arXiv:2210.04523v4 [econ.EM] 19 Oct 2023

AN IDENTIFICATION AND TESTING STRATEGY FOR
PROXY-SVARs WITH WEAK PROXIES
]

GIOVANNI ANGELINI?, GIUSEPPE CAVALIERE®’, LUCA FANELLI®

First draft: September 2021. First revision: September 2022.
Second revision: July 2023. This version: October 2023

ABSTRACT

When proxies (external instruments) used to identify target struc-
tural shocks are weak, inference in proxy-SVARs (SVAR-IVs) is nonstan-
dard and the construction of asymptotically valid confidence sets for the
impulse responses of interest requires weak-instrument robust methods.
In the presence of multiple target shocks, test inversion techniques re-
quire extra restrictions on the proxy-SVAR parameters other those im-
plied by the proxies that may be difficult to interpret and test. We show
that frequentist asymptotic inference in these situations can be conducted
through Minimum Distance estimation and standard asymptotic meth-
ods if the proxy-SVAR can be identified by using ‘strong’ instruments for
the non-target shocks; i.e. the shocks which are not of primary interest
in the analysis. The suggested identification strategy hinges on a novel
pre-test for the null of instrument relevance based on bootstrap resam-
pling which is not subject to pre-testing issues. Specifically, the valid-
ity of post-test asymptotic inferences remains unaffected by the test out-
comes due to an asymptotic independence result between the bootstrap
and non-bootstrap statistics. The test is robust to conditionally het-
eroskedastic and/or zero-censored proxies, is computationally straight-
forward and applicable regardless of the number of shocks being instru-
mented. Some illustrative examples show the empirical usefulness of the
suggested identification and testing strategy.
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1 INTRODUCTION

PrROXY-SVARS, or SVAR-IVs, popularized by Stock (2008), Stock and Wat-
son (2012, 2018) and Mertens and Ravn (2013), have become standard tools
to track the dynamic causal effects produced by macroeconomic shocks on
variables of interest. In proxy-SVARs, the model is complemented with ‘ex-
ternal’ variables — which we call ‘proxies’, ‘instruments’ or ‘external variables’
interchangeably; such variables carry information on the structural shocks of
interest, the target shocks, and allow to disregard the structural shocks not
of primary interest in the analysis, the non-target shocks. Recent contribu-
tions on frequentist inference in proxy-SVARs include Montiel Olea, Stock
and Watson (2021) and Jentsch and Lunsford (2022); in the Bayesian frame-
work, Arias, Rubio-Ramirez and Waggoner (2021) and Giacomini, Kitagawa
and Read (2022) discuss inference in the case of set-identification.

Inference in proxy-SVARs depends on whether the proxies are strongly
or weakly correlated with the target shocks. If the connection between the
proxies and the target shocks is ‘local-to-zero’, as in Staiger and Stock (1997)
and Stock and Yogo (2005), asymptotic inference is non-standard. In such
case, weak-proxy robust methods can be obtained by extending the logic of
Anderson-Rubin tests (Anderson and Rubin, 1949), see Montiel Olea et al.
(2021). Grid Moving Block Bootstrap Anderson-Rubin confidence sets (‘grid
MBB AR’) for normalized impulse response functions [IRFs| (Briiggemann,
Jentsch and Trenkler, 2016; Jentsch and Lunsford, 2019) can also be applied
in the special case where one proxy identifies one structural shock; see Jentsch
and Lunsford (2022).

When proxy-SVARs feature multiple target shocks, further inferential diffi-
culties arise. First, (point-)identification requires additional restrictions, other
than those provided by the instruments; see Mertens and Ravn (2013), An-
gelini and Fanelli (2019), Arias et al. (2021), Montiel Olea et al. (2021) and
Giacomini et al. (2022). Second, in the frequentist setup the implementation
of weak-instrument robust inference as in Montiel Olea et al. (2021) may im-
ply a large number of additional restrictions on the parameters of the proxy-
SVAR relative to those needed under strong proxies. These extra restrictions
are not always credible, and may be difficult to test; see Montiel Olea et al.
(2021, Section A.7) and Section of our supplementﬂ Fourth, the theory for

'From the perspective of Bayesian inference, one can in principle make the usual argument
that weak identification issues do not matter. For instance, Caldara and Herbst (2019) discuss
how it is still possible to obtain numerical approximations of the exact finite-sample posterior
distributions of the parameters of proxy-SVARs when instruments are weak. Giacomini et
al. (2022) show that for set-identified proxy-SVARs with weak instruments, the Bernstein-
von Mises property fails for the estimation of the upper and lower bonds of the identified set.



the grid bootstrap Anderson-Rubin confidence sets does not extend to cases
where multiple instruments identify multiple target shocks.

This paper is motivated by these inferential difficulties. In particular, we
design an identification and (frequentist) estimation strategy intended to cir-
cumvent, when possible, the use of weak-instrument robust methods. The idea
we pursue is to identify the proxy-SVAR through an ‘indirect’ approach, where
a vector of proxies (say, w;), correlated with (all or some of) the non-target
shocks of the system and uncorrelated with the target shocks (say, z;), is used
to infer the IRF's of interest indirectly. We call this strategy ‘indirect identi-
fication strategy’ or ‘indirect-MD’ approach, as opposed to the conventional
‘direct’ approach based on instrumenting the target shock(s) directly with the
(potentially weak) proxies z;. As highlighted by our empirical illustrations, the
indirect approach can prove more useful to a practitioner than one might think.

The proxies w; contribute to defining a set of moment conditions upon
which we develop a novel Minimum Distance [MD] estimation approach (Newey
and McFadden, 1994). We derive novel necessary order conditions and neces-
sary and sufficient rank condition for the (local) identifiability of the proxy-
SVAR. If the proxies w; are strong for the non-target shocks and the model is
identified, asymptotically valid confidence intervals for the IRF's of interest ob-
tain in the usual way; i.e., either by the delta-method or by bootstrap methods.
Interestingly, the idea of using instruments for the non-target shocks to iden-
tify and infer the effects of structural shocks of interest was initially pursued
via Bayesian methods in Caldara and Kamps (2017), where two fiscal (target)
shocks are recovered by instrumenting the non-fiscal (non-target) shocks of the
system. We defer to Section [5| a detailed comparison of our method with Cal-
dara and Kamps (2017).

Key to the indirect identification strategy is the availability of strong prox-
ies for the non-target shocks. In particular, it is essential that the investigator
can screen ‘strong’ from ‘weak’ instruments, and that such screening does not
affect post-test inference. To do so, we further contribute by designing a novel
pre-test for strong against weak proxies based on bootstrap resampling.

Inspired by the idea originally developed in Angelini, Cavaliere and Fanelli
(2022) for state-space models, we show that the bootstrap can be used to infer
the strength of instruments, other than building valid confidence intervals for
IRFs. In particular, we exploit the fact that under mild requirements, the
MBB estimator of the proxy-SVAR parameters is asymptotically Gaussian
when the instruments are strong while, under weak proxies a la Staiger and
Stock (1997), the distribution of MBB estimator is random in the limit (in
the sense of Cavaliere and Georgiev, 2020) and, in particular, is non-Gaussian.
This allows to show that a test for the null of strong proxies can be designed



as a normality test based on an appropriate number of bootstrap repetitions;
such test is consistent against proxies which are weak in Staiger and Stock’s
(1997). An idea that echoes this approach in the Bayesian setting can be found
in Giacomini et al. (2022), who suggest using non-normality of the posterior
distribution of a suitable function of proxy-SVAR parameters to diagnose the
presence of weak proxies. This idea is not pursued further in their paper.

Our suggested test has several important features. First, it controls size un-
der general conditions on VAR disturbances and proxies, including the case of
conditional heteroskedasticity and/or zero-censored proxies. Second, with re-
spect to extant tests such as Montiel Olea and Pflueger’s (2013) effective first-
stage F-test for IV models with conditional heteroskedasticityﬂ our test can be
applied in the presence of multiple structural shocks; as far as we are aware, no
test of strength for proxy-SVARs with multiple target shocks has been formal-
ized in the literature. Third, it is computationally straightforward, as it boils
down to running multivariate/univariate normality tests on the MBB replica-
tions of bootstrap estimators of the proxy-SVAR parameters. Fourth, it can
be computed in the same way regardless of the number of shocks being instru-
mented. Fifth, and most importantly, the test does not affect second-stage
inference, meaning that regardless of the outcome of the test, post-test infer-
ences are not affected. This property marks an important difference relative
to the literature on weak instrument asymptotics, where the negative conse-
quences of pretesting the strength of proxies are well known and documented
(see, inter alia, Zivot, Startz and Nelson, 1998; Hausman, Stock and Yogo,
2005; Andrews, Stock and Sun, 2019; Montiel Olea et al., 2021).

The paper is organized as follows. In Section [2] we motivate our approach
with a simple illustrative example. In Section [3]we introduce the proxy-SVAR
and rationalize the suggested identification strategy. The assumptions are
summarized in Section 4}, while we present our indirect-MD approach in Sec-
tion Section [6] deals with the novel approach to testing for strong prox-
ies. To illustrate the practical implementation and relevance of our approach,
we present in Section [7] two illustrative examples that reconsider models al-
ready estimated in the literature. Section |8] concludes. An accompanying sup-
plement complements the paper along several dimensions, including auxiliary
lemmas and their proofs, the proofs the propositions in the paper and an ad-
ditional empirical illustration based on a fiscal proxy-SVAR.

2See Montiel Olea et al. (2021) for an overview on first-stage regressions in proxy-SVARs
or, alternatively, Lunsford (2016) for tests based on regressing the proxy on the reduced-form
residuals.



2  MOTIVATING EXAMPLE: A MARKET
(DEMAND /SUPPLY) MODEL

In this section we outline the main ideas in the paper by considering a ‘toy’
proxy-SVAR, where we omit the dynamics without loss of generality. We con-
sider a model that comprises a demand and supply function for a good with
associated structural shocks, given by the equations

@\ _ [ Pi1 P2 €ar \ _ [ Bricar+ Bi2est 1
= = (1)
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where ¢; and p; are quantity and price at time ¢, respectively. The nonsingular
matrix B captures the instantaneous impact, on Y; := (g, pt)’, of the structural
shocks €4, €s,¢, which are assumed to have unit variance and to be uncorre-
lated. We temporary (and conventionally) label e4; as the ‘demand shock’ and
€s,¢ as the ‘supply shock’, and assume that the objective of the analysis is the
identification and estimation of the instantaneous impact of the demand shock
on Y; through the ‘external variables’ approach. Hence, €4, is the target shock,
€s,t is the non-target shock, and the parameters of interest are the on-impact

responses afgtt = Be1 := (B1,1,02,1)'; here Bq1 denotes the first column of B.

Since the two equations in are essentially identical for arbitrary param-
eter values, nothing distinguishes a demand shock from a supply shock in the
absence of further information/restrictions. The typical ‘direct approach’ to
this partial identification problem is to consider an instrument z; correlated
with the demand shock, E(ze4+) = ¢ # 0 (relevance condition), and uncorre-
lated with the supply shock, E(zes;) = 0 (exogeneity condition). Now, con-
sider the case where the investigator strongly suspects that z; is a weak proxy
(meaning that ¢ can be ‘small’), but they also know that there exists an exter-
nal variable w;, correlated with the non-target supply shock and uncorrelated
with the demand shock; formally, E(wiess) = A # 0 and E(wieqy) = 0. Then,
the proxy w; can be used to recover the parameters of interest (i.e., Be1) ‘in-
directly’; i.e., by instrumenting the non-target supply shock e, ¢, rather than
the target demand shock e4;. To show how, let A := B! and consider the
alternative representation of :

<Oé1,1 Oé1,2><Qt>:<A1.Yt>:<€d,t>

o1 22 Dt A2.Y; €st )’
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where Ajq := (a1,1,a12) and Age denote the first row and the second row of
A, respectively. Since w; is correlated with p; but uncorrelated with 44, it is



seen that for aq1 # 0, wy can be used in the equation:

a12 1
+75dt
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as an instrument for p; in order to estimate the parameters in Aq,, that is,
aq,1 and o 2. This delivers an ‘estimate’ of the demand shock, £4; = fll.Yt =
G11qi+ @rope (t = 1,...,T). Finally, since (1)) and A = B~! jointly imply
B =%,A’, it holds that

Be1 = EuA/lo (2)

where ¥, :=E(Y;Y/) can be estimated (e.g., by its sample analog, %, :=
-1 Zt 1 Y;Y/) under mild requirements. Hence an indirect plug-in estimator
of the parameters of interest B, is given by Be1 := =3 Al, If the instrument w;
is a ‘strong’ proxy for the supply shock, in the sense formally defined in Section
standard asymptotic inference on Be1 can then be performed using Ba1.

This toy example shows that strong proxies for the non-target shocks, pro-
vided they exist, can be used to infer the causal effects of the target shocks
indirectly, in a partial identification logic. Importantly, the investigator can
strategically exploit the fact that if the proxies z; available for the target shock
are ‘weak’; the use of weak-instrument robust methods for the parameters of
interest (Bs; in this example) can be circumvented if they can alternatively
rely on strong proxies w; for the non-target shocks.

In the following, we assume that there exist proxies w; for the non-target
shocks that might be alternatively used instead of the (potentially weak) prox-
ies z; available for the target structural shocks. The strength of w; is a key
ingredient of this strategy; hence, in Section [6] we present our novel pre-test
of relevance, which consistently detects proxies which are weak in the sense of
Staiger and Stock (1997). Since the test does not affect post-test inferences, if
the null of relevance is not rejected, inference based on wy can be conducted
by standard methods with no need for Bonferroni-type adjustments. In con-
trast, should the null of relevance be rejected, the investigator can rely on
weak-instrument robust methods based either on the proxies z, if the target
shocks are instrumented, or on the proxies w; if the non-target shocks are in-
strumented.

3 MODEL AND IDENTIFICATION STRATEGIES
Consider the SVAR model:

Y;ZHXt—i-’U,t, ’U,t:BEt (tzl,,T) (3)



where Y} is the n x 1 vector of endogenous variables, X == (Y/_{,...,Y/ ;)
collects [ lags of the variables, IT := (IIy, . .., II;) is the n x nl matrix containing
the autoregressive (slope) parameters, and u; is the nx 1 vector of reduced form
disturbances with covariance matrix ¥, :=F(usu;). Deterministic terms have
been excluded without loss of generality, and the initial values Yy, ..., Y;_; are
fixed in the statistical analysis. The system of equations u; = Be; in (3)) defines
the reduced form disturbances u; in terms of the n x 1 vector of structural
shocks, €;, through the nonsingular n x n matrix B of on-impact coefficients.
The structural shocks are normalized such that X, :=F(gie}) = I,.

We partition the structural shocks as &; := (£ ,,€5,)’, where £1; collects
the 1 < k < n target structural shocks, and €5 collects the remaining n — &
structural shocks of the system. We have

w= (W)= (0 B ) (20) = Baset Baae @
where u1; and ug; have the same dimensions as €1 and 2, respectively, and
Bei := (By 3, By;)' is the n x k matrix collecting the on-impact coefficients
associated with the target structural shocks (B;; and By are k x k and
(n — k) x k blocks, respectively). Finally, the n x (n — k) matrix Bey collects
the instantaneous impact of the non-target shocks on the variables. We are
interested in the h period ahead responses of the i-th variable in Y; (i =
1,...,n) to the j-th shock in €14 (j = 1,...,k); as is standard, such responses
can be computed from the companion form representation as

Yoj(h) = (S},C1tSn) Baten (5)

where Cy is the VAR companion matrix, Sy, := (I, ,0,x,(-1)) is a selection
matrix and ey ; is the k x 1 vector containing ‘1’ in the j-th position and zero
elsewhereP]

The common, ‘direct’ approach to infer the parameters of interest in Bep
and hence solve the partial identification problem arising from the estimation
of the IRFs in is to find r > k observable proxies, collected in the vector
2z, correlated with the target shocks 1 ; and uncorrelated with 9. Thus, 2
is related to €1 by the linear measurement system

2p = Perp tway (6)

where the matrix ® :=F(ze] ;) captures the link between the proxies z; and the
target shocks €1 ¢; w. 1 is a measurement error, assumed to be uncorrelated with

3Notice that we focus on absolute TRFs — the quantities 7; j(h), 7i,;(h) being the i-th
element of ve;(h) in — rather than on relative IRFs, ~; ;(h)/v1,;(0), which measure the
response of Y; ¢ to the j-th shock in €1 ¢ that increases Yi,; by one unit on-impact.



the structural shocks €;. By combining @ with and taking expectations,
one obtains the moment conditions

Yz, = Be1® (7)

)

where X, , :=F(u¢z;) is the n x r covariance matrix between u; and z;. Stock
(2008), Stock and Watson (2012, 2018) and Mertens and Ravn (2013) exploit
the moment conditions in as starting point for the identification of the
IRF's in (j5)).

Alternatively, as shown in the example in Section [2, the IRF's in can
be identified by and ‘indirect approach’, where a vector of proxies w; are used
to instrument the non-target shocks. Specifically, for A = B~!, model (3)) can
be expressed in the form:

AY;g:TXt+€t, A’U,t:i?t (tzl,,T) (8)

where T := AIl and A summarizes the simultaneous relationships that char-
acterize the observed variables. The system of equations Au; = £; can then be
partitioned as

A = < Areuy ) _ ( Arurg + Ajuo g ) _ < €1 )
Ut = = - (9)
Azeuy Ao qur g+ Agougy €2t
where the k£ x n matrix Aje := (41,1, A1,2) collects the first k rows of A, Ao,
the remaining n — k rows, and the VAR disturbances u;; and us; have the
same dimension as €1 and €2, respectively. Under identifying restrictions on
Ate and Ag,, the term €14 in equation @ can be interpreted as the structural
shocks of a simultaneous system of equations & la Leeper, Sims and Zha (1996).
Using the SVAR representation @D, we can infer the parameters in Aj,
by exploiting the vector of external proxy variables wy, correlated with (all or
some of ) the non-target shocks €5 ; and uncorrelated with the target shocks €1 ;.
In Section [5] we discuss in detail how the parameters in A, can be identified
by using w; through a MD approach; the estimation of Be; and the IRF's
follow indirectly, as in , from the relation Be; = X, Al,.
The next section states the assumptions behind our estimation approach
and qualifies the concepts of strong/weak proxies we refer to throughout the
paper.

4  ASSUMPTIONS AND ASYMPTOTICS

Our first two main assumptions pertain to the reduced form VAR.



ASSUMPTION 1 (REDUCED FORM, STATIONARITY) The data generating pro-
cess (DGP) for Y; satisfies (@) with a stable companion matriz Cy, i.e. all
eigenvalues of Cy lie inside the unit disk.

AssumMPTION 2 (REDUCED FORM, VAR INNOVATIONS) The VAR disturbances
satisfy the following conditions:

(i) {us} is a strictly stationary weak white noise;

(i1) E(ugu}) = 3, < 0o is positive definite;

(iii) uy satisfies the a-mizing conditions in Assumption 2.1 of Briggemann et
al. (2016);

(iv) uy has absolutely summable cumulants up to order eight.

Assumption 1 features a typical maintained hypothesis of correct specifi-
cation and incorporates a stability condition which rules out the presence of
unit roots. Assumption 2 is as in Francq and Raissi (2006) and Boubacar
Mainnasara and Francq (2011). Assumption 2(ii) is a standard unconditional
homoskedasticity condition on VAR disturbances and proxies. The a-mixing
conditions in Assumption 2(iii) cover a large class of uncorrelated, but pos-
sibly dependent, variables, including the case of conditionally heteroskedastic
disturbances. Assumption 2(iv) is a technical condition necessary to prove the
consistency of the MBB in this setting, see Briiggemann et al. (2016); see also
Assumption 2.4 in Jentsch and Lunsford (2022)E|

The next assumption refers to the structural form.

ASSUMPTION 3 (STRUCTURAL FORM) Given the SVAR in (), the matriz B
is nonsingular and its inverse is denoted by A = B!,

Assumption 3 establishes the nonsingularity of the matrix B, which implies
the conditions rank[Be1] = k in (4) and rank[A1s] = k in (9).

The next assumption is crucial to our approach. Henceforth, with &;; we
denote a subset of the vector of non-target shocks €2 containing s < n —k
elements. We assume, without loss of generality, that €9 corresponds to the
first s elements of €5, and it is intended that €24 = €24 when s =n — k.

4The MBB is similar in spirit to a standard residual-based bootstrap where the VAR
residuals are resampled with replacement. However, instead of resampling one VAR residual
at a time the MBB, which is robust against forms of ‘weak dependence’ that may arise under
a-mixing conditions, resamples blocks of the VAR residuals/proxies in order to replicate their
serial dependence structure. We refer to Jentsch and Lunsford (2019, 2022) and Mertens
and Ravn (2019) for a comprehensive discussion of the merits of the MBB relative to other
bootstrap methods in proxy-SVARs. Section [S5.7] in the Supplement sketches the essential
steps behind the MBB algorithm.



ASSUMPTION 4 (PROXIES FOR THE NON-TARGET SHOCKS) There exist s <
n — k proxy variables, collected in the vector wy, such that the following linear
measurement system holds:

wy = Aot + Wy, (10)

where A :=E(w&,,) is an s X s matriz of relevance parameters and Wt 18 a
b
measurement error term, uncorrelated with &;.

Assumption 4 establishes the existence of s external variables which are
correlated with s non-target shocks with covariance matrix A :=E (w5 ), and
are uncorrelated with the target structural shocks, E(we! ;) = OE| Assumption
4 implies that X, ., =E(ww;) = BeoA', where By = 2% collects the s

T 05,
columns of 3.2 associated with the instantaneous effects of the shocks €g4;
obviously, B.Q = Bs2 when s = n—k (£2¢ = €2,4). The illustrations we present
in Section [7] and in the Supplement show that Assumption 4 holds in many
problems of interest.

Assumption 4 postulates the existence of proxies for the non-target shocks
but does not allow for models where the correlation between the proxies wy
and the instrumented shocks €z is weak, i.e. arbitrarily close to zero. Weak
correlation between w; and €54 can be allowed as in Montiel Olea et al. (2021,
Section 3.2) by considering sequences of models such that E(w;g5,) = Ar,
where A7 — A, and A of reduced rank is allowed. To illustrate, set s = 1,
so that wy, €2 and E(wiéay) in are all scalars. Then, we can consider
a sequence of models with E(wi£2:) = Ay — A € R. In Montiel Olea et al.
(2021), a ‘strong instrument’ corresponds to A # 0; see also Assumption 2.3 in
Jentsch and Lunsford (2022). A ‘weak instrument’ in the sense of Staiger and
Stock (1997) corresponds to Ay = ¢T'~ /2, where |c| < 0o is a scalar location
parameter; under this embedding, Ay — 0, with the case of an ‘irrelevant’
proxy corresponding to ¢ = 0. If the proxy is strong (A # 0), the asymptotic
distribution of the estimator of the parameters (Be2, A}) (or of the impulse
responses to the shock 3 ;) is Gaussian (see Supplement, Section . On the
contrary, this is not guaranteed when A = 0. For instance, if A\p = ¢T~Y/2, the
asymptotic distribution of the estimator of (B, ;) is non-Gaussian and the
parameter ¢ governs the extent of the departure from the Gaussian distribution
(see Supplement, Section .

To deal with the case of multiple shocks (s > 1), the embedding above
can be extended by considering a sequence of models with F (wté'u) = Ap,

5In principle, Assumption 4 can be generalized to allow for more proxies than instrumented
non-target shocks; i.e., dim(w;) > dim(€2,¢) = s. Without loss of generality, we focus on the
case where A in 1) is a square matrix.

10



T=1,2,..., with the case of strong proxies corresponding to
Ap — A, rank[A] = s. (11)

Weak instruments as in Staiger and Stock (1997) correspond to the case where
A7 can be approximated by

Ap=CT7 ', |C|| < (12)

C being an s X s matrix with finite norm.

5 INDIRECT-MD ESTIMATION

We now present our indirect-MD estimation approach based on the SVAR
representation @D and the availability of external (strong) proxies w; for the
non-target shocks. In this framework, given the estimator of the parameters
in A1, we described below, the IRFs in are recovered by using .

The first k£ equations of system @D read

Areur = Arqur g + Arpuz = €1 (13)

Taking the variance of both sides of , we obtain the %k(k) + 1) moment
conditions
A1 Xy Ay = .. (14)

Post-multiplying by w; and taking expectations yield the additional ks
moment conditions
Alozu,w = kas- (15)

Taken together, 1} and provide m := %k(k+1)+k5 independent moment
conditions that can be used to estimate the parameters in Ai,. The idea is
simple: the moment conditions — define a set of ‘distances’ between
reduced form and structural parameters, which can be minimized once ¥,
and X, ,, are replaced with their consistent estimates. When £ > 1, however,
the proxies alone do not suffice to point-identify the proxy-SVAR, and it is
necessary to impose additional parametric restrictions; see Mertens and Ravn
(2013), Angelini and Fanelli (2019), Montiel Olea et al. (2021), Arias et al.
(2021) and Giacomini et al. (2022). Depending on the information/theory
available, the additional restrictions can involve the parameters in A7, or those
in Be1, and can be sign- or point—restrictionsﬁ We rule out the case of sign-
restrictions and, as in Angelini and Fanelli (2019), focus on general (possibly

5See Section in the Supplement for cases where additional point-restrictions are placed
on the parameters in Bei.
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non-homogeneous) linear constraints on Aj,, as given by
vec(Are) = Sa, a0+ 54, (16)

where « is the vector of (free) structural parameters in Aj,, Sa, is a full-
column rank selection matrix and s4, is a known vector. Under (16]), we
provide below necessary and sufficient conditions for local identification of the
proxy-SVAR; we refer to Bacchiocchi and Kitagawa (2022) for a thorough
investigation of SVARs that attain local identification, but may fail to attain
global identification.

Let o := (vech(2,), vec(Ey,w)") be the m x 1 vector of reduced form pa-
rameters entering the moment conditions in —. Let 64 = (vech(3,),

~

vec(Xy,w)') be the estimator of ot, and of the corresponding true value.
(}EF is easily obtained from XAlu,w = %Zthl wy and Y, = %Zthl gty g,
t = 1,..,7, being the VAR residuals. By Lemma in the Supplement,
TV (64 —of) 4N (Oax1, Vy+), with V_+ positive definite asymptotic covari-
ance matrix that can be estimated consistently under fairly general conditions.
The moment conditions — and the restrictions in can be summa-

rized by the distance function

glot,a) = < vec}b;i&%fgijw) " ) o

where A1, depends on a through . At the true parameter values, g(og , ap) =
0;nx1. The MD estimator of « is defined as

ar = arg Oflelgi Qr(a), Qr(a):=gr(67,a) Veg(@) ' gr(67, ) (18)
where gr(-,-) denotes the function g(-,-) once o is replaced with 67, Py is
the parameter space, Vyg(at) := Gyt (67, @) Ve Got (67, @), V,+ is a consistent
estimator of V1, and G+ (0, a) is the m x m Jacobian matrix G+ (oF, a) :=
%ﬁ;a). Finally, @ (interior point of P,) is some preliminary estimate of «;
for example, & might be the MD estimate of « obtained in a first-step by
replacing Vgg (@) in 1) with the identity matrix, in which case &7 from
corresponds to a classical two-step MD estimator (see Newey and McFadden,
1994). Note that, despite under Assumption 4 it holds ¥, ,, = Baa A (see
Section , in the investigator needs not take a stand on the restrictions
that might characterize A and B.g

"Gains in efficiency can be achieved if these matrices are subject to constraints that are
explicitly imposed in the minimization problem (18 via the matrix ¥, .. For instance, if
A is known to be diagonal (meaning that each proxy variable in w; solely instruments one
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The next proposition establishes the necessary and sufficient rank condi-
tion, as well as the necessary order condition for local identification of the
proxy-SVAR identified by the proxies w;. Ny, denotes a neighborhood of g
in P,, with ag true value of the structural parameters in the matrix Ai,, and
DZ,F the generalized Moore-Penrose inverse of the duplication matrix Dy, see
Supplement, Section

PROPOSITION 1 (POINT-IDENTIFICATION) Consider the prozy-SVAR obtained
by combining the SVAR (@ with the prozies wy in (@) for the s < n —k non-
target structural shocks éa. Assume that the parameters in Aie satisfy the
m = k(k + 1) + ks independent moment conditions and and, for
=3 ,

k > 1, are restricted as in (@ Under Assumptions 1—4 and sequences of
models in which E(wéy,) = Ar — A:

(i) a necessary and sufficient condition for identification is that

rank [Go(ot,a)] = a (19)
holds in Ny, , where a = dim(«) and

( 2D/ (A1e3y ® Ii) )s .
(ABae ® I A

Guo(oT,a):

(ii) a necessary order condition is a < m; when k > 1, this implies that at
least %k(k — 1) additional restrictions must be imposed on the proxy-SVAR
parameters.

As it is typical for SVARs and proxy-SVARs, the identification result in
Proposition 1| holds ‘up to sign’, meaning that the rank condition in is
valid regardless of the sign normalizations of the rows of the matrix Ai,. The
necessary order condition, a < m, simply states that when s shocks are instru-
mented, the number of moment conditions used to estimate the proxy-SVAR
must be larger or at least equal to the total number of unknown structural
parameters. It is not strictly necessary that s = n — k, meaning that identi-
fication can be achieved also by instrumenting part of the non-target shocks,
provided there are enough uncontroversial restrictions on Aj, through .

An important consequence of Proposition [I]is stated in the next corollary,
which establishes that the necessary and sufficient rank condition for the identi-
fication of the proxy-SVAR fails when the proxies are weak in the sense of .

structural shock in €5 +), one can use a constrained estimator of the covariance matrix Xy, in

~ =/ . ~ =
. This can be done by using X, := Be2A, where A and B,z are obtained in a previous
step through the CMD approach we discuss in Section @
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COROLLARY 1 (IDENTIFICATION FAILURE) Under the assumptions of Propo-
sition |1|, the necessary and sufficient rank condition for identification in (@

fails if the proxies satisfy (@

The next proposition summarizes the asymptotic properties of the MD
estimator &7 derived from under local identification.

PROPOSITION 2 (ASYMPTOTIC PROPERTIES) Under the conditions of Propo-
sition [1], let the true value ag be an interior of Po (assumed compact). If the
necessary and sufficient rank condition in (@ 1s satisfied, then &p of (@ has
the following properties:

(i) OAéT ﬂ) aQy

(i1) TV2 (61 — ap) % N(Oux1, V), Vie := { G0, 20) Vg (@) 1 G (0, a0) Y~
with V() i= Gt (0f , @)Vyt Got (0, @) and Go(oF, @) as in Proposition .

1

Proposition [2| ensures that the MD estimator &r is consistent and asymp-
totically Gaussian if the rank condition holds. Inference on the IRFs can
be based on standard asymptotic methods by classical delta-method argu-
ments. Conversely, by Corollary 1, consistency and asymptotic normality is
not guaranteed to hold if the instruments satisfy the local-to-zero embedding
. The rank of the Jacobian matrix G4 (o, ) in Proposition [1| depends on
the the covariance matrix %, , = ABiQ, which in turn reflects the strength of
the proxies w;. The pre-test of relevance we discuss in Section [6] is based on
an estimator of the parameters in A and Bao.

We end this section by noticing that our indirect-MD method presents sev-
eral differences with respect to Caldara and Kamps’s (2017) approach to proxy-
SVARs. Caldara and Kamps (2017) interpret the structural equations of their
fiscal proxy-SVAR, the analog of system , as fiscal reaction functions whose
unsystematic components correspond to the fiscal shocks of interest. They then
identify the implied fiscal multipliers by a Bayesian penalty function approach.
We differ from Caldara and Kamps (2017) in the motivations behind our analy-
sis, as well as in the frequentist nature of our approachlﬂ Caldara and Kamps’s
(2017) main objective is the estimation of fiscal multipliers from policy (fiscal)
reaction functions using external instruments. In contrast, our primary objec-
tive is to rationalize a strategy intended to circumvent, when possible, the use
of weak-instrument robust methods. Finally, as our empirical application in
Section [7] illustrates, our approach is not confined or limited to cases where
the estimated structural equations read as policy reaction functions.

8See Section S.6 in the Supplement for a comparison between the suggested MD approach
and the ‘standard’ IV approach.
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6 TESTING INSTRUMENT RELEVANCE

In this section we present our pre-test for relevance of the proxies. Our test
exploits the different asymptotic properties of a bootstrap estimator of proxy-
SVAR parameters under the regularity conditions in Proposition [2] - which im-
ply that the strong proxy condition is verified — and under the weak IV
sequences of Staiger and Stock (1997) in . The test works for general «-
mixing VAR disturbances and/or zero-censored proxies, and is computation-
ally invariant to the number of shocks being instrument. Importantly, the out-
comes of the test do not affect post-test inferences because of an asymptotic
independence result between bootstrap and non-bootstrap statistics that we
summarize in Proposition [7] below. This implies that the asymptotic coverage
of IRF's confidence intervals constructed using our indirect approach remains
unaffected if the bootstrap pre-test does not reject the null hypothesis of rele-
vance of the proxies wy. Similarly, the asymptotic coverage is not affected even
if the bootstrap pre-test does reject the relevance of w; and weak-instrument
robust methods (using either the proxies z;, or the proxies w;) are employed.

We organize this section as follows. In Section [6.1] we discuss the boot-
strap estimator used to capture the strength of the proxies and then derive its
asymptotic distribution. In Section [6.2] we explain the mechanics of the test.
In Section we summarize its finite sample performance through simulation
experiments. Finally, Section focuses on its key properties.

6.1 BOOTSTRAP ESTIMATOR AND ASYMPTOTIC DISTRIBUTION

As noticed in Section |5, the covariance matrix %, :=E(wu}) = AB, is a
key ingredient of the Jacobian G,(o™,«), which determines the asymptotic
properties of the MD estimator é&p; see Propositions 1 and 2. In this section, we
analyze a bootstrap estimator of the parameters in A and BLZ; this estimator
will subsequently serve as a measure of the strength of the proxies wy.

Let €, be the s x s matrix defined by €, := Eme;lEu,w. By combining
Ywu = ABLQ with the ‘standard’ SVAR covariance restrictions, ¥, = BB/,
by simple algebra we obtain the relation Q, = ABL,(BB')"'BL,A’ = AN’
Hence, the link between the reduced form parameters in €2, >, , and the
proxy-SVAR parameters in the (n + s) x s matrix (B, , A’) is summarized
by the following set of moment conditions

Qy = AN ) z:w,u = AB;Z (20)

which capture the connection between the proxies w; and the non-target shocks
€2+. We denote by 0 := (55, \')’ the gg x 1 vector containing the (free) param-
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eters in the matrix (B.,, A')'; here, B collects the non-zero on-impact coeffi-

cients in Bes and ) the non-zero elements in A. While the parameters in 0 are
not economically interesting on their own, the asymptotic distribution of the
estimator of @ is informative on the strength of the proxies wy.

The moment conditions can be summarized by the distance function
d(p,0) :== pu— f(0), with p := (vech(Qy)', vec(Zyw)") and f(0) = (vech(AAN'),
vec(ABL,)"). At the true parameter values, d(uo,6) = 0. In order to es-
timate 6 through a MD approach, one needs an estimator of the reduced
form parameters p. This is given by jir = (vech(€)', vec(Swa)'), Where
Qu = S0y B, B =TS Gyw, and 3, == T~ S°F | 41, When
the proxy-SVAR is identified as in Proposition |1, TV2(jip — o) is asymp-
totically Gaussian with positive definite asymptotic covariance matrix V, :=
Jo+ Vot J! o, Jo+ being the full-row rank Jacobian matrix J,+ := %, see
Lemma in the Supplement, and Vu = AU+ VU+ JAC’T + is a consistent estima-
tor of V| Conversely, by Lemma in the Supplement, T/2(fir — ) is not
asymptotically Gaussian when the proxies w; satisfy the local-to-zero condi-
tion . Then, a classical MD (CMD) estimator of  can defined as

Or = arg min Qr(6),  Qr(0) := dr(ir,0)'V, dr(ir,0)  (21)

where dp(-,-) denotes the function d(-,-) once pu is replaced with fip, and Py
is the parameter spacem Lemma in the Supplement shows that under the
conditions of Proposition TY2(67 — 6y) 4 N(0,Vp), where 6y := (859, Ap)’

of(6)
Bl

and Vp := (JéVu_ng)_l. Hence, I't := Tl/Q%_l/Q(éT — 6p) is asymptotically
standard normal, and Vj := (jé,f/ljljg)*l is a consistent estimator of Vp. In
contrast, Lemma shows that, asymptotically, I'r is non-Gaussian when
the instruments satisfy the local-to-zero embedding in ; its asymptotic
distribution is explicitly derived in the proof of Lemma

The bootstrap counterpart of éT (henceforth, MBB-CMD), given by

O = arg min Q7(0) , Q7(0) := d(iy, 0)'V,; (i, 0) (22)

is the true value of 0, Jy is the full-column rank Jacobian matrix Jy :=

where ji% == (vech(SY), vec(f]fuyu)’)’ is the bootstrap analog of fip, is also af-
fected by the strength of the proxies. Specifically, Proposition [3| below shows

%In the ‘sandwich’ expression \A/# = AU+ VU+ j;+, VU+ is a consistent estimator of V4, see
Supplement, Section and J,+ is obtained from the expression of J, + in Lemma by
replacing 3., ., and X, with the estimators ¥, ., and Y1 respectively.

For s > 1, the estimation problem requires that at least (1/2)s(s — 1) restrictions
are placed on B,, and/or on A; see Proposition 1 in Angelini and Fanelli (2019) and the
proof of Lemma, in the Supplement.
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that when the proxies are strong in the sense of condition , the asymptotic
distribution of I'}, := TY 2‘79_1/ 2(9} - éT), conditional on the data, is asymp-
totically Gaussian[T] This result is consistent with Theorem 4.1 in Jentsch and
Lunsford (2022) on MBB consistency in proxy-SVARs. In contrast, we show in
Proposition [4|that under the weak proxies embedding , the limiting distri-
bution of T'%., conditional on the data, is random and non-Gaussian (see equa-
tions and in the Supplement; see also Cavaliere and Georgiev,
2020, for details on weak convergence in distribution).

PROPOSITION 3 (BOOTSTRAP ASYMPTOTIC DISTRIBUTION, STRONG PROXIES)
Consider the CMD estimator O obtained from and its MBB counter-
part 07 derived from . Under the conditions of Proposition if the nec-

essary and sufficient rank condition for identification in (@ s satisfie
©—1/2 5 Aoy d*
L = T2V 2 (07— 0r) S N(Ogpr. L)

PROPOSITION 4 (BOOTSTRAP ASYMPTOTIC DISTRIBUTION, WEAK PROXIES)
Consider the CMD estimator 67 obtained from and its MBB counterpart
éi} derived from . Under the conditions of Pmposition if the prozies wy
satisfy the local-to-zero condition , o= T1/2V€_1/2(9} — éT) converges
weakly in distribution to a non-Gaussian limit.

The different asymptotic behaviors of I'}. highlighted in Propositions |3| and
|§| and, in particular, the distance of the cdf of I} from the Gaussian cdf, are
the key ingredients of our bootstrap test of instrument relevanceﬂ which we
consider next.

1 As remarked in the Supplement, see Sections and the asymptotic validity of the
MBB requires that £2/T — 0, where £ is the block length parameter behind resampling, see
Jentsch and Lunsford (2019, 2022). It is maintained that this condition holds in Proposition
as well as in all cases in which the MBB is involved. In the Monte Carlo experiments
considered in Section[6.3]and in the empirical illustrations considered in Section[7]and Section
£ is chosen as in Jentsch and Lunsford (2019) and Mertens and Ravn (2019).

12 As is standard, with ‘X5 d;p X’ we denote convergence of X7 in conditional distribution
to X, in probability, as defined in the Supplement, Section

13In principle, our approach can also be used to derive alternative estimators of strength of
the proxies w¢. For example, one can exploit only subsets of proxy-SVAR moment conditions
in . For instance, it is tempting to refer to a MD estimator of the parameters A alone,
based on the moment conditions Q,, = AA’. Although this is feasible, the estimators obtained
using subsets of moment conditions may fail to incorporate all the pertinent information
required to capture the strength of the proxies. Consequently, the resulting pre-tests may
exhibit relatively low power in finite samples.
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6.2 BOOTSTRAP TEST

Our measure of strength is the cdf, conditional on the data, of the bootstrap
statistic f} =TY 217971/ 2(@:} — éT) For simplicity and without loss of gener-
ality, we consider one component of the vector f‘i}, say its first element, fiT;
its cdf, conditional on the data, is denoted by F%.(-).

By Proposition (3] if the proxies satisfy condition , f{T converges to
a standard normal random variable; hence, F%.(z) — F g (z) —, 0 uniformly
inz € RasT — oo, where F¢(-) denotes the N(0,1) cdf. Our approach
simply consists in evaluating, for large T', how ‘close or distant’ F .(z) is from
F g (x). To do so, consider a set of N i.i.d. (conditionally on the original data)
bootstrap replications, say f‘iTﬂ, ey f"iT: ~» and the corresponding estimator
of F7.(x), given by

* 1 N ok
Frn(z):= I szl (T} 7y <), €R. (23)

For any x, deviation of F 7. y (z) from the standard normal distribution can
be evaluated by considering the distance |F 7. y(z) — Fg(z)|. By standard
arguments, and regardless of the strength of the proxies, as N — oo (keeping
T fixed)

* * dr
NY2(F (@) = Fr(x) Sy N (0,Ur(x)) (24)
where Up () := F % (x)(1—F %(z)). This suggests that, with Ur(z) a consistent
estimator of UT(LE)E we may consider the normalized statistic:

7i . (2) = NP0z (2) 72 (P (2) = Fg (). (25)

The next two propositions establish the limit behavior of 77, y(z) in the two
scenarios of interest: under the conditions of Proposition [3] where the proxy-
SVAR is identified and strong proxy asymptotics holds, and under the condi-
tions of Proposition [, where weak proxy asymptotics a la Staiger and Stock
(1997) holds.

PROPOSITION 5 Assume that

T,N — oo jointly and NT™t = 0(1). (26)

Y“For instance, one may consider Ur(z) := Fr.n(x)(1—FT N (x)) for an arbitrary large
value of N, or can simply set Ur(z) to its theoretical value under normality; i.e., Ur(z) :=
Ug(z) = Fg(x)(1 = Fg(x)).
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Under the conditions of Proposition @ if Fi(z) admits the standard Edge-
worth ewpansz’o Fi(x) —F g (x) = Oy(T~Y?); conditional on the data, then
i v () Bp N(0,1).

PROPOSITION 6 Assume that (@ holds. Under the conditions of Proposition
7% v () diverges at the rate N'/2.

Together, Propositions 5 and 6 form the basis of our approach to testing
instrument relevance: precisely, a straightforward test can be conducted by di-
rectly comparing 77 v () with critical values derived from the standard nor-
mal distribution, regardless of the number of shocks being instrumented. The
rejection of the null hypothesis indicates the presence of weak proxies. A few
remarks about the test are as follows.

(i) The condition is a specificity of the suggested approach: N should
be large for power consideration but, at the same time, N should not be too
large relatively to T', otherwise the noise generated by the N random draws
from the bootstrap distribution will cancel the signal about the form of such
distribution, which depends on T'; see below and the proof of Proposition
As a practical rule, we suggest using N = [T 1/ 2]; see the next section.

(ii) Consistency of the test is preserved despite the asymptotic randomness of
F%.(+), which makes the power of the test random. The asymptotic randomness
of F7(-) introduces complexity in analyzing the local power of the test, which
exceeds the scope of this paper.

(iii) The scalar test statistic T n () defined in can be built by considering
the cdf of any single components of the vector I'};; moreover, the results in
Propositions [5{ and |§| can be ?Xtended to multivariate counterparts of 77. y(z),
constructed on whole vector I';.. That is, one can check relevance of the proxies
by using both multivariate and univariate normality testSE

(iv) The test can be further simplified, ceteris paribus, by considering the
estimator 67 in place of its normalized version I'}.. Henceforth, we use 97 to

15The Edgeworth expansion here assumed is also maintained in e.g. Bose (1988) and Kilian
(1988). It is typical in the presence of asymptotically normal statistics, see e.g. Horowitz
(2001, p. 3171) and Hall (1992).

1611 principle, a sup-type test based on 77 () could be constructed by considering the
classical Kolmogorov-Smirnov-type statistic N1/2||F}’N —Fgllec = NY?sup, 5 |F N (z) —
Fg(z)|. A CvM-type measure of discrepancy delivers N||F 7 — Fg|[3 = N [, (F5n(z) —

(a2

Fo(w))*dz, while N f, L Lol
T (x

type statistic. In all cases, the test rejects for large values of the test statistic. Further tests

of normality are considered in sections @ and m

dr =N fR T%yN(m)de leads to an Anderson-Darling-
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denote any of the following statistics that can be alternatively used to test
relevance by a normality test: (a) ¢, = 05; (b) U7 =1I'}; () any sub-vector
of 0% (e.g., U = ﬁg’T, Vp = Ap, or U = HZT, GZT being the i-th element of

é}), (d) any sub-vector of f‘i}

(v) The testing principle developed in this section can in fact be applied to any
bootstrap statistic built from the proxy-SVAR, provided it is (asymptotically)
Gaussian under the strong proxy condition , and (asymptotically) non-
Gaussian under the weak proxy condition . For instance, when one proxy is
used for one structural shock our approach can also be applied to the bootstrap
(normalized) IRFs in Jentsch and Lunsford (2022), which satisfy these two
conditions; see their Corollary 4.1 and Theorem 4.3(i)(a).

(vi) As a concluding remark, it is worth noting that our suggested pre-test can,
in principle, be applied to the original proxies z; for the target shocks, similar
to how it is applied to the proxies wy for the non-target shocks. Proposition
[7 in Section below guarantees that there are no pre-testing issues in the
subsequent inference.

6.3 MONTE CARLO RESULTS

In this section, we investigate by Monte Carlo simulations the finite sample
properties of the bootstrap test of relevance discussed in the previous sectionm

The DGP belongs to a SVAR system with n = 3 variables, featuring a
single target shock €1+ (k = 1) and two non-target shocks (n — k = 2). The
dynamic causal effects produced by the target shock €1, are recovered by the
indirect-MD approach developed in Section[] i.e., by estimating the structural
equation Ajeus = oy 1u1, + a1 2u2¢ + oy 3u3; = €1, using a proxy w; for one
of the two non-target shocks, along with the maintained hypothesis (valid in
the DGP) that a2 = 0; hence, k = 1 and s = 1 < n — k = 2. The proxy
w; is uncorrelated with the target shock €1; as well as with the other non-
instrumented, non-target shock of the system; see Supplement, Section for
details. The strength of the proxy w; is tested on samples of length T = 250 and
T = 1,000, with 7 := (uj,w;)’ being either i.i.d. or a GARCH-type process.
All elements of the DGP are described in detail in the Supplement, Section[S.8]

Table 1 summarizes the empirical rejection frequencies of the bootstrap di-
agnostic test computed on 20,000 simulations in three different scenarios, see
below. All normality tests are carried out at the 5% nominal significance level,
considering bootstrap replications of elements of the MBB-CMD estimator

17Simulations have been performed with Matlab 2021b. Codes, including the ones that
replicate the empirical illustrations, are available upon request from the authors.

20



0% = (A;:T, A=)/ 118 We apply Doornik and Hansen’s (2008) multivariate test
of normality (DH in the table) to the sequence of bootstrap replications {79* ,
29*T:2, .. ,1§*T:N}7 where 79} is selected as 191} = B;T (see (iii) in Section ;
further, we apply Lilliefors’ (1967) version of univariate Kolmogorov-Smirnov
(KS in the table) tests of normality to the sequence {1§*T:1, A*T:Q, ... ,1§*T:N},
with 19*T selected as 191} = éZT’ fori=1,...,q, é:T being the i-th scalar com-
ponent of é} (again, see (iii) in Section . In Table 1, rejection frequen-
cies not in parentheses refer to the case in which 7 := (u},w;)’ is generated
as an i.i.d. process; rejection frequencies in parentheses refer to the case in
which each component in the vector n; := (u},w;)’ is generated from univari-
ate GARCH(1,1) processes, independent across equations. The tuning param-
eter N is set to N = [T1/2]

Results in the upper panel of Table 1 refer to a ‘strong proxy’ scenario. In
this scenario, the correlation between the ‘indirect’ proxy w; and the instru-
mented non-target shocks €, is set to 59% and, in line with the strong proxy
condition , does not change with the sample size. Overall, it is evident
that the test effectively controls nominal size reasonably well.

The middle panel of Table 1 presents the rejection frequencies computed
under a ‘moderately weak proxy’ scenario. In this framework, the covariance
between w; and €2 is of the form Ay = T’ -1/ 2 see , with ¢ chosen such
that the correlation between wy and £z is 25% with 7' = 250, and collapses,
ceteris paribus, to 13% with T' = 1,000. Our test behaves reasonably well:
when T' = 250, the test based on 19; = B;T detects the weak proxy with rejec-
tion frequencies fluctuating in the range 20%-22%; importantly, the empirical
rejection frequencies increase to 63%-80% as T increases.

Finally, the results in the lower panel of Table 1 refer to a ‘weak proxy’
scenario, where ¢ is such that the correlation between w; and &y is 5% for
T = 250 and reduces, ceteris paribus, to 2% for T = 1,000. The table shows
that the test detects weak proxies with high accuracy, regardless of whether the
disturbances 7, are i.i.d. or follow GARCH(1,1)-type processes. The power of

18 A5 already observed, in the MBB algorithm we fix the parameter £ (see Supplement,
Section to the largest integer smaller than the value 5.037"/4; see Jentsch and Lunsford
(2019) and Mertens and Ravn (2019). In their simulation experiments, Jentsch and Lunsford
(2022) use ¢ = 4 in samples of T' = 200 observations; we checked that the results of our
simulation experiments based on 7' = 250 observations do not change substantially with
{=4.

19Building upon the findings in Angelini et al. (2022), we investigate the selection of N
out of T' through several additional simulation experiments, which are not presented here to
save space. Results suggest that the choice N = [Tl/ 2] strikes a satisfactory balance between
controlling the size and maximizing power in samples of lengths commonly encountered in
practical settings.
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the test approaches one as the sample size increases, indicating its effectiveness
in detecting weak proxies.

6.4 POST-TEST INFERENCE ON THE IRFS

As is known from the literature on IV regressions, caution is needed when
choosing among instruments on the basis of their first-stage significance, as
screening worsens small sample bias; see, e.g., Zivot et al. (1998), Hausman et
al. (2005) and Andrews et al. (2019). Hence, one important way to assess the
overall performance of our novel bootstrap pre-test is to examine, in addition
to the rejection frequencies in Table 1, the reliability of post-test inferences.
In this section, we focus, in particular, on the post-test coverage of confidence
intervals for IRF's obtained by the indirect-MD approach.

In the following, pr denotes any statistic based on the proxy-SVAR esti-
mates from the original sample. For instance, pr can be a Wald-type statis-
tic used for testing restrictions on the proxy-SVAR parameters; for a given
time horizon h and estimated IRF 4; ;(h) in , pr might be given by pr :=
TY2(%,; 5(h) —%,j,o(h))/mﬁﬂz, with v; j0(h) being the postulated true null value
and YA/%]. an estimator of the asymptotic variance. With 7'7*1, N = T(é;w:l, e
A}: ~), T(-) being a continuous function, we denote any statistic computed
from a sequence of N bootstrap replications of the MBB-CMD estimator, é}
For ease of reference, in the following we assume that 77 y; coincides with the
statistic 71, n () defined in . Note that 77. ; depends on the original data
through its (conditional) distribution function Fr (-) only.

The following proposition establishes that the statistics pr and 77 5 are
asymptotically independent (as T, N — oc0). We implicitly assume that the
data and the auxiliary variables used to generate the bootstrap data are defined
jointly on an extended probability space.

PROPOSITION 7 (ASYMPTOTIC INDEPENDENCE) Let pr and 77 5 be as de-
fined above. For any x1,x9 € R and T, N — oo, it holds that

P({pr <z} n{rfy <aa}) — Plpr < 1) Pty < x2) — 0, (27)
provided that the conditions of Proposition [J or Proposition [ hold.

The main implication of Proposition [7]is that, under strong proxies or un-
der weak proxies as in , large-sample inference in the proxy-SVAR based on
the statistic pr is not affected by the outcomes of the bootstrap-based statistic
77 n- Thus, if the pre-test does not reject the null of relevance, post-test in-
ference on the proxy-SVAR parameters can be conducted by standard asymp-
totic methods without relying on Bonferroni-type adjustments. Moreover, if
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the bootstrap pre-test rejects the null of relevance, the investigator can still ap-
ply weak-instrument robust methods, no matter whether they instrument the
target shocks z; or the non-target shocks w;. In any case, post-test inference
will not be affected asymptotically by the outcome of the test. Note that here
we do not consider sequences of parameters converging to zero at a rate differ-
ent from T~ 1/2; see, for instance, Andrews and Cheng (2012). Accordingly, we
do not claim here that the asymptotic result in Proposition [7] holds uniformly.

To illustrate this important implication of Proposition[7], consider the DGP
discussed in Section [6.2] Figure 1 plots, for samples of T' = 250 observations
and for h = 0,1,...,12, the empirical coverage probabilities of 90% confidence
intervals constructed for the response of Y3, to the target shock €1;. Em-
pirical coverage probabilities are estimated using 20,000 Monte Carlo draws.

The black line (labeled as ‘Strong, indirect-MD’) in the graph, which is
mostly overlapped by the pale blue line (see below), depicts the empirical cov-
erage probabilities obtained through our indirect-MD approach, implemented
as discussed in the Monte Carlo Section Thus, given the estimated struc-
tural parameters Ay = (41,1,0,413)" (recall that a; 9 = 0 is imposed) and
the implied IRFs 431(h), h = 0,1,...,12, 431(h) being the third element of
Yo1(h) 1= (S;L(CZ/)hSn)ZA]u,TA’l., we build 90% confidence intervals for the true
response 73 10(h), using the statistic pr described above. The setup corre-
sponds to the ‘strong proxy’ scenario analyzed in the upper panel of Table 1.

Figure 1 shows that, unconditionally, the finite sample coverage of IRF's
is satisfactory. The pale blue line refers to conditional probabilities (labelled
as ‘Strong, indirect-MD|DH<cv’); i.e., empirical coverage probabilities condi-
tionally on the bootstrap pre-test, based on 7}7 Ny =DH and N = [Tl/ 2], fail-
ing to reject the null that w, is relevant for the instrumented non-target shock.
The graphs in Figure 1 support the result in Proposition[7} unconditional and
conditional empirical coverage probabilities tend to coincide.

To further appreciate the asymptotic independence result in Proposition
[7, we now consider the coverage of weak-instrument robust methods when our
pre-test rejects the relevance condition. As already observed, when the strong
proxy condition for wy is rejected, researchers can proceed by relying on weak-
instrument robust methods as in Montiel Olea et al. (2021). To do so, they can
use either the (weak) proxies z; available for the target shocks, or the (weak)
proxies w; available for the non-target shocks.

We focus on the case in which the strong proxy condition for w; is rejected,
and the responses of Y3 ;. to €1 are estimated by the direct approach; i.e., by
directly instrumenting the target shocks €1 ; with the weak proxy z;. We specify
a DGP for z; which mimics the ‘weak proxy’ scenario already considered for wy.
In particular, we set Cov(z,€1,4) = ¢ = ¢I'~1/2, and fix the magnitude of the
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location parameter ¢ such that the correlation between z; and &1, is 4.5% in
samples with T' = 250. Several key findings can be derived from this analysis.
First, when constructing ‘plug-in’ confidence intervals under the main-
tained that z; serves as a relevant instrument for €14, the resulting coverage,
represented by the red line in Figure 1 (labelled as ‘Weak’), is unsatisfactory.
Second, if one pre-tests the weakness of z; by the first-stage F-test ap-
proach and compute confidence intervals for the target responses only when
the first-stage F-test rejects the null of weak proxy, the coverage probabilities,
corresponding to the green line in Figure 1 (labelled as ‘Weak|F>cv’), are un-
satisfactory. That is, screening on the first-stage F-test worsens coverage.
Third, in this scenario, weak-instrument robust (Anderson-Rubin) confi-
dence intervals based on Montiel Olea et al. (2021)’s approach using z; as an
instrument have empirical coverage probabilities, summarized by the blue line
in Figure 1 (labeled as "Weak, A&R”), that closely match the nominal level.
Fourth, if weak-instrument robust confidence intervals are computed only
when our bootstrap pre-test rejects the relevance of w;, conditional empirical
coverage probabilities, given by the orange line in Figure 1 (labelled as ‘Weak,
A&R|DH>cv’), are close to the unconditional ones (blue line). This result
aligns with the asymptotic independence result in Proposition [7} Similar re-
sults obtain if the bootstrap pre-test is applied to z; rather than w;.

7 EMPIRICAL ILLUSTRATIONS

We demonstrate the relevance of our identification and estimation strategy for
proxy-SVARs by reexamining some empirical illustrations previously discussed
in the literature through the lens of our indirect-MD approach. In Section
we concentrate on Kilian’s (2009) model for global crude oil production.
Section examines the joint identification of financial and macroeconomic
uncertainty shocks using Ludvigson, Ma and Ng’s (2021) data and reduced
form VAR. A third empirical illustration, which pertains to a fiscal proxy-
SVAR, is deferred to the Supplement.

7.1 OIL SUPPLY SHOCK

Kilian (2009) considers a three-equation (n = 3) SVAR for Y; := (prody, reas,
rpot)’, where prod; is the percentage change in global crude oil production,
reay is a global real economic activity index of dry goods shipments and rpo;
is the real oil price. Using monthly data for the period 1973:M1-2007:M12
and a Choleski decomposition based on the above ordering of the variables, he
identifies three structural shocks: an oil supply shock, sf , an aggregate demand
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shock, eAP, and an oil-specific demand shock, €97 respectively. Montiel Olea

et al. (2021) focus on the identification of the oil supply shock €} alone, using
Kilian’s (2009) reduced form VAR and Kilian’s (2008) measure of ‘exogenous
oil supply shock’, 2, as external instrument for the shock of interest, €.

In our notation, 1 = 6;? (k = 1) is the target structural shock, z; is Kil-
ian’s (2008) proxy directly used for €14, and eay = (¢, e99PY (n — k = 2)
collects the non-target shocks of the system. The counterpart of the represen-
tation of the proxy-SVAR is given by the system

d
ug"’ Bia
— _ s
up = | up®® | = | P21 | €& + Be2goy
PO
utp B?),l

where u; is the vector of VAR disturbances, and Be1 = (01,1, 02,1, 03,1)" cap-
tures the instantaneous impact of the oil supply shock on the variables. The
counterpart of the linear measurement equation @ is given by z; = ¢ +ws t,
where ¢ is the relevance parameter and w, ; is a measurement error, uncorre-
lated with all other structural shocks of the system. Since k = 1, no additional
restriction on the proxy-SVAR parameters is needed to build weak-instrument
robust confidence intervals.

For comparison purposes, we start from the direct approach, which is based
on instrumenting the oil supply shock with the proxy z;. Since z; is avail-
able on the period 1973:M1-2004:M9, following Montiel Olea et al. (2021), we
use the common sample period 1973:M1-2004:M9 (7" = 381 monthly observa-
tions) for estimation. Montiel Olea et al. (2021) report a robust first-stage F
statistic for the proxy z: equal to 9.4. We complement their analysis with our
bootstrap pre-test for instrument relevance. More precisely, we apply Doornik
and Hansen’s (2008) multivariate test of normality (7.5 = DH) on the se-
quence of MBB replications {29*T:1, 191}:2, e 2§*T ~ }» fixing the tuning parame-
ter at N = [TV/?] = 19. The bootstrap estimator 191} is obtained as follows.
First, we consider AT = A}, where 0% = (Biklw (5})’ is the MBB-CMD estima-
tor discussed in Section The multivariate normality test yields a p-value
of 0.04. Subsequently, considering the choice 0% = BiT, the multivariate nor-
mality test returns a p-value of 0.004 (univariate normality tests corroborate
this result). Overall, the bootstrap pre-test provides evidence countering the
hypothesis that Kilian’s (2008) proxy z; serves as a relevant instrument for the

20Gince in this case we are testing the strength of a proxy which directly instruments
the target shock, the test is based on the MBB-CMD estimator in computed from the
moment conditions 3., = ¢Bf, Q. = ¢B{(BB’) "' Bi¢ = ¢*, which capture the strength of
the proxy z: for the oil supply shock.
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oil supply shock. This result lends support to the employment of the weak-
instrument robust approach developed in Montiel Olea et al. (2021).

The blue lines plotted in Figure 2 are the estimated dynamic responses to
the oil supply shock identified by Kilian’s (2008) proxy z;. More precisely, the
graph quantifies the responses of the variables in Y; := (prody, rpoy, rea;)’ to an
oil supply shock that increases oil production of 1% on-impact (the responses
plotted for prod; are cumulative percent changes). The blue shaded areas
depict the corresponding 68% (in panel A) and 95% (in panel B) Anderson-
Rubin weak-instrument robust confidence intervals. They closely resemble the
IRFs plotted in panels A and B of Figure 1 in Montiel Olea et al. (2021). The
orange dotted lines represent Jentsch and Lunsford’s (2021) 68% (in panel A)
and 95% (in panel B) ‘grid MBB AR’ confidence intervals. It is evident that
the use of the MBB enhances the precision of weak-instrument robust inference
on the dynamic causal effects induced by the oil supply shock.

We now move to our indirect-MD approach, which requires instrumenting
the non-target shocks e2; = (5tAD ,z—:?SD ). The counterpart of system is
given by the equation:

rea
rod Uy S
Ajeur = al,luf + (1,2, 1.3) rpo | = &t (28)
ug?

where A1q = (1,1, 1,2, @1,3). Equation provides the moment condition
A1y, ALy =1, see . If, as in Assumption 4, there exist at least s =n—k =
2 proxies wy for the two non-target shocks €9 = (st , z-:tOSD )| = £a,4, there are
two additional moment conditions of the form that can be exploited for
inference, i.e. AjeXy w = O01x2, where X, , :=FE(u;w;). Overall, there are three
moment conditions (m = $k(k+ 1)+ ks = 3) that can be used to estimate the
three structural parameters in Ajo (@ = 3) by the method discussed in Section
bl

Following the arguments in Kilian (2009) and Montiel Olea et al. (2021),
our Assumption 1 is considered valid. Assumption 2 is investigated by a set of
diagnostic tests on the VAR residuals (the VAR is estimated with [ = 24 lags),
which suggest that the residuals are conditionally heteroskedastic but serially
uncorrelated. Assumption 3 is maintained. The validity of the proxies in the
sense of Assumption 4 is discussed below.

The proxies selected for the two non-target shocks are wy := (wf¥, wP"),
RV represents the logarithmic difference of the World Steel Index
(WSI) introduced by Ravazzolo and Vespignani (2020), and w{" represents the

where w

logarithmic difference of the Brent Oil Futures. The proxy w/*" serves as an

instrument for the aggregate demand shock, E{‘D , and the proxy w" is used as

an instrument for the oil-specific demand shock, e?5P. Since wV is available
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on the shorter sample, 1990:M2-2004:M9, we employ the entire sample period
1973:M1-2004:M9 to estimate X, and the shorter sample period, 1990:M2-
2004:M9 (T' = 176 monthly observations), to estimate X, .. Then, the MD
estimates of the structural parameters in equation follow from —.

We pre-test the strength of the proxies w; by our bootstrap test. In this
case, to estimate the parameters that capture the strength of the proxies,
A} = (A;’T, 5\})’ , we consider the sample common to both instruments in wy,
1990:M2-2004:M9. We apply the multivariate normality test 7-7*17 N = DH to the
sequence of bootstrap replications {@}:1, A*TZQ, e ﬁ}:N}, where N = [T1/2] =
13 and 95 = 0%, with 0% = (337, \i)’ being the MBB-CMD estimator dis-
cussed in Section The corresponding p-value is 0.67 which does not reject
the null hypothesis. As robustness check, we repeat the test using 3; = A;jT,
obtaining a p-value equal to 0.73. We conclude that the null hypothesis that
the proxies wy := (wffV, wpP") are relevant for the shocks &y = (e/'P, 9P
in the sense of condition is not rejected by the data. An indirect check of
the exogeneity condition is discussed at the end of this section.

The IRFs estimated by the indirect-MD approach correspond to the red
lines plotted in Figure 2. They are surrounded by the red shaded areas rep-
resenting the 68%-MBB (panel A) and 95%-MBB (panel B) pointwise confi-
dence intervals, computed by using Hall’s percentile method. Proposition
ensures that no Bonferroni-type adjustment is needed; see Section [6.4]

From Figure 2, we derive two important observations. First, the MBB con-
fidence intervals obtained by the indirect-MD approach using the strong prox-
ies wy for the non-target shocks — estimated on a shorter sample — are ‘more in-
formative’ than both the Anderson-Rubin weak-instrument robust confidence
intervals and the grid MBB AR confidence intervals obtained by instrumenting
the oil supply shock directly with Kilian’s (2008) proxy z;. Differences become
marked when considering 95% confidence intervals, see panel B. Second, our
empirical results line up with Kilian’s (2009) main results. In Kilian’s (2009)
Choleski-SVAR, both real economic activity and the real price of oil exhibit
limited, temporary, and statistically insignificant responses to the oil supply
shock. This finding is also evident from our estimated IRFs. Kilian’s (2009)
recursive SVAR implies the testable restrictions A; 2 = (a12, a13) = (0,0)

21Since s = 2, at least one restriction must be imposed on the parameters of Bez and Jor
A to obtain the CMD estimators 07 and 0%, respectively; see Supplement, proof of Lemma
equation (S.I8). We specify the matrix A upper triangular (hence imposing one zero
restriction). This implies that the proxy wy" is allowed to instrument the aggregate demand
shock e'? alone, while the proxy wf” can instrument both the oil-specific demand shock,
e?5P and the aggregate demand shock, €'P. Note that in the MD estimation problem
we need a consistent estimator of the matrix ¥, ., say ZAL“U::% Zthl fpwy, and can ignore
the possible restrictions that characterize the matrices A and B2, see footnote 10.
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in the structural equation . These restrictions imply a vertical short run
oil supply curve. Under the conditions outlined in Proposition [2| and with the
support of our pre-test that does not reject the relevance of the instruments, a
standard Wald-type test conducted on these restrictions produces a bootstrap
p-value of 0.68. This evidence aligns with Kilian’s (2009) recursive SVAR. Im-
portantly, according to Proposition [7] the outcome of the Wald test remains
unaffected by the failure of the bootstrap pre-test to reject the null hypothe-
sis. As a result, there is no need for Bonferroni adjustments.

To assess the exogeneity (orthogonality) of the proxies w; with respect to
the oil supply shock ef , we adopt a commonly employed approach in the em-
pirical proxy-SVAR literature. Examples include, e.g., Caldara and Kamps
(2017) and Piffer and Podstawki (2018). This involves approximating the
shocks of interest by proxies or shocks derived from other studies, or identifica-
tion methods. In our framework, a natural solution is to calculate the correla-
tions between the proxies wy and Kilian’s (2008) instrument z;. We obtain the
correlations C’/o?r(wt, zt) = (0.0047, —0.09)" on the common sample 1990:M2-
2004:M9, which are not statistically significant at any conventional significance
level. An alternative method to assess the exogeneity condition is as follows.
The empirical results discussed in this section support Kilian’s (2009) original
triangular SVAR specification on the sample 1990:M2-2004:M9, featuring a
vertical short run oil supply curve. Other studies suggest, using different iden-
tification schemes, that a Choleski-SVAR for Y; := (prody, rea;, rpoy)’ repre-
sents a good approximation of the data also on periods longer than the estima-
tion sample 1990:M2-2004:M9; see, e.g., Kilian and Murphy (2012). This sug-
gests that we can interpret the time series éf ’C’wl, t=1,...,T, recovered from
the first equation of Kilian’s (2009) Choleski-SVAR, as a reasonable approxi-
mation of an oil supply shock. Also in this case, the correlations computed on
the common period 1990:M2-2004:M9, equal to Corr(w, &) = (—0.059,
0.038)’, are not statistically significant at any conventional significance level.

7.2 FINANCIAL AND MACROECONOMIC UNCERTAINTY SHOCKS

In this second empirical illustration, we emphasize the merit of the indirect-MD
approach in situations where finding valid multiple instruments for multiple
target shocks can be problematic.

Our objective is to track the dynamic causal effects produced by finan-
cial and macroeconomic uncertainty shocks (k = 2) on a measure of the real
economic activity. As in Ludvigson et al. (2021), we consider a small-scale
VAR model with n = 3 variables: Y; := (Upyt, Upry, at)', where Upy is an in-
dex of (1-month ahead) financial uncertainty, Ups¢ is the index of (1-month
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ahead) macroeconomic uncertainty, and a; is a measure of real economic ac-
tivity, proxied by the growth rate of industrial production. The two uncer-
tainty indexes are analyzed and discussed in Ludvigson et al. (2021), where
the authors contend that unraveling the relative impacts of these two distinct
sources of uncertainty is crucial for understanding how they are transmitted
to the business cycle.

We focus on the ‘Great Recession 4 Slow Recovery’ period 2008:M1-2015:M4
(T = 88 monthly observations). The dataset is the same as in Ludvigson et
al. (2021) and Angelini et al. (2019). The decision to focus on the period fol-
lowing the Global Financial Crisis is based on the empirical findings presented
in Angelini et al. (2019), where it was discovered that the VAR model for
Y; := (Upt, Uniy, ar)' exhibits two significant breaks in unconditional volatility
over the extended period from 1960 to 2015, resulting in three distinct volatil-
ity regimes.

The reduced form VAR model for Y; includes a constant and [ = 4 lags.
The VAR residuals display neither serial correlation, nor conditionally het-
eroskedasticity on the sample 2008:M1-2015:M4.

The target structural shocks are collected in the vector €14 := (ep¢, enrt)’s
where e denotes the financial uncertainty shock and €,/ the macroeconomic
uncertainty shock. The non-target shock of the system is the ‘non-uncertainty’
shock €4+ = €2+ (n — k = 1), which can be interpreted as a shock reflecting
forces related to real economic activity. In this model, the counterpart of
is as follows:

Upy Brr  Brum er bra
t
upge | = | Bur Bumwm ( > + | bma | (Eay) (29)
EM,t ~—~—
Uq,t BaF  BaB —— ba,a ot
15 W_/
ut Be1 e B2

where u := (up, Unre, Uq,e)' is the vector of VAR reduced form disturbances.
The implementation of the direct identification approach presents a challenge
in identifying two reliable external instruments for the two uncertainty shocks
et = (ept,emy). Ludvigson et al. (2021, p. 6) acknowledge that in this
application ‘Instrumental variable analysis is challenging, since instruments
that are credibly exogenous are difficult if not impossible to ﬁnd...’@

We show that the indirect-MD approach simplifies the process of inferring
the effects of macroeconomic and financial uncertainty shocks on real economic

*Driven by this idea, Ludvigson et al. (2021) develop a novel identification strategy
which combines ‘external variable constraints’ with inequality constraints. In their approach,
proxies are not required to be ‘strong’ as defined in , nor do they need to be uncorrelated
with the non-instrumented structural shocks.
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activity. Indeed, the indirect approach enables us to shift the issue of identi-
fying (at least) two valid proxies for the two uncertainty shocks to the task of
finding (at least) one valid instrument for the shock in real economic activity.
This requires considering the equations

_ apFp  OQpM UFt QFq _ EFt
Al.ut = + (ua,t) = &1t =
M F MM UMt UMa )~~~ EMt

u2,t

A1 Uit A2

(30)
which represents the counterpart of system . Since k = 2, point-identifica-
tion of the target uncertainty shocks requires at least +k(k — 1) = 1 extra
restriction on the elements of the matrix A;,. Equation provides %kz(kz +
1) = 3 moment conditions implied by the expression A|,3,A1e = Io. As
n —k =1, we need at least one external instrument for the non-target shock;
i.e., a variable w; (s = n—k = 1) that satisfies the linear measurement equation

Wi = Aeqt + Wt (31)

where €24 = €44, A is the relevance parameter and w,,; is a measurement er-
ror term, uncorrelated with structural shocks. Equation is the counter-
part of in Assumption 4| and provides two additional moment restrictions,

LeXuw = 02x1, where Yuw =FE(uwy). By jointly considering the restric-
tions A},X,A1e = I and A},X, . = 0241, we obtain a total of m =3+2=15
distinct and independent moment conditions which can be used to estimate
a = b structural parameters in Ai,. To impose the necessary identification
constraint on Aj,, we borrow the restriction Sr s = 0 (on Be1) from Angelini
et al. (2019). Using a methodology based on changes in volatility regimes
and considering the extended period 1960-2015, Angelini et al. (2019) explore
the idea that instantaneous causality between uncertainty shocks solely runs
from financial to macroeconomic uncertainty. They test the hypothesis that
financial uncertainty does not respond instantaneously to macroeconomic un-
certainty shocks (Srar = 0) and do not reject this hypothesis for the sam-
ple period 2008:M1-2015:M4. By using the relationship , the restriction
Brm = 63’1(301)6272 = 0 (recall that, e.g., ez is the 3 x 1 vector containing
‘1’ in the position 1 and zero elsewhere) can be mapped to the elements of A},
via 6%71<2u14/1.)62’2 = 0, and properly expressed in the form once Y, is
replaced by its consistent estimator $, =11 Zthl Gty This allows to esti-
mate a = 5 free structural parameters in the matrix A1, by or MD approach.
On the other hand, the constraint Sp s = 0 can be directly incorporated in
the estimation of the proxy-SVAR by relying on the alternative indirect-MD
estimation method discussed in the Supplement, Section
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To find a valid proxy w; for the real economic activity shock ¢, ¢, we follow
Angelini and Fanelli (2019). Let house; be the log of new privately owned hous-
ing units started on the estimation period 2008:M1-2015:M4 (source: Fred).
We take the ‘raw’ growth rate of new privately owned housing units started,
Ahousey, and estimate an auxiliary dynamic linear regression model of the
form Ahouse; =FE(Ahouse; | Fi—1)+erry, where F;_1 denotes the information
set available to the econometrician at time t — 1, E(Ahouse; | Fi—1) denotes
the linear projection of Ahouse; on the past information set, and err; can be
interpreted as the ‘innovation component’ of the dynamic auxiliary model for
the external instrument. The residuals, denoted as w; := érry, t = 1,...,T,
resulting from regressing Ahouse; on past information, serve as our approxi-
mation for the shock in real economic activity.

We pre-test the strength of the proxy w; by computing our bootstrap test
of instrument relevance. We apply the DH multivariate normality test to
the bootstrap replications {1§*T:1,1§*T:2,...,1§*T:N}, where ﬁi};b = B;,T:w b =
1,...,N, N = [T%? = 9, and 0}, = (B3'y, N;))' is the MBB-CMD estimator
discussed in Section [5} The DH multivariate normality test yields a p-value of
0.38, indicating no rejection of the null hypothesis of relevant proxy.

To indirectly assess the exogeneity condition, we examine the correlation
between our proxy variable w; and time series data of macroeconomic and
financial uncertainty shocks, as determined by Angelini et al. (2019) using
their approach based on changes in unconditional volatility. Specifically, we
consider their estimated time series ép; and €prry, t = 1,...,7. The re-
sulting correlations, computed over the sample period 2008:M1-2015:M4, are
C/’OE"(wt, (Ere.émzt)) = (—0.092, —0.096)" and are not statistically significant
at any conventional level.

After estimating the model using the indirect-MD approach, we generate
IRF's for a 40-month period. In Figure 3, the red lines (labelled as ‘indirect-
MD approach’) represent the dynamic responses of the growth rate of indus-
trial production to identified financial (upper panel) and macroeconomic (lower
panel) uncertainty shocks. These responses are based on one-standard devia-
tion uncertainty shocks and are surrounded by 90% MBB confidence intervals
(depicted as red shaded areas), calculated using Hall’s percentile method. Ac-
cording to Proposition [7], the asymptotic coverage of these confidence intervals
remains unaffected by pre-testing bias. To allow for easy comparison with a
benchmark, Figure 3 also incorporates the responses obtained by Angelini et
al. (2019), shown in blue and identified as ‘Angelini, Bacchiocchi, Caggiano,
and Fanelli (2019)’ (refer to their Figure 5). These responses are also based on
one-standard deviation uncertainty shocks. The blue shaded region in Figure 3
represents the 90% bootstrap confidence intervals computed by Angelini et al.
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(2019) over the period 2008:M1-2015:M4, using the i.i.d. bootstrap method.
Figure 3 unveils two important findings. First, both the indirect-MD
approach and Angelini et al’s (2019) method reveal a significant effect of
macroeconomic and financial uncertainty shocks in restraining economic ac-
tivity during the post-Great Recession period. Secondly, substantial dispari-
ties emerge in the estimated impact of the macroeconomic uncertainty shock
on industrial production growth. Using the indirect-MD approach, the esti-
mated peak response of industrial production growth to the macroeconomic
uncertainty shock is both significant and instantaneous, equal to -0.32%. Con-
versely, the method based on changes in volatility indicates that the peak
response, also statistically significant, occurs five months post-shock, with a
magnitude of -0.15%. In both the indirect-MD approach and the volatility-
based approach, the peak response of industrial production growth to the
financial uncertainty shock is significant, equal to -0.17%. Upon examina-
tion of the 90% bootstrap confidence intervals, it becomes evident that the
dynamic causal effects resulting from macroeconomic and financial uncer-
tainty shocks are more precisely estimated through the indirect-MD approach.

8 CONCLUSIONS

We have designed a MD estimation strategy for proxy-SVARs in which strong
proxies for the non-target shocks are used to identify the target shocks. This
approach proves particularly effective when the instruments available for the
target shocks are weak. It becomes especially advantageous when, faced with
multiple target shocks, the application of weak-instrument robust methods ne-
cessitates imposing a large number of restrictions which might lack economic
motivation and/or could pose challenges in terms of testing their validity. Fur-
thermore, we have enriched this proposed strategy with a novel, computation-
ally straightforward diagnostic pre-test for instrument relevance which relies
on bootstrap resampling and does not introduce any pre-testing bias.

It could be argued that in models of the dimensions typically encountered
in practice, obtaining valid proxies for the non-target shocks and establishing
additional credible identifying restrictions that are sufficient to uniquely point-
identify the target structural shocks can be challenging. However, the empiri-
cal illustrations revisited in this paper demonstrate the potential benefits and
effectiveness of the suggested approach in cases of interest. One question that
arises is whether it is appropriate to solely instrument the non-target shocks
without considering any information from available weak proxies for the target
shocks, as this approach may overlook potentially valuable identifying infor-
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mation. In principle, one may use both proxies for the non-target shocks and
proxies for the target shocks jointly. Intuitively, in such situations, the strong
proxies for the non-target shocks act as a form of ‘insurance’ against potential
identification issues that could arise if the proxies for the target shocks were
weak, allowing for more reliable inference. Exploring this intriguing issue fur-
ther will be the focus of our future research.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We thank Luca Gambetti, [liyan Georgiev, Alexander Kriwoluzky, Lutz Kil-
ian, Daniel Lewis, Helmut Liitkepohl, Sophocles Mavroeidis, Mikkel Plagborg-
Mgller, Ben Schumann, Lorenzo Trapani, as well as seminar participants at the
SIdE Webinar Series (March 2021), the Granger Centre for Time Series Econo-
metrics at the University of Nottingham (March 2022), and participants to the
Workshop ‘Advances in Structural Shocks Identification: Information, Funda-
mentalness and Recoverability’ (Barcelona GSE Summer Forum, June 2021),
the TAAE 2021 Annual Meeting (Rotterdam, June 2021), the EEA-ESEM 2021
(Virtual, August 2021), the DIW Berlin ‘Macroeconometric Workshop’ (Berlin,
May 2022). We gratefully acknowledge financial support from MIUR (PRIN
2017, Grant 2017TA7TTYC) and the University of Bologna (RFO grants).

REFERENCES

Anderson, T.W. and Rubin, H. (1949), Estimation of the parameters of a
single equation in a complete system of stochastic equations, Annals of
Mathematical Statistics 20, 46-63.

Andrews, D.W. K. and Cheng, X. (2012) Estimation and inference with weak,
semi-strong, and strong identification, Econometrica 80, 2153-2211.

Andrews, 1., Stock, J.H. and Sun, L. (2019), Weak instruments in instrumen-
tal variables regression: Theory and practice, Annual Review of Eco-
nomics 11, 727-753.

Angelini, G. and Fanelli, L. (2019), Exogenous uncertainty and the identifi-
cation of Structural Vector Autoregressions with external instruments,
Journal of Applied Econometrics 34, 951-971.

Angelini, G., Bacchiocchi, E., Caggiano, G., and Fanelli, L. (2019), Uncer-
tainty across volatility regimes, Journal of Applied Econometrics 34, 437-
455.

33



Angelini, G., Cavaliere, G. and Fanelli, L. (2022), Bootstrap inference and
diagnostics in state space models: with applications to dynamic macro
models, Journal of Applied Econometrics 37, 3-22.

Arias, J.E., Rubio-Ramirez, J.F. and Waggoner, D.F. (2021), Inference in
Bayesian Proxy-SVARs, Journal of Econometrics 225, 88-106.

Bacchiocchi, E. and Kitagawa, T. (2022), Locally- but not globally-identified
SVARs, Quaderni - Working Paper DSE n. 1171, 2022, available at SSRN:
https://ssrn.com/abstract=4124228 or http://dx.doi.org,/10.2139/ssrn.4124228.

Bose, A. (1988), Edgeworth correction by bootstrap in Autoregressions, An-
nals of Statistics 16, 1709-1722.

Boubacar Mainnasara, Y. and Francq, C. (2011), Estimating structural VARMA
models with uncorrelated but non-independent error terms, Journal of
Multivariate Analysis 102, 496-505.

Briiggemann, R., Jentsch, C. and Trenkler, C. (2016), Inference in VARs with
conditional volatility of unknown form, Journal of Econometrics 191, 69-
85.

Caldara, D. and Herbst, E. (2019), Monetary policy, real activity, and credit
spreads: Evidence from Bayesian Proxy SVARs, American Economic
Journal: Macroeconomics 11, 157-92.

Caldara, D. and Kamps, C. (2017), The analytics of SVARs: A unified frame-
work to measure fiscal multipliers, Review of Economic Studies 84, 1015-
1040.

Cavaliere, G. and Georgiev, I. (2020), Inference under random limit bootstrap
measures, Fconometrica 88, 2547-2974.

Francq, C. and Raissi, H. (2006), Multivariate portmanteau test for autore-
gressive models with uncorrelated but nonindependent errors, Journal of
Time Series Analysis 28, 454-470.

Giacomini, R., Kitagawa, T. and Read, M. (2022), Robust Bayesian inference
in Proxy SVARs, Journal of Econometrics 228, 107-126.

Hahn, J. and Hausman, J. (2002), A new specification test for the validity of
instrumental variables, Econometrica 70, 163-189.

Hall, P. (1992), The bootstrap and Edgeworth expansion, Springer-Verlag,
Berlin.

34


http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4124228

Hausman, J., Stock, J.H. and Yogo, M. (2005), Asymptotic properties of the
Hahn-Hausman test for weak instruments, Economic Letters 89, 333-342.

Horowitz, J.L. (2001), The bootstrap, Handbook of Econometrics Vol. 5,
Heckman, J.J. and E. Leamer (eds.), Ch. 52.

Jentsch, C. and Lunsford, K.C. (2019), The dynamic effects of personal and
corporate income tax changes in the United States: Comment, American
Economic Review 109, 2655-2678.

Jentsch, C. and Lunsford, K.C. (2022), Asymptotic valid bootstrap inference
for Proxy SVARs, Journal of Business and Economic Statistics 40, 1876—
1891.

Kilian, L. (1998), Small-sample confidence intervals for impulse response func-
tions, Review of Economics and Statistics 80, 218-230.

Kilian, L. (2008), Exogenous oil supply shocks: How big are they and how
much do they matter for the U.S. economy? Review of Economics and
Statistics 90, 216-240.

Kilian, L. (2009), Not all oil shocks are alike: Disentangling demand and
supply shocks in the crude oil market, American Economic Review 99,
1053-1069.

Kilian, L. and Murphy, D. P. (2012), Why agnostic sign restrictions are not
enough: Understanding the dynamics of oil market VAR models, Journal
of the Furopean Economic Association 10, 1166-1188.

Leeper, E.M, Sims, C.A. and Zha, T. (1996), What does monetary policy do?
Brooking Papers of Economic Activity 27, 1-78.

Lilliefors, H. (1967), On the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for normality with
mean and variance unknown, Journal of the American Statistical Asso-
ctation 62, 399-402.

Ludvigson, S.C., Ma, S. and Ng, S. (2021), Uncertainty and business cycles:
exogenous impulse or endogenous response? American Economic Jour-
nal: Macroeconomics 13, 369-410.

Lunsford, K. G. (2016), Identifying Structural VARs with a proxy variable
and a test for a weak proxy, Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland Working
Paper no. 15-28 (version dated October 2016).

35



Mertens, K. and Ravn, M. (2013), The dynamic effects of personal and corpo-
rate income tax changes in the United States, American Economic Re-
view 103, 1212-1247.

Mertens, K. and Ravn, M. (2019), The dynamic effects of personal and cor-
porate income tax changes in the United States: Reply to Jentsch and
Lunsford, American Economic Review 109, 2679-2691.

Montiel Olea, J.L. and Pflueger, C. (2013), A robust test for weak instru-
ments, Journal of Business and Economic Statistics 31, 358-369.

Montiel Olea, J.L., Stock, J.H. and Watson, M.W. (2021), Inference in SVARs
identified with an external instrument, Journal of Econometrics 225, 74-
87.

Newey, W.K. and McFadden, D. (1994), Large sample estimation and hy-
pothesis testing, Handbook of Econometrics, R.F. Engle and D.L. Mc-
Fadden (eds.), Vol. IV, Chap. 36.

Piffer, M. and Podstawki, M. (2018), Identifying uncertainty shocks using the
price of gold, The Economic Journal, 128, 3266-3284.

Ravazzolo, F., Vespignani, J. (2020), World steel production: A new monthly
indicator of global real economic activity, Canadian Journal of FEco-
nomics 53, 743-766.

Staiger, D. and Stock, J. H. (1997), Instrumental variables regressions with
weak instruments, Fconometrica 65, 557-586.

Stock, J.H. (2008), What’s New in Econometrics-Time Series, Lecture 7.
Structural VARs, Cambridge, MA., NBER.

Stock, J.H. and Watson, M.W. (2012), Disentangling the channels of the
2007-2009 recession, in Brookings Panel of Economic Activity, Spring
2012, 81-135.

Stock J.H. and Yogo, M. (2005), Testing for weak instruments in linear IV
regression. In Identification and Inference for Econometric Models: Es-
says in Honor of Thomas Rothenberg, ed. D.W.K. Andrews, J.H. Stock,
80-108. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Stock J.H. and Wright, J. (2000), GMM with weak identification, Economet-
rica 68, 1055-96.

36



Zivot, E., Startz, R. and Nelson, C.R. (1998), Valid confidence regions and
inference in the presence of weak instruments, International Economic
Review 39, 1119-1146.

37



Rejection frequencies

Strong proxy

T =250 T = 1000
corr = 0.59 corr = 0.59
0 DH KS DH KS
B2, 0.05(0.06) 0.05(0.05)
B2,2  0.05(0.06) 0.05(0.06) 0.05(0.05) 0.05(0.05)
Ba,3 0.05(0.05) 0.05(0.05)
A 0.05(0.05) 0.05(0.05)
Moderately weak proxy
T = 250 T = 1000
corr = 0.25 corr = 0.13
0 DH KS DH KS
B2,1 0.21(0.23) 0.36(0.35)
P22 0.22(0.22) 0.27(0.29) 0.80(0.63) 0.38(0.39)
B2.3 0.20(0.24) 0.30(0.33)
A 0.09(0.09) 0.10(0.12)
Weak proxy
T = 250 T = 1000
corr = 0.05 corr = 0.02
0 DH KS DH KS
B2,1 0.80(0.78) 0.93(0.93)
P22 0.72(0.75) 0.85(0.83) 0.98(0.98) 0.95(0.95)
Ba2,3 0.82(0.83) 0.95(0.95)
A 0.24(0.26) 0.50(0.51)

TABLE 1: Empirical rejection frequencies of the bootstrap pre-test of instru-

ment relevance.

Notes: Results are based on 20,000 simulations and tuning parameter N := [T/?].
corr = corr(wy, €a,) is the correlation between the instrument wy and the non-target
structural shock ea¢. KS is Lilliefors’ (1967) version of Kolgomorov-Smirnov uni-
variate normality test; DH is Doornik and Hansen’s (2008) multivariate normality
test. Results (not) in parenthesis refer to (iid) GARCH-type VAR disturbances and
prozies. The block size in the MBB algorithm is | = 5.03T/*, see footnote 18. All

tests are computed at the 5% nominal significance level.
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Response of Y3, to target shock e1¢, T' = 250
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FI1GURE 1: Empirical coverage probabilities of IRF's calculated on 20,000 sim-
ulations (90% nominal). IRFs refer to the response of the variable Y3, 1p to
the target shock €1, h =0,1,...,12.
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—e— Angelini, Bacchiocchi, Caggiano and Fanelli (2019)
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FIGURE 3: Impulse responses of industrial production growth (a;) to a one
standard deviation financial (ep) and a macro (epr) uncertainty shocks. Red
dotted lines correspond to the IRFs estimated with our indirect-MD approach;
red shaded areas are the corresponding 90% MBB confidence intervals; blue
dotted lines correspond to the IRFs obtained by Angelini et at. (2019); blue
shaded areas correspond to their 90% (iid, bootstrap) confidence intervals.
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S.1 INTRODUCTION

This supplement complements the results of the paper along several dimen-
sions. Section [S.2] summarizes the notation used for the bootstrap as well as
some additional matrix notation. Section presents the auxiliary lemmas
used to prove the main propositions in the paper, and Section [S.4] contains the
proofs of lemmas and propositions.

Section revisits the indirect-MD approach discussed in Section [5] us-
ing a different parameterization of the proxy-SVAR. Section compares the
MD estimation method with the IV approach. Section sketches the MBB
algorithm mentioned in the paper and used to build our test of instrument
relevance. Section provides details on the DGPs used in the Monte Carlo
experiments in Section of the paper. Finally, Section provides an ad-
ditional empirical illustration, where a fiscal proxy-SVAR is used to infer US
fiscal multipliers on quarterly data.

Unless differently specified, all references — except those starting with ‘S.’
— pertain to sections, assumptions, equations, and results in the main paper.

S.2 NOTATION

BooTsTRAP. We use P to denote the probability measure for the data, and
E(-) and Var(-) to denote expectations and variance computed under P, re-
spectively. We use P* to denote the probability measure induced by the boot-
strap; i.e., conditional on the original sample. Expectation and variance com-
puted under P* are denoted by E*(-) and Var*(-), respectively.

Let, for any ¢ > 0, pi(s) :== P*(||6% — 67|| > <), where 63 is the bootstrap

N

analog of the estimator fr, and let ||-|| denote the Euclidean norm. With
the notation ‘éi} —0r p—*>p 0’, which reads ‘é} — Or converges in P* to 0,
in probability’, we mean that the (stochastic) sequence {pj.(s)} converges in
probability to zero (pk(s) = 0).



Consider a scalar a random variable X, with associated cdf F x(x) :=
P(X < z), and a bootstrap sequence {X7.}, where X}, has associated cdf
(conditional on the data) F};(x) = P*(X} < z). We say that X7 ‘con-

verges in conditional distribution to X, in probability’, denoted ‘X7, ﬁp X, if
F}; (2) B Fo(x) for each = at which F x () is continuos. Notice that if F x(-)
is continuous, then the latter convergence also implies that sup,cp |F }% (x) —

Fx(x)| & 0 by Pélya’s theorem. These definitions can be extended to the
multivariate framework in the conventional way.

MATRICES. In the results and proofs that follow we refer the following matrices
(Magnus and Neudecker, 1999): D,, is the n-dimensional duplication matrix
(Dpvech(M) = vec(M), M being an n x n matrix) and D} := (D! D,)"'D,
is the Moore-Penrose generalized inverse of D,; K, is the ns-dimensional
commutation matrix (K,svec(M) = vec(M'), M being n x s).

S.3 AUXILIARY LEMMAS

This section summarizes the lemmas useful for the propositions considered in
the paper. We initially represent the proxy-SVAR in a form that facilitates
the derivation of the reduced form parameter estimator.

ESTIMATOR OF THE REDUCED FORM PARAMETERS. By coupling the VAR for
Y, in equation with the proxies available for the non-target shocks w; in
equation (see Assumption , the proxy-SVAR can be represented as the
‘large’, parametrically constrained, VAR model:

I,—TI(L) © Y: \ [ w o Zu Buw
( 0 fs><wt>_<wt>7 277'_(Zw,u Zuw ) 5.1)
—_— =
Wi Mt

where II(L) := 1 L+ ... +ILLL In , the proxies in w; are expressed in
innovation form; i.e., they are serially uncorrelated. In applications, however,
it may happen that the ‘raw’ observed proxy w; is serially autocorrelated and
generated by a dynamic model of the form: w; = E;_1w; + py ¢, where Ey_jw;
may depend on variables in the information set a time ¢t — 1, and p,; is the
associated ‘unsystematic component’ innovation; in this case, p, ¢ is assumed
to satisfy the same a-mixing conditions postulated for the VAR innovations



uy in Assumption 2. System (S.1)) can be generalized to the representation

Ew7y(L) Is - Ewﬂv(L) wi Pw,t ’ T Ew,u Yw
—_——

Wi Mt
(5.2)

where Z,, (L) and Z,,,(L) are matrix polynomials in the lag operator as-
sumed, without loss of generality, of order not larger than [ and such that the
roots of the characteristic equation det(ly — Z 4 (x)) = 0 satisfy the condi-
tion |x| > 1. Under Assumption 1, the stability condition on Iy — =, ., (L) en-
sures that system remains asymptotically stable. Regardless of whether
we consider system or (S.2), the proxy-SVAR innovations 7, := (uj, w})’
or g := (uy, pl, )" satisfy the a-mixing properties in Assumption 2.

Given W; := (Y/,w;)" of dimension (n + s) x 1, we compact the proxy-
SVAR (either system (S.1]) or (S.2])) as

Wi=U W1+ VoW o+...+ YW+ (83)

where each ¥;, ¢ = 1,...,[, has a triangular structure. Henceforth, we denote

with 6, the vector that collects the non-zero autoregressive parameters in
the matrices ¥;, i = 1,...,l, and with J, the vector that collects the non-
repeated elements in the covariance matrix 3,. Jointly, the reduced form
parameters of the proxy-SVAR are in the vector § := (%, d,)" of dimension
g X 1, with ¢ = qy + @, gy is the dimension of ¢, and g, the dimension of
Op- 0o = (0y0:0y0)" s the true value of § and op = (A,’d)’T, A;’T)’ the quasi-
maximum likelihood [QML] estimatorﬂ Further, we consider a MBB analog
of the QML estimator of 0 := (&, d;)’, denoted 0 = (‘i*p/,T’ S;/T)/ A sequence
of N bootstrap replications of this estimator, {5}:1, ... 5:’} N}, can be obtained
with the MBB algorithm sketched in Section [S.7}

LEMMAS. Lemma [S.]] deals with the asymptotic properties of the non-
bootstrap and bootstrap estimators of the parameters ¢ := ( 7/,07 o). Below, ¢
denotes the parameter that governs the block length in MBB resampling, see
Jentsch and Lunsford (2019, 2022) and Section

LEMMA S.1 Consider the prozy-SVAR model . Let op = (%T,SZ,T)’
and 5} = (51’2’7@ 5;‘7fT)' be as defined above. Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 4, for

The QML estimator of § is computed by maximizing the Gaussian quasi-likelihood func-
tion associated with model along the lines described, e.g., in Section 3 in Boubacar
Mainassara and Francq (2011). Observe, indeed, that the reduced form model in reads
as a special case of Boubacar Mainnasara and Francq’s (2011) structural VARMA models.



sequences of models in which E(wéy ;) = Ar — A:
(i) A
O — 80 = Ogx1; (S4)

S5 — 6 Vi WV,
T'/? Sw’; B 5¢§ % N(Ogx1,Vs) , Vs = ( A ) ; (S.5)
n,T ~ On,

(ii) under the additional condition 3/T — 0:

0% — o B3y 0 (S.6)
iy (S =der Yoy 8.7
5 o —p N(0gx1,1g)- (5.7)

777T ’T

The results in Lemma are robust to the strength of the proxies; i.e.,
they hold regardless of whether the proxies w; satisfy the condition or
in Section The structure of the asymptotic covariance matrix Vj
in is specified in detail in Briiggemann, Jentsch and Trenkler (2016).
It can be proved it has a ‘sandwich’ form Vs := Aj 1BOA5 V' where Ay =
iy o0 (5257 10g L7(8)), Bo = limy o0 Var (2 log L (8p)), and log Ly(8)
is the Gaussian log-likelihood associated with the reduced form model in ,
see Theorem 1 in Boubacar Mainassara and Francq (2011). A consistent esti-
mator of V5 has HAC-type form: ‘A/(;HAC .= A~1BHAC V. Boubacar Mainas-
sara and Francq (2011) discuss the computation of A and BHAC see in par-
ticular their Theorem 3E| Under fairly general conditions, a consistent estima-
tor of Vi can also be obtained from MBB replications of the estimator 5*, see
Jentsch and Lunsford (2019, 2022). In the following, we denote with Vs a con-
sistent estimator of the covariance matrix V.

Lemma (1) allows us to derive the asymptotic distribution of the esti-
mator of the parameters in the vector o := (vech(Z,), vec(Ey,u)’)', which
plays an important role in the MD estimation problem discussed in Section

2When Assumption 2 can be replaced with the stronger i.i.d. condition for 7;, or when 7;
is a MDS (E(n: | Ft—1) = Ogx1) and is also conditionally homoskedastic (E(n:n; | Fe—1) =
¥y), one has Vi, = 04, xq, in , which implies easily manageable expressions for the
asymptotic covariance matrices Vy and V;,. For instance, V;, := 2D/ (5, ® %,)D; when n;
is a conditionally homoskedastic MDS; see Section for Df; .- The simulation studies in
Briiggemann, Jentsch and Trenkler (2016) show that the MBB is ‘robust’ in the sense that it
performs satisfactorily well in finite samples also when the true data generating process for
1t is i.i.d. and therefore it would be ‘natural’ applying the residual-based i.i.d. bootstrap. In
this respect, the MBB is ‘robust’ to a-mixing and i.i.d. conditions and, as such, it represents
an ideal method of inference in proxy-SVARs.



Note that o := M,+6,, M,+ being a full row rank selection matrix. Hence,
by a simple delta-method argument:

TY2(63 — 08) % N(Oax1, Vys) 5 Vi = M, VM, (S.8)

where the positive definite asymptotic covariance matrix V_+ can be estimated
consistently by V,+ = M+ VnM;+, Vn denoting the (2,2) block of Vj, see .

The next two lemmas derive the asymptotic distribution of the estimator of
the reduced form proxy-SVAR parameters in the vector p := (vech(y), vec(Eyu)),
where €y, = Y2, 1Zu7w, when the proxy-SVAR is identified according to
Proposition [l and when the instruments satisfy the weak proxies condition
in equation , respectively. These lemmas are important because, recall,
p is a nonlinear function of the covariance parameters in ot := M+, and,
as shown in Section the estimator of u plays a crucial role in the deriva-
tion of the CMD estimator used to build our bootstrap pre-test of instrument
relevance, see below. In what follows, we exploit the functional dependence
of 11 on the m x 1 vector ot := (vech(X,),vec(Zyw)')'s which in turn de-
pends on 8, o := M,+6,. Furthermore, we decompose p as p = (o', @),
where w = vech(Qy) is 01 X 1, 01 = 1s(s + 1), and @ := vec(Syu) i 02 X 1,
02 = ns. Thus, p is an o x 1 vector, 0 = 01 + 0g. po = p(og) = (wh, @)’ de-
notes the true value of y and Uar is the true value of o*. The QML estimator
of p, fur := (&l wh)’, obtains from SW,T and has the same asymptotic proper-
ties as the estimator SW,T stated in Lemma (1) by a delta-method argument.
Given sequences of models in which F (wtéé’t) = A1 — A, we denote with Ny
a neighborhood of the parameters in the limit matrix A.

LEMMA S.2 Under the conditions of Lemma [S.1]:
(i) fir — po 20 (regardless of the strength of the prozies);
(i) if the prozy-SVAR is identified according to Proposition |

T1/2 (:aT - /‘0) i) J0'+GO'+
where Gyt ~ N(0,V,1), Vor 1= (My+ Vy M. ) with Vi, is defined in , and

_ O [ —Df (BuuSit ©T0uS;Y) Dy 2DF (SwuSyt @ L)
dot’ 0 Ins

JU+ N

is an o X m Jacobian matriz of full row rank, rank[J,+] = o.

LEMMA S.3 Under the conditions of Lemma[S.), if the proxies wy satisfy the
local-to-zero condition @), the component Wr — wq of the vector fir — po s
distributed as follows:

T(@T — u)(]) i) J(I)Go-+ + %(Iol & G;-F)H(E{L)Go‘*‘;



where JU) is a Jacobian matriz that satisfies the condition Tl/ng) — Jm,
J1+) 1§ the oym x m upper block of the Jacobian matrix J,+ reported in Lemma

Hg) s the oym x m upper block of the om x m Hessian matriz Hy+ =
0

vec{(ai’i,)’}, and is different from zero.

dot!

Lemma ensures that when the proxy-SVAR is (locally) identified, the
estimator {7 in (see also below) satisfies ‘standard’ regularity con-
ditions. Conversely, Lemma[S.3| shows that this is not the case when the prox-
ies are local-to-zero. Indeed, Lemma ensures that under the weak prox-
ies condition, the asymptotic distribution of T'(&wr — wp) is a mixture of Gaus-
sian and y?-type random variables and, because of convergence at the T rate,
Tl/z(LDT — wp) TN 0o, x1- This in turn implies that the vector T'(fip — pg) =
(T(op — wp), T(cor — wop)’)" is asymptotically non-Gaussian. Our proof of
Lemma [S.3] in Section is presented for the case in which all the s prox-
ies in the vector w; satisfy the local-to-zero embedding in ; when only a
subset of the s proxies satisfies that condition, the asymptotic distribution of
T(fr — po) is still not Gaussianﬁ

In the two lemmas that follow we present the asymptotic distribution of
the random vector I'p := T1/2V971/2(9AT —0y), where O is the CMD estimator
resulting from the problem , here reported for convenience:

O = arg min Qr(0),  Qr(0) := (ir = FO)V,  (ir = f0)  (39)

and where the vector 6 := (85, \')’ contains the (free) parameters in the ma-

trix (B} A’). The asymptotic distribution of Tl/Q%_l/z(éT — 6p) is derived
considering instruments that satisfy the strong proxies condition in and
Staiger and Stock’s (1997) embedding in , respectively. Below N, repre-
sents a neighborhood of 6.

LEMMA S.4 Under the conditions of Lemma[S.1] and Proposition 1}

(i) O — 0y 2 0;

(ii) TY2 (01 — ) LN N(0,Vp), where Vg := (JéV,;ng)*l and Jy is a Jacobian
matriz of full column rank in Np,.

LEMMA S.5 Under the conditions of Lemma [S.1], if the prozies wy satisfy the
local-to-zero condition , T1/2(9T —6y) is not asymptotically Gaussian.

3Results are available upon request.



S.4 PROOFS OF LEMMAS, COROLLARIES AND
PROPOSITIONS

S.4.1 PROOF OF LEMMA

(i) The result follow from Theorem 1 in Boubacar Mainassara and Francq
(2011) by setting the matrices By, .., Bog in the VARMA model of their
equation (3) to zero, and the matrices Agy and By to the identity matrix; see
also Theorem 2.1 in Briiggemann et al. (2016). (ii) The result follows from
Theorem 4.1 in Briiggemann et al. (2016). B

S.4.2 PROOF OF LEMMA

(i) p = p(c™) is a smooth function of o and therefore of &, (recall that
ot = M,+6,, M,+ being a selection matrix of full row rank). The result
follows from Lemma [S.1{i) and Slutsky’s Theorem.

(ii) Since o = M,+d,, Lemma (1) implies . Consider the following

quadratic expansion of fiy = u(6;) around oy :

TV (i — po) = J,+ (0 )TV (6F = o) + 3T R (57) (S.10)
where Jag(a("f) is the o x m Jacobian matrix JO_SF = % evaluated at o ; the

remainder term Ry (575 ) has representation:
Ry (67) = (I ® (64 — o)) Ho+ (67)(67 — 7)),

&+}

=T

. 0 P
H, (65) = 8a+’vec{ (gk) .
where H + (('7';5 ) is the om x m Hessian matrix evaluated at &; , an interme-
diate vector value between &;C and oaL . By construction, the last o compo-
nents of the vector T2 (fip — pg) coincide with the last elements in the vec-
tor TY2(65 — of ) (i.e. TV?(&r — wp)), hence the the Jacobian Jaar (og) and

the remainder term Ry (57) have representations:

J(1+) g 402)
+\ . o — U-‘r ot
JGS-(UO ) = J(%) = ( 8 [:Ls > (S.ll)
99
and N
.. R % x 1
Rp(53) = < LTO("T) > Z; o (S.12)
where

Rir(67) = (I, @ (65 — o)) HY (53 (65 — o),

7



and HSF) (64) = af+,vec[J(?/] is the oym x m upper block of the Hessian

&T
H,+(67) defined above.

To prove the result, we show that the Jacobian J 03(03 ) in 1j is con-
stant and has full row rank, while the remainder term %Tl/ 2Rr(57) is 0p(1)
as 6 (and hence ) converges in probability to o .

By using standard matrix derivative rules (Magnus and Neudecker, 1999),

it is seen that the blocks J(i’l) and J(i’m of JagL (og) in (S.11)) are given by
0 %0

g

Jégl) — —D} (ZpuZy' © T3 Y) Dy J(%’Q) = 2D (S, @ IL).

(S5.13)
Without loss of generality (ordering is not crucial for the arguments that fol-
low), partition the matrix B as B = (B’.l , B.Q), where Bsj collects the columns
of B associated with the n — s non-instrumented structural shocks (note that,
in general, B.l will include some of the columns of the matrix Be1). Likewise,
partition the matrix A = B~ as A = (A}, , Ab,)’, where A}, is the block as-
sociated with the n — s non-instrumented structural shocks (notice that A, is
different from the matrix A;, that plays a key role in the paper) and Ay, is the
block associated with the s instrumented structural shocks; rank[Ass] = s un-
der Assumption 3. Under sequences of models for which E(wéy ;) = Ar — A,
by imposing the proxy-SVAR restrictions ¥, = ABLy, ¥, = BB’ and us-
ing the above partitions, it turns out that ,,,%;" = ABL,(BB)~' = A(0,
I,)A = AAs,. Hence, the Jacobian is equal to

—DF (AAye @ Ase ) D,y 2D (AAge @ I
J0+(ao+);:< :( 2o® ) S(IQ‘X’ )> (S.14)

and it is therefore constant and of full column rank (rank[A] = s in Ny ) if the
identification conditions in Proposition [1| hold, which implies strong proxies as
in .

To prove that the remainder term 37° 12Rr(57) is 0p(1) as 64 (and hence

§7) converges in probability to of, we prove that the block H(E,i) (67) =

8f+,vec[J Sr),] of the Hessian in (S.12|) does not depend on 7T'. It is useful to
T
note that

) (L,1)
H(?(&;)’ = ivec[J_(_m = WUec{Jég%-Q)] = ( Hﬁ; H%; )
o oot or %vec[(]&;’ ] H21 H22
(S.15)
and that, by applying standard matrix derivative rules:
1

HY = ————vec[JVV], HY = —————dvec[s

1 dvech(3,,)’ veel b7 | Hiz ovec(Xy ) vee| s )



(172)]

; 81}60[(]..;r

(1) .
Hy —
21 ovec(Ey.u) g

_ oveclTB g .
dvech(%,)’ vee] b7 ) Haz
one can notice that 'V, HY HY and H{Y depend onl by dX
110 gy Hoy 22 (EPENA ONLy ON 2y ANA Zip,u,
not on 7" under the strong proxies condition.
Summing up, asymptotic normality follows from (S.10)), the result

T (0 )T (6 8 g = o) 5 Jor Gy
and the fact that the term 3T/2Rp(65) in the expansion (S.10) is o,(1). W

S.4.3 PROOF OF LEMMA

From the expansion (S.10)), we isolate the block associated with the component
T2 (G — wp):

T2 (7 — wo) = (J57 J(S?))TW(&({T — o)+ 1TV2R, 1(5F)  (S.16)

0

and show that, if the instruments w; are weak for €5 in the sense of equation
(12), then for T — oo :

T (@r —wo) = TGV STV (6 — o)

0 0
:J(l;;ou) Op(1)
+5 (o, © TY2(657 — o )VH GR)T (65— 0g)  (S17)
Op(1) Op(1)

where J) := T1/2J(51+) = T1/2(J(h1) , J(frg)) and H(IQ(&;) # 0 and does not
oq [} o

depend on T.
We start by proving that in (S.17)), T1/2(JS;1), Jilf)) — JU, where JM)
0

0
is independent of T'. From (S.13)) and (S.14)), we have

T”%J{%’l), Jﬁm)

0
= T1/2(_D2_(ATA20 ® ATA2o)Dn’ 2D:(ATA20 & Is))
= T'2DJ (ArAse ® I,)(— (I ® A7 Ase) Dy, 2(15 @ I,))

Hence, for A7 := CT /2, C being an s x s matrix with finite norm, ||C|| < oo:
T1/2(J(§i+’1), Jfr(lf?)) = TV2DHT V20 A0 @ I,)
X[—(Is @ T~Y2CAe) Dy, , 2(1, @ 1))



and, as T — oo,

720D gLy L g0 2 DHC Ay ® 1) [0, 21,]
g, 0'0

0

which does not depend on T

Next, we show that in the expansion (S.17)), HSF) (65) # 0 and does not
depend on T'. From the inspection of the Hessian matrix in , it follows
that while Hﬁ), Héé) and Hé}) depend on ¥, ,, = T*1/203L2 and converge to

zero as 1" — oo, Hé;) is given by the expression:

1 ._ 1 (1.2)] _ 1 + 1
b . - 2DF (BwuSit @ I
22 6%6(2%“)/8@60[1]&; ] 81}60(2107”)/81)66[ s Guwudy” @ 1))

= (Ins ® 2D7) -Ovec|(SwuSy ' © 1))

dvec(Lpu)
which shows that HQ%) does not depend on the covariance matrix ¥, , because
of the derivative; hence HQ(;) # 0 for any T.

Finally, note that if C' = Oy (i-e., the instruments w; are totally irrelevant
for £94), then wp 2 0; the first term in the expansion |j

Tér = 0p(1) and T2 £ 0. W

is zero, therefore

S.4.4 PROOF OF LEMMA

The proof of this lemma requires some preliminary steps. First, given the
distance function d(p,0) = p — f(f) minimized in (see also equation
(21])), when s > 1 (multiple instrumented shocks) it is necessary to consider
the following set of identification restrictions on the parameters in the matrix
(B, , ') (see footnote 10 in the paper):

(28)-( 8)e() o

where Sy and S By and are known selection matrices of full column rank, and sy
and s B, are possibly non-zero vectors containing known elements; see Angelini
and Fanelli (2019) for details. Second, by standard matrix derivative rules, the

Jacobian matrix Jy := ag(g?) has structure

= < 235(2/&@%5) (In®OA)Kns ) < s 522 > (5.19)

Equation (S.19)) shows that the Jacobian matrix Jy has full column rank in
Ny, under the strong proxies condition and has reduced rank in Ny, under
the weak proxies condition .

10



(i) Given the CMD problem in (S.9), under the strong instrument condition
, the consistency result follows from the same arguments used in the proof
of Proposition 2| to establish the consistency of the MD estimator ar.

(ii) The first-order conditions associated with the problem (S.9) are given
by

~

Iy Vi i = f(67)) = 0
where JéT is the Jacobian l} evaluated at the CMD estimator 6. By using
a mean-value expansion of f(fr) around 6y, the first-order conditions are

JéTVJI([LT — o — Jé(éT — 90)) =0

where 6 is an intermediate vector between 67 and 0o, and po = f(6p). By re-
arranging the expression above, we obtain the equation

{7 Vi LIy 200 = 00) = I V' TV (jr — o) (S.20)

which shows that the asymptotic distribution of T%/2(fp — 6y) depends on
two main components: the asymptotic distribution of TV/2(fip — pg) derived
in Lemma and Lemma and the property of the matrix JéT Vu_ljé for
T — o0

Under the strong instrument condition , the consistency result implies
that JéT 2 Jg, and J 2 Jp,; asymptotic normality follows from Lemma i)

which ensures that Vu 2 V., and Lemma ii). [

S.4.5 PROOF OF LEMMA

To prove that T/ 2(¢§T — fp) is not asymptotically Gaussian under the weak
instrument condition in equation , it suffices to consider the expression in

(S:20), the partition TV2(fr — o) = (T*(&r — wo)', T2 (érr — wo)')’, and
the application of Lemma which implies TV/2(0p — wo) = 0p;x1. W
S.4.6 PROOF OF PROPOSITION [I]

(i) Under Assumptions 1-2 and 4 and sequences of models for which E(w;& ;) =
Ar — A, 65 EN og by Lemma(i), hence, by Slutsky’s Theorem, gr (67, ) EN

glod,a). For Vi consistent estimator of V,+, and o, & € P,, Qr(a) =
9764, ) Vyg(a) L gr(64,0) 5 Qola) = g(aJ,a)’Vg;}O(@)g(aar,a), where

Vyg0(@) = Gt (0f , @)Vt Gyt (04, @) is positive definite because the m x m
Jacobian matrix G+ (o™, ) is nonsingular for any 0. To see that G,+ (o™, a)

11



is nonsingular, one can apply standard derivative rules (Magnus and Neudecker,
1999) obtaining;:

dvech(A1oSy Al —1 Ovec(A1eXy, Al —I
G (oF0) = dg(ot, ) _ vech( 180+/ te—1k) _ Dl—: vec( 180+’ te—1k)
o ’ : Hot! Ovec(AteXu,w) Ovec(AteXu,w)
mXm 80’+, 80’+/
+ Ovec(AreXu Al g —Ik) + Ovec(Ar1e XAl g —Ik)
_ < D Uelch(E )1 : D veclh(Eu uf) : )
- Ovec(A1eXu,w) Ovec(A1eXu,w)
vech(3y )’ vech(Xy,w)’
+
0 (Is & Alo)

Equation shows that G+ (0", a) does not depend on ot and is non-
singular because rank|[Aie] = k (Assumption 3). Since Vggo
lar, the condition for Qp(«) to have a unique minimum (of zero) in N, is
that the first derivative of Qo(«), given by Ga(aﬁ,a)"/;]_g}o(d)g(aar,a), sat-
isfies the rank condition rank[G. (o™, a)"/;]_g}o(o?)] = rank|Go(cT,a)] = a in
Ny,. Again, by standard matrix derivative rules:

dg(o™ ) _ 9g(o*,a)

(@) is nonsingu-

Ga +7 = - S
(o7, a) oo/ dvec(Ars)’ *oh
Ovec(Ar1eXu Al g —1I1)
_ DI—: Bvlec(Al.l)’ : S = 2D1—€F(A1'E“ © Ir) S (S.22)
= dvec(Araaw) A= S ® I o
Ovec(Ate)’ e

which, for ¥, , = ABQ., proves the result.

(ii) The restriction a < m follows from the rank condition and the fact that the
Jacobian matrix G, (o™, ) is m x a. We exploit the relationship f + a = nk,
which establishes that the number of restrictions placed on the matrix A, f,
plus the number of free (unconstrained) parameters in the matrix Ay,, a, equals
the total number of elements in the matrix Ai,, nk. Since s < n — k, then

1 1 1
agm:§k(k—|—1)—|—k8§ik(kz—i—l)—l—k(n—k‘):nk—ik‘(k‘—l)
so that, for k > 1:

f:nk—aan—{nk—%k(k—l)}:%k(k—l).I

S.4.7 PROOF OF COROLLARY 1

The proof follows from the fact that under sequences of models in which
E(wtéé’t) = Ar — A, if the weak proxies condition 1) holds, A = 04 and
the Jacobian G, (0™, @) in (S.22) is singular. W

12
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S.4.8 PROOF OF PROPOSITION [2]

(i) To prove consistency we observe that: (a) under Assumptions 1-2 and 4, and
if the rank condition in Propositionholds, Qola) == g(og, a)/‘/g;}o (@)g(ogd,a)
is uniquely maximized at ag in Nyy; (b) Py is compact and Ny, C Pa; (c)
Qo(a) is continuous; (d) for any &, Qr(a) = gr(64,a) Vye(a) tgr(64,a)
converges uniformly in probability to Qo(«). To see that (d) holds, recall that
o7 EiS oy by Lemma ﬁ( i), hence gr(64, ) LS g(og,a) and Vogla) & Vg0
by Slutsky’s Theorem. Then, with [|-|| denoting the Euclidean norm, by the

triangle and Cauchy-Schwartz inequalities:

Qr(a) = Qola)| < |lor(67.@) = (o7, @) Vo

Qi
Q
=N

R)
~
2

|
=N

Q
(e
2

+ 9008 . @) [V3g(@) " + V(@) lgr (57, 0) — (o )]
+ 9o, @) Wag (@)™ = Vighla(oit )
< lgr(eF, @) = glog s o)|* [ Vao(@) 7!
+2|lg(oi, )| 9@ ) = goi )| | Vag(@) 7|
+ oo | [Vaat@) ™ = vigh|

and sup,ep, |Qr() —Qo(a)| 2 0. Given (a), (b), (c), and (d), the consistency
result follows from Theorem 2.1 in Newey and McFadden (1994).

(ii) To prove asymptotic normality, we start from the first-order conditions
implied by the problem (18):

Ga(63,a7) Vo (@)gr(6F, ar) = 0. (S.23)

By expanding gr (64, dr) around g and solving, yields the expression (valid

in Ny, ):
{Ga(6F,617)' Vg (@)Ga(6F, &)} T2 (a1 — ag)
= —Go(6F,07) Vg ()T ?gr (64, a0) (S.24)
where & is a mean value. From the conmstency result in (i), as T — oo,
Go(67, ar) 2 Ga(of, a0) and G, (65, &) 2 Go(og, ap), respectively. More-
over, the matrix Go(od , ap)’ Vool (@) Gal og ,ap) is nonsingular in N, because

99
of Proposition [} It turns out that

{Gal6F, a7) Vyg(@) ' Ga(67,8)} ' Gal(67, 61)' V5! (@)
5 {Ga(aa_’ao) gg(d) (UO ’O‘())} G (UO 7a0) 1(5“)'
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Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 4 and Lemma T 2g7(64, ap) 4 N(Omx1, Vygg(@)).
The result follows by solving 1) for T1/2
Theorem. W

(&r — ap) and applying Slutsky’s

S.4.9 PROOF OF PROPOSITION [3]

fi’ is a smooth function of 6}* = M0+5;‘;’T, hence from Lemma ii) we
have [ — jir 2 Oox1. It follows that Q%(0) = (i, 0)' Vot d(fw, 0) =
(fp — f(9))’V/j1(/l*T — f(0)) satisfies Q1-(8) — Qr(6) p—>p 0, where Qr(0) :=
(A — f(0))V, ' (fir — f(0)) is continuous and, for § € Ny, and the condition
in , uniquely minimized at 67 by Lemma Moreover, ;. — f(8) is such
that E* [supgep, |45 — f(0)]|] < oo; then, the result 0% — Or p—*>p Ogyx1 follows

from Theorem 2.6 in Newey and McFadden (1994) and Assumption 1.
The first-order conditions associated with the minimization problem in

equation are given by

Jé;V,Zl(ﬂ*T —f(07)) =0 (5.25)

where J é* is the Jacobian in (S.19) evaluated at the MBB-CMB estimator é}

T
By a mean-value expansion of f(67.) about 67, we obtain

F03) = f(Or) + Jy (03 — 0r)

where 6 is an intermediate vector value between éi} and Or. Using the above

expansion in yields
Ti. Vi (@ — f(br) — Jg(0 — br)) = 0,
hence, for f (éT) = [i7, it holds:
Tio Vi My = fir) = T3, Vi V(0 = fr) = 0

namely

{5, Vi LIy T2 (07 — Op) = T, VO TV (i — ). (S.26)
T T

Equation 1} links the asymptotic distribution of 7/2 (é} — éT), conditional
on the data, to the asymptotic distribution of Tl/Q(ﬂi} — fir), conditional on
the data, and to the local rank properties of the Jacobian matrix Jy. If for

0 € Np, the proxies are strong in the sense of equation then, conditionally
on the data, the asymptotic normality of T/2 (fth — fir) in D follows from

14



the asymptotic normality of T/ 2(64* — 64) which is guaranteed by Lemma
ii). Moreover, as 07 — 67 = o5(1), in probability, then, in probability,

ok ) L x . r—1 7. r—17.
Jé;_‘]éT = 0y(1), Jy—Jy_ = 05(1) and, accordingly, Jé;vu JG_JéTVu Jg, =

0y(1), in probability, where the gy X gg matrix J('; VM*IJéT is positive definite
T

asymptotically. This proves the result. B

S.4.10 PROOF OF PROPOSITION [4]

If for 6 € Ny, the proxies satisfy the weak proxies condition in equation ,
T'2(fir — po) is not asymptotically Gaussian because of the non-normality of
T2 (&p—wy) established in Lemma We now show that also T'/2 (@ — @7 ),
the bootstrap counterpart of T 2(&r — wp), is not asymptotically Gaussian.
In light of , this suffices to claim that T/ 2((@} — éT) is not asymptotically
Gaussian.

Notice that &f = w(64*), the function w(:) being smooth. From Lemma

H(ii), 6;: *— &; p—>p 0, in probability, hence also w}. — & = 0}(1), in proba-

p
bility. The result holds regardless of the strength of the instruments. Consider
(T times) the quadratic expansion of &% = w(64*) around 67
A K ~, 1 Ja3 [ * ~ pd *
T (&5 — or) = TV2ID (60T (64 — 68) + TRur(657) (S.27)
where J(g?(&;f) = % o+—s+ and the remainder term Ry 7(65%) has repre-
T

sentation
TRy 1 (657) = (I, @ TV?(65* — 67))HWD (655)T (65 — 67),

-t x 0 ow \’
H(l)(a; )= 5o+ VEC <8a+’>
Atx

§4* being an intermediate vector value between 64 * and 6 (note that aside
from transposition, the matrix H(1)(55:*) above is the same as in ) We
now show that the cdf of T'(w}. — @r), conditionally on the data, converges in
distribution (rather than converging in probability) to a random cdf. That is,
the (conditional) bootstrap measure is random in the limit; see Cavaliere and
Georgiev (2020). Randomness essentially arises because of the limit behavior

)

ot
ot=5]*

of the Jacobian T/2 Jﬁ)(&; ): specifically, while in the original non-bootstrap
world it holds T1/2J§1+) (06“) — JM (see the proof of Lemma , its analog
in the bootstrap world, T/ 2J£1+)(&; ), does not converges to a constant.
First, from Lemma (ii), Tl/z(é'j—t* —67) gp G, = N(0,V,+). More-
over, by continuity of second derivatives and by using the fact that &; =
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of +o, (1), HV(55%) p—fp HW (o) and hence

TR 753 S, (I, ® ;;)H%%G;

where qu) = HW(of). Consider now T1/2J(?(6;). By an expansion of
O'O g
vecJéi) (64) around the true value vecth)(ag), we obtain:

Tl/zvecJ(l)( )= T1/2UGCJ( )( of) + H(l)(&}'*)Tlﬂ(&%r —ag).

From &} — of = o, (1) and continuity of the Hessian, HW(51*) — Hii)
0

This result, together with 7V/2(6* — 67) & d N (0,V,+) (Lemma (1)) and
T1/2’U€CJCE£F)(08_) — veeJ M (proof of Lemma , implies that

vee(G ;o) = Tl/zvecJ(l)( )% N(vee W, H(l)V H(l))

where G ;1) denotes a Gaussian matrix, implicitly defined. Notice that albeit

the covariance matrix H (1)V0+ H; a ) is of reduced rank (see the proof of Lemma
, it is a not zero matrix. In summary,

T(@r—ar) =TT 68" —67) +  FRu(EE).  (8.28)
%6 567, ﬁp(lol®G;’4_)H;? G,

Because the term T/ QJSB (64) does not converge in probability to a constant
but rather (in distribution) to a random variable, the limit distribution of
T (w5 — wr) is random in the limit. Specifically, the limit can be described as
a mixture of a Gaussian random variable G* . and the x2-type random variable

(Io1 ®GY +) HC(T?GZ+, where the weight G*, is a random matrix (fixed across

bootstrap repetitions) and, precisely, distributed as G ;1). Put differently,

~ K ~, d* k k *
T (WT — (.UT) —w GJ(l)GO.+ + %(Iol & GO'/+)HO(-?GO'+ |GJ(1) (829)

where the notation ‘X7 gw X|G’ indicates weak convergence in distribu-
tion; see, e.g., Appendix A in Cavaliere and Georgiev (2020). The formal
proof of can be obtained by considering the bootstrap statistic A}, :=
(TYV2(64* — 64), STRy(64*)")', such that T (&% — dr) can be written as
h(TY2J (1)(“+) A%) Where his a continuous transformation. We know from
above that T%/27) (64) % G ;o) and A3 &, A == (G, ((101®G;’+)H§?G;‘;+)’)’
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(jointly). Then, we can consider a special probability space where G ;1) and
A are defined and, for every sample size T', also the original and the boot-
strap data can be redefined, maintaining their distribution (we also main-
tain the notation), such that (jointly) TI/QJSB (67) —as. G a) and A, d—*>a,s_
A. Then, by Lemma A.3 in Cavaliere and Georgiev (2020) we have that
(Tl/QJC(:B (64),A%) ﬁa.s, (G;1),A)|G ;0) and, by a continuous mapping theo-
rem for a.s. weak convergence (Theorem 10 of Sweeting, 1989), T' (v} — &r) qi*)a,s,
h(G ;a1y,A)|G ja) on the special probability space. This implies the desired re-
sult on a general probability space. B

S.4.11 PROOF OF PROPOSITION [

Given the distance defined in equation , we consider the following decom-
position of 77, y(z):

NY2Op(a)™ (KN (@) = Fg (2)) (5.30)
= NYV20r(2)" V2 (F iy (@) = Fip(2)
N2 (@) () — Fg (2)).

and provide the proof considering Ur(z) := Fi(z)(1 — Fi(x)). First, the
term NI/QCAIT(a:)_l/Q(F*T’N(x) — F 5(x)) converges to the normal distribution
when N — oo for any T' > 1, since f 7 y(z) — F 7-(z) is the (standardized)
sum of (conditionally) i.i.d. indicators and hence, by the Berry-Esseen bound,
Spyer [P (NVE(F 5 (@) — Fip(a)) < ) — Fg(u) | < ON-V2 (as.), with C
a constant.

Second, since by assumption [ 7.(z) — F g (z) admits a standard Edgeworth
expansion such that F(z) — F g (z) = O, (T~%/2) uniformly in z, the second
term on the right-hand side in @I} is of order O, (N1/2T_1/2). Hence, the
desired result follows when N,T — oo, provided N = o(T"). B

S.4.12 PROOF OF PROPOSITION

Under the weak proxies condition, by Proposition[d] plimq_, . F 7(z) # F g (z),
which means that the second term on the right hand side of does not
vanishes asymptotically, implying that 7}7 y () diverges at the rate of N 1/2 a5
N,T —occ. B

S.4.13 PROOF OF PROPOSITION [7]

Let Dy denote the original data upon which the proxy-SVAR is estimated, de-
fined on the probability space (Q, F, P). As is standard, the bootstrap (condi-
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tional) cdf Fii(z) := P(f3 < x|Dr) is a function of the data only. Using Fi(-),
we generate a set of NV i.i.d. ‘bootstrap’ random variables as follows. First,
let Uy, b =1,...,N, be a sequence of i.i.d. UJ0,1] random variables inde-
pendent on the data (we implicitly extend the original probability space such
that it includes the U;’s as well). Then, the bootstrap random variables é}:b,

~

b=1,..., N that enter the argument of the statistic 7. ; := TO0Fqs -, 00.n)
are defined as 0%, == Fr ' (UF), b=1,...,N, where F;~'(:) is the general-
ized inverse of F7.(-). Thus, we have

T’;:,N = T(é’}::lv cee 7é§’:N) = T(F’;_l(Ul*)7 sy F;“_l(U;f))

with cdf, conditional on Dr, given by Hr n(z) = P(T}J\, < z|Dr).

We now prove that pr, where pr is a function of the original data, and
7'7*17 n are independent asymptotically, in the sense that for any z1,z2 € R, as
T, N — oo, the condition in equation , here reported for convenience

P({pr <z} 0 {rry < @2}) — Plpr < 1) P17y < 22) = 0 (S.31)

holds. Observe that trivially holds in the presence of weak proxies
because, by Proposition 7'7"1’ y diverges for N,T" — oo. In the presence of
strong proxies, Proposition [3{i) ensures that as T, N — oo, Hpn(z) —p H(z),
where z € R and H () is a non-random cdf. By the law of iterated expectations
(and the fact that P (X € &) =F(I{xegy)), we have

P({pr < wii0{rry <w2}) = E(lpr<anyngry y<aol) = EWpr<atlin,  <ao})
= E (E(H{pTgm}H{f;,Ngm}|DT>)
= B (Lpron) EQiry <o) [P1))
= B ([pr<ayHrn(22))

= E(Ijpr<anyH(@2) + E (Lpp<ayy (Hrv(22) — H(x2)))
= Plpr <z)H(w2) + E ([p, <oy (Hrn(212) — H(x2))) -

For the last term, we have
B (Wpr<any(Hrn(22) = H(22)))| < E|lprcayy(Hrv(w2) — Hwa))]
< El(Hrn(z2) — H(z))|

Since we know that under strong proxies Hrp n(x2) —p H(x2), then E|Hz y(z2)—
H(x2)| — 0 provided |H7 n(x2) —H(x2)| is uniformly integrable. But Hp n(z2)
and H(x2) are cdfs, and hence they are both bounded and uniformly inte-
grable. Hence, as T, N — o0,

P({pr < a1} N {mhy < 22}) — Plpr < o1)H(2) = 0, (1).
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Therefore,
P({pr <z1} N {rrn < 22}) — Plpr < 21)P(17 5 < 22)

= P({pr < a1} N {mp n < 22}) — Plpr < 21)H(22)
+ P(pr < 1) (H(z2) — P(m5 5 < 22))
= P(pr < a1) (H(z2) — P(r7,n < 22)) + 0, (1).

Since P(pr < z1) € [0,1], we only need to prove that P(77 y < x2) — H(x2)
vanishes asymptotically. But this immediately follows from bootstrap consis-
tency as

P(rrn < x2) — H(xwa) = Bz | <ap)) — H(z2)
= E(E(Ir <0y |Dr)) — H(z2)
= F ('HT,N(xQ) — ’H(l‘g)) —0

by the uniform integrability of Hr n(x2). B

S.5 INDIRECT-MD APPROACH: IDENTIFICATION
RESTRICTIONS ON B,y

Section [5| discusses the case in which in the multiple shocks framework, k& > 1,
the additional restrictions necessary for the identification of the proxy-SVAR
are placed on the parameters in the matrix Ai,, see equation . In some
cases, however, the reference specification of the proxy-SVAR might be based
on the representation in equations —@, and the additional restrictions nec-
essary to point-identify the model might involve the parameters in the matrix
Be1, not those in Aj,, i.e., the parameters «. For instance, in Section (7.2
the additional restriction B = 0 is placed on Bei. Recall that since Be1 =
SuA, (see ([2)), we can easily switch from one representation to the other and
map restrictions from parameters in B, into parameters in A1,, and vice versa.

In this section we adapt the indirect-MD estimation approach discussed in
Section [o| to the case in which the additional identifying restrictions involve
the parameters in Be1. These restrictions can be represented in the form:

UeC(B.l) = SBI,B1 + 5B, (8.32)

where [ is the vector of (free) structural parameters in B and Sp, and sp,
have the same role as S4,and s4, in equation , respectively. Using , the
moment conditions in and can be mapped into the expressions:

B, %, 'Bay = I, (S-33)
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BLIQu,w = Opxs (8.34)

where Q1= 2, 1Zu,w. Under the restrictions 1) we can summarize the
moment conditions (|S.33))-(S.34) by the distance function:

(S.35)

e (S a1

vee(BLQyw)

where wt := (vech(X,)’, vec(Qy)") . Recall that Be; depends on 1 through
(S.32). Obviously, at the true parameter values, g°(w™, 81) = Opmx1. The MD
estimator of 31 obtains from:

Brr = argﬂlnel,i,;lﬁl QF(B1) » QF(B1) = g7(&F, B1) Vog(B1) " 97(&F, B1)
(S.36)
where g%.(-,-) denotes the function g°(-,-) once w™ is replaced with &, Pg, is
the parameter space, Vgg(Bl) = G+ ((D;F,Bl)f/w+Gw+ (@f, 1), V,+ is a con-
sistent estimator of V,,+; finally, G+ (w™,81) is the m x m Jacobian matrix
defined by G+ (w™, f1) = %ﬁ}ﬁl); B1 (interior point of Pg,) is some pre-
liminary estimate of /3.

Under Assumptions 1 the asymptotic properties of BALT are the same
as those of the estimator &p discussed in Section 5 The IRF's of interest are
directly obtained from . Given 3, the implied estimate of Aqe follows from
equation .

S.6 COMPARISON WITH IV

In this section we compare the MD estimation approach presented in Section [5]
with its most natural frequentist alternative, represented by the IV estimation
method based on VAR residuals.

Assume that k£ > 1 (multiple target shocks) and, for simplicity, that the
matrix Ay in equation is nonsingular. Note that this condition is not
implied by Assumption 3; hence, the nonsingularity of A;; is not necessary
in the MD approach. With A;; nonsingular, one can write Ajq = A11(Ig
, =), U= —Al_&Al,z, and system can be represented as the multivariate
regression model

Ul = ‘IIUQ’t + A;&&Lt, t= 1, ce ,T. (837)

In some applications, (S.37) can be interpreted as a system of policy reaction
functions; see, e.g., Caldara and Kamps (2017) and Section Under As-
sumptions 1-2, the VAR disturbances u;; and us; can be replaced with the
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corresponding VAR residuals @14 and dgy, t = 1,...,T, and (S.37) can be
written, for large T, as

U =W, +& , t=1,...,T (S.38)
where & = Al_igl,t + 0p(1) is a disturbance term with covariance matrix
—1/4—1
0= Al,l(Al,l)/'
Consider the special case in which there exists proxies w; for all s non-target
shocks in €94, i.e. €24 = €24, s =n — kﬁ In this scenario, one can estimate

the parameters in the matrix ¥ := —Al_iAl 2 by IV using the proxies w; as
instruments for the (generated) regressors U9 ¢. This produces the IV estimator
\IJIV and the IV residuals ft = U1 — \I/]VUQ t, t=1,...,T, which in turn can

be used to estimate the covariance matrix ©: O = T Zthl &¢&). Given the
IV estimators Wiy and Ory, the elements in Ay ; and A2 can be separately
identified only if A;; is upper (lower) triangular, other than nonsingular. If
Ay is upper (lower) triangular, the estimated Choleski factor of Oy equals
fll_ll. This implies the imposition of %k(kz — 1) supplementary constraints on
the proxy-SVAR parameters, which guarantee exact point-identification.

The MD approach developed in Section [5| does not involve ‘generated re-
gressors’ and is more flexible than the IV approach: (i) the matrix A;; in
Ate = (A1, A1) does not necessarily must be invertible or triangular; (ii)
point-identification is achieved under the general conditions of Proposition
hence, A1 1 does not need to satisfy the requirements of being upper or lower
triangular.

S.7 MBB ALGORITHM

In this section we summarize Briiggemann et al. (2016)’s MBB algorithm.
The reference model is the proxy-SVAR represented in Section [3] The refer-
ence proxy-SVAR model can be represented as in and the reduced form
parameters of are collected in the vector § := ( 1’#,5;7)’ . Given (S.3), we
consider the algorithm that follows.

ALGORITHM (RESIDUAL-BASED MBB)

1. Fit the reduced form VAR model in (S.3)) to the data Wi,...,Wp and,
given the estimates Wq,...,U;, compute the innovation residuals =
Wy — \I/1Wt 1—. —%Wt ; and the covariance matrix En =z Zt 1 Nefy;

4The IV estimation of system (S.37) becomes slightly more involving when s < n — k.
With s < n —k, it is necessary to impose at least n — k — s restrictions on the parameters in

U in system (S.38).
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2. Choose a block of length ¢ < T and let B := [1'/¢] be the number of blocks
such that B¢ > T. Define the M x £ blocks M, := (i1, -, Mite)s
i=0,1,2,...,T (.

3. Let ig,i1, ...,iz—1 be an i.i.d. random sample of the elements of the set
{0,1,2,...,T — ¢} . Lay blocks M;, ¢, M;, ¢,..., M, _, ¢ end-to-end and
discard the last B¢ — T values, obtaining the residuals 77, ..., 77;

4. Center the residuals 77, ..., 77 according to the rule

T—4
* L Ak * [ Ak o~k 1 Ak
€jtre = Njere = B (Mjoge) = Mjoye — T—i+1 Z Ne+g
g9=0

fore =1,2,...,f and j = 0,1,2,...,8 — 1, such that E*(e;) = 0 for
t=1,...,T;

5. Generate the bootstrap sample Wi, Wy, ..., W1 recursively by solving, for
t=1,...,T, the system

Wy =W +...+ W, +ef (S.39)

with initial condition Wy, W*,, ... , W7

_p set to the pre-fixed sample
values Wo, W_1, ..., Wi_p;

6. Use the sample W7, Wy, ..., W7 generated in the previous step to com-
pute the bootstrap estimators of the reduced form parameters 07 :=

(057205

Once 5} is obtained from the algorithm above, the bootstrap estimators
fi% = (vech(S), vec(ﬁ)jyu)’)’ considered in the paper follow accordingly. See
footnote 18 in the paper for the practical rule we use to set the block length
parameter ¢ in the Monte Carlo experiments and the empirical illustrations
considered in the paper.

S.8 DATA GENERATING PROCESS

In this section we summarize the DGP used for the Monte Carlo experiments
discussed in Section 6.3, and summarized in Table 1 and Figure 1, respectively.

Data are generated from the following three-equation SVAR with one lag
and no deterministic component:

Y=Y, 1+uw, t=1,...,T (840)
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where:

0.67 —0.12 0.42
I := | 0.03 043 0.08 |, Amax(II;) =0.86
0.14 0.02 0.58

and Apax(+) denotes the largest eigenvalue (in absolute value) of the matrix in
the argument, and

ut 0.196 0  0.19 et
u? | =1 0210 0.16 —0.32 eB
uf’ 0.017 0  0.09 ¢
— N —
ut B £t
824 =c1t target shock
€t = 85 = 8%’15 non-instrumented non-target shock
8? = 527t instrumented non-target shock
0.196
Be1 :=| 0.210
0.017

which imply
Al. = (04171,051,2,04173) = (6.246,0, —13.185).

REsurLTs IN TABLE 1. The rejection frequencies of the test of relevance re-
ported in Table 1 are computed assuming that a proxy w;y instruments the non-
target shock £§ = €9+ through the following linear measurement error model:

W = Aot + Wt , Wet i= Owelyt, €Twi L & (S.41)

where er,,; is a measurement error with zero mean and variance 1, and A is
relevance parameter and is restricted as discussed below. By defining W; :=
(Y/,wy)" and n; := (u},w)’, the analog of the proxy-SVAR representation in
(S-3) is given by

e (W Oy fwe )y g
Wi 0 0 Wi—1 wy

—— S~——
Wi L4 W1 nt

()= (ot ) (2)

with

23



The term & = (e}, ery )’ in the expression above is generated as follows. In one
case, & ~ 19dN (04x1,14). In the other case, each component &, (1 < i < 4)
of &, with & ; independent of &; ,, all ¢ # j, ¢, s, is a GARCH (1,1) process:

Giw = Sigbly & ~iidN(0,1),
g7,'2,t = QO+Q1€7j2’t71+92§7;2’t,1, tzl,,T

where g1 := 0.05, g2 := 0.93 and g := (1 — 01 — 02).

In the ‘strong proxy’ scenario considered in the upper panel of Table 1, the
relevance parameter A is set to the value A = 0.8 (and is therefore independent
on T); the implied correlation between the proxy and the instrumented shocks
is:

- A
COTT(wt,Ez,t) = W = (0.588.
In the ‘moderately weak proxy’ scenario considered in the middle panel of

Table 1, X := ¢/T'/2, with ¢ such that, for T = 250,

T1/2
corr(we, Eat) = 26/7 = 0.25;
(5 + 2P
for T = 1,000, the correlation becomes 0.13. Finally, in the ‘weak proxy’
scenario (lower panel of Table 1), ¢ is such that for T = 250, corr(w¢,E2¢) =

0.05; for T'= 1,000 the correlation reduces to 0.03.

REsuLTs IN FIGURE 1. Figure 1 in the paper plots actual empirical coverage
probabilities of 90% confidence intervals built, in samples of length T" = 250,
for the response of the variable Y3 ;. to the target shock €14, h =0,1,...,12.

In the indirect-MD approach, the dynamic causal effects produced by the
target shock €1 are recovered by estimating the structural equation

Aty = a1 1U1 ¢ + Q1 pU2 s + 01 3U3 = €1

using the proxy wy as instrument for the shock ¢ = €2+ and the method
discussed in Section [5l The restrictions a2 = 0 is correctly imposed by the
econometrician in estimation.

In the ‘direct’ approach, we consider a proxy z; for the target shock 524 =
€1, that is ‘weak’ in the sense of equation . More precisely, the linear

measurement error model for z; is given by the equation
— c + —— J_
2t = Azl T Wat 5 Wat 1= 02€T%4, Wrt L€

with & = (&}, er.) ~ itdN(04x1, I4). In this case, for T = 250, corr(z;, 1) =
0.045. The dynamic causal effects and associated weak-identification robust
confidence intervals are inferred using Montiel Olea et al. (2021)’s weak-
instrument robust approach.
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S.9 ANOTHER EMPIRICAL ILLUSTRATION: US FISCAL
MULTIPLIERS FROM A FISCAL PROXY-SVAR

Fiscal multipliers are key statistics for understanding how fiscal policy changes
stimulate (or contract) the economy. There is a large debate in the empirical
literature on the size of fiscal multipliers, especially the size and uncertainty
surrounding the tax multiplier, see Ramey (2019). This lack of consensus also
characterizes studies based on fiscal proxy-SVARSs, see, e.g., Mertens and Ravn
(2014), Caldara and Kamps (2017) and Lewis (2021).

Using fiscal proxies for fiscal shocks, Mertens and Ravn (2014) uncover a
large tax multiplier on the period 1950-2006 and show that the tax multiplier
is larger than the fiscal spending multiplier. Conversely, using non-fiscal prox-
ies for non-fiscal shocks, Caldara and Kamps (2017) identify fiscal multipliers
through a Bayesian penalty function approach and the estimation of fiscal re-
action functions. Their analysis yields conflicting outcomes relative to Mertens
and Ravn (2014). Lewis (2021) exploits the heteroskedasticity found in the
data nonparametrically, and reports fiscal multipliers only partially consistent
with Mertens and Ravn (2014) and Caldara and Kamps (2017).

In this section, we revisit the empirical evidence on fiscal multipliers with
our indirect-MD approach. This requires, as in Caldara and Kamps (2017),
the identification of a fiscal proxy-SVAR by using proxies for the non-fiscal
(non-target) shocks of the system.

We employ a VAR model for the variables Y; := (TAXy, Gy, GDP;, RR;)’
(n = 4). Here, TAX, represents per capita real tax revenues, G; denotes per
capita real government spending, GDPF; is per capita real output, and RR; is
the (ex-post) real interest rate, computed as RR; := Ry — my where R; repre-
sents a short-term nominal interest rate and 7; denotes the inflation rate. The
incorporation of the ex-post real interest rate in the system allows us to con-
currently capture both the short-term nominal interest rate and the inflation
rate, all while maintaining a manageable dimensionality of the system. We use
quarterly data spanning from 1950:Q1 to 2006:Q4 (T' = 228 quarterly obser-
vations), all sourced from Caldara and Kamps (2017), where a more extensive
explanation of the dataset can be found. The time series are logarithmically
transformed and linearly detrended. The reduced form VAR includes p = 4
lags and a constant term. Although we do not report standard residual-based
diagnostic tests here to save space, they indicate that the VAR disturbances
exhibit no serial correlation but display conditional heteroskedasticity.

Let e1¢ := (el &) be the vector of target structural shocks (k = 2),
where £{%% denotes the tax shock and €] the fiscal spending shock. The non-

target shocks of the model are collected in the vector g9 := (gf,&/"") (n—k =
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2), where ¢} denotes an output shock and £;"” can be interpreted likewise a
monetary policy shock. The analogue of the representation in equation (4]) is
given by the system:

ug‘” /Btax,tax ﬁtax,g

ul | _ | Botas  Byg <5§““ > B ( et ) (S.42)
u% 5y,taz By,g 5? .2‘ 5?747 , |
uy” Brrtaz  Brrg €1t €2,

Ut Be1

where u; is the vector of VAR innovations, and 3y tq, and 3, 4 are the coeffi-
cients that capture the on-impact responses of output to the tax shock and the
fiscal spending shock, respectively. Since k = 2 > 1, it is necessary to impose
at least %k;(k‘— 1) = 1 additional restriction on the parameters to point-identify
the model through external instruments; see below. Once the parameters in
Be1 in are identified, fiscal multipliers follow from properly scaling the
responses of output to the identified fiscal shocks. In particular, dynamic fis-
cal multipliers can be defined ag)|

h

h

Mp, taz = _wlar Scytar » Mpg = Buglh) x Scyy , h=0,1,... (S.43)
5tam,taz 5979

where ﬂg taz = By taz(h) = % is the dynamic response of tax revenues to

’ ’ +
i OGDP,
the tax shock after h periods, Biag taz = Btax,taz(0), 579 = By g(h) = Tiﬁh

and By = By,4(0) are defined accordingly, and Sc, 4, and Sc, 4 are scaling
factors which serve to convert the dynamic structural responses into US dollars.

In the next two sections we re-visit the direct approach to the identification
of fiscal multipliers , and then explore the advantages of the indirect-

MD approach (S.9.2).

S.9.1 DIRECT APPROACH

The ‘direct’ external variables approach hinges on the availability of (at least)

two proxies for the two target shocks in €1, := (/%% 7). We consider two
proxies for the fiscal shocks (r = k = 2) collected in the vector z := (2{%%, 27)’

where, as in Mertens and Ravn (2014), 2/ is a time series of unanticipated tax

changes built upon Romer and Romer’s (2010) narrative records on tax policy

SThese definitions correspond to those used in, e.g., Angelini et al. (2023) and to the
‘alternative definition’ considered in Caldara and Kamps (2017), see their Section 5. Caldara
and Kamps (2017) and Angelini et al. (2023) show that differences are not empirically
relevant. Other definitions, see, e.g., Ramey (2011), are equally possible.

26



decisions, and z{ is Ramey’s (2011) narrative measure of expected exogenous
changes in military spending. The counterpart of the linear measurement
system in equation (@ is given by the system:

Ztax Draw.t 0 6tayc wta:r;
< 29 ) = < ag “ ég + ;g (S.44)
t Pg.9 t t

N—_—— N N —

2t ] €1,t wt

where w; 1= (W%, w{)’ is a vector of measurement errors uncorrelated with the

structural shocks €;. The matrix ® in is specified diagonal, to capture
the idea that the proxy 2/%® solely instruments the tax shock (through the
parameter gz tqz), and the proxy zf solely instruments the fiscal spending
shock (through the parameter ¢, 4). Notably, the diagonal structure assumed
for @ in provides two restrictions on the proxy-SVAR parameters that
would in principle suffice to (over-)identify the model if the proxies were strong
in the sense of equation ; see Angelini and Fanelli (2019). Actually, below
we show that the zero restrictions on the off-diagonal terms of ® are not
effectively exploited in the construction of weak-instrument robust confidence
sets for the fiscal multipliers using the proxies z; := (2%, 27)’; additional types
of restrictions are necessary to build weak-instrument robust confidence sets.

We proceed by assuming that the instruments in z; are potentially weak
proxies for the target structural shocks e1;. Following Montiel Olea et al.
(2021), we build weak-instrument confidence sets for the simultaneous response
of real output to the tax and fiscal spending shocks, respectively. To simplify
exposition and without loss of generality, we now pretend that the VAR for
Y; := (TAXy, Gy, GDP;, RR;)" features only one lag, which implies the VAR
companion matrix coincides with the autoregressive coefficients, i.e. C, =1II; =
IT; the arguments that follow can be easily extended to the case of our VAR
model which features p = 4 lags.

We consider the null hypothesis that at the horizon h, the simultaneous

response of real output to the fiscal shocks is equal to the values A"

y,tax
Bytaz(h) and ﬁg’g = By,q(h) (see ), respectively, i.e.,

8GDP,., OGDP
YaDPey, (h) = < Lth Hh) =

8&“%&1 ) 88? - 64,3(H)hB‘1 = (Bg}},ta:c ) 55,9)
(S.45)
where 62173 :=(0,0,1,0) is the selection vector that picks out the real output
variable from the vector Y;. Assuming constant scaling factors Scy s, and Scy 4
, for given values (B{,”,m , 5;],5;) the multipliers M}, 4, and M)y, ; can be easily
computed from . Moreover, by post-multiplying both sides of equation
by ® and using the covariance restriction 3, , = Be1®’, we obtain the
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relationship X , \
621,3(1_[) ZU,Z - (ﬁy,tam ) By,g)q)/ = (07 0) (846)

h
y,tax

and 6;}79 (hence, of their scaled counterparts, My, 14, and My, 4) through test
inversion.

To invert a test for the null hypothesis that the responses in are equal
to the values {ham and ﬂgg, consider the additional restrictions By 1 = B?,p
where recall that B;; is the k x k upper block of the matrix of on-impact
coefficients Be1 = (B 1, B3;)" (see the partition in equation ), and BY
contains known values. The restriction B 1 = B(fl implies k? = 4 constraints
on Bei. Using By = B?,l and the representation , the proxy-SVAR moment
conditions can be decomposed as:

Yo s BY . @
(320) = (e ) o
u2,z )

where it is seen that the reduced form covariance matrix 3, ., has been parti-

which can be used to construct asymptotic valid confidence sets for

tioned in the two blocks X, . and X, ., respectively, each of dimensions 2 x 2.
By solving the first two equations in (S.47)) for ® gives:

(I);/n = (B?,l)_l Em,z = (B?,l)_l (Ik ) ka(nfk))zu,z (848)

where the notation ‘®,’ used in place of ‘®” in simply remarks that the
matrix of relevance parameters now depends on the on-impact responses fixed
in B%l. Expression suggests that a plug-in estimator of <I>; is given by
@; = (B(f,l)_1 (I , ka(n,k))iu,z. Hence, provided the restrictions By =
B%1 hold in the DGP, the estimator @p is consistent under the conditions of
Lemma [S.1] regardless of the strength of the proxies. Note that, as it stands,
the estimator @;} = (B(il)_l (I , ka(n_k))i‘uz does not explicitly incorporate
the diagonal structure postulated for ® in .

Let k := (vec(Il),vec(X,,2)")" be the vector containing the reduced form
proxy-SVAR parameters; let kg be the corresponding true value and A7 the
estimator of k; k is a function of the parameters §, see Section Then,
by Lemma under Assumptions 1-2, T2 (i — r) 4 N(0, V), where V
follows from a delta-method argument. This result is valid regardless of the
strength of the proxies. Using the expression in for (ID;), and taking the
vec of both terms in equation , the null hypothesis that 8", and ng

y,tax
are the true responses at horizon h can be re-stated as

S (50, Bltaz Big i) = vee {eh s Sz = (Bl tas » Big) @} = Ot
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Then, by a simple delta-method argument it follows that:

A d
TI/ZS(KTa 537,mz ) /83};,9’ B?,l) - N(02><1’ VS)

where Vg is a covariance matrix that depends on V.. A valid v-level test for
the null hypothesis that ( ;ﬁm , 6579) are the true responses rejects whenever

T x S(’%Tvﬁg,tax ) Bg,gvB?,l)/VS_ls(’%Tvﬂg,tax ) 55,5,:3(1),1) > X%,lfw (849)

where Vs is a consistent estimator of Vg and X3,1_y is the (1—-2)100% quantile

of the x? distribution with 2 degrees of freedom. An asymptotically valid weak-

h
y,tax

1 — v will contain all postulated responses (55,1:%’/85,9) that are not rejected
by the Wald test. Confidence intervals for the tax and fiscal spending shocks

instrument robust confidence set for 5 and 5579 with asymptotic coverage

can be obtained by the projection method.

Before moving to the empirical results, two considerations are in order.
First, we remark that we need at least k? = 4 restrictions on B,i, given by
Bi1 = B?’l, to derive the asymptotic normality result and the rejection region
in . It should be noted that the two zero restrictions that lead to the
diagonal structure of the relevance parameter matrix ®, see , have not
been taken into account in our analysis. In order for @; to be diagonal in ,
a sufficient condition is that both B?’l and X, . are diagonal. The diagonal
structure of ¥,, . can be easily tested using standard methods, see below.
Second, the computation burden necessary to invert the test through
simplifies when the investigator has a strong confidence on the credibility and
validity of the restrictions By = B?,y However, this assumption may not be
realistic in many empirical applications. To reduce the computation burden,
hereafter we consider the hypothesis

5taz tax /Btaxg ) 0 < 1 0 >
By = ’ ’ =B, := S.50
H < Bgtax B b 0 1 (5:50)

which amounts to imposing the ‘unit the effect responses’ Bi4z tax = 1 and
By, = 1. Unit effect responses imply that the size of the tax and fiscal spend-
ing shocks is of a magnitude that makes the on-impact responses of GDP to
these shocks equal to 1; moreover, features two zero contemporaneous
restrictions, i.e., that fiscal spending does not react instantaneously to an ex-
ogenous tax shock (5g,mx = 0) and that tax revenues do not react instanta-
neously to an exogenous fiscal spending shock (8429 = 0). These two zero
restrictions are extensively debated in the empirical fiscal proxy-SVAR litera-
ture; a detailed discussion on this topic is deferred to Angelini et al. (2023).
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Moving to the data, our bootstrap pre-test for the relevance of the proxies
ze = (21" 27) rejects the null of strong proxies with a p-value of 0.003.
We ignore temporarily the outcome of the test and proceed by estimating
the dynamic multipliers in pretending that the vector z; is a relevant
proxy for the fiscal shocks €1;. The impact and peak tax and fiscal spending
multipliers are summarized in the left column of Table Slﬁ The estimated
peak fiscal spending multiplier is 1.52 (after three quarters) with 68% MBB
confidence interval given by (-0.73, 3.38); the estimated peak tax multiplier
is 2.46 (after three quarters) with 68% MBB confidence interval given by (-
0.91, 9.76). Figure S1 plots the estimated dynamic fiscal multipliers over an
horizon of hmax =40 quarters with associated 68% MBB confidence intervals.
The graph confirms that by assuming strong proxy asymptotics, the fiscal
multipliers estimated by the direct approach exhibit substantial uncertainty, a
somewhat expected result in light of the outcome of our pre-test of relevance of
2z := (2§%%, 27)’. Table S1 also reports the estimated elasticity of tax revenues
and fiscal spending to output, two crucial parameters in the fiscal multipliers
literature, see Mertens and Ravn (2014), Caldara and Kamps (2017) and Lewis
(2021). The estimated elasticity of fiscal spending to output is close to zero,
while the estimated elasticity of tax revenues to output is almost 3.5, a value
comparable to that reported in Mertens and Ravn (2014). Consistent with the
uncertainty surrounding the fiscal multipliers, the estimation of the elasticity
of tax revenues to output is also characterized by a relatively wide 68% MBB
confidence interval.

We robustify the inference on the fiscal multipliers by computing weak-
instrument confidence sets. To do so, we impose the four restrictions in
on the parameters By and, for h = 0,1,..., hmax = 40, invert the Wald-type
test in , yielding 68% Anderson-Rubin weak-instrument robust confi-
dence sets for 5d’ta$and 5;‘@’ gﬂ Assuming constant scaling factors Scy ia.
and Scy, 4 in 1) the confidence sets for 5§dp,m and 53@, g
mapped to the fiscal multipliers My, 44, and My, 4, respectively. Part of our re-
sults are summarized in the central column of Table S1. It can be noticed that
the projected 68% weak-instrument robust confidence set for the peak fiscal

can be easily

spending multiplier is (0, 3), with associated Hodges-Lehmann estimate of 1.06

5We normalize the signs of the responses of output consistently with a fiscal expansions
induced by exogenous tax cuts on the one hand, and increases in fiscal spending on the other
hand. Estimates are obtained by the CMD estimation approach developed in Angelini and
Fanelli (2019).

"To construct economically reasonable grid of values for (B;}]Ldp,taxv Bsdp’g), we exploit both
economic considerations and the survey in Ramey (2019) on the size of fiscal multipliers. For
each horizon h, we consider values of the tax multiplier ranging from 0 to 6, and values of
the fiscal spending multiplier ranging from 0 to 3, respectively.
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(after three quarters); the projected 68% weak-instrument robust confidence
set for the peak tax multiplier is (0.37,6) and the associated Hodges-Lehmann
estimate is 2.55 (after three quarters)ﬁ

i

S.9.2 INDIRECT MD-APPROACH

The analogue of the proxy-SVAR representation is given by the system:

tax Y tax
ata:c,tax atax,g Uy + ataac,y atax,rr Uy _ &t
g - g
Qgtax  Qgg Uy Qgy  Qgrr ug" &t
AN — ~————

A111 Uit A1,2 u2 ¢ €1,t
(S.51)

and can be interpreted, under the identification conditions we discuss below,

as a model comprising two fiscal reaction functions, whose innovation compo-
nents coincide with the two target fiscal shocks &1 := (£{9%,&7)". The crucial
assumption here is Assumption 4, which postulates there are available prox-
ies for the non-target shocks in g9, := (gf,£]"")" where, recall, €/ is an out-
put shock and £;"¥ a monetary policy shock. In this framework n — k = 2 and
s < n — k, where s is the dimension of the vector of instruments w; for the
non-target shocks. If the proxies w; for the non-target shocks are chosen such
that Proposition (1] holds, asymptotic inference on the fiscal multipliers is of
standard type, see Proposition

We consider the following vector of instruments: w; := (wff Plwl™y, s =
(n — k) = 2, where as in Caldara and Kamps (2017), wifp is Fernald’s (2014)
measure of TFP, used as an instrument for the output shock, £/, and w]" is
Romer and Romer’s (2004) narrative series of monetary policy shocks, used as
an instrument for the monetary policy shock, e,"". Hence, g9, := (f,&]"") =
€2,¢. The associated linear measurement error model can be written in the form:

tfp Y tfp
w €t w.
uf;?“ = A( e > + 05{’“ (S.52)
we 627t wt

8The Hodges-Lehmann point estimate corresponds to the multiplier within the confidence
set that has the highest associated p-value. We refer to point estimates to facilitate a com-
parison of results with the point estimates obtained through the indirect-MD approach, as
discussed in the subsequent section.

9To infer whether the diagonal structure assumed for ® in is not rejected by the data
when By = BY; = I, we compute a Wald-type test for the hypothesis that the covariance
matrix ., . is diagonal; see the expression of ®j, in ‘ The test delivers a p-value of 0.34.
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t .
where w; = (wtf P wi™) is a measurement error term assumed uncorrelated

with the structural shocks. Since k > 1, it is necessary to complement the two
instruments used for the two non-target shocks with at least one additional
restriction on the parameters in Ao := (A1,1, A1,2); see Proposition [I} Based
on previous contributions, we postulate that fiscal spending does not react
instantaneously to output, i.e. we set oy, = 0 in . Equations —
provide m = %k(kz + 1) + ks = 7 moment conditions that can be used to
estimate the 7 structural parameters in the vector a by the MD approach, i.e.
the free structural parameters in Aqq := (A1, A1,2).

The proxy w;" is available from 1969Q1, hence we consider the common
sample period 1969Q1-2006Q4 for estimation (based on 7' = 152 quarterly
observations). The bootstrap pre-test for the relevance of the chosen proxies
wy does not reject the null hypothesis with a p-value of 0.88E The impact
and peak fiscal multipliers are summarized in the right column of Table S1.
The estimated peak fiscal spending multiplier is 1.54 (after two quarters),
with 68% MBB confidence interval equal to (0.64,1.76); the estimated peak
tax multiplier is 0.96 (after four quarters), with 68% MBB confidence interval
equal to (0.18,1.44). The estimated elasticity of tax revenues to output is 2.06,
a value surprisingly close to the value 2.08 calibrated by Blanchard and Perotti
(2002); the 68% MBB confidence interval for this parameter is (1.6,2.5).

Figure S1 displays the dynamic fiscal multipliers estimated using the indirect-
MD approach (red dots) for a horizon of hymax =40 quarters. The associated
68% MBB confidence intervals correspond to the red shaded areas. For the
purpose of comparison, the graph also includes the dynamic fiscal multipliers
estimated by the direct approach, assuming that the proxies z; := (2{%%, 27)’
are strong for the target fiscal shocks. These estimates are represented by blue
dots, and the corresponding 68% MBB confidence intervals are represented as
blue shaded areas.

In her recent review of the theoretical and empirical literature on fiscal
multipliers, Ramey (2019) highlights the significant lack of consensus regarding
the magnitude and uncertainty of fiscal multipliers, particularly concerning the
uncertainty surrounding the tax multiplier. Our empirical findings suggest that
one possible explanation for the lack of consensus on the tax multiplier could
be attributed to the challenges associated with finding ‘sufficiently strong’
proxies for the tax shock. The suggested estimation and testing strategy offer
a potential solution to this issue.

OFormally, the test is computed as DH multivariate normality test computed on the se-
quence {5 7.1, ..., 557.n} of MBB replications, with N = [T1/2]:12. See Section |§| for de-
tails.
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Fiscal proxy-SVARs

Direct “Plug-in” Direct A&R Indirect-MD
Mo, =  1.0809 Mo = 0.7440
09 (—0.6359;2.3364) M (0~01009063%0200) My ¢ = o 9%)6%?652594)
Mo 4 = 1.8394 O;tr = . D005 L.
0,tr (—1.0294;7.5788) M (3.20122;3.[%0]0) Mo ¢r = o 023?%8923 )
Mz, = 1.5214[3] 9= 1. 043130,
! (—0.7307;3.3828) M (02005050;13?3;(]]) My 4 = (016.451?6157[620]3)
M3 = 2.4598(3] 3pr = 2. 64111,
 (£0.9058:9.7567) (0-3661;6.000) My ¢ = 0.9553[4]
ir— 34814 . (01s00.4415)
(0.0608;4.8160) 0.0608; 4.8160) 3.4814 v = (1.6%.1(362_743932)
—0.7365;0.5616) —0.0553  _( 7365;0.5616) —0.0553 ’

p-value DHy—_p,, = 0.0031 p-value DH9:§,2 = 0.8224

TABLE 2: US fiscal Multipliers and pretests of relevance.

Notes: Results are based on U.S. quarterly data, period 1950:Q1-2006:Q4. Estimated
multipliers and elasticities with associated 68% MBB confidence intervals; quarters of
the peak effects in brackets. p-values of the diagnostic tests are based on N := [T1/2]
bootstrap replications of the CMD estimator (see, Section 5). DHo—p,, (DH,_3,,)
is Doornik and Hansen’s (2008) multivariate normality test computed with respect to
the vector of on-impact coefficients in Be1 (B.g).
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FIGURE S.1: Fiscal multipliers. Red dotted lines correspond to the multipliers
estimated with our indirect-MD approach; red shaded areas are the correspond-
ing 68% MBB confidence intervals; blue dotted lines correspond to the Plug-in
multipliers obtained pretending that the prozies zj°* and z] (direct approach)
are strong for the tax and spending shocks; blue shaded areas are the corre-

sponding 68% Plug-in confidence intervals.
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