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Abstract

A group of developing countries bear high rates of financial dollarisation. Under
this circumstance, monetary-policy makers are uncertain about the presence and scale
of potentially harmful effects that might appear because of balance sheet mismatches
arising from high and unexpected depreciations of the domestic currency.

We build a setup whereby central bankers have two competing models in mind.
Model A is a standard model for a small open economy whereas Model B has a built-
in non-linear balance sheet effect. Whether the balance sheet mismatch problem exists
or not, a Bayesian optimization procedure that assigns a positive probability to Model B,
perpetuates model-indeterminacy. This happens because the optimal Bayesian regulator
does not allow sizeable exchange rate swings (dirty floating), and therefore blurs the
information to distinguish among models. We call this effect the Balance Sheet Trap.

We show that, given the presence of the Balance Sheet Trap, introducing the learning
dynamics into the central banker's problem is optimal. Thus, we argue that intentional
policy experimentation is highly desirable since it provides for an escape to the Balance
Sheet Trap.

JEL Classifications: C11, C61, E52

Key Words: Balance Sheet Effect, Model Uncertainty, Monetary Policy, Policy Experi-
mentation
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1 Introduction

A country is financially dollarised whenever its inhabitants hold assets and liabilities
denominated in both; domestic and foreign currency. In turn, the existence of financial
dollarisation creates uncertainty about the presence and scale of potential harmful effects
arising from mismatches on the budget constraint of agents.

The harmful after-effects result from high and unexpected exchange rate depreciations. There
is a group of empirical and theoretical wotkthat has documented contractionary effects

of exchange rate depreciations due to imbalances in the asset-liability positions of economic
agents. This occurs because non-tradable agents hold assets denominated in domestic currency
but liabilities denominated in US Dollars. Without insurance to cover financial losses arising
from the sudden mismatch in balance sheets, agents might enter default.

On the other hand, high unexpected depreciations might be beneficial to agents that produce
some fraction of their income in US Dollg@tsThe sudden shift in the value of the nominal
exchange rate translates to a sudden shift in the real exchange rate and therefore produces
beneficial wealth and competitiveness effects.

Both types of potential outcomes are not distinct though. It all depends on which type of agent
is affected most and how the sequence of effects unfolds. Moreover, it is very likely that the
effects will offset one another depending on the magnitude of the shock. Precisely, this is the
difficulty faced by policy makers in financially dollarised economies: being uncertain about
the latent overall effects underlying sizeable exchange rate movements.

The problem for the policy makers is therefore not trivial. @sodhar{2005 puts it, a central
bank is mostly concerned about three facets of stability: Domestic price stability, external
stability of the value of the currency, and overall stability in the financial system. Failure to
prevent or dampen the sources and effects of instability are costly to society.

Uncertainty about the potential financial instability underlying high rates of financial
dollarisation is therefore a major policy issue. However it has not been taken into account
in the literature even though it is essential for optimal policy analysis in small, financially
dollarised economies. The aim of this paper is precisely this, to tackle model uncertainty
through the presence of two rival models that deliver opposite effects from unexpected
exchange rate movements. Just as in a real world environment, the policy maker does not
know which of the two models drives the true data generating process.

If policy makers miss the true model, then the outcomes in terms of the data generating process
might render higher losses compared to informationally efficient outcomes. Thus, according
to Brainard (1967), policy makers will tend to optimize in a Bayesian fashion depending on

a priori beliefs about the validity of the two models at hand.

The problem with a Bayesian optimization procedure is that model prior probabilities will
finally depend on the policies behind. Since the distinction among models will only be clear
once large swings in the exchange rate are observed, a policy that does not allow them will

1 NotablyKrugman(1999, Calvo and Reinhai2002, Céspedes et.§2004 andFrankel(2005.
2 As exporters do in their regular business or agents holding assets in that currency.



unintentionally render model indeterminacy. If model indeterminacy is caused by a fear of
floating policy we will say the economy faces a Balance Sheet trap.

In the paper we propose that if an economy faces a Balance Sheet trap, social welfare is
suboptimal since model certainty allows for correct policy decisions. In that sense, we argue
that intentional policy experimentation as proposediogley et.a(2005 may be desirable.

This experimentation will imply a monetary policy rule that deviates for the optimal Bayesian
because it will also weight the fact that exchange rate swings will provide information on what
the true model is. In this manner, policy experimentation will provide an escape to the trap.

Up to this point, the main goal of this paper is to highlight that a Monetary Policy that faces
Balance Sheet Uncertainty should involve intentional policy experimentation. For this reason,
in this initial version we keep the core models unrealistically simple (and static): because we
want to emphasize the benefits of policy experimentation in a non-linear world. Thus, the only
dynamics in this version of the paper are those of the learning mechanisms.

Regarding future versions of this paper, we have many tasks to still do. First, we have
purposely left the models as simple and as static as possible, precisely to capture the dynamic
benefits of policy experimentation. We still have work to do in terms of setting our experiments
with richer model dynamics capturing balance sheet effects. Having a better-suited structure
will allow us to take the model to real data. Additionally, we are aware of the fact that proper
loss function needs to be supported by this structure. We should be capable of collapsing this
loss into a single Bayesian loss function.

The paper continues as follows: In Sectidna block of exercises solve optimal policies
under the unrealistic assumption that the central banks knows with certainty either of the two
models A or B. Then in SectioB, we solve a second block of models, in which the central
banks uses the wrong model. In Sectibwe deal with model uncertainty and present the
optimal Bayesian policies. Sectiégnrefers to the Balance sheet trap whereas in Sedion

we explore the benefits of policy experimentation once the economy falls into the trap. We
introduce learning dynamics and solve for the dynamic problem in this section. Finally, we
conclude in Sectiof.

2 Monetary Policy under Model Certainty
{SEC2}

We start with an ideal case of certainty about the model that drives the path of an small

open economy. This case will serve as a benchmark for comparison to other informational

assumptions about uncertainty detailed in next sections. We depict two models, Model

A describes a standard mechanism of a small open economy whereby exchange rate
depreciations are expansionary. Model B describes an economy governed by a non-linear
exchange rate effect that works in the opposite direction than that of Model A.



2.1 Model A: Standard model of the economy

This model is characterized by three equations which are perfectly known by policy makers.
The model describes the simple transmission mechanism of a small open eéonomy

Tt = Yyt + Y20t + Ext (1) {pc}
O = —it+ €54 (2) {urp}
Yt = O1it + 020 + &y (3) {caP}

Equation [] describes the behaviour af (in deviations from its target rate) as a function of
the output gapy), a cost-push factor determined by the exchange rate depreCisaied;,
and an iid disturbancesf ). Here, the parametegg andy, are both positive.

Next, the depreciation of the currency is inversely affected by the position of the monetary
policy instrument relative to some neutral rateariable; is also affected by the shodls ;
which is known to be an AR(1) process of the form

& =ped 1+ (4) {aR1}

with a gaussian noisg;. This means that, up to some extent, the policy instrument can offset
exchange rate shocks.

Last, equation J] describes how the output gap is determined as a function of the policy
instrument, the depreciation rate and a shock. Monetary policy can restrain the output gap via
0, < 0 while in this economy, depreciations are expansionégy>0).

There is no intrinsic persistence in any of the main driving equations but the process for the
exchange rate shocks. This means that monetary policy only reacts to those shocks. In order
to properly characterize monetary policy, we introduce a standard optimality criterion: The
central bank sets the instrumento minimize an evenly weighted loss function

L=E Zk[sS*‘ (7&+Y3) (5) {LoSS}

3 The standard lagged endogenous and expectational variables featuring dynamic, rational expectation neo-
Keynesian models are omitted in this first version of the paper.

4 The nominal exchange rate is given by the domestic price of the US Dollar and a depredigtiohtite
currency means a increase in this variable.

5 This neutral rate can be an exogenous comparable world interest rate or a domestic neutral interest rate.
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against the backdrop of the small open economy defined by equafieijs The solution
procedure here is done in a discretionary fashion, namely, the central banks optimizes period
by period. As a result, given the information at any given time, the setting of the instrument is
as follows (See Appendix):

it =Ned 4 (6) {RULE}

When the exchange rate shock unexpectedly hits, it propagates instantaneously to inflation
via both the cost-push factor and the expansionary effect on the output gap. This shock is
expected to have persistence, so in order to dampen further future loss-making deviations of
inflation and the output gap, the interest rate is raiged Q).

2.2 Model B: Introducing contractionary depreciations (Balance Sheet
Effect)

In this case, the inflation and the exchange rate equation behave in the same way as Model A.
However, the evolution of the output gap is driven by a function that behaves non-linearly to
exchange rate depreciations. For small exchange rate fluctuations the behavior is fairly linear
and similar to that of model A. Namely, exchange rate depreciations increase the output gap
for standard competitiveness reasons. The important change occurs when the shocks are large.
In this situation, a large exchange rate depreciation is indeed bad for the economy given that
it may lead to a financial collapse with real consequences.

Therefore model B captures the financial fragility consequences of exchange rate fluctuations
common in the policy debate of financially dollarised economies. The output gap equation in
this model is now

Yt = B1it + 028 + 0382 + ¢ (7) {cAPD}

Here, the parametdi; is negative. Hence, a large enough variatiorditowers the output

gap. Facing model B, what would an optimizing central bank do against an otherwise same
exchange rate shock as in model A? A large enough shock depresses the output gap but boosts
inflation. If the interest rate is increased to ameliorate future exchange rates then the output
gap cost is high, otherwise the inflationary cost is high.

In this case, there is no explicit form for the optimal solution given that the problem is not
linear-quadratic anymore. However, the solution is characterised in Figuhere we depict
interest rate response and the resulting nominal exchange rate depreciation resulting from
exchange rate shocks. The continuous lines represent the certainty solution under Model A
whereas the discontinuous plots show the solution under Model B.

The optimal solution implies a smoother exchange rate equilibrium response but a greater
interest rate response to shocks. However, when the size of the exchange rate shock is small
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in absolute value, both types of model solutions are virtually unrecognizable from each other.
Another interesting insight of the solution to Model B is the underlying asymmetric optimal
rule. Large positive shocks elicit a stronger response on interest rates than large negative
shocks of the same absolute $iZEhis result is broadly in line with asymmetric rule proposals
outlined in recent literature related to Balance Sheet affected economies suahiusnd

Vegh (2007) andMorén and Winkelried2005. Furthermore, the optimal rule for this model
allows for greater appreciations than depreciations for shocks of the same absolute magnitude.
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Figure 1: Optimal Rule Comparison - Model A vs. Model B {Fig1}

3 Misspecification and Policy Outcomes

{SEC3}
This section performs the exercise of model misspecification. In this case, the central bank can
mistakenly believe that the economy accords to one model when in fact the true model is quite
different. As time evolves, there is no learning mechanism in place and so, the central bank
remains ever ignorant about the true model. The outcome of this extreme exercise is obviously
not optimal. However, the measured degree of sub-optimality serves also as a benchmark for
the more interesting case where learning is in place.

The first type of misspecification assumes that the central bank mistakenly believes that
the economy is financially dollarized and that there are balance sheet effects inducing

6 In real world situations, it is not the interest rate but other type of instruments such us FX interventions that
might react in this fashion.



contractionary exchange rate depreciatioihe second exercise considers a central bank
that neglects the presence of a balance-sheet problem and thus, thinks that exchange rate
depreciations are always expansionary.

The exercise consists in simulating the economy under the respective true model but solving
for the policy instrument under either central bank misspecification. In Tabde report the
standard deviations as ratios to the standard deviations obtained by simulating Model A with
exact certainty.

The exercise reveals that the volatility of the output gap is significantly greater when the true
model has a balance sheet mechanism. For this reason, the central bank’s loss is increased
significantly solely with the presence of this channel. More importantly, the exercise reveals
that neglecting the balance sheet effect is much more harmful than mistakenly assuming its
existence. Hence, this asymmetry in the loss will bias the monetary policy to behave as if the
true model does have a balance sheet effect.

Thus, in a first instance, we find a rationale to the fear of balance sheet effect. Moreover, it
is this characteristic that will bias a Bayesian policy towards behaving as the balance sheet
policy. We enter the Bayesian grounds to solving the problem in the following section.

4 Monetary Policy under Model Uncertainty (The Bayesian
Policy)

{SEC4}

In this section we introduce the fact that central bankers are uncertain about which the
actual model driving the economy. Therefore, they assign a probability model A and

a probability(1 — p;) to model B. This probability evolves according to the odds ratio, i.e, a
combination of model fit and their shocks and an initial prior betigf Given no parameter
uncertainty within each model, and simply taking into account model uncertainty the expected
loss function for period becomes

Lt = prbya+ (1—p)Lys (8) {BLOSS}

WhereL 4 andLy g represent the losses that would occur conditional on central bank reacting
as if model A or B were true. Both loss functions can be represented in terms of the instrument
ratei; and the observed lagged exchange rate disturbasnc¢See Appendix for details).

The expected loss function i8][has all parameters which are allowed to vary in time if we
introduce parameter uncertainty, otherwise, they remain constant over time.

The first-order condition for optimality, conditional on the parameter values is:

7 Conversely, it thinks that exchange rate appreciations are expansionary



Py [Z(A%t +B5)it + 2(AntAx + By th)PFf_l} + (9) {BFOC}
(1— pt) [AAai® + 3Aati? + 22zt + A1t =0

which is weighted average of two factors representing the optimal condition under each model
alone. If the probability for model A at timeis small, then policy instrument resulting i8] [

looks very similar to the one obtained in the exact certainty solution to model B. In fact,
regrouping §] allows us to write the equation as a 3rd degree polynomial form similar to the
one that solves model B with certainty (See the Appendix for further details).
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Figure 2: Optimal Rule (Bayesian) Depending on Probabilities {Fig2}

In the left panel of Figur@ we show the optimal reaction of the interest for shocks of different
size. This figures represent fan charts. For each probapilaycolour is assigned. As the areas

in the graphs gain colour density, the probability leans towards the model with Balance Sheet
(tends to 0). One can observe the asymmetry in terms of the response given probabilities.
Each colour is equally spaced in terms of the probability, though the denser colours are tight
together in terms of the response. This means that for low model probabilities, the optimal
response is very similar. For high probabilities, marginal changes make greater differences
in terms of the optimal response. Something similar happens with the expected depreciation
(found in the right panel) since it is a linear combination of the movements in the interest rate.



The updating of model A probability in the Bayesian approach depends on the odd’s ratio

p(DataM*) p(MA)
(Data|MB) p(MB) 4 p(Data|MA) p(M4)

P = p(MA\Data) =7 (10) {opps}

Following Cogley et.a(2005 this ratio can be transformed dynamically into:

_ p—1p (Data|Data 1, M*)
pi_1p(Data|Data_1,MA) + (1— pr_1)p(Data|Data_1,MB)

Pt (11) {oppsu}

The intuition behind this ratio is that the probability that the policy maker will assign to a
given model for being true will depend on a weighted average (with weights given by the
previous periods model probabilities) of the likelihood of the data at peramhditional to

each model and the data. It is key to perform simulations: we will show how this ratio evolves
in time in the following section. We will again pay attention to this dynamics later in Section
6 once we introduce the learning dynamics into the Policy Maker’s problem.

4.1 Model Comparisons

We need to simulate the model in order to compare the outcomes under uncertainty
and Bayesian updating of probabilities. The baseline parameter calibration used in these
simulations is given in Table 1. The parameters are calibrated in order to replicate the
behaviour of quarterly data. The simulations presented in figdirsd ?? are carried out

for 25 periods and averaged over 100 replications of the same exercise.

p=0.995 | »=0.15
61=-05 | o, =10
6,=015 | oy =4
03=-005| 0, =4
1 =0.3 p=09

4.2 Evaluation of Central Bank's Losses

We now discuss the outcome of the simulations carried out using the core calibration to
compare the characteristics underlying each policy for both, when the true models is A or
Model B. The initial prior for the Bayesian Policy @5. Probabilities are updated usiniyl].

In the top panel of Table 1 we depict the volatilities of all the variables in the models relative to
Model A volatilities under perfect certainty. At a first glance, one can compare the outcomes
of Models A and B. When comparing the volatility of the interest rates among the models
with certainty we find that the model with a balance sheet effect has at4dmses more
volatility. The variance of the depreciation rate(%s) of that of the model without the balance
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sheet effect. It is clear that in this context, the variance of output and inflation will be greater.
In particular, output id2 times more volatile while for the inflation rate the figures show the
double of the volatility. When the real model does not have the balance sheet channel but the
central bank believes it does, the volatility of output is increased by 150% whereas inflation is
maintained almost at the same level. In the table [reference] we can also find the implications
of missing what the right model is. In terms of losses, even though both policies imply perfect
information on what the true model is, the loss is reduced more &tanes if the balance
sheet mechanism is not present.

Given that, for this calibration, the worst possible case is to misbelieve the presence of the
Balance Sheet effect, it is clear how the optimal Bayesian policy will have a bias to act as
if the true model were B. Missing what the true model is if the real model is B could be
disastrous.

The Bayesian policy seems to be very efficient for both models. One can observe that, since
probabilities are updated (and in this case we assume no parameter uncertainty) the results are
similar to those found with full model certainty as opposed to the results with misspecification.

MOMENT COMPARISON AMONG MODELS WITH PARAMETER CERTAINTY

Relative Variance
(as % of the model without Balance Sheet Effect)

Variable Output Inflation Depreciation Interest Rate

(when the true model is Model A)

Policy with Certainty 100% 100% 100% 100%
Policy with Misbeleives 212% 101% 83% 412%
Bayesian Policy 99% 105% 110% 137%

(when the true model is Model B)

Policy with Certainty 957% 160% 83% 412%
Policy with Misbeleives 1572% 225% 100% 100%
Bayesian Policy 9923% 1587% 124% 632%

Welfare Comparison
(as % of the model without Balance Sheet Effect)

(when the true model is Model A)

Policy with Certainty 100%
Policy with Misbeleives 165%
Bayesian Policy 114%
(when the true model is Model B)

Policy with Certainty 717%
Policy with Misbeleives 1189%
Bayesian Policy 728%

Table 1: Moment Comparison

5 Balance Sheet Indeterminacy: The Balance Sheet Trap
{SEC5}

5.1 Evolution of Model Probabilities for both models

In the two panels of figurd we plot the evolution of model probabilities when the true models
are Model A and Model B respectively. We find the evolution of Model probabilities given
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distinct initial prior probabilities for each model. We observe that regardless of the true model,
the odds ratio seems to stabilize for any initial prior probability. It seems as if the initial prior
is indeed important since after 25 periods it is still determinant of the final level that is reached
by the odds ratio. For both models, what the true model is relevant for the direction of the path
for several of the probabilities. For both cases, regardless of the starting point, probabilities
seem to converge to a given probability which is closer to the corresponding to the real model
but still, not close as to render identical policies. Though, it is worth noting how for several
threshold priors, the probabilities seem to change direction in the other direction.

Evolution of Prior Probability Evolution of Prior Probability
Real Model: No Balance Sheet Real Model: Balance Sheet
(P=1 no Balance Sheet) (P=1 no Balance Sheet)
T T T T T T T T
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Figure 3: Evolution of the odds ratio for different priors (200 simulations) {Fig3}

It seems as if underlying the simulations, there is some convergence point. At this point we
can elucidate what we mean by Balance Sheet Trap: if the true model is Model A (no balance
sheet trap) the fact that there is a bias towards acting as if the real Model is B, does not allow
for great swings in the exchange rate. In that sense are indistinguishable. The same happens
when the true model is B.

Even though we argued that Bayesian policies are optimal under model uncertainty in a
static world, it is a dynamically suboptimal policy. The problem is that the policymaker is
not incorporating into his decision the fact that greater swings in the exchange rate allow
identification. If this were the case, is it probable that the convergence in probability could be
achieved at a point closer to the true model. In the short run, experimentation policies may
not be loss optimizing but they are all over the long run since they will tend to stabilize they
priors at a more certain point.
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5.2 Digression: The relevance of Parameter Uncertainty

Parameter uncertainty is fundamental. We can show how this issue may indeed distort the
results of the evolution of model probabilities. If central banks know what the true model is
after several periods, the data will sort out the real model. Since a wrong model has a constant
bias by definition, it is clear that it will retard the learning process.

The two plots in Figurest capture precisely this feature when the true model is A and

B respectively. The colored areas represent the evolution of the prior probabilities with
parameter certainty starting from a 0.5 prior probability. The dashed lines show the same
sequence but in this case parameters are reestimated every period. The upper panel in Figure
4 shows that the prior with parameter uncertainty converges to its true value. What is actually
happening is that the prior is collapsing but since the parameter regarding the balance sheet is
equal to zero, Model B collapses to Model A when it is true.

When the true model is Model B, the learning process is retarded as previously discussed. We
observe this in the low panel.

Though qualitatively distinct, we want to argue that parameter uncertainty does not bring
significantly distinct results to the main argument of this paper.

6 Endogenizing the Learning Dynamics: an Escape to the
Trap

{sEC6}

In the previous sections we find how the learning dynamics of this model can lead to what we
can callbalance sheet trapn this section we provide an escape to the trap. In order to do
so, we develop an exercise in the spirit@dgley et.a(2005. The idea is to answer if policy
experimentation is desirable, in the sense that it not only provides an escape to the trap but a
significant reduction in the central bank loss.

So, we incorporate, the fact that policy decisions will affect model certainty in the future.
Relying in the core-Bayesian model, we now re-define the problem, in order to incorporate
the dynamics of the Prior probability into the central banker’s problem. This problem can be
re-formulated as:

L = B3 IR

=

s.t.11

Which may be also expressed as the following Bellman equation

V(Sﬁ,taa):r{Ti]ti}':]E[(nt(it))z"i_(yt(it)/Pt)z]+ﬁE[RV(8t67F’&Fl)"’(l_R)E[V(stathil)] (12) {vALUE}
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We solve this equation numerically as explained in the appefddixThe value function for
this problem is

If we take slices from the Model Probability axis in Figlreve can observe the quadrature of

the loss function. The greater in magnitude the shocks, the greater the loss. Additionally, we
can also see how for the same shock, as probabilities tend to the model with Balance Sheet,
the loss function grows decreasingly (i.e. the Loss Function for this problem is concave in
probability).

The evolution of model probabilities should be faster with policy experimentation. We show
that this is true regardless of which is the true model. In figGiasd?? we show the evolution

of model probabilities when the true model does not include a Balance Sheet Mechanism
and when it does. The solid areas represent the evolution of probabilities in the general
Bayesian Policy and the dashed lines show the same evolution when policy experimentation
is introduced. From the figures we can see how policy experimentation increases the speed of
learning.

6.1 Loss Evaluation in the Context of Policy Experimentation

[Section to be Completed after Revision]

7 Conclusions: Policy Experimentation and More to Come
{SECT}

This paper has a strong policy recommendation: Monetary Policy Makers should take into
account their own learning when they are uncertain about the presence of a Balance Sheet
effect. In this paper we argue that there are chances that a dollarized economy may fall in
what we call as a Balance Sheet Trap. For the baseline calibration, an efficient way out of the
trap is policy experimentation which yields benefits in terms of reduced losses.

As mentioned in the introduction, we will add a richer model dynamics to better match the
data. This could let us reverse engineer the policies carried out in dollarized economies. We
could then build an idea of how model probabilities have evolved over time and capture trends.
We could then argue if countries have fallen into Balance Sheet traps or not.

On the other hand, several issues are still worth exploring further on. For instance the benefits
from Policy Experimentation may reduce loss substantially if agents rationally endorse what
the policymakers will do. If they are aware of the fact that policymakers will allow greater
swings in the exchange rate, perhaps this becomes a sufficient incentive to use hedging
mechanisms and develop the capital market in such a manner that the Balance Sheet effect
is reduced. Obviously, this would complicate significantly the study. Central banks would
have to estimate parameters that are endogenous (perhaps a micro-founded DSGE structure)
and incorporate this endogeneity into the dynamic problem. We have the feeling that in this
context, results would be very similar to the ones foun@irang and Velasc(2004).
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A Appendix

A.1 Solution to the Model Without Balance Sheet

; 2 2
MINE > (7)"+ ()

we have for period t:

(7aYe + 726 + €F)? + (01t + 628 + €)?
= (n(Ori+ 02—t +&°) + &) + vo(—it + &) + &)+ (O1it + 62(—it + &) + &)
= ((n(61—62) — it + (N2 + )&’ + &l +€7)* + (01— )it + 626° + &)?

using the variable redefinitions from

AL = (n(61—62)—1)=(MnmB1—1) <0
Ay = (nb2+7n)=MmB2+1r) >0

Br = (91 — 92) <0

Bz = 92 >0

so the static problem is:

MEE((Arit + Aot + nael +€)* + (Brit + Boe? + )]
t

= ME[(A)” + (Aeel) + (el + (&) + ..

...2A1A2i18t5 + 27 7iice) + 2AiE" + 2A271£[58ty + 2A2£[68t7r + 2’}’18[5&3’...
- (B1it)? + (B2g2 )2 + (&))>...
28182“8? + ZBlitsty + 2828t6 Sty}

or regrouping and taking expectations:

= I'HE}X%[(A% +B2)it2 + 2(A1A2 4 B1By)itpr 180 4]
t

2
+(A5+B3) (07 +p%e’)) + rior) + 0"

15
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assuming the following about the stochastic processes:

& = pe&li+u;u N0, 07)

& "N(0,07)
&"N(0,67)

we have that the first order condition takes the following form:

Al + ArAspel | +Big+BiBope®, = 0
—(A1A2 +B1By)

E(g®) = it
(Af+Bf) T
—(A1A2+B1By) &, = iy
1 =
(A7 +B7)

—(A1A2+B1By) pel
_1
(Af+B3)

=i

where

(71(61—62) — 12) = (11B1—12)

A, = (n62+1)=(nB2+71)
(61— 62)

B, = 6

This optimal rule minimizes the problem as long as:

A2+ B2 > 0;always true if it follows that

A2 £ 0
(nBi—1p)? # O
Y2

B 1=

1 # "

Y2

0,—-06 -

1— 6 # "

and

16



01 # 62

conditions that are, both, always true given the sign restrictions.on the parameters. The central bank
will always react to the shock for parameters:

AAs # 0

which given the previous restriction only implies that:

9275—*

which is guaranteed given the sign restrictions on the parameters. Thus, under this assumption, a central
bank will always stabilize the exchange rate via its interest rate to optimize his problem.

A.2 Solution to the Model with Balance Sheet
{APP2}

Obijective Function:

MInE S (m)* + (%)°

were for period t we have:

(Yt + 128 + €5) + (Onic + 628 + 638 + )2
= ((61i+ o (—ig + &) + 03(—it + €)Y + &) + ya(—iy + &) + £F)2...
+ (61t + O2(—ir +&0) + 03(—iy + &)Y + &)?
= ((n(61—02) — Rt + (N2 + 12)&’ + 6s(—it + &)Y + &l +7)°...
+((61— 62)it + O3(—ir + &)Y + 020 + &)

Redifing variables:

Ar = (n(61—62) —7)=(nB1—7)
Ao = (nb+7)=(nB2+1)
Bi = (66—62)
B, = 6
: ) _ H o\y
g(i,&") = O3(—it+¢g’)

17



so the static problem is:

MaE (A + Aol + g, &) + et + ) + (Bl +glie,€0) + Boed + &)’

= MAE[(Arit)”+ (Aee)*+ (00, &) + (&) + (&) + .

2P Aoired + 2Ar vl + 2Adic e + 2R0nnel &) + 2R0ed T + 2l .
- 2Ang(ie, & )ie + 280 (i, &) &’ + 2179(ie, &) & + 219 (iv, &° )&

o (B1it)?+ (Bog?)? + (&))? + git. €)...

..2B1Bait g + 2B1ire) + 2Bl ..

--2B1g(it, & )it + 2B2g (it &°) & +29(ir, &) €]

assuming the following about the stochastic processes:

& = p&’q+uu N0, 0f)
&"N(0,0y)
&"N(0,07)

we have that the first order condition takes the following form:

(12 + 1) 9E9(i, &)

di di

agg(ihgté)gta 5
o+ (Ao +Bp) — + (AtA2+BiBo)peg’ 4

for v = 0 we have:

Eg(ine’)? = E63(-ii+g)’

2,20

= 03(if — 4itpel y + 6iF(oF + p?ey) — 4in(3pel 10f + pe%y) +E (

18
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and

—2ipel 1+ (07 +p°e?y))

pel 1 —2it(ch + p2e’y))

Eglit,g) = 6l

0\ 0

2
t
Eglin,e’)e’ = 65(if

so taking the derivatives with respectitave have that:

a%g(lta 8t6)2

— o = 0547 1208 4iF +12(0] + pZey )it — 4(3pe 107 + pE))
aEg(it78t5)8[6
———5—— = 263(ipe’ 1 — (o] +p’e™y))

IBg(ir, &) s

2 203(i — p&q)

The minimizing condition becomes:

aEg(itaeta)z
1
0 = (A74+B?)i (”2+ )( t = + (ArA2+B1By)pel 4

_ JEQ(ir, &) IEg(iv, &%)
+(Acn+Ba) 9(|t7&)+'tT +(A2?’1+BZ)T

= (AZ+BI)it+205 (¥ +1) (it — 3pe’ i +3(0f + p2e®) )it — (3pe’ 107 + p°ey))

+(Arho +B1Ba)pel 1 + (Auys +By) (O(i7 — 2iipel 1 + (oF + p%e?y)) + 263(iF —itpel 1))

+205(Aos +Ba) (ipel 1 — (07 +p2e?))

regrouping in terms of :
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0 = 203(¥+1)id..
+(—603(v7 +1)pe’ 1 +363(Arys + Br))if...
+((A]+BY) + 663 (17 + 1) (0] + p°e?%,).
+2603(—2(A1y1 4 B1) + (Aoyi +Bo))pel i
—203 (R +1) p°e®) + (—60% (¥ +1) 02 + (AAz + B1B2))pel ;...
+65(Ay1+ B — 2(Aon +Ba)) (0] + p2el’y)

Checking

Ci = 202(+1)>0
C = 63(Ai;1+B1) <0
Cs = 63(Aonn+By) >0
D1 = 3(C2—Cipely)
(A2 R2 2, 2,25 B
Ei = (A1+B1)+3Ci(o; +pg2) +2(-2C +C3)pg’

Fi = —Ciu(p®e® +3p&’ 10]) + (AAo+B1Bo)pel | + (Co — 2Cs) (0 + p2el’y)

so the minimization condition may be re-written as

0 =i? +ai? + ait +ag

where
D;
a = —
) C
E:
a = —
1 c
=
a0 = —
C1

When63 = 0.we have the solution to the model with no Balance Sheet.

The conditions for the solution to be a local minimum imply that::

0 < 3i2 + 2apiy + &y

20



Whena% —12a; > 0, and, the minimizing root should fall out of the following interval:

» 1 a%—lZal 1 1/8%—1231
¢ ys - ys -
6

—Za
73 >+

otherwise there is only one real root which minimizes the problem and we know this because this
polynomial is strictly increasing at its extremes. We know from the solution of the cubic equation that
in order to have two or more real roots, and hence evaluate the optimal solution we needdg>Hayve
where d is the polynomial discriminant of the cubic equation. The discriminant takes the form of:

d = Q*+R

(3 -a3\°
@ = (%57)

R 9aya; — 27ap — 283 2
N 54

The general solution to the cubic polynomium is:

1
1

1 1

11 1
—§a2+é(S+T)—§|@(S—T)

where

3

S = y/R+¥YD
T = JR-YD

If d > 0, because we know the function is strictly increasing at its extremes we can say that the solution
to the problem isi; = —%aer (S+T).Otherwise we have to evaluate the roots against the restriction
and the remaining two would have to be evaluated in the original function. Tochav@ we need at

2
least to have thate§ < a%. This implies thak; < (D:—ll which yields a very complicated set of parameter
rules that guarantee a unique solution for any shock size. We thus leave the general solution to the
problem to concentrate the attention in the economics of the problem.
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Aside to the analytical solution, we may evaluate the three roots in the expected objective function. In
order to so expand the expected objective function:

Eg(ing)? = E63(—it+g)’

4
= 63— 4iipe 1+ 6i2(0f + p2ey) — in(3pe 107+ pPe¥y) +E () )

and

ltEg(it7£t5) = 93(it2_2itp8t8—1+(Gﬁ+p28t2:31))
Egli.el)e’ = 6s(ifpel’ 1 —2i(of +p%ey))

(A2 +B2)iZ+ (A3 +B3) (p2e2%)) + 2(AsAz + BiBy)itpel ;...
(77 + 1) <Eg(it, €)% + 2(Arn + Bk Eg(ir, &)...
+2(A2y2 + Bz)gg(it’ﬁﬁ)gtﬁ

replacing the expected values and grouping the constants we have:

(A7 +B])if + (A3 +B2) (p%e2%)) + 2(AA2 + BiBo)irpe
+HP+1)03(i¢ — 4idpel ; +6i2(c2 + p2ely) — 4it(3pel 107 + p3e)) + (6p%e 02 + pPey))
+205(Acys +Ba) (iF — 2i2pel 1 +it(0F + p?e?®y)) + 203(Aoy + B2) (iZpe’ 1 — 2it(of + p2e?y))

+K

Which regrouped yield:

03(v’ + 1)y

2(—203(P+1)pel 1 + 03(Arya+By))id

(A2 +B2)+603(v* + 1) (072 + p2e?®)) + 2(—203(Arya + By) + 85(Aoy + B) ) pe’ 1 )i
2((AAz +B1Bo)ped s — 203(3ped 102 + p°e®)) (P + 1)

+(63(Auy + Br) — 205(Aoys + Ba)) (07 + p2e) it

(AS+B3)(p2e2°)) + 03(V* + 1) (6p°e? 07 + p*e™y )
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or in terms of the replaced variables:

C]_ 4
7 t
2_ .
§D1|t3
(Ex)if
2F1i

c
(A3 +B3) (p%e®) + 5 (6p%ely

or a simple quartic equation:

Agi + i 4 4212 + Aqiy + Ao
where:
C
).44 - ?
2
= -D
A3 3D1
A = E
M o= 2R

C
2o = (A3+B3)(p%e%) + 2 (6p

445)

Gﬁ‘i‘P &1

445)

GE‘FP &1

A.3 Solving the uncertainty case with Bayesian approach

The loss function

R (A% +B)if + 2(AuAx + BuBa)itpes ;1)
+(1—R) (Aatif + At + Apti2 + Atz )
+(R)((A5+B3)(0f +p%€5y 1) + oy +054) + (1—R)Aax

the polynomial solution
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0 = 4yaid+3xai? +2x0t + 11

s = (1-PHAx
%z = (1-RYHaa
x2 = (PH(AL+BL)+(1-RYAx

11 = (PH2(AuAx +ByBa)ped 1+ (1—PH A
Xo = PH(A3+B)(02+p2%e®) + Yo + 67) + (1 B Ao

A.4 Solving the Bellman Equation

The Bellman equation for this problem is:

V(e R = rgj?'f[(ﬂt(it))2+ (ve(iv)/RH)?)...

-+ BEIRV (& Rly) + (1-RHEV (& FE )]

where probabilitieRlimplies the probability at periotl of believing that the true model is model 1

(i.e. no balance sheet) The discounted future value function is the interesting. It is composed by a the
waged sum of to future value functions. The first of these is the expected value function given the fact
that if the real model is the no balance sheet model there is an expected future probability of believing
that the real model is model onjéﬁl). The second part of the equation is very similar, though the
probability PIZHiS now equal to the expected probability of believing that the true model is model 1
once we take as given that the true model is model two. Thus given this formulation, the solution of
this problem takes into account, no only the current loss, as the static problems, but also the learning
process taking into account the fact that the their is an expected evolution for the model prior that will

finally depend on what the true model is:
The procedure for the numerical solution of this problem is:
1. First discretize the interest parity shock space using (Tauchen). We uniformly descretize the
model prior space and finally the interest rate space.
2. Use an initial guess for the Value Function.

3. Loop over all model prior probabilities and the depreciation shocks;

4. Then, use the vectorization of the interest rate space and compute the contemporaneous
component of the Bellman equation (we can do this since the model is static)

5. step5 For the discretization of the aggregate demand shock, we compute both, the expected
model prior if the true model is 1 and if the true model is 2.

24



6. Compute Value Function for both models expected model prior probabilities with the use of the
initial guess

7. Once the loops are done, take the output value function as the initial guess.

8. We repeat steps (3)-(7) until convergence.
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Evolution of Prior Probability
Real Model: No Balance Sheet
(P=1 no Balance Sheet)
T T T

Evolution of Prior Probability
Real Model: Balance Sheet
(P=1 no Balance Sheet)

T T T

Figure 4: nbs learning vs. no learning {Figa}
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Welfare Loss
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/y’r‘
7
e

) - 0" -100
Prior Probability Exchange Rate Shock

Figure 5: Value Function Map
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Evolution of Prior Probability
Real Model: No Balance Sheet
(P=1 no Balance Sheet)

T T T

16 18 20 22

2 4 6 8 2
Bayesian Policy
- Experimentation Policy

Evolution of Prior Probability
Real Model: Balance Sheet
(P=1 no Balance Sheet)

T T T

16 18 20 22 24

2 4 6 8 0 4
Bayesian Policy
- Experimentation Policy

Figure 6: Evolution of Model Prior when Real Model is No Balance Sheet
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MOMENT COMPARISON - EXPERIMENTATION

Relative Variance

(as % of the model without Balance Sheet Effect)

Variable Output
(when the true model is Model A)

Policy with Certainty 100%
Bayesian Policy 113%
Policy Experimentation 1110%
(when the true model is Model B)

Policy with Certainty 2167%
Bayesian Policy 2153%
Policy Experimentation 6125%

Inflation Depreciation
100% 100%
110% 108%
197% 109%
283% 78%
284% 81%
197% 109%

oss Comparison

L
(as % of the model without Balance Sheet Effect)

(when the true model is Model A)

Policy with Certainty 100%
Bayesian Policy 113%
Policy Experimentation 108%
(when the true model is Model B)

Policy with Certainty 895%
Bayesian Policy 994%
Policy Experimentation 3179%
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Interest Rate

100%
128%
93%

419%
498%
109%
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