyapti, B. (2001) Central bank Reform, Liberalization and
Inflation in Transition Economies – An International Perspective. CEPR Discussion
Paper Series No 2808, London.

Debelle, D. (1997) Inflation Targeting in Practice. IMF Working Papers, WP/97/35,
Washington D.C.

De Haan, J., Berger, H., van Frassen, E. (2000) How to Reduce Inflation: An Independent
Central Bank or a Currency Board? The Experience of the Baltic Countries. Groningen,
The Netherlands.

ECOFIN. (2000) Report By the (ECOFIN) Council to the European Council in Nice on
the Exchange Rate Aspects of Enlargement. ECOFIN 320, ENLARG 173, 8 November.

European Commission. (2001) Composite Paper, EC, Brussels.

European Commission. (2000) Composite Paper, EC, Brussels.

European Commission. (1999) Composite Paper, EC, Brussels.

European Commission. (1998) Composite Paper, EC, Brussels.

European Commission. (1997) Agenda 2000, EC, Brussels.



18

Frankel, J., Rose, A. (1997) Is EMU More Justifiable Ex-post Than Ex-ante? European
Economic Review, 41 (3–5), pp 753–760.

Ghosh, A., Gulde, A., Ostry, J., Wolf, H. (1997) Does the Nominal Exchange Rate
Regime Really Matter? NEBR Working Paper No 5874, Cambridge.

Gros, D., Suhrcke, V. (2000) Ten Years After: What is Special about Transition
Countries? EBRD Working Papers No 56.

Gulde, A., Kähkönen, J., Keller, P. (2000) Pros and Cons of Currency Boards
Arrangements in the Lead-up to EU Accession and Participation in the Euro Zone. IMF
Policy Discussion Paper, PDP/00/1, Washington D.C.

IMF. (2001a) Republic of Estonia: Statistical Appendix. Washington D.C., July.

IMF. (2001b) Labor Markets in Hard-Peg Accession Countries: The Baltics
and Bulgaria. Country Report No 01/100, July 12.

IMF. (2001c) Bulgaria: Selected Issues and Statistical Appendix. Country Report No
01/54 April 3.

IMF. (1991–2000) Exchange Arrangements and Exchange Restrictions. Annual Report,
Washington D.C.

Kuttner, K., Posen, A. (2001) Beyond Bipolar: A Three Dimensional Assessment of
Monetary Frameworks. Institute of International Economics, Washington D.C. July.

Levy-Yeyati, E., Sturzenegger, F. (2001) To Float or to Trail: Evidence on the Impact of
Exchange Rate Regimes. Torcuato di Tella University, Argentina.

Loungani, P., Sheets, N. (1997) Central Bank Independence, Inflation and Growth in
Transition Economies. Journal of Money, Credit and Banking, 29(3).

Mishkin, F. (2000) Inflation Targeting in Emerging Market Economies. NBER Working
Paper Series No 7618.

Orlowski, L. (2001) From Inflation Targeting to the Euro-Peg: A Model for Monetary
Convergence for Transition Economies. Mimeo.

Orlowski, L. (2000) Direct Inflation Targeting and Transparency of Monetary Policies in
Central Europe’s Transition Economies. Mimeo, American Economic Association
Meeting, Boston.

Orlowski, L. (1998) Exchange Rate Policies in Central Europe and Monetary Union.
Comparative Economic Studies, 40(3).



19

Poirson, H. (2001) How Do Countries Choose Their Exchange Rate Regime? IMF
Series, Working Paper WP/01/46, April 1.

Rogoff, K. (1985) The Optimal Degree of Commitment to an Intermediate Monetary
Target. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 100(4), pp 1169–89.

Svensson, L. (1997) Optimal Inflation Targets, Conservative Central Banks and Linear
Inflation Contracts. American Economic Review, 87(1), March.

Vinhas de Souza, L., Hallerberg, M., Clark, W. (2002) Monetary Institutions and the
Politics of the Macro-economy in EU Accession Countries. Forthcoming in Linden, R.
(ed.), Norms and Nannies: The Impact of International Organisations on Central and East
European States, Rowman and Littlefield, USA.

Vinhas de Souza, L., Hölscher, J. (2001a) Exchange Rate Strategies of New EU Entrants,
in Pentecost, E. and Van Poeck, A. (eds.), European Monetary Integration: Past, Present
and Future, Edward Elgar, UK, pp 185–203.

Vinhas de Souza, L., Hölscher, J. (2001b) Exchange Rates Links and Strategies of New
EU Entrants. The Journal of European Integration, 23(1), United Kingdom, pp 1–28.

Vinhas de Souza, L., Ledrut, E. (2001c) “Alternative Exchange Rate Regimes for pre-
EMU Integration: Individual Estimations for the Accession Countries”, mimeo,
Tinbergen Institute, Erasmus University Rotterdam (EUR), Rotterdam, The Netherlands,
(http://www.tinbergen.nl/~phare/Workshops/Lucio2.pdf).

Vinhas de Souza, L., Hallerberg, M. (2000) The Political Cycles of EU Accession
Countries. Tinbergen Institute Discussion Paper No 00–085/2, The Netherlands,
(http://www.tinbergen.nl/discussionpapers/00085.pdf).

Vinhas de Souza, L., Eden, H., Ledrut, E., Groot , A., Romijn, G. (1999) EMU and
Enlargement: A Review of Policy Issues. Economic Affairs Series, Working Paper ECON
117 EN, Directorate General for Research, European Parliament, Luxembourg
(http://www.europarl.eu.int/dg4/wkdocs/econ/pdf/en/117en.pdf).

Visser, H., Smits, W. (1995) A Guide to International Monetary Economics: Exchange
Rate Systems and Exchange Rate Theories. Edward Elgar, UK.

Walsh, C. (1995) Optimal Contracts for Central Bankers. American Economic Review,
85(1), March.

Weder, B. (2001) Institutional Reform in Transition Economies: How Far Have They
Come? IMF Working Papers, WP/01/114, Washington D.C.



20

20

A
nn

ex
1:

C
om

bi
ne

d
F

ra
m

ew
or

ks

C
ou

nt
ry

E
xc

ha
ng

e
R

at
e

R
eg

im
e

D
om

es
ti

c
T

ar
ge

t
C

B
I

(w
it

h
th

e
in

di
ce

s
by

L
ou

ga
ni

&
Sh

ee
ts

(1
99

8)
,a

nd
by

Ä
im

a
(1

99
7)

)
B

ul
ga

ri
a

Fr
om

M
ay

19
90

,B
ul

ga
ri

a
in

tr
od

uc
ed

a
br

ie
f

pe
g

to
a

ba
sk

et
of

ce
rt

ai
n

ty
pe

s
of

im
po

rt
pr

ic
es

an
d

tw
o

“m
ar

ke
t

ra
te

s”
.

A
lr

ea
dy

in
Fe

br
ua

ry
19

91
it

w
as

tr
an

sf
or

m
ed

in
to

a
fr

ee
fl

oa
t

un
if

ie
d

ex
ch

an
ge

sy
st

em
.

C
ur

re
nt

ly
,

B
ul

ga
ri

a
us

es
a

cu
rr

en
cy

bo
ar

d
re

gi
m

e,
w

hi
ch

lin
ke

d
th

e
L

ev
to

th
e

D
eu

ts
ch

M
ar

k
(D

E
M

)
un

ti
lt

he
en

d
of

19
99

,w
it

h
a

ra
te

of
1.

00
0

L
ev

to
D

E
M

.I
t

w
as

in
tr

od
uc

ed
as

pa
rt

of
a

on
e-

ye
ar

“s
ta

nd
-b

y”
IM

F
pr

og
ra

m
m

e
in

1
Ju

ly
19

97
(p

re
pa

ra
ti

on
s

st
ar

te
d

w
ith

th
e

“s
ta

nd
by

”
in

A
pr

il)
,

af
te

r
a

ba
nk

ru
n,

w
he

re
a

th
ir

d
of

al
l

ba
nk

s
cl

os
ed

.
E

xc
ha

ng
e

ra
te

cr
is

is
st

ar
te

d
al

re
ad

y
in

19
96

,
w

hi
ch

ai
m

ed
to

br
in

g
m

ac
ro

ec
on

om
ic

st
ab

ili
sa

tio
n

in
to

th
e

co
un

tr
y

(o
ne

of
its

re
su

lts
w

as
to

al
m

os
t

im
m

ed
ia

te
ly

br
in

g
hy

pe
ri

nf
la

ti
on

do
w

n
fr

om
ov

er
1,

00
0%

a
ye

ar
to

ar
ou

nd
5%

).
St

ar
tin

g
fr

om
Ja

nu
ar

y
19

99
,t

he
an

ch
or

cu
rr

en
cy

of
th

e
ar

ra
ng

em
en

tb
ec

am
e

th
e

E
ur

o.

A
n

im
pl

ic
it

re
se

rv
e

(b
as

e)
m

on
ey

in
te

rm
ed

ia
te

ta
rg

et
w

as
us

ed
fr

om
19

92
.

M
ul

tib
an

k
sy

st
em

ex
is

te
d

fr
om

19
90

on
w

ar
ds

(w
it

h
th

e
co

nv
er

si
on

of
th

e
B

N
B

m
on

ob
an

k
br

an
ch

es
an

d
ne

w
en

tr
an

ts
),

bu
t

op
en

m
ar

ke
to

pe
ra

tio
ns

w
er

e
on

ly
in

tr
od

uc
ed

in
19

93
.

0.
87

5
(1

99
7)

In
co

ns
is

te
nt

ac
co

m
m

od
at

in
g

in
st

an
ce

of
th

e
N

at
io

na
l

B
an

k
of

B
ul

ga
ri

a
be

fo
re

C
B

A
,

ex
te

ns
iv

e
de

bt
m

on
et

is
at

io
n

of
th

e
go

ve
rn

m
en

t
an

d
ba

nk
in

g
se

ct
or

de
fi

ci
ts

(w
ith

a
m

or
e

re
st

ri
ct

iv
e

af
te

r
ep

is
od

es
lik

e
th

e
ex

ch
an

ge
ra

te
cr

is
is

of
19

94
).

In
co

ns
is

te
nc

y
of

fi
sc

al
an

d
m

on
et

ar
y

po
lic

ie
s,

li
m

it
ed

lib
er

al
is

at
io

n
(r

ef
or

m
s

st
ar

te
d

in
Fe

br
ua

ry
19

91
).

O
ri

gi
na

l
C

B
A

la
w

fr
om

10
Ju

ne
19

97
,

la
st

am
en

de
d

in
19

99
.

A
rt

ic
le

12
(1

):
G

ov
er

no
r

el
ec

te
d

by
th

e
Pa

rl
ia

m
en

t;
A

rt
ic

le
14

:
di

sm
is

sa
l

on
ly

by
re

as
on

s
of

cr
im

e,
im

pr
op

ri
et

y,
in

ca
pa

ci
ty

.A
rt

ic
le

45
:

L
en

di
ng

to
go

ve
rn

m
en

t
pr

oh
ib

it
ed

(t
he

ex
ce

pt
io

ns
ar

e
th

e
SD

R
fr

om
m

ul
til

at
er

al
lo

an
s,

w
hi

ch
ar

e
pa

rt
of

th
e

B
an

k’
s

lia
bi

lit
ie

s)
.

IM
F

en
tr

y:
25

/9
/9

0

C
ze

ch
R

ep
ub

lic
T

he
C

ze
ch

K
or

un
a

(C
Z

K
)

fo
llo

w
ed

a
pe

g
to

D
E

M
/U

SD
ba

sk
et

un
ti

l
M

ay
27

,
19

97
.

A
ft

er
a

sp
ec

ul
at

iv
e

at
ta

ck
ag

ai
ns

t
K

or
un

a,
th

e
sy

st
em

w
as

fo
rc

ed
to

ab
an

do
n

(t
he

in
iti

al
ch

oi
ce

of
a

“n
om

in
al

an
ch

or
”

fo
re

ig
n

ex
ch

an
ge

re
gi

m
e

w
as

se
t

by
th

e
st

ab
il

is
at

io
n

pr
og

ra
m

m
e

jo
in

tly
de

si
gn

ed
w

ith
th

e
IM

F
in

19
90

,
w

it
h

th
e

pe
g

be
in

g
in

tr
od

uc
ed

w
it

h
a

su
bs

ta
nt

ia
l

cu
m

ul
at

iv
e

“e
nt

ry
”

de
va

lu
at

io
n

of
95

%
).

A
m

on
g

th
e

E
as

te
rn

E
ur

op
ea

n
co

un
tr

ie
s

en
do

w
ed

w
ith

a
C

B
,

th
e

C
ze

ch
R

ep
ub

lic
ca

n
be

si
ng

le
d

ou
tf

or
its

ab
ili

ty
to

ho
ld

on
to

a
fi

xe
d

ex
ch

an
ge

ra
te

re
gi

m
e

fo
r

a
re

co
rd

pe
ri

od
of

ti
m

e.
C

Z
K

he
ld

it
s

ba
sk

et
pe

g
in

a
ve

ry
na

rr
ow

+
/-

0.
5

ba
nd

fr
om

D
ec

em
be

r
19

90
un

ti
l

T
he

m
on

et
ar

y
po

lic
y

in
te

rm
ed

ia
te

ta
rg

et
ev

ol
ve

d
fr

om
th

e
do

m
es

tic
cr

ed
it

vo
lu

m
e

ta
rg

et
(1

99
0)

to
ne

t
do

m
es

ti
c

as
se

ts
in

th
e

ba
nk

in
g

sy
st

em
ta

rg
et

(1
99

1/
92

).
Fi

na
ll

y,
an

M
2

(m
on

ey
an

d
qu

as
i

m
on

ey
)

“c
or

ri
do

r”
an

d,
w

ith
th

e
in

tr
od

uc
tio

n
of

a
di

re
ct

in
fl

at
io

n
ta

rg
et

in
g

(D
IT

)
fr

am
ew

or
k,

fr
om

Ja
nu

ar
y

19
98

,a
“n

et
in

fl
at

io
n”

co
nc

ep
t

(C
PI

on
no

n-
co

nt
ro

ll
ed

se
ct

or
s)

as
th

e
ta

rg
et

(3
%

+
/-

1%
is

th
e

ta
rg

et
,w

hi
le

a
“p

ri
ce

st
ab

ili
ty

ra
ng

e”
is

se
t

at
2%

+
/-

1%
).

St
ar

tin
g

fr
om

20
01

,
th

e
“n

et
in

fl
at

io
n”

w
il

l
be

se
t

pa
ra

lle
l

to
a

C
PI

ta
rg

et
,

as
a

pr
el

ud
e

to
a

fu
ll

C
PI

ta
rg

et
.

0.
87

5
(1

99
7)

O
ri

gi
na

l
la

w
fr

om
17

D
ec

em
be

r
19

92
,

la
st

am
en

de
d

in
Ja

nu
ar

y
20

01
.

A
rt

ic
le

6(
2)

:G
ov

er
no

r
ap

po
in

te
d

by
th

e
Pr

es
id

en
t

an
d

re
ca

ll
ed

by
hi

m
6(

12
);

30
(2

):
D

eb
t

fi
na

nc
in

g
pr

oh
ib

ite
d.

IM
F

en
tr

y:
20

/9
/9

0
(a

s
th

e
C

ze
ch

an
d

Sl
ov

ak
Fe

de
ra

l
R

ep
ub

lic
,

an
d,

si
nc

e
Ja

nu
ar

y
1

19
93

,a
s

se
pa

ra
te

st
at

es
).



21

21

Fe
br

ua
ry

19
96

(w
he

n
th

e
ba

nd
s

w
er

e
ex

te
nd

ed
to

+
/7

.5
%

).
T

he
sy

st
em

ev
en

su
rv

iv
ed

th
e

C
ze

ch
os

lo
va

ki
a

pa
rt

iti
on

in
ea

rl
y

19
93

w
ith

ou
t

di
st

ur
ba

nc
es

.T
he

C
N

B
(C

es
ka

N
ar

od
ni

B
an

ka
or

C
ze

ch
N

at
io

na
l

B
an

k)
fo

llo
w

s
a

fl
oa

t
re

gi
m

e
si

nc
e

th
e

m
id

-1
99

7,
co

up
le

d
w

ith
di

re
ct

in
fl

at
io

n
ta

rg
et

in
g

(D
IT

).

E
st

on
ia

E
st

on
ia

ha
s

a
cu

rr
en

cy
bo

ar
d

sy
st

em
ad

m
in

is
te

re
d

by
E

es
ti

Pa
nk

(B
an

k
of

E
st

on
ia

,
B

oE
)

w
hi

ch
li

nk
ed

th
e

E
st

on
ia

n
K

ro
on

(E
E

K
)

to
th

e
D

eu
ts

ch
M

ar
k

by
a

ra
te

of
E

E
K

8
to

D
E

M
1,

si
nc

e
Ju

ne
20

,
19

92
.

St
ar

ti
ng

fr
om

1
Ja

nu
ar

y
19

99
th

e
E

st
on

ia
n

K
ro

on
w

as
fi

xe
d

ag
ai

ns
t

th
e

E
ur

o,
at

th
e

sa
m

e
co

nv
er

si
on

ra
te

of
D

E
M

in
th

e
co

m
m

on
cu

rr
en

cy
.

1.
0

(1
99

8)
,0

.7
4

(1
99

7)

O
ri

gi
na

l
la

w
fr

om
18

M
ay

19
93

,
la

st
am

en
de

d
in

20
01

.

A
rt

ic
le

6(
1)

:
G

ov
er

no
r

ap
po

in
te

d
by

th
e

Pr
es

id
en

t,
co

nf
ir

m
ed

by
th

e
Pa

rl
ia

m
en

t.
A

rt
ic

le
12

:
di

sm
is

sa
l

on
ly

by
th

e
us

ua
l

re
as

on
s,

A
rt

ic
le

16
:P

ro
hi

bi
ti

on
of

le
nd

in
g

to
th

e
G

ov
er

nm
en

t.

IM
F

en
tr

y:
M

ay
25

,1
99

2

H
un

ga
ry

Fr
om

19
90

,
H

un
ga

ry
us

ed
an

11
-c

ou
nt

ry
ba

sk
et

pe
g

(f
or

no
n-

C
M

E
A

tr
an

sa
ct

io
ns

),
w

it
h

pe
ri

od
ic

ad
ju

st
m

en
ts

fo
r

in
fl

at
io

n
di

ff
er

en
tia

ls
.

St
ar

tin
g

fr
om

D
ec

em
be

r
1,

19
91

a
ne

w
ad

ju
st

ab
le

pe
g

to
a

D
E

M
/U

SD
ba

sk
et

(w
ith

a
50

%
/5

0%
co

m
po

si
ti

on
)

w
as

in
tr

od
uc

ed
.W

he
n

fi
sc

al
de

fi
ci

t
re

ac
he

d
9%

of
th

e
G

D
P

in
19

95
,t

he
Fo

ri
nt

w
as

de
va

lu
ed

by
8.

3%
in

M
ar

ch
13

,
19

95
.

A
cr

aw
lin

g
pe

g
w

ith
a

va
ri

ab
le

pr
e-

an
no

un
ce

d
de

va
lu

at
io

n
ra

te
w

as
in

tr
od

uc
ed

(o
f

0.
4%

a
m

on
th

no
w

;
1.

9%
M

ar
ch

13
-J

un
e

30
19

95
;

1.
3%

du
ri

ng
19

96
1.

2,
in

A
pr

il
1

19
97

1.
1,

A
ug

us
t

15
19

97
1.

0,
Ja

nu
ar

y
1

19
98

0.
9)

to
w

ar
ds

a
D

E
M

/U
SD

ba
sk

et
(w

it
h

w
ei

gh
ts

of
70

%
an

d
30

%
,r

es
pe

ct
iv

el
y)

,w
ith

in
a

+
/-

2.
25

%
in

te
rv

en
tio

n
ba

nd
.

Si
nc

e
Ja

nu
ar

y
1,

19
99

th
is

ba
sk

et
w

as
co

nv
er

te
d

in
to

an
E

ur
o/

U
S

D
on

e,
w

ith
th

e
sa

m
e

re
la

tiv
e

sh
ar

es
.T

he
M

N
B

(M
ag

ya
r

N
em

ze
ti

B
an

k
or

N
at

io
na

l
B

an
k

of
H

un
ga

ry
)

sw
itc

he
d

to
a

fu
ll

(1
00

%
)

E
ur

o
cr

aw
lin

g
pe

g
by

Ja
nu

ar
y

1,
20

00
,

w
ith

a
pr

e-
an

no
un

ce
d

m
on

th
ly

de
va

lu
at

io
n

ra
te

of
0.

3%
.

T
he

fl
uc

tu
at

io
n

ba
nd

w
as

ex
te

nd
ed

to
±1

5
(t

he
sa

m
e

ra
ng

e
in

th
e

E
R

M
-2

)
on

3
M

ay
20

01
.

A
sw

itc
h

to
a

D
IT

fr
am

ew
or

k
w

as
an

no
un

ce
d

on
13

Ju
ne

,
an

d
a

fu
ll

fl
oa

t
in

tr
od

uc
ed

on
1

O
ct

ob
er

20
01

.

T
he

or
ig

in
al

le
ga

l
fr

am
ew

or
k

fo
r

th
e

na
tio

na
l

ba
nk

of
H

un
ga

ry
w

as
in

tr
od

uc
ed

in
19

91
.I

td
ef

in
ed

th
e

M
N

B
’s

ai
m

s
as

sa
fe

gu
ar

di
ng

th
e

in
te

rn
al

an
d

ex
te

rn
al

pu
rc

ha
si

ng
po

w
er

of
th

e
H

un
ga

ri
an

cu
rr

en
cy

.
T

hi
s

im
pl

ie
d

th
e

pr
ob

le
m

–
cl

ea
r

be
tw

ee
n

19
91

an
d

19
94

–
of

to
o

m
an

y
ta

rg
et

s
fo

r
m

on
et

ar
y

po
li

cy
,

in
fl

at
io

n
co

nt
ro

l
an

d
ex

te
rn

al
ba

la
nc

e.
In

pr
ac

ti
ca

l
te

rm
s,

po
lic

y
em

ph
as

is
sh

if
te

d
fr

om
on

e
to

th
e

ot
he

r.
T

hi
s

pr
ob

le
m

w
as

co
m

po
un

de
d

by
a

po
st

po
ne

m
en

t
of

fi
sc

al
ad

ju
st

m
en

t.
T

he
19

95
fi

sc
al

cr
is

is
ca

us
ed

th
e

cl
ea

r
se

le
ct

io
n

of
pr

ic
e

st
ab

il
ity

as
th

e
ul

ti
m

at
e

ta
rg

et
of

m
on

et
ar

y
po

lic
y

(w
ith

th
e

no
m

in
al

ex
ch

an
ge

ra
te

be
in

g
us

ed
as

an
in

te
rm

ed
ia

te
ta

rg
et

).
Fr

om
m

id
-2

00
1

on
w

ar
ds

th
e

sy
st

em
w

as
re

pl
ac

ed
by

in
fl

at
io

n
ta

rg
et

in
g.

0.
31

2
(1

99
7)

O
ri

gi
na

l
la

w
fr

om
19

91
,

w
ith

se
ve

ra
l

m
od

if
ic

at
io

ns
ev

er
si

nc
e.

A
rt

ic
le

19
(4

):
li

m
ite

d
bu

dg
et

fi
na

nc
in

g
pe

rm
it

te
d;

A
rt

ic
le

58
:

G
ov

er
no

r
ap

po
in

te
d

by
th

e
Pr

es
id

en
t,

an
d

ca
n

be
re

pl
ac

ed
by

hi
m

:5
8(

8)
b.

IM
F

en
tr

y:
05

/0
6/

19
82

.

L
at

vi
a

L
at

vi
a

us
es

a
pe

g
re

gi
m

e
th

ro
ug

h
w

hi
ch

th
e

L
at

s,
th

e
cu

rr
en

cy
w

hi
ch

re
pl

ac
ed

th
e

te
m

po
ra

ry
L

at
vi

an
R

uo
bl

e
or

T
he

B
an

k
of

L
at

vi
a

us
es

th
e

ex
ch

an
ge

ra
te

pe
g

to
th

e
SD

R
as

an
in

te
rm

ed
ia

te
ta

rg
et

an
d

ne
t

do
m

es
ti

c
as

se
ts

0.
85

(1
99

8)



22

22

“R
ub

lis
”

(w
hi

ch
,a

s
a

di
rt

y
fl

oa
t,

w
as

th
e

co
un

tr
y’

s
fi

rs
ts

te
p

of
m

on
et

ar
y

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

fr
om

th
e

“R
uo

bl
e

Z
on

e”
,

an
d

la
st

ed
fr

om
Ju

ly
20

,
19

92
to

M
ar

ch
19

93
),

is
li

nk
ed

to
th

e
IM

F’
s

fi
du

ci
ar

y
ac

co
un

t
un

it
–

th
e

Sp
ec

ia
l

D
ra

w
in

g
R

ig
ht

s
(S

D
R

,
w

hi
ch

is
a

ba
sk

et
of

cu
rr

en
ci

es
of

IM
F

m
em

be
r

co
un

tr
ie

s)
si

nc
e

Fe
br

ua
ry

19
94

.T
he

S
D

R
’s

w
ei

gh
ts

ro
ug

hl
y

re
fl

ec
te

d
L

at
vi

an
ex

te
rn

al
tr

ad
e

co
m

po
si

tio
n

(o
nl

y
a

th
ir

d
of

its
fo

re
ig

n
tr

ad
e

w
as

w
ith

th
e

eu
ro

ar
ea

on
th

e
in

tr
od

uc
tio

n
of

th
e

ar
ra

ng
em

en
t,

bu
t

in
19

99
it

re
ac

he
d

ar
ou

nd
60

%
).

A
no

th
er

re
as

on
fo

r
th

is
ch

oi
ce

is
th

at
th

e
cr

ea
ti

on
of

th
e

L
at

vi
an

cu
rr

en
cy

w
as

on
e

of
th

e
re

su
lt

s
of

th
e

IM
F

-b
ac

ke
d

st
ab

ili
sa

tio
n

pr
og

ra
m

m
e

in
19

92
.

Pe
cu

lia
rl

y,
L

at
vi

ja
s

B
an

ka
(t

he
B

an
k

of
L

at
vi

a)
,

in
sp

ite
of

de
vi

at
in

g
on

th
e

su
rf

ac
e

fr
om

its
B

al
tic

ne
ig

hb
ou

rs
on

th
e

us
e

of
C

B
A

st
ra

te
gy

,
ha

s
co

ns
is

te
nt

ly
em

ul
at

ed
at

le
as

t
on

e
of

its
fe

at
ur

es
–

it
ai

m
s

to
ke

ep
ne

ar
10

0%
of

its
do

m
es

tic
lia

bi
li

tie
s

co
ve

re
d

by
fo

re
ig

n
re

se
rv

es

as
an

op
er

at
io

na
l

ta
rg

et
.A

s
a

fu
ll

-f
le

dg
ed

ce
nt

ra
l

ba
nk

,
it

ha
s

th
e

st
an

da
rd

se
to

f
in

di
re

ct
m

on
et

ar
y

po
li

cy
to

ol
s:

re
pu

rc
ha

se
ag

re
em

en
ts

(“
re

po
s”

),
a

tr
ea

su
ry

bi
ll

m
ar

ke
t,

re
se

rv
e

re
qu

ir
em

en
ts

,a
nd

al
so

L
L

R
fa

ci
li

tie
s.

O
ri

gi
na

l
la

w
fr

om
19

M
ay

19
92

,
la

st
am

en
de

d
on

1
Ju

ne
20

00

A
rt

ic
le

22
:

A
pp

oi
nt

m
en

t
of

th
e

G
ov

er
no

r
by

th
e

Pa
rl

ia
m

en
t

(1
99

7
am

en
dm

en
t)

;
A

rt
ic

le
36

:P
ro

hi
bi

tio
n

of
le

nd
in

g
(1

99
8)

.

IM
F

en
tr

y:
M

ay
19

19
92

.

L
it

hu
an

ia
L

it
hu

an
ia

us
es

a
m

od
if

ie
d

cu
rr

en
cy

bo
ar

d
ar

ra
ng

em
en

t,
in

tr
od

uc
ed

in
19

94
,

w
hi

ch
pe

gs
th

e
L

it
hu

an
ia

n
L

it
as

to
U

SD
.

T
he

R
ou

bl
e

w
as

in
iti

al
ly

re
pl

ac
ed

,
as

in
L

at
vi

a,
by

an
in

te
ri

m
fl

oa
tin

g
co

up
on

cu
rr

en
cy

,
th

e
T

al
on

as
,

in
M

ay
19

92
,

is
su

ed
by

th
e

ne
w

ly
re

-c
re

at
ed

B
an

k
of

L
it

hu
an

ia
(B

oL
).

Fr
om

M
ay

to
O

ct
ob

er
19

92
th

e
T

al
on

as
co

-e
xi

st
ed

w
ith

th
e

R
ou

bl
e.

T
he

ta
lo

na
s

w
as

re
pl

ac
ed

by
th

e
L

it
as

in
Ju

ne
19

93
.T

he
T

al
on

as
,i

n
a

fl
oa

t
re

gi
m

e,
lo

st
ov

er
50

%
of

it
s

va
lu

e
be

tw
ee

n
it

s
in

tr
od

uc
ti

on
an

d
A

pr
il

19
93

.
So

m
e

ex
ch

an
ge

ra
te

st
ab

il
it

y
w

as
re

ga
in

ed
w

it
h

th
e

in
tr

od
uc

ti
on

of
th

e
L

it
as

.N
ev

er
th

el
es

s,
th

e
go

ve
rn

m
en

t,
w

it
h

th
e

su
pp

or
t

of
th

e
IM

F,
de

ci
de

d
to

pr
es

s
fo

r
th

e
co

ns
ti

tu
ti

on
of

an
E

st
on

ia
n-

ty
pe

C
B

A
al

re
ad

y
in

O
ct

ob
er

19
93

,
an

d
th

e
C

B
A

w
as

fi
na

ll
y

in
tr

od
uc

ed
on

A
pr

il
1,

19
94

(4
/1

U
SD

).
It

is
a

m
od

if
ie

d
C

B
A

,
si

nc
e

so
m

e
of

th
e

ce
nt

ra
l

ba
nk

in
st

ru
m

en
ts

(l
ik

e
re

se
rv

e
re

qu
ir

em
en

ts
an

d
sh

or
t-

te
rm

cr
ed

it
fa

ci
lit

ie
s,

in
cl

ud
in

g
th

e
L

L
R

)
w

er
e

pr
es

er
ve

d.
L

ith
ua

ni
a

re
-p

eg
ge

d
th

e
L

ita
s

di
re

ct
ly

to
th

e
E

ur
o

on
2

Fe
br

ua
ry

20
02

.

0.
12

5
(1

99
7)

,0
.8

2
(1

99
8)

C
ur

re
nt

la
w

fr
om

19
94

(1
99

2
L

aw
:

B
ud

ge
ta

ry
fi

na
nc

in
g

al
lo

w
ed

),
la

st
am

en
de

d
on

13
M

ar
ch

,2
00

1.

A
rt

ic
le

27
:

N
o

le
nd

in
g

al
lo

w
ed

to
th

e
G

ov
er

nm
en

t;
no

ar
ti

cl
es

re
la

te
d

to
bo

ar
d

ap
po

in
tm

en
t.

IM
F

en
tr

y:
A

pr
il

29
,1

99
2.

P
ol

an
d

T
he

in
iti

al
ch

oi
ce

of
a

pe
g

re
gi

m
e

in
Po

la
nd

w
as

lin
ke

d
to

th
e

ne
ed

to
fi

gh
t

hy
pe

ri
nf

la
ti

on
in

th
e

co
un

tr
y

in
19

89
/9

0.
A

n
in

iti
al

pe
g

w
ith

U
SD

w
as

se
t

in
19

90
,w

ith
a

su
bs

ta
nt

ia
l

un
de

rs
ho

ot
in

g
of

th
e

“e
nt

ry
le

ve
l”

ex
ch

an
ge

ra
te

(i
t

w
as

pr
ec

ed
ed

by
a

ba
sk

et
pe

g
fo

r
no

n-
C

M
E

A
tr

an
sa

ct
io

ns
;

C
M

E
A

us
e

of
“T

ra
ns

fe
ra

bl
e

R
ou

bl
e”

en
de

d
in

1
Ja

nu
ar

y

P
ol

an
d

sw
itc

he
d

to
a

D
IT

(D
ir

ec
t

In
fl

at
io

n
T

ar
ge

tin
g)

fr
am

ew
or

k
be

tw
ee

n
la

te
19

98
an

d
ea

rl
y

19
99

.
T

he
of

fi
ci

al
an

no
un

ce
m

en
t

of
th

e
ne

w
po

lic
y

ca
m

e
as

ea
rl

y
as

Se
pt

em
be

r
19

98
,b

ut
th

e
fo

re
ca

st
ta

rg
et

in
g

w
as

on
ly

ap
pl

ie
d

by
th

e
N

B
P

st
ar

tin
g

fr
om

Ja
nu

ar
y

19
99

,
an

d
on

ly
m

or
e

pr
ec

is
el

y
fo

rm
ul

at
ed

as
of

M
ar

ch
19

99
.

N
o

0.
50

(1
99

7)

O
ri

gi
na

l
L

aw
fr

om
31

Ja
nu

ar
y

19
89

(l
as

t
am

en
de

d
on

1
Ja

nu
ar

y
19

98
).

A
rt

ic
le

9
(1

),
G

ov
er

no
r

ap
po

in
te

d
by

th
e



23

23

19
91

).
A

no
th

er
de

va
lu

at
io

n
in

M
ay

19
91

(o
f

17
%

)
w

as
fo

llo
w

ed
by

th
e

in
tr

od
uc

tio
n

of
a

cr
aw

li
ng

pe
g

of
th

e
P

ol
is

h
Z

lo
ty

(P
L

Z
)

to
a

cu
rr

en
cy

ba
sk

et
(U

SD
/D

E
M

/G
B

P/
FR

F/
C

H
F)

by
O

ct
ob

er
19

91
.

O
th

er
de

va
lu

at
io

ns
fo

llo
w

ed
in

Fe
br

ua
ry

19
92

(1
0.

7%
)

an
d

in
A

ug
us

t
19

93
,

w
he

n
a

m
on

th
ly

cr
aw

l
ra

te
of

1.
6%

w
as

es
ta

bl
is

he
d.

T
he

pa
ce

of
th

e
pr

og
re

ss
iv

e
fl

ex
ib

ili
ty

of
th

e
fo

re
ig

n
ex

ch
an

ge
re

gi
m

e
in

cr
ea

se
d

w
ith

th
e

in
tr

od
uc

tio
n

of
a

cr
aw

lin
g

ba
nd

re
gi

m
e

w
ith

±7
%

in
te

rv
en

tio
n

ba
nd

s
in

M
ay

19
95

(t
he

ne
w

re
gi

m
e

w
itn

es
se

d
th

e
fi

rs
t

Z
lo

ty
re

va
lu

at
io

n,
of

6%
,

in
D

ec
em

be
r

of
th

e
sa

m
e

ye
ar

),
in

cr
ea

se
d

to
±1

0%
in

Fe
br

ua
ry

19
98

.
T

he
n

to
±1

2.
5

in
O

ct
ob

er
of

th
e

sa
m

e
ye

ar
,

in
th

e
af

te
rm

at
h

of
th

e
R

us
si

an
de

va
lu

at
io

n,
an

d
fi

na
ll

y
to

th
e

cu
rr

en
t±

15
%

in
M

ar
ch

19
99

.
In

a
co

m
pa

ra
bl

e
tr

aj
ec

to
ry

,
th

e
m

on
th

ly
cr

aw
l

ra
te

w
as

se
t

at
1.

5%
,i

n
Se

pt
em

be
r

19
94

,1
.4

%
in

N
ov

em
be

r
of

th
e

sa
m

e
ye

ar
,1

.2
%

in
Fe

br
ua

ry
19

95
,1

%
in

Ja
nu

ar
y

19
96

,0
.8

%
in

Fe
br

ua
ry

19
98

,
0.

65
%

in
Ju

ly
19

98
,

0.
5%

in
Se

pt
em

be
r

19
98

an
d,

fi
na

ll
y,

0.
3%

in
M

ar
ch

19
99

.
A

fl
oa

t
w

as
fi

na
lly

in
tr

od
uc

ed
in

A
pr

il
20

00
.

ex
pl

ic
it

ta
rg

et
in

g
be

fo
re

.
Pa

rl
ia

m
en

t.
E

ve
n

in
th

e
cu

rr
en

t
la

w
,

no
ap

pa
re

nt
pr

ov
is

io
ns

co
nc

er
ni

ng
de

bt
fi

na
nc

in
g.

IM
F

en
tr

y:
06

/1
2/

19
86

.

R
om

an
ia

Fr
om

19
90

R
om

an
ia

us
ed

a
ba

sk
et

pe
g

of
6

cu
rr

en
ci

es
,i

n
a

no
n-

un
if

ie
d

fo
re

x
re

gi
m

e.
O

n
F

eb
ru

ar
y

18
19

91
,

a
pa

ra
ll

el
fr

ee
ex

ch
an

ge
ra

te
is

in
tr

od
uc

ed
,

w
ith

th
e

of
fi

ci
al

pe
g

ra
te

us
ed

fo
r

im
po

rt
s

an
d

ex
po

rt
s.

O
n

A
pr

il
1

19
91

,
a

de
pr

ec
ia

ti
on

to
th

e
U

SD
(7

1%
)

pr
ec

ed
e

th
e

N
ov

em
be

r
11

19
91

un
if

ic
at

io
n

of
th

e
fo

re
x

ra
te

s
un

de
r

a
fl

oa
t,

si
nc

e
M

ay
4,

19
92

fu
ll

fl
oa

t.
R

om
an

ia
us

es
a

di
rt

y
fl

oa
t

re
gi

m
e

si
nc

e
th

en
,

w
it

h
th

e
N

at
io

na
l

B
an

k
of

R
om

an
ia

(N
B

R
)

–
th

e
R

om
an

ia
n

C
en

tr
al

B
an

k
–

in
te

rv
en

in
g

in
th

e
m

ar
ke

t
to

su
pp

or
tt

he
L

eu
in

a
di

sc
re

tio
na

ry
fa

sh
io

n.

In
te

rm
ed

ia
ry

ta
rg

et
:

19
91

/1
99

4,
M

2;
19

95
to

th
e

pr
es

en
t,

ba
se

m
on

ey
.

A
n

in
fl

at
io

n
ta

rg
et

w
as

in
tr

od
uc

ed
in

20
01

:
25

%
(a

im
s

to
br

in
g

it
do

w
n

to
si

ng
le

di
gi

ts
by

20
04

,w
ith

pl
an

s
fo

r
fu

ll
D

IT
by

20
03

).
In

fr
eq

ue
nt

op
en

-m
ar

ke
t

op
er

at
io

ns
,

fr
om

19
97

on
w

ar
ds

.

C
le

ar
la

ck
of

co
ns

is
te

nc
y

be
tw

ee
n

fi
sc

al
an

d
m

on
et

ar
y

po
lic

ie
s.

L
im

ite
d

lib
er

al
is

at
io

n:
m

os
t

pr
ic

es
w

er
e

re
gu

la
te

d
un

til
19

99
.

0.
50

(1
99

7)

O
ri

gi
na

l
la

w
fr

om
3

A
pr

il
19

91
in

de
pe

nd
en

t
C

B
w

ith
pr

ic
e

st
ab

il
ity

as
its

m
ai

n
ob

je
ct

iv
e,

fo
rm

al
ly

in
ch

ar
ge

of
ex

ch
an

ge
ra

te
po

li
cy

,
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
st

re
ng

th
en

ed
in

19
98

(l
as

t
am

en
dm

en
t

in
O

ct
ob

er
19

99
).

A
rt

ic
le

28
(3

):
te

m
po

ra
ry

lo
an

s
to

th
e

go
ve

rn
m

en
ts

ti
ll

al
lo

w
ed

,A
rt

ic
le

34
(4

,6
):

bo
ar

d
ap

po
in

te
d

an
d

di
sm

is
se

d
by

th
e

Pa
rl

ia
m

en
t.

St
at

e
O

w
ne

d
ba

nk
in

g
se

ct
or

w
it

h
qu

as
i-

fi
sc

al
de

fi
ci

ts
(2

0%
of

G
D

P
91

/9
2,

co
m

pa
re

d
to

th
e

ce
nt

ra
l

go
ve

rn
m

en
t’

s
1.

8%
)

fi
na

nc
ed

by
“d

ir
ec

t
cr

ed
it

s”
du

ri
ng

19
92

–9
6,

ef
fe

ct
iv

el
y

co
un

te
ra

ct
in

g
m

on
et

ar
y

po
li

cy
ac

ti
on

s.
E

pi
so

de
s

of
IM

F
ba

ck
ed

tig
ht

en
in

g
ci

rc
um

ve
nt

ed
by

in
cr

ea
se

in
m

on
ey

ve
lo

ci
ty

(d
ou

bl
e

fr
om



24

24

4
to

al
m

os
t

8,
fr

om
19

91
–1

99
4)

an
d

w
id

es
pr

ea
d

ar
re

ar
s

(l
at

er
m

on
et

is
ed

by
la

w
).

O
pe

n
ac

co
m

m
od

at
in

g
in

st
an

ce
th

er
ea

ft
er

.

IM
F

en
tr

y:
15

/1
2/

19
72

.

Sl
ov

ak
ia

Sl
ov

ak
ia

us
ed

a
pe

g
re

gi
m

e
w

it
h

in
te

rv
en

ti
on

ba
nd

s,
th

ro
ug

h
w

hi
ch

th
e

N
at

io
na

l
B

an
k

of
Sl

ov
ak

ia
(N

ár
od

ná
B

an
ka

Sl
ov

en
sk

a,
N

B
S)

pe
gg

ed
it

s
K

or
un

a
to

a
ba

sk
et

m
ad

e
of

D
E

M
an

d
U

SD
(w

it
h

w
ei

gh
ts

of
60

%
an

d
40

%
,

re
sp

ec
tiv

el
y)

.
T

he
in

te
rv

en
ti

on
ba

nd
s

ha
d

to
be

pr
og

re
ss

iv
el

y
w

id
en

ed
si

nc
e

th
e

in
tr

od
uc

tio
n

of
th

e
re

gi
m

e
in

19
96

,
fr

om
+

/-
1.

5%
to

+
/-

3%
,

to
+

/-
5%

,
an

d
th

en
to

+
/7

.0
%

on
Ja

nu
ar

y
1

19
97

.
A

ft
er

a
se

ri
es

of
sp

ec
ul

at
iv

e
at

ta
ck

s,
th

e
N

B
S

w
as

fi
na

lly
fo

rc
ed

to
ab

an
do

n
th

e
pe

g
an

d
fl

oa
tt

he
K

or
un

a
on

O
ct

ob
er

1
19

98
.

D
om

es
tic

M
2

in
te

rm
ed

ia
te

ta
rg

et
.

O
ri

gi
na

l
la

w
fr

om
18

N
ov

em
be

r
19

92
(l

as
ta

m
en

dm
en

ti
n

20
01

).

A
rt

ic
le

7(
1)

:t
he

Pr
es

id
en

to
f

th
e

R
ep

ub
li

c
ap

po
in

ts
an

d
di

sm
is

se
s

ba
nk

G
ov

er
no

r;
A

rt
ic

le
(2

6)
:

di
re

ct
fi

na
nc

in
g

se
em

s
pr

oh
ib

it
ed

by
25

(1
)

an
d

(2
).

IM
F

en
tr

y:
Ja

nu
ar

y
1

19
93

.

Sl
ov

en
ia

Sl
ov

en
ia

us
es

a
fl

oa
t

sy
st

em
fo

r
its

T
ol

ar
(c

re
at

ed
on

O
ct

ob
er

8,
19

91
),

ad
m

in
is

te
re

d
by

th
e

B
an

k
of

Sl
ov

en
ia

(B
an

ka
Sl

ov
en

ij
e,

B
oS

e)
.

D
ur

in
g

19
96

/9
7,

th
e

T
ol

ar
ex

pe
ri

en
ce

d
a

no
m

in
al

de
pr

ec
ia

ti
on

of
6.

9%
pe

r
ce

nt
to

th
e

D
E

M
.

D
om

es
ti

c
m

on
et

ar
y

ag
gr

eg
at

e
(M

3:
m

on
ey

,
qu

as
i-

m
on

ey
,

tim
e

an
d

fo
re

ig
n

cu
rr

en
cy

de
po

si
ts

)
as

its
in

te
rm

ed
ia

te
ta

rg
et

.

O
ri

gi
na

ll
aw

fr
om

25
Ju

ne
19

91
.

A
rt

ic
le

61
:

sh
or

t-
te

rm
lo

an
s

to
th

e
go

ve
rn

m
en

t
al

lo
w

ed
,

no
ap

pa
re

nt
pr

ov
is

io
ns

fo
r

th
e

di
sm

is
sa

l
of

th
e

G
ov

er
no

r.

IM
F

en
tr

y:
14

/1
2/

19
92



25

25

A
nn

ex
2.

R
eg

re
ss

io
ns

T
ab

le
2

Sa
m

pl
e:

E
xc

ha
ng

e
R

at
e:

de
pr

ec
ia

ti
on

an
d

va
ri

ab
ili

ty

19
89

:0
1–

20
01

:0
5

de
pr

ec
ia

ti
on

st
an

da
rd

de
vi

at
io

n
st

an
da

rd
de

vi
at

io
n

90
%

sk
ew

ne
ss

ku
rt

os
is

fl
oa

t
1.

63
*

2.
33

*
1.

36
*

0.
28

**
0.

43

C
B

A
-0

.2
0

1.
35

*
1.

26
*

0.
11

-0
.0

7

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

1.
04

*
1.

26
*

1.
00

*
0.

14
0.

04

ha
rd

pe
g

1.
05

*
1.

45
*

0.
95

*
0.

31
*

0.
02

na
rr

ow
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
3.

67
1.

66
0.

18
0.

08
-0

.1
3

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
-1

.4
1*

-0
.3

1*
-0

.0
2

-0
.0

7
-0

.1
4

in
fl

at
io

n
ta

rg
et

-1
.6

3*
-0

.4
4*

0.
45

*
0.

09
-0

.7
0*

**

to
ta

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

0.
48

**
*

0.
20

**
-0

.1
3

-0
.2

6*
**

-0
.3

7

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
0.

77
*

0.
09

0.
01

-0
.2

4*
*

-0
.0

8

R
2

0.
00

8
0.

12
0.

03
0.

02
0.

01

*
Si

gn
if

ic
an

ta
tt

he
1%

le
ve

l;
**

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

5%
le

ve
l;

**
*s

ig
ni

fi
ca

nt
at

th
e

10
%

le
ve

l



26

26

T
ab

le
3

Sa
m

pl
e:

E
xc

ha
ng

e
ra

te
:

de
pr

ec
ia

ti
on

an
d

va
ri

ab
ili

ty

19
89

:0
1–

20
01

:0
5

de
pr

ec
ia

ti
on

st
an

da
rd

de
vi

at
io

n
st

an
da

rd
de

vi
at

io
n

90
%

sk
ew

ne
ss

ku
rt

os
is

C
B

A
w

it
h

to
ta

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

0.
38

*
1.

65
*

1.
46

*
-0

.2
3*

*
-0

.5
7*

C
B

A
w

it
h

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
0.

21
*

1.
09

*
0.

98
*

-0
.0

1
0.

06

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

w
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
7.

00
9.

91
**

*
0.

95
**

0.
45

2.
58

*

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

w
it

h
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

1.
31

*
1.

49
*

1.
36

*
0.

09
0.

13

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

w
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
an

d
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

-7
.9

1
-1

0.
28

**
*

-1
.3

7*
-0

.6
9

-3
.0

8*

ha
rd

pe
g

w
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
-1

2.
02

*
-3

.8
6*

0.
11

-0
.3

7
0.

32

ha
rd

pe
g

w
it

h
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

11
.8

5*
5.

05
*

1.
03

**
0.

03
-0

.2
4

ha
rd

pe
g

w
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
an

d
to

ta
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
12

.1
3*

4.
61

*
0.

59
0.

41
-0

.9
3

fl
oa

t
w

it
h

a
na

rr
ow

m
on

ey
ta

rg
et

5.
26

**
*

3.
96

1.
53

*
0.

36
*

0.
28

fl
oa

t
w

it
h

a
br

oa
d

m
on

ey
ta

rg
et

12
.3

4*
*

12
.4

4*
*

2.
32

*
0.

48
**

0.
34

fl
oa

t
w

it
h

a
br

oa
d

m
on

ey
ta

rg
et

an
d

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
-1

1.
09

**
*

-1
0.

30
**

*
-0

.8
7*

**
-0

.6
1*

*
-0

.2
8

fl
oa

t
w

it
h

a
br

oa
d

m
on

ey
ta

rg
et

an
d

to
ta

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

-1
2.

58
**

-1
0.

00
**

*
-1

.3
7*

-0
.1

5
0.

35

fl
oa

t
w

it
h

an
in

fl
at

io
n

ta
rg

et
an

d
to

ta
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
0.

49
*

2.
07

*
1.

59
*

0.
13

0.
30

fl
oa

t
w

it
h

an
in

fl
at

io
n

ta
rg

et
an

d
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

-0
.0

9
1.

94
*

1.
59

*
-0

.1
4

-1
.5

8*
*

R
2

0.
02

0.
04

0.
01

0.
03

0.
03

*
Si

gn
if

ic
an

ta
tt

he
1%

le
ve

l;
**

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

5%
le

ve
l;

**
*

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

10
%

le
ve

l



27

27

T
ab

le
4

Sa
m

pl
e:

N
om

in
al

E
ff

ec
ti

ve
E

xc
ha

ng
e

R
at

e
In

de
x:

de
pr

ec
ia

ti
on

an
d

va
ri

ab
ili

ty

19
89

:0
2–

20
01

:0
3

de
pr

ec
ia

tio
n

st
an

da
rd

de
vi

at
io

n
st

an
da

rd
de

vi
at

io
n

90
%

sk
ew

ne
ss

ku
rt

os
is

fl
oa

t
13

1.
09

*
3.

21
*

2.
92

*
0.

01
-0

.4
7

C
B

A
50

.8
2*

2.
01

*
1.

66
*

0.
15

-1
.0

2*
**

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

12
0.

66
*

1.
79

*
1.

90
*

-0
.0

5
-0

.5
0*

*

ha
rd

pe
g

16
4.

01
*

2.
74

*
2.

02
*

-0
.0

9
-0

.3
4

na
rr

ow
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
-2

5.
16

**
0.

24
0.

28
0.

14
0.

66

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
-5

2.
66

-1
9.

13
*

-8
.8

1*
-0

.0
1

0.
28

in
fl

at
io

n
ta

rg
et

-5
6.

52
*

-0
.9

3
-0

.8
4

0.
13

-0
.4

9

to
ta

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

23
.7

4*
-1

.5
2*

-1
.2

2*
-0

.0
4

0.
85

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
29

.3
4

17
.3

1*
7.

27
*

0.
12

0.
03

R
2

0.
31

0.
11

0.
08

0.
00

4
0.

01

*
Si

gn
if

ic
an

ta
tt

he
1%

le
ve

l;
**

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

5%
le

ve
l;

**
*

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

10
%

le
ve

l



28

28

T
ab

le
5

Sa
m

pl
e:

N
om

in
al

E
ff

ec
ti

ve
E

xc
ha

ng
e

R
at

e
In

de
x:

de
pr

ec
ia

ti
on

an
d

va
ri

ab
ili

ty

19
89

:0
1–

20
01

:0
5

de
pr

ec
ia

ti
on

st
an

da
rd

de
vi

at
io

n
st

an
da

rd
de

vi
at

io
n

90
%

sk
ew

ne
ss

ku
rt

os
is

C
B

A
w

it
h

to
ta

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

83
.6

0*
0.

82
*

0.
83

*
0.

11
-0

.1
9

C
B

A
w

it
h

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

w
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
36

38
.9

3*
16

8.
07

16
8.

07
0.

35
1.

07

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

w
it

h
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

11
0.

78
*

1.
27

*
1.

29
*

0.
06

-0
.4

8*

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

w
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
an

d
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

-3
64

7.
23

*
-1

68
.7

6
-1

68
.7

8
-0

.3
8

-0
.8

3

ha
rd

pe
g

w
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et

ha
rd

pe
g

w
it

h
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

10
06

.0
1*

93
.6

8*
49

.5
1*

0.
26

-0
.3

1

ha
rd

pe
g

w
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
an

d
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

-9
06

.6
3*

*
-9

3.
44

*
-4

9.
28

*
-0

.3
3

0.
03

fl
oa

t
w

it
h

a
na

rr
ow

m
on

ey
ta

rg
et

10
5.

55
*

3.
44

*
3.

20
*

0.
15

0.
20

fl
oa

t
w

it
h

a
br

oa
d

m
on

ey
ta

rg
et

39
9.

15
*

57
.2

9
57

.2
9

0.
06

-0
.4

7

fl
oa

t
w

it
h

a
br

oa
d

m
on

ey
ta

rg
et

an
d

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
-3

05
.6

9*
-5

6.
43

-5
6.

37
0.

04
0.

64

fl
oa

t
w

it
h

a
br

oa
d

m
on

ey
ta

rg
et

an
d

to
ta

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

fl
oa

t
w

it
h

an
in

fl
at

io
n

ta
rg

et
an

d
to

ta
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
99

.1
6*

0.
89

*
0.

89
*

0.
10

-0
.0

3

fl
oa

t
w

it
h

an
in

fl
at

io
n

ta
rg

et
an

d
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

78
.1

4*
1.

04
*

1.
03

*
0.

20
-1

.4
2*

*

R
2

0.
99

0.
10

0.
07

0.
00

6
0.

01

*
Si

gn
if

ic
an

ta
tt

he
1%

le
ve

l;
**

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

5%
le

ve
l;

**
*

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

10
%

le
ve

l



29

29

T
ab

le
6

Sa
m

pl
e:

R
ea

lE
ff

ec
ti

ve
E

xc
ha

ng
e

R
at

e
In

de
x:

de
pr

ec
ia

ti
on

an
d

va
ri

ab
ili

ty

19
89

:0
2–

20
01

:0
3

de
pr

ec
ia

tio
n

st
an

da
rd

de
vi

at
io

n
st

an
da

rd
de

vi
at

io
n

90
%

sk
ew

ne
ss

ku
rt

os
is

fl
oa

t
10

0.
77

*
1.

59
*

1.
54

*
-0

.3
3*

*
-0

.3
2

C
B

A
12

4.
93

*
1.

61
*

1.
14

*
-0

.0
0

0.
04

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

10
2.

03
*

0.
92

*
0.

80
*

-0
.0

3
-0

.3
6

ha
rd

pe
g

92
.0

5*
1.

10
*

0.
94

*
-0

.0
4

-0
.1

5

na
rr

ow
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
-1

.8
6

1.
13

**
1.

20
**

0.
36

**
*

0.
20

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
6.

25
*

-0
.4

5*
-0

.6
4*

0.
19

0.
02

in
fl

at
io

n
ta

rg
et

23
.6

4*
0.

10
-0

.4
4*

0.
31

0.
50

to
ta

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

-1
0.

76
*

-0
.5

6*
*

-0
.1

1
-0

.0
2

-0
.3

6

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
-4

.8
7*

0.
05

0.
38

**
0.

04
0.

06

R
2

0.
95

0.
01

0.
01

0.
00

6
0.

00
3

*
Si

gn
if

ic
an

ta
tt

he
1%

le
ve

l;
**

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

5%
le

ve
l;

**
*

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

10
%

le
ve

l



30

30

T
ab

le
7

Sa
m

pl
e:

R
ea

lE
ff

ec
ti

ve
E

xc
ha

ng
e

R
at

e
In

de
x:

de
pr

ec
ia

ti
on

an
d

va
ri

ab
ili

ty

19
89

:0
1-

20
01

:0
5

de
pr

ec
ia

ti
on

st
an

da
rd

de
vi

at
io

n
st

an
da

rd
de

vi
at

io
n

90
%

sk
ew

ne
ss

ku
rt

os
is

C
B

A
w

it
h

to
ta

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

11
4.

27
*

1.
10

*
1.

08
*

0.
00

-0
.4

3*
**

C
B

A
w

it
h

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
12

9.
86

*
1.

33
*

1.
31

*
0.

02
0.

26

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

w
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
12

1.
89

*
7.

68
**

7.
68

**
0.

23
-0

.4
7

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

w
it

h
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

10
2.

34
*

1.
11

*
1.

09
*

0.
06

-0
.2

5

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

w
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
an

d
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

12
2.

55
*

-8
.1

8*
*

-8
.1

4*
*

-0
.1

4
0.

54

ha
rd

pe
g

w
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et

ha
rd

pe
g

w
it

h
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

62
.4

0*
2.

85
*

2.
75

*
-0

.0
1

-0
.0

2

ha
rd

pe
g

w
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
an

d
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

34
.4

1*
-2

.4
5*

-2
.3

4*
0.

28
-0

.1
6

fl
oa

t
w

it
h

a
na

rr
ow

m
on

ey
ta

rg
et

97
.8

6*
2.

71
*

2.
74

*
0.

02
-0

.1
2

fl
oa

t
w

it
h

a
br

oa
d

m
on

ey
ta

rg
et

88
.4

2*
4.

97
4.

72
-0

.1
2

-0
.2

2

fl
oa

t
w

it
h

a
br

oa
d

m
on

ey
ta

rg
et

an
d

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
15

.5
3*

-3
.8

6
-3

.4
1

0.
01

-0
.2

2

fl
oa

t
w

it
h

a
br

oa
d

m
on

ey
ta

rg
et

an
d

to
ta

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

fl
oa

t
w

it
h

an
in

fl
at

io
n

ta
rg

et
an

d
to

ta
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
11

3.
79

1.
11

*
0.

94
*

-0
.1

1
0.

13

fl
oa

t
w

it
h

an
in

fl
at

io
n

ta
rg

et
an

d
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

12
5.

12
*

1.
60

*
1.

56
*

0.
24

-0
.7

4

R
2

0.
98

0.
02

0.
00

5
0.

00
5

0.
00

4

*
Si

gn
if

ic
an

ta
tt

he
1%

le
ve

l;
**

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

5%
le

ve
l;

**
*

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

10
%

le
ve

l



31

31

T
ab

le
8

Sa
m

pl
e:

C
P

I:
le

ve
la

nd
va

ri
ab

ili
ty

19
89

:0
1–

20
01

:0
5

le
ve

l
st

an
da

rd
de

vi
at

io
n

st
an

da
rd

de
vi

at
io

n
90

%
sk

ew
ne

ss
ku

rt
os

is

fl
oa

t
3.

40
*

1.
39

*
0.

70
*

2.
22

*
11

.6
8*

C
B

A
3.

42
*

1.
32

*
0.

49
*

2.
10

*
10

.8
3*

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

2.
55

*
1.

04
*

0.
58

*
2.

08
*

9.
85

*

ha
rd

pe
g

2.
69

*
1.

15
*

0.
63

*
1.

72
*

6.
47

*

na
rr

ow
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
1.

07
0.

24
0.

59
*

0.
04

-2
.9

7*

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
0.

43
0.

00
-0

.3
5*

-1
.4

7*
-9

.2
6*

in
fl

at
io

n
ta

rg
et

-1
.1

7*
**

-0
.4

4
-0

.6
3*

-1
.2

6*
-7

.5
8*

to
ta

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

-1
.7

4*
-0

.4
5

0.
20

2.
68

*
16

.8
7*

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
-2

.3
7*

-0
.8

0*
0.

03
1.

20
*

6.
80

*

R
2

0.
02

0.
00

2
0.

05
0.

43
0.

30

*
Si

gn
if

ic
an

ta
tt

he
1%

le
ve

l;
**

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

5%
le

ve
l;

**
*

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

10
%

le
ve

l



32

32

T
ab

le
9

Sa
m

pl
e:

C
P

I:
le

ve
la

nd
va

ri
ab

ili
ty

19
89

:0
1–

20
01

:0
5

le
ve

l
st

an
da

rd
de

vi
at

io
n

st
an

da
rd

de
vi

at
io

n
90

%
sk

ew
ne

ss
ku

rt
os

is

C
B

A
w

it
h

to
ta

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

1.
24

*
14

.9
1*

0.
64

*
5.

45
*

39
.5

3*

C
B

A
w

it
h

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
0.

98
*

7.
90

*
0.

56
*

1.
92

*
5.

92
*

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

w
ith

a
br

oa
d

m
on

ey
ta

rg
et

10
.0

4*
7.

66
*

2.
71

*
0.

67
*

2.
15

*

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

w
ith

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
1.

73
*

11
.9

5*
0.

68
*

4.
21

*
23

.1
6*

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

w
ith

a
br

oa
d

m
on

ey
ta

rg
et

an
d

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
-1

1.
12

-1
9.

16
*

-3
.1

2*
-3

.7
1*

-2
0.

48
*

ha
rd

pe
g

w
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
-1

1.
68

-1
5.

30
*

-1
.0

5*
-0

.6
5*

-1
.9

4*

ha
rd

pe
g

w
it

h
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

12
.4

5*
15

.7
2*

1.
33

*
1.

48
*

4.
96

*

ha
rd

pe
g

w
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
an

d
to

ta
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
12

.4
5*

23
.8

1*
1.

49
*

3.
98

*
17

.9
6*

fl
oa

tw
ith

a
na

rr
ow

m
on

ey
ta

rg
et

4.
39

*
10

.5
6*

1.
26

*
2.

33
*

9.
24

*

fl
oa

tw
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
8.

89
*

6.
36

*
1.

74
*

1.
07

*
3.

98
*

fl
oa

tw
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
an

d
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

-7
.7

8*
-3

.9
1*

-1
.4

1*
1.

59
*

8.
43

*

fl
oa

tw
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
an

d
to

ta
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
-2

.1
9

6.
73

*
-0

.0
2

0.
26

*
0.

14

fl
oa

tw
it

h
an

in
fl

at
io

n
ta

rg
et

an
d

to
ta

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

0.
49

*
0.

67
*

0.
25

*
2.

46
*

11
.3

7*

fl
oa

tw
it

h
an

in
fl

at
io

n
ta

rg
et

an
d

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
0.

53
*

9.
21

*
0.

25
*

5.
55

*
38

.0
1*

R
2

0.
01

0.
81

0.
18

0.
82

0.
83

*
Si

gn
if

ic
an

ta
tt

he
1%

le
ve

l,
**

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

5%
le

ve
l;

**
*

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

10
%

le
ve

l



33

33

T
ab

le
10

Sa
m

pl
e:

R
ea

lI
nt

er
es

t
R

at
e:

le
ve

la
nd

va
ri

ab
ili

ty

19
89

:0
1–

20
01

:0
5

le
ve

l
st

an
da

rd
de

vi
at

io
n

st
an

da
rd

de
vi

at
io

n
90

%
sk

ew
ne

ss
ku

rt
os

is

fl
oa

t
50

.2
0*

7.
18

*
2.

34
*

0.
81

*
6.

96
*

C
B

A
31

.4
3*

3.
61

0.
60

*
-3

.1
7*

-1
6.

76
*

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

24
.4

8*
1.

44
*

0.
71

*
0.

05
3.

05
*

ha
rd

pe
g

28
.6

9*
2.

31
*

1.
26

*
-0

.1
5*

1.
90

*

na
rr

ow
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
9.

92
*

0.
50

**
*

1.
39

**
-1

.4
5*

6.
12

*

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
4.

76
1.

16
-0

.9
1*

-3
.2

3*
-2

0.
13

*

in
fl

at
io

n
ta

rg
et

-2
6.

90
*

-4
.6

6*
*

-2
.4

1*
-2

.1
0*

*
2.

72

to
ta

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

-1
3.

84
*

-1
.9

3
0.

65
3.

86
*

20
.5

8*

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
-1

7.
02

*
-2

.4
0

0.
52

4.
62

*
25

.2
2*

R
2

0.
37

0.
06

0.
02

0.
30

0.
16

*
Si

gn
if

ic
an

ta
tt

he
1%

le
ve

l;
**

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

5%
le

ve
l;

**
*

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

10
%

le
ve

l



34

34

T
ab

le
11

Sa
m

pl
e:

R
ea

lI
nt

er
es

t
R

at
e:

le
ve

la
nd

va
ri

ab
ili

ty

19
91

:0
1–

20
01

:0
5

le
ve

l
st

an
da

rd
de

vi
at

io
n

st
an

da
rd

de
vi

at
io

n
90

%
sk

ew
ne

ss
ku

rt
os

is

C
B

A
w

it
h

to
ta

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

14
.6

2*
15

.0
2*

1.
15

*
0.

79
*

3.
43

*

C
B

A
w

it
h

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
19

.6
3*

0.
85

*
3.

00
*

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

w
ith

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
27

.4
3*

53
0.

84
*

0.
93

*
8.

54
*

77
.9

5*

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

w
ith

a
br

oa
d

m
on

ey
ta

rg
et

an
d

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
-1

4.
81

*
-5

30
.0

9*
-0

.5
1*

-8
.1

7*
-7

4.
28

*

ha
rd

pe
g

w
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
20

3.
45

-6
80

.6
7*

-4
.3

2*
-2

.8
8*

-1
2.

04
*

ha
rd

pe
g

w
it

h
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

21
5.

96
68

1.
31

*
4.

72
*

2.
78

*
14

.1
5*

ha
rd

pe
g

w
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
an

d
to

ta
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
22

5.
75

69
8.

31
*

5.
94

*
3.

55
*

14
.5

9*

fl
oa

tw
it

h
a

na
rr

ow
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
59

.2
7*

23
.8

8*
3.

73
*

-0
.5

7
10

.5
4*

fl
oa

tw
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
70

.2
3*

14
.5

0*
2.

80
*

2.
01

*
6.

53
*

fl
oa

tw
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
an

d
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

-5
1.

52
*

74
.7

3*
-1

.0
9*

fl
oa

tw
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
an

d
to

ta
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
-2

.2
6

-8
.2

9*
-0

.3
6*

fl
oa

tw
it

h
an

in
fl

at
io

n
ta

rg
et

an
d

to
ta

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

9.
43

*
1.

46
*

0.
53

*
-0

.4
1*

4.
11

*

fl
oa

tw
it

h
an

in
fl

at
io

n
ta

rg
et

an
d

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
19

.7
1*

38
8.

34
*

0.
40

*
11

.3
7*

13
2.

65
*

R
2

0.
62

0.
67

0.
04

0.
72

0.
56

*
Si

gn
if

ic
an

ta
tt

he
1%

le
ve

l;
**

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

5%
le

ve
l;

**
*

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

10
%

le
ve

l



35

35

T
ab

le
12

Sa
m

pl
e:

U
ne

m
pl

oy
m

en
t:

le
ve

la
nd

va
ri

ab
ili

ty

19
89

:0
1–

20
01

:0
5

le
ve

l
st

an
da

rd
de

vi
at

io
n

st
an

da
rd

de
vi

at
io

n
90

%
sk

ew
ne

ss
ku

rt
os

is

fl
oa

t
11

.5
6*

0.
03

0.
23

*
-0

.3
9*

1.
88

*

C
B

A
7.

08
*

0.
05

0.
27

*
-0

.3
0*

2.
29

*

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

9.
44

*
0.

20
*

0.
24

*
-0

.1
1*

3.
40

*

ha
rd

pe
g

7.
20

*
0.

40
*

0.
19

*
-0

.3
2*

2.
23

*

na
rr

ow
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
-1

.4
3*

*
0.

22
*

0.
01

-0
.4

4*
1.

21
*

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
-2

.5
0*

0.
17

*
-0

.0
2

-0
.3

0*
1.

34
*

in
fl

at
io

n
ta

rg
et

-3
.6

9*
0.

03
0.

02
1.

12
*

0.
70

*

to
ta

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

2.
89

*
0.

29
*

-0
.0

8*
-0

.3
9*

0.
88

*

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
4.

39
*

-0
.0

5*
-0

.0
7*

0.
02

-0
.0

7

R
2

0.
82

0.
25

0.
01

0.
45

0.
27

*
Si

gn
if

ic
an

ta
tt

he
1%

le
ve

l;
**

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

5%
le

ve
l;

**
*

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

10
%

le
ve

l



36

36

T
ab

le
13

Sa
m

pl
e:

U
ne

m
pl

oy
m

en
t:

le
ve

la
nd

va
ri

ab
ili

ty

19
91

:0
1–

20
01

:0
5

le
ve

l
st

an
da

rd
de

vi
at

io
n

st
an

da
rd

de
vi

at
io

n
90

%
sk

ew
ne

ss
ku

rt
os

is

C
B

A
w

it
h

to
ta

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

11
.3

9*
2.

40
*

0.
18

*
3.

30
*

C
B

A
w

it
h

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
7.

41
*

1.
42

*
0.

20
*

0.
03

2.
32

*

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

w
ith

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
13

.3
6*

2.
56

*
0.

17
*

-0
.7

2*

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

w
ith

a
br

oa
d

m
on

ey
ta

rg
et

an
d

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
-1

.1
2*

0.
02

-0
.0

2
-0

.6
6*

4.
95

*

ha
rd

pe
g

w
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
-5

.3
0*

0.
02

-0
.3

1*
-0

.7
7*

1.
81

*

ha
rd

pe
g

w
it

h
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

8.
39

*
0.

68
*

0.
39

*
0.

38
*

1.
77

*

ha
rd

pe
g

w
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
an

d
to

ta
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
12

.8
8*

1.
17

*
0.

40
*

-0
.2

1*
*

2.
60

*

fl
oa

tw
ith

a
na

rr
ow

m
on

ey
ta

rg
et

10
.2

9*
2.

61
*

0.
24

*
-0

.8
6*

3.
23

*

fl
oa

tw
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
8.

63
*

1.
89

*
0.

22
*

-0
.3

9*
2.

02
*

fl
oa

tw
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
an

d
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

5.
32

*
-0

.5
3*

-0
.0

8*
-0

.6
5*

1.
86

*

fl
oa

tw
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
an

d
to

ta
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
-3

.7
6*

-1
.0

5*
-0

.0
8*

0.
04

-0
.1

9*

fl
oa

tw
it

h
an

in
fl

at
io

n
ta

rg
et

an
d

to
ta

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

7.
52

*
1.

55
*

0.
16

*
0.

90
*

3.
71

*

fl
oa

tw
it

h
an

in
fl

at
io

n
ta

rg
et

an
d

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
14

.5
3*

2.
42

*
0.

16
*

-0
.4

6*
2.

56
*

R
2

0.
86

0.
85

0.
00

0.
52

0.
81

*
Si

gn
if

ic
an

ta
tt

he
1%

le
ve

l;
**

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

5%
le

ve
l;

**
*

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

10
%

le
ve

l



37

37

T
ab

le
14

Sa
m

pl
e:

G
D

P
:

le
ve

la
nd

va
ri

ab
ili

ty

19
89

:1
–2

00
1:

2
le

ve
l

st
an

da
rd

de
vi

at
io

n
st

an
da

rd
de

vi
at

io
n

90
%

sk
ew

ne
ss

ku
rt

os
is

fl
oa

t
1.

98
*

0.
01

*
0.

01
3*

0.
78

*
-0

.6
8*

**

C
B

A
2.

01
*

0.
04

*
0.

04
0*

0.
44

**
*

0.
12

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

1.
99

*
0.

02
*

0.
02

0*
0.

31
**

*
-0

.2
7

ha
rd

pe
g

1.
97

*
0.

03
*

0.
02

2*
0.

61
*

-0
.1

8

na
rr

ow
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
-0

.0
3

0.
01

0.
00

1
-0

.9
9*

0.
23

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
-0

.0
3

0.
00

0.
00

0
-0

.5
0*

*
0.

55

in
fl

at
io

n
ta

rg
et

0.
03

**
0.

01
*

-0
.0

13
*

0.
06

2.
02

*

to
ta

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

-0
.0

1
-0

.0
0*

-0
.0

11
*

-0
.6

5*
*

-0
.4

1

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
0.

00
-0

.0
0*

-0
.0

08
-0

.4
3*

*
-0

.2
0

R
2

0.
99

0.
23

0.
20

0.
10

0.
05

*
Si

gn
if

ic
an

ta
tt

he
1%

le
ve

l;
**

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

5%
le

ve
l;

**
*

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

10
%

le
ve

l



38

38

T
ab

le
15

Sa
m

pl
e:

G
D

P
:

le
ve

la
nd

va
ri

ab
ili

ty

19
89

:1
–2

00
1:

2
le

ve
l

st
an

da
rd

de
vi

at
io

n
st

an
da

rd
de

vi
at

io
n

90
%

sk
ew

ne
ss

ku
rt

os
is

C
B

A
w

it
h

to
ta

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

1.
89

*
0.

02
6*

0.
02

6*
-0

.2
0

-0
.9

0*
*

C
B

A
w

it
h

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
1.

89
*

0.
03

6*
0.

03
5*

-0
.0

1
0.

34

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

w
ith

a
br

oa
d

m
on

ey
ta

rg
et

0.
47

*
0.

00
7*

0.
00

9*
-0

.5
2*

0.
56

sl
id

in
g

pe
g

w
ith

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
1.

54
*

0.
01

0*
0.

00
9*

-0
.1

9
-0

.2
0

ha
rd

pe
g

w
it

h
to

ta
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
2.

05
*

0.
00

9*
0.

00
9*

-0
.5

8*
*

0.
14

ha
rd

pe
g

w
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
an

d
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

1.
96

*
0.

01
7*

0.
01

6*
0.

4
0.

20

fl
oa

tw
ith

a
na

rr
ow

m
on

ey
ta

rg
et

1.
91

*
0.

01
7*

0.
01

6*
-0

.2
2

-0
.5

0

fl
oa

tw
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
1.

95
*

0.
02

0*
0.

01
6*

0.
03

0.
36

fl
oa

tw
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
an

d
pa

rt
ia

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

0.
05

*
-0

.0
15

*
-0

.0
11

-0
.1

5
-0

.8
6

fl
oa

tw
it

h
a

br
oa

d
m

on
ey

ta
rg

et
an

d
to

ta
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
0.

05
*

fl
oa

tw
it

h
an

in
fl

at
io

n
ta

rg
et

an
d

to
ta

lC
B

in
de

pe
nd

en
ce

1.
98

*
0.

01
7*

0.
01

7*
0.

23
1.

23
*

fl
oa

tw
it

h
an

in
fl

at
io

n
ta

rg
et

an
d

pa
rt

ia
lC

B
in

de
pe

nd
en

ce
2.

02
*

0.
00

8*
0.

00
8

0.
41

-1
.4

9

R
2

0.
99

0.
45

0.
38

0.
09

0.
10

*
Si

gn
if

ic
an

ta
tt

he
1%

le
ve

l;
**

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

5%
le

ve
l;

**
*

si
gn

if
ic

an
ta

tt
he

10
%

le
ve

l


