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The impact of fiscal policy on output and its components has long been a central 
part of fiscal policy analysis. But, as has been made clear by the recent debate 

over the likely effects and desired composition of fiscal stimulus in the United States 
and abroad, there remains an enormous range of views over the strength of fiscal 
policy’s macroeconomic effects, the channels through which these effects are trans-
mitted, and the variations in these effects and channels with respect to economic 
conditions. In particular, the central issue is the size of fiscal multipliers when the 
economy is in recession.

The gist of the recent literature on this issue has effectively been to echo earlier 
Keynesian arguments that government spending is likely to have larger expan-
sionary effects in recessions than in expansions. Intuitively, when the economy 
has slack, expansionary government spending shocks are less likely to crowd out 
private consumption or investment. To the extent discretionary fiscal policy is 
heavily used in recessions to stimulate aggregate demand, the key empirical ques-
tion is how the effects of fiscal shocks vary over the business cycle. The answer 
to this question is not only interesting to policymakers in designing stabilization 
strategies but it can also help the economics profession to reconcile conflicting 
predictions about the effects of fiscal shocks across different types of macroeco-
nomic models.
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Measuring the Output Responses to Fiscal Policy†

By Alan J. Auerbach and Yuriy Gorodnichenko*

A key issue in current research and policy is the size of fiscal multi-
pliers when the economy is in recession. We provide three insights. 
First, using regime-switching models, we find large differences in the 
size of spending multipliers in recessions and expansions with fiscal 
policy being considerably more effective in recessions than in expan-
sions. Second, we estimate multipliers for more disaggregate spend-
ing variables which behave differently relative to aggregate fiscal 
policy shocks, with military spending having the largest multiplier. 
Third, we show that controlling for predictable components of fis-
cal shocks tends to increase the size of the multipliers in recessions. 
(JEL C32, E62, H20, H62, H63)
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Despite these important theoretical insights and strong demand by the policy pro-
cess for estimates of fiscal multipliers, there is little1 empirical research trying to 
assess how the size of fiscal multipliers varies over the business cycle. In part, this 
dearth of evidence reflects the fact that much of empirical research in this area is 
based on linear structural vector autoregressions (SVARs) or linearized dynamic 
stochastic general equilibrium (DSGE) models which by construction rule out state-
dependent multipliers.2 The limitations of these two approaches became evident 
during the recent policy debate in the United States, when government economists 
relied on neither of these approaches, but rather on more traditional large-scale mac-
roeconometric models, to estimate the effects of US fiscal policy interventions being 
undertaken then (e.g., Romer and Bernstein 2009, Congressional Budget Office 
2009). This reliance on a more traditional approach, in turn, led to criticisms based 
on conflicting predictions which used SVAR and DSGE approaches (e.g., Barro and 
Redlick 2009; Cogan et al. 2010; Leeper, Walker, and Yang 2010). A main objective 
of this paper is to explore this gray area and to provide estimates of state-dependent 
fiscal multipliers.

Our starting point is the classic paper by Blanchard and Perotti (2002), which 
estimated multipliers for government purchases and taxes on quarterly US data 
with the identifying assumptions that (i) discretionary policy does not respond 
to output within a quarter; (ii) nondiscretionary policy responses to output are 
consistent with auxiliary estimates of fiscal output elasticities; (iii) innovations in 
fiscal variables not predicted within the VAR constitute unexpected fiscal policy 
innovations; and (iv) fiscal multipliers do not vary over the business cycle. These 
multipliers are still commonly cited, although subsequent research has questioned 
whether the innovations in these SVARs really represent unanticipated changes 
in fiscal policy, the challenge relating both to expectations and to whether the 
changes in fiscal variables, notably taxes, represent actual changes in policy, rather 
than other changes in the relationship between fiscal variables and the included 
SVAR variables.

Building on Blanchard and Perotti (2002) and the subsequent studies, our 
paper extends the existing literature in three ways. First, using regime-switch-
ing SVAR models, we estimate effects of fiscal policies that can vary over the 
business cycle.3 We find large differences in the size of spending multipliers in 
recessions and expansions with fiscal policy being considerably more effective 

1 We are aware only of Tagkalakis (2008), who uses annual data for a panel of OECD economies to study the 
effects of fiscal policy on consumption in expansions and recessions.

2 Alternative identification approaches, notably the narrative approach of Ramey and Shapiro (1998) and Romer 
and Romer (2010), rely instead on published information about the nature of fiscal changes. But while the narrative 
approach offers a potentially more convincing method of identification, it imposes a severe constraint on its own, 
that the effects of only a very specific class of shocks can be evaluated (respectively, military spending build-ups 
and tax changes unrelated to short-term considerations such as recession or the need to balance spending changes). 
Furthermore, the narrative approach tends to provide qualitative assessments of the effects of fiscal policy shocks 
while policymakers are most interested in quantitative estimates of the effects. Romer and Romer (2010) and 
Ramey (2011) are recent exceptions that provide quantitative estimates of fiscal multipliers.

3 We prefer introducing regime switches in a SVAR rather than in a DSGE model since it is difficult to model 
slack in the economy and potentially non-clearing markets in a DSGE framework without imposing strong assump-
tions regarding the behavior of households and firms. In contrast, SVAR models require fewer identifying assump-
tions and thus are tied more easily to empirical reality.
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in recessions than in expansions. Second, to measure the effects for a broader 
range of policies, we estimate multipliers for more disaggregate spending vari-
ables, which often behave quite differently in relation to aggregate fiscal policy 
shocks. Third, we provide a more precise measure of unanticipated shocks to 
fiscal policy. Specifically, we have collected and converted into electronic form 
the quarterly forecasts of fiscal and aggregate variables from the University of 
Michigan’s RSQE macroeconometric model. We also use information from the 
Survey of Professional Forecasters (SPF) and the forecasts prepared by the staff 
of the Federal Reserve Board (FRB) for the meetings of the Federal Open Market 
Committee (FOMC). We include these forecasts in the SVAR to purge fiscal vari-
ables of “innovations” that were predicted by professional forecasters. We find 
that the forecasts help explain a considerable share of the fiscal innovations, and 
that controlling for this predictability increases the size of estimated multipliers 
in recession.

The next section of the paper lays out the basic specification of our regime-
switching model. Section II presents basic results for this model for aggregate 
spending. Section III provides results for individual components of spending and 
Section IV develops and presents results for our method of controlling for expecta-
tions. Section V concludes.

I. Econometric Specification

To allow for responses differentiated across recessions and expansions, we employ 
a regime switching vector autoregression model where transitions across states (i.e., 
recession and expansion) are smooth. Our estimation approach, which we will call 
STVAR, is similar to smooth transition autoregressive (STAR) models developed 
in Granger and Teravistra (1993). One important difference between STAR and our 
STVAR, however, is that we allow not only differential dynamic responses but also 
differential contemporaneous responses to structural shocks.

The key advantage of STVAR relative to estimating SVARs for each regime 
separately is that with the latter we may have relatively few observations in a par-
ticular regime—especially for recessions—which makes estimates unstable and 
imprecise. In contrast, STVAR effectively utilizes more information by exploit-
ing variation in the degree (which sometimes can be interpreted as the prob-
ability) of being in a particular regime so that estimation and inference for each 
regime is based on a larger set of observations. Note that, to the extent we esti-
mate properties of a given regime using in part dynamics of the system in another 
regime, we bias our estimates towards not finding differential fiscal multipliers 
across regimes.4

4 Pereira and Lopes (2010) employ an alternative approach based on estimating a VAR with time-varying 
coefficients (TVCs), where VAR coefficients are assumed to follow uncorrelated random walks, and estimation 
is done by Bayesian methods. The variation of coefficients over the business cycle in Pereira and Lopes (2010) 
is small most likely because (i) Bayesian methods tend to smooth the path of TVCs; and (ii) modeling dynam-
ics as uncorrelated random walks leaves the variation in TVC unrelated to the state of the business cycle in any 
structurally meaningful way. In contrast, we allow for an explicit and systematic variation of the response over 
the business cycle.
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Our basic specification is:

(1) Xt = (1 − F(zt−1))ΠE (L)Xt−1 + F(zt−1)Πr (L)Xt−1 + ut ,

(2) ut ~ n(0, Ωt),

(3) Ωt = ΩE (1 − F (zt−1)) + Ωr F(zt−1),

(4) F( zt ) =   exp(−γzt )  __  
1 + exp(−γzt)

   , γ > 0,

(5) var(zt) = 1, E(zt) = 0.

As in Blanchard and Perotti (2002), we estimate the equation using quarterly 
data and set Xt = [Gt Tt yt ]′ in the basic specification where G is log real govern-
ment (federal, state, and local) purchases (consumption and investment),5 T is log 
real government receipts of direct and indirect taxes net of transfers to businesses 
and individuals, and y is log real gross domestic product (GDP) in chained 2000 
dollars.6,7 This ordering of variables in Xt means that shocks in tax revenues and 
output have no contemporaneous effect on government spending. As argued in 
Blanchard and Perotti (2002), this identifying minimum-delay assumption may be a 
sensible description of how government spending operates because in the short run 
government may be unable to adjust its spending in response to changes in fiscal and 
macroeconomic conditions.8

The model allows two ways for differences in the propagation of structural shocks: 
a) contemporaneous via differences in covariance matrices for disturbances Ωr and 
ΩE ; b) dynamic via differences in lag polynomials Πr(L) and ΠE (L). Variable z is 
an index (normalized to have unit variance so that γ is scale invariant) of the busi-
ness cycle, with positive z indicating an expansion. Adopting the convention that 
γ > 0, we interpret Ωr and Πr (L) as describing the behavior of the system in a 
(sufficiently) deep recession (i.e., F(zt) ≈ 1) and ΩE and ΠE (L) as describing the 
behavior of the system in a (sufficiently) strong expansion (i.e., 1 − F(zt) ≈ 1). We 
date the index z by t − 1 to avoid contemporaneous feedbacks from policy actions 
into whether the economy is in a recession or an expansion.

The choice of index z is not trivial because there is no clear-cut theoretical pre-
scription for what this variable should be. We set z equal to a seven-quarter moving 

5 We use the traditional approach of defining G to include direct consumption and investment purchases, which 
excludes the imputed rent on government capital stocks. While the current US method of constructing the national 
accounts now includes imputed rent, this was not the case for most of our sample period. Although the historical 
national accounts have been revised to conform to the new approach, we cannot do this for our series of professional 
forecasts. Therefore, we utilize the traditional method of measuring G in order to have series that are consistent 
over time.

6 To compute G and T, we apply the GDP deflator to nominal counterparts of G and T. We estimate the equa-
tions in log levels in order to preserve the cointegrating relationships among the variables. An alternative but more 
complex approach would be to estimate the equations in differences and include error correction terms.

7 We find similar results when we augment this VAR with variables capturing the stance of monetary policy.
8 In principle, identification can be further strengthened by using sign restrictions. However, given the complex-

ity of the model and our interest in point estimates rather than ranges, we leave this alternative for future research.
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average of the output growth rate. The key advantages of using this measure of z are: 
(i) we can use our full sample for estimation, which makes our estimates as precise 
and robust as possible; (ii) we can easily consider dynamic feedbacks from policy 
changes to the state of the regime (i.e., we can incorporate the fact that policy shocks 
can alter the regime).9

Although it is possible, in principle, to estimate { Πr(L), ΠE (L), Ωr, ΩE} and 
γ simultaneously, identification of γ relies on nonlinear moments and hence esti-
mates may be sensitive to a handful of observations in short samples. Granger and 
Teravistra (1993) suggest imposing fixed values of γ and then using a grid search 
over γ to ensure that estimates for { Πr(L), ΠE (L), Ωr, ΩE} are not sensitive to 
changes in γ . We calibrate γ = 1.5 so that the economy spends about 20 percent 
of time in a recessionary regime (that is, Pr(F(zt) > 0.8 = 0.2) where we define an 
economy to be in a recession if F(zt) > 0.8.10 This calibration is consistent with the 
duration of recessions in the US according to NBER business cycle dates (21 per-
cent of the time since 1946). Figure 1 compares the dynamics of F(zt) with reces-
sions identified by the NBER.

Given the highly nonlinear nature of the system described by equations (1)–(5), 
we use Monte Carlo Markov Chain methods developed in Chernozhukov and Hong 
(2003) for estimation and inference (see the Appendix for more details). Under stan-
dard conditions, this approach finds a global optimum in terms of fit. Furthermore, 
the parameter estimates as well as their standard errors can be computed directly 
from the generated chains.

When we construct impulse responses to government spending shocks in a given 
regime, we initially ignore any feedback from changes in z into the dynamics of 
macroeconomic variables.11 In other words, we assume that the system can stay 
for a long time in a regime. The advantage of this approach is that, once a regime is 
fixed, the model is linear and hence impulse responses are not functions of history 
(see Koop, Pesaran, and Potter (1996) for more details). However, we do consider 
later the effect of incorporating changes in z as part of the impulse response func-
tions, recomputing z consistently with the predicted changes in output.

Most of the impulse response functions and multipliers we present below are for 
changes in government purchases, G, and its components. While, primarily for the 

9 We also considered, as an alternative, the Stock and Watson (1989) coincident index of the business cycle 
(now maintained by the Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago and called Chicago Fed National Activity Index). This 
series dates only to the mid-1960s and cannot be used for endogenous-regime multiplier calculations, but a potential 
benefit is that it incorporates more information than the growth rate of real GDP. However, our alternative estimates 
using this index (not shown) suggest that the choice between the two definitions of z does not have a qualitatively 
important impact on our empirical results. More generally, we chose the (moving average of) the output growth 
rate over typical measures of the output gap for several reasons. First, there is disagreement about which measure 
of the gap to use and we did not want our analysis to hinge on this point of contention. Second, it is much easier to 
compute feedback from policy to state for growth rates than for filtered series corresponding to the output gap (e.g., 
consider the two-sided lead/lag transforms necessary for computing HP filtered series). Third, the gap tends to lag 
recessions substantially; that is, the economy can be quickly expanding while the gap is still be large.

10 When we estimate {  Π r  (L),  Π E  (L),  Ω r ,  Ω E  } and γ simultaneously, we find point estimates for γ to be above 5 
to 10 depending on the definitions of variables and estimation sample. These large parameter estimates suggest that 
the model is best described as a model switching regimes sharply at certain thresholds. However, we prefer smooth 
transitions between regimes (which amounts to considering moderate values of γ ) because in some samples we 
have only a handful of recessions and then parameter estimates for {  Π r  (L),  Π E  (L),  Ω r ,  Ω E  } become very imprecise.

11 Alternatively, one can interpret this approach as ordering z last in the VAR and setting all z to a fixed value.
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purpose of comparison with previous studies, we present some results for changes in 
taxes in the Appendix (Figure A1), we have several reasons for focusing on G. First, 
much of the debate in the SVAR and DSGE literatures has been about the effects of 
government purchases. Second, we are less confident of the SVAR framework as a 
tool for measuring the effects of tax policy, because (as discussed above) many of 
the unexpected changes in T may not arise as a result of a policy change, but rather 
as a result of a change in the relationship between tax revenues and aggregate activ-
ity, and because we would expect the effects of tax policy to work through the struc-
ture of taxation (e.g., marginal tax rates) rather than simply through the level of tax 
revenues. Finally, identification of tax shocks depends on our ability to purge inno-
vations in revenues of automatic responses to output and, as discussed in Blanchard 
and Perotti (2002), the key ingredient here is the elasticity of revenue with respect to 
output. However, this elasticity is likely to vary over the cycle, thereby introducing a 
bias of unknown magnitude and direction in our regime-specific estimates. Indeed, 
we have found that output responses to tax shocks in different regimes are very sen-
sitive to the assumed elasticity.

II. Basic Aggregate Results

We begin by considering the effects of aggregate government purchases in the 
linear model with no regime shifts or control for expectations, following the basic 
specification of Blanchard and Perotti (2002), including the same ordering [G T y ] 
for the Cholesky decomposition. Our sample period is 1947:I–2008:IV. Figure 2 
displays the resulting impulse response functions (IRFs) for a government pur-
chase shock. These multipliers demonstrate by how many dollars output, taxes, and 

Figure 1. NBER Dates and Weight on Recession Regime F(z)

notes: The shaded region shows recessions as defined by the NBER. The solid black line shows the weight on reces-
sion regime F(z).
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 government purchases increase over time when government purchases are increased 
by $1.12 In this and all subsequent figures, the shaded bands around the impulse 
response functions are 90 percent confidence intervals.13 Consistent with results 
reported in previous studies (see, for example, the survey by Hall 2009), the maxi-
mum size of the government spending multiplier in the linear VAR model (the first 
column in Figure 2) is about 1 and this maximum effect of a government spend-
ing shock on output is achieved after a short delay. The response of future govern-
ment purchases also peaks after a short delay, indicating that the typical government 
spending shock during the sample period is of relatively short duration. Taxes fall 
slightly in response to the increase in government purchases. This fall in taxes may 
contribute to the positive impact on output that persists even as the increase in gov-
ernment purchases dies off over time.

12 Because government purchases and output enter the estimated equations in logs, we scale the estimated IRFs 
by the sample average values of y/G to convert percent changes into dollar changes.

13 The Appendix discusses our method of estimating these confidence intervals.

Figure 2. Impulse Responses in the Linear Model, Expansions, and Recessions

notes: The figures show impulse responses to a $1 increase in government spending. Shaded region is the 90 per-
cent confidence interval. Dashed lines show the responses in expansionary (long dash) and recessionary (short 
dash) regimes. The solid line with circles shows the response in the linear model.
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The second and third columns of Figure 2 plot the corresponding IRFs with asso-
ciated error bands in recessions and expansions, respectively. Because of the smaller 
effective number of observations for each regime, particularly for recessions, the 
confidence bounds are greater for these IRFs than for those for the linear model in 
the first column of Figure 2. Even with these wide bands, however, the responses 
in recession and expansion are quite different. In both regimes, the impact output 
multiplier is about 0.5, slightly below that estimated for the linear model. Over time, 
though, the IRFs diverge, with the response in expansions never rising higher and 
soon falling below zero, while the response in recessions rises steadily, reaching a 
value of over 2.5 after 20 quarters. The strength of this output response in recession 
is not attributable simply to differences in the permanence of the spending shock or 
the tax response. Taxes actually rise in recession, while falling in expansion. This 
difference, which is consistent with the automatic responses of tax collections to 
changes in output, should weaken the differences in the observed output responses 
in recession and expansion; and while the government spending shock is more per-
sistent in recession, it is stronger in the short run in expansion.14

To put the magnitudes of these multipliers in perspective, consider multipliers in 
Keynesian models as well as the more recent DSGE literature. Traditional Keynesian 
(IS-LM-AS) models usually have large multipliers since the size of the multiplier 
(when accommodating monetary policy keeps the interest rate from rising) is given 
by 1/(1 − mPc) where mPc is the marginal propensity to consume which is typi-
cally quite large (about 0.5–0.9).15 To the extent that the AS curve in the IS-LM-AS 
model is upward sloping, the multiplier can vary from relatively large (the AS curve 
is flat and there is a great deal of slack in the economy; i.e., in a recession) to rela-
tively small (the AS curve is steeply upward sloping and the economy operates at 
full capacity; i.e., in an expansion). In contrast, an increase in government spending 
in modern business cycle models usually leads to a large crowding out of private 
consumption in recessions and expansions and correspondingly the typical magni-
tude for the multiplier is less than 0.5 (in many cases much smaller). Recent findings 
from DSGE models with some Keynesian features (e.g., Christiano, Eichenbaum, 
and Rebelo 2011; Eggertsson 2008; and Woodford 2011), however, suggest that 
the government spending multiplier in periods with a binding zero lower bound 
(ZLB) on nominal interest rates (which are recessionary times) could be somewhere 
between 3 and 5. Intuitively, with the binding zero lower bound, increases in gov-
ernment spending have no effect on interest rates and thus there is no crowding 
out of investment or consumption, which leads to large multipliers. Of course, our 
estimates are based on several periods of recession and not just the recent episode 
during which the ZLB became an important issue.

In short, our estimates of the government spending multiplier in recessions 
and expansions are largely consistent with the theoretical arguments in both (old) 

14 Note that the contemporaneous responses of output to a shock in government spending are similar in reces-
sions and expansions. This result suggests that the differences in the magnitudes of the multipliers across regimes 
are driven by the differences in the dynamics (i.e., {  Π r  (L),  Π E  (L)}) rather than in the covariance of error terms 
(i.e., {  Ω r ,  Ω E  }).

15 For example, Shapiro and Slemrod (2003) and Johnson, Parker and Souleles (2006) report that the marginal 
propensity to consume out of (small) tax rebates in 2001 EGTRRA was somewhere between in 0.5 and 0.7.
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Keynesian and (new) modern business cycle models. Table 1 summarizes these 
output multipliers for the cases just considered, as well as those that follow. The 
table presents multipliers measured in two ways. The first column gives the maxi-
mum impact on output (with standard errors in the second column) and the third 
column (with standard errors in the fourth column) shows the ratio of the sum of 
the y response (to a shock in G) to the sum of G response (to a shock in G). The 
first measure of the fiscal multiplier has been widely used since Blanchard and 
Perotti (2002). The second measure has been advocated by Woodford (2011) and 
others since the size of the multiplier depends on the persistence of fiscal shocks. 
Regardless of which way we compute the multiplier, it is much larger in recessions 
than in expansions.

Table 1—Multipliers

ma x h=1, … , 20  {yh}  ∑ h=1  
20

   y h/ ∑ h=1  
20

   G h

Point estimate Standard error Point estimate Standard error

Total spending
 Linear 1.00 0.32 0.57 0.25
 Expansion 0.57 0.12 −0.33 0.20
 Recession 2.48 0.28 2.24 0.24

Defense spending
 Linear 1.16 0.52 −0.21 0.27
 Expansion 0.80 0.22 −0.43 0.24
 Recession 3.56 0.74 1.67 0.72

Nondefense spending
 Linear 1.17 0.19 1.58 0.18
 Expansion 1.26 0.14 1.03 0.15
 Recession 1.12 0.27 1.09 0.31

Consumption spending
 Linear 1.21 0.27 1.20 0.31
 Expansion 0.17 0.13 −0.25 0.10
 Recession 2.11 0.54 1.47 0.31

Investment spending
 Linear 2.12 0.68 2.39 0.67
 Expansion 3.02 0.25 2.27 0.15
 Recession 2.85 0.36 3.42 0.38

Total spending; multipliers for alternative measures of normalized unanticipated shocks to government spending.

 Baseline model, normalized shocks to government spending
  Expansion 0.63 0.13 −0.33 0.20
  Recession 3.06 0.35 2.24 0.24

 SPF/RSQE forecast errors as contemporaneous shocks (Panel A in Figure 7)
  Expansion 1.13 0.20 −1.23 0.65
  Recession 3.85 0.29 2.99 0.27

 Control for SPF/Greenbook forecast of government spending (Panel B in Figure 7)
  Expansion 0.82 0.12 0.40 0.15
  Recession 3.27 0.73 2.58 0.59

 Real-time SPF/Greenbook forecast error for ΔG as an unanticipated shock (Panel C in Figure 7)
  Expansion 0.46 0.27 −0.25 0.23
  Recession 7.14 1.45 2.09 1.35

 Ramey (2011) news shocks (Panel D in Figure 7)
  Expansion 0.66 0.12 −0.49 0.24
  Recession 4.88 0.67 3.76 0.52

note: The table shows output multipliers for a $1 increase in government spending.
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The differences between our regime-based multipliers probably are exaggerated 
by our assumptions that the regimes themselves don’t change and that we consider 
settings corresponding to very strong expansions or recessions. Hence, one should 
interpret reported magnitudes of the multipliers for the two regimes as bounds from 
polar settings rather than routinely encountered values. More realistic situations will 
fall between the extremes. For example, if the multiplier is smaller in expansion 
than in recession and the economy has a positive probability of shifting from reces-
sion to expansion in future periods, then the actual multipliers starting in reces-
sion (or expansion) should be a blend of those estimated for the separate regimes. 
Calculating full dynamic impulse response functions that include internally consis-
tent regime shifts is complicated, because we must compute the index z and evaluate 
the function F(z) at each date along the trajectory. Also, because the IRFs are now 
nonlinear, they will depend on the initial value of the index z and the size of the gov-
ernment policy shock. For example, the more deep the initial recession, and the less 
positive the spending shock, the less important future regime shifts out of recession 
will be. Therefore, we must specify the initial conditions and the size of the policy 
experiment in order to estimate the dynamic IRFs.

Figure 3 presents estimates for the historical effects of shocks to government pur-
chases on output, incorporating regime shifts in response to government spending 
shocks. For each period, we consider a policy shock equal to one percent increase 
in G and report a dollar increase in output per dollar increase in government spend-
ing over 20 quarters (i.e.,  ∑ h=1  

20
   y h/ ∑ h=1  

20
   G h). The size of the multiplier varies 

considerably over the business cycle. For example, in 1985, an increase in govern-
ment spending would have barely increased output. In contrast, a dollar increase 

Figure 3. Historical Multiplier for Total Government Spending

notes: Shaded regions are recessions defined by the NBER. The solid black line is the cumulative multiplier com-
puted as  ∑ h=1  

20
   y h/ ∑ h=1  

20
   G h, where time index h is in quarters. Blue dashed lines are 90 percent confidence interval. 

The multiplier incorporates the feedback from G shock to the business cycle indicator z. In each instance, the shock 
is one percent increase in government spending.
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in government spending in 2009 could raise output by about $1.75. Typically, the 
multiplier is between 0 and 0.5 in expansions and between 1 and 1.5 in recessions. 
Note the size of the multiplier tends to change relatively quickly as the economy 
starts to grow after reaching a trough. Thus, the timing of changes in discretionary 
government spending is critical for effectiveness of countercyclical fiscal policies.

III. Results for Components of Spending

Just as output multipliers for government purchases differ according to the 
regime in which they occur, they can also differ for different components of govern-
ment purchases (see Perotti 2007). As discussed earlier, studies using the narrative 
approach tend to focus on military build-ups, but how useful are these shocks to 
defense spending in analyzing the effects of other changes in spending policies, 
such as those adopted during the recent recession?

Figure 4 shows that IRFs for output in response to defense and nondefense spend-
ing shocks, based on a four-variable VAR including defense and nondefense pur-
chases, as well as output and taxes. We order the Cholesky decomposition with 
defense spending first and nondefense spending second, although this does not have 
an important effect on the results.16 Clearly, the IRFs have different shapes for the 
linear model. For a unit shock to defense spending, output rises immediately by just 
over 1, which is consistent with Ramey (2011), and then gradually falls, becoming 
negative after several quarters. For nondefense spending, the output effect starts 
smaller but eventually exceeds 1 and remains above 0.6 for the entire period shown. 
Once the results are broken down by regime, however, we can see a much stronger 
dependence on the regime of the defense spending IRFs, which are similar to the 
linear-model results for the case of expansion but much more positive in recession, 
peaking at nearly 4 in the fifth quarter after the shock. For nondefense spending, on 
the other hand, the differences between regimes are primarily with respect to timing 
rather than size, with the most positive responses occurring rapidly in expansions 
but with several quarters’ delay in recessions.

Figure 5 shows the results of an experiment that breaks government purchases 
down in a different way, into consumption and investment spending, with con-
sumption ordered first.17 Once again, the results differ considerably by regime 
and by spending component. In this decomposition, both components of spending 
have positive effects on output in the linear model, although the effects of invest-
ment spending are much stronger, particularly during the first few quarters when 
the impact on output exceeds 2 for investment but is around 0.5 for consumption. 
Estimating the IRFs separately for recession and expansion leads in general to 
the expected result of more positive multipliers in recession than in expansion. 
The IRFs are also noisier for the separate regimes, indicating an imprecision of 
these point estimates that is consistent with the larger confidence intervals (see 
Appendix figures).

16 Further details regarding confidence intervals and the effects on taxes and spending components are provided 
in the Appendix Figures A2–A3.

17 Appendix Figures A4–A5 provide further details of this experiment.
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Figure 4. Defense and Nondefense Government Spending

notes: The figures show impulse responses to a $1 increase in government spending: defense spending in the top 
panel and nondefense spending in the bottom panel. Dashed lines show the responses in expansionary (long dash) 
and recessionary (short dash) regimes. The solid line with circles shows the response in the linear model.
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Figure 5. Consumption and Investment Government Spending

notes: The figures show impulse responses to a $1 increase in government spending: consumption spending in the 
top panel and investment spending in the bottom panel. Dashed lines show the responses in expansionary (long 
dash) and recessionary (short dash) regimes. The solid line with circles shows the response in the linear model.
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IV. Controlling for Expectations

As emphasized by Ramey (2011) and others, the timing of fiscal shocks plays 
a critical role in identifying the effect of fiscal shocks. In the spirit of Ramey 
(2011), we control for expectations not already absorbed by the VAR using real-
time professional forecasts from three sources. First, we draw forecasts for output 
and government spending variables from the Survey of Professional Forecasters 
(SPF), an average of forecasts (with the number of individual forecasters ranging 
from 9 to 50) available since 1968 for GDP and since 1982 for government spend-
ing and its components. Second, for government revenues, we use the University 
of Michigan RSQE econometric model, for which forecasts are available for the 
period beginning in 1982.18 Third, we use government spending (Greenbook) 
forecasts prepared by the FRB staff for FOMC meetings. The Greenbook fore-
casts for government spending are available from 1966 to 2004. Since the FOMC 
meets 8 or 12 times a year in our sample, we take Greenbook forecasts prepared 
for the meeting which is the closest to the middle of the quarter to make it compa-
rable to SPF forecasts. Since the properties of the Greenbook and SPF forecasts 
are similar, we splice the Greenbook and SPF government spending forecasts and 
construct a continuous forecast series running from 1966 to present. For each 
variable, we use the forecast made in period t − 1 for the period-t value. Because 
there have been numerous data revisions in the National Income and Product 
Accounts since the dates of these forecasts, we use forecast growth rates rather 
than levels.

The importance of controlling for expectations is illustrated in Figure 6, which 
plots the residuals from projecting forecasted and actual growth rates of government 
spending on lags of the variables in our baseline VAR.19 If the VAR innovations 
were truly unexpected, then these two residuals would be unrelated, but the cor-
relation between forecasted and actual growth rates of government spending (net 
of the information contained in the VAR lags) is about 0.3–0.4, which points to 
conclusion that a sizable fraction of VAR innovations is predictable. Therefore, one 
should be interested in using refined measures of unanticipated shocks to govern-
ment spending.

The simplest way to account for these forecastable components of VAR residu-
als is to expand the vector Xt to include professional forecasts. That is, if we let the 
SPF/Greenbook/RSQE forecasts made at time t − 1 for the growth rate of real 
government purchases for time t be denoted Δ G  t | t−1  

F
   (where Δ G  s | t  

F
   is the growth rate 

of government spending G at time s forecasted at time t) and define the professional 
forecasts for output and taxes the same way, we would use the expanded vector in 
equation (1) [Δ G  t | t−1  

F
   Δ T  t | t−1  

F
   Δ y  t | t−1  

F
   Gt Tt yt]′, stacking the forecasts first because 

by the timing there is no contemporaneous feedback from unanticipated shocks at 
time t to forecasts made at time t − 1.20 This direct approach is attractive because it 

18 The University of Michigan data are coded from hard copies. Hard copies of forecasts prior to 1982 were lost 
that year in the fire that destroyed that university’s Economics Department building.

19 The figure presents two versions of this plot, with similar results, one relating forecast residuals to VAR 
residuals based on real-time data, the other to VAR residuals based on final-vintage data.

20 See Leduc, Sill, and Stark (2007) for a more detailed discussion on the ordering.
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accounts automatically for any effects that expectations might have on the aggregate 
variables and for the determinants of the expectations themselves. In practice, how-
ever, we have found this approach to be too demanding given our data limitations, 
for it doubles the number of variables in the VAR while eliminating more than half 

Figure 6. Forecastability of VAR Shocks to Government Spending

notes: The figure plots residuals from projections of the growth rate of government spending predicted in SPF/
Greenbook [horizontal axis] and actual growth rate of government spending (final vintage of data = top panel; real-
time/first-release data = bottom panel) [vertical axis] on the information contained in the lags of the our baseline 
VAR. corr stands for the correlation between series. b and se show the estimated slope and associated standard error 
from regressing the residual for the actual growth rate of government spending on the residual for the predicted 
growth rate of government spending.
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of the observations in our sample (i.e., those before 1982); the resulting confidence 
intervals are very large, particularly for the recession regime for which we have 
effectively fewer observations.21, 22

We consider two alternative approaches. The first alternative is a two-step process. 
The first step of this process is to create “true” innovations by subtracting forecasts 
of the vector Xt from Xt itself. We then fit Ωt = ΩE (1 − F(zt−1)) + ΩrF (zt−1) (i.e., 
equation (3)) using these forecast errors (rather than the residuals from the VAR 
itself). From this step, we use estimated ΩE and Ωr to construct contemporaneous 
responses to shocks in expansions and recessions. The second step involves using 
the previously-estimated baseline VAR with regime switches. In this step, we use 
the estimated coefficients ΠE (L) and Πr(L) to map the propagation of contempora-
neous responses created in the first step. This two-step approach has the advantage 
of allowing us to base the VAR on our full sample and the original number of vari-
ables. Its main disadvantage is that the IRF dynamics will not necessarily be correct, 
given that the VAR is estimated under the assumption that the innovations to Xt are 
fully unanticipated.

The second alternative approach is to augment the baseline VAR directly, but 
with only one variable, pertaining to the forecast of government spending. For 
example, the vector of variables in the VAR could be   ̃  

 
 X t = [Δ G  t | t−1  

F
   Gt Tt yt]′ or   ̂  

 
 X t = [F E  t  

G  Gt Tt yt]′ where F E  t  
G  is the forecast error for the growth rate of govern-

ment spending or some other measure of news about government spending. In the 
former specification, an innovation in Gt orthogonal to Δ G  t | t−1  

F
   is interpreted as an 

unanticipated shock. In the latter specification, an innovation in the forecast error or 
news about government spending is interpreted as an unanticipated shock.23 The key 
advantage of this approach is that, with sufficiently long series, we can have a VAR 
of a manageable size and yet we can remove directly a predictable component from 
government spending innovations.

With these alternative approaches and specifications, unanticipated shocks 
to government spending of a given initial size will lead to differing government 
spending responses over time. To make IRFs comparable, we normalize the size of 
the unanticipated government spending shock so that the integral of a government 
spending response over 20 quarters is equal to one. Therefore the interpretation of 
the fiscal multipliers is similar to the second column in Table 1. Figure 7 shows the 
IRFs for different approaches and specifications and contrasts these results with the 
results for the baseline specification (1)–(5) that does not control for the predictable 
component in government spending innovations. Table 1 reports the maximum and 
average multipliers along with associated standard errors.

21 We do consider a more restricted version of this approach shortly, in which we add a series on defense spend-
ing innovations available for our full sample directly to the VAR.

22 Mertens and Ravn (2010) distinguish anticipated and unanticipated shocks in a VAR by using long-run 
restrictions combined with calibration. We do not use this strategy in part because with regime switches we cannot 
distinguish long-run responses in expansions and recessions.

23 In principle, these two variants should be the same, but this will not be exactly so because of data revisions. 
That is, we have real-time predicted changes, real-time actual changes, and ex post actual changes. The difference 
between the last two changes will be allocated to one piece or the other depending on which variable is included 
in the regression.



VoL. 4 no. 2 17AuErBAch And GorodnichEnko: ouTPuT rESPonSES To FiScAL PoLicy

Panel A (Figure 7) presents IRFs for the first approach. The results suggest 
that controlling for expectations increases the absolute magnitudes of the govern-
ment spending multipliers, making them more positive in recessions and more 
negative in expansions. Panel B (Figure 7) shows results for the second approach 
with   ̃  

 
 X t = [Δ G  t | t−1  

F
   Gt Tt yt]′ where Δ G  t | t−1  

F
   is the spliced Greenbook/SPF forecast 

Panel A. Contemporaneous responses based on forecast errors from SPF/RSQE 

Panel B. Purify innovations in government spending using SPF/Greenbook forecasts  

Panel C. Interpret forecast errors  (real-time data) of SPF/Greenbook forecasts for the growth rate 
of government spending as unanticipated shocks to government spending  
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Panel D. Government spending innovations are Ramey (2011) news shocks to military spending
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Figure 7. Government Spending Multipliers for Purified Unanticipated Shocks

notes: The figure plots impulse response of output to an unanticipated government spending shock which is nor-
malized to have the sum of government spending over 20 quarters equal to one. The lines with circles correspond to 
the responses in the baseline VAR specification. The shaded region is the 90 percent confidence interval.
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series for the growth rate of government spending. In this specification, which is esti-
mated on the 1966–2009 sample, the multiplier in the recession regime is a bit larger 
than in the baseline model while the multiplier in the expansion regime stays positive 
but small which contrasts with the baseline model where the multiplier turns negative 
at long horizons. By and large, these results suggest that the government spending 
multiplier in recessions increases and the multiplier in expansions stays close to zero 
when we purify government spending shocks of predictable movements.

Panel C (Figure 7) shows results for the second approach with   ̂  
 

 X t = [F E  t  
G  Gt Tt yt]′ 

where F E  t  
G  is the forecast error computed as the difference between spliced 

Greenbook/SPF forecast series and actual, first-release series of the government 
spending growth rate.24 In this specification, an unanticipated shock to government 
spending in an expansion has an effect on output similar to the effect we find in the 
baseline model. In a recession, however, the multiplier may be larger than in the 
baseline model, especially at short horizons, but the standard errors for estimated 
output response are also rising which probably reflects the fact that forecast errors 
capture only a fraction of the variation in government spending.

Finally, we use spending news constructed in Ramey (2011) to control for the 
timing of fiscal shocks (Panel D, Figure 7). Specifically, we augment the baseline 
VAR with Ramey’s spending news series, which is ordered first in this expanded 
VAR. The key advantage of using Ramey’s series is that, in contrast to the forecast 
series, it covers the whole post-WWII sample (1949:I–2008:IV) and thus allows 
a longer estimation period and more precise estimates. One limitation of Ramey’s 
news shocks is that they are based only on military spending. But changes in mili-
tary spending do account for a large share of variation in total government spend-
ing, so they should still be informative. Also, these shocks are dominated by major 
historical events such as the Korean War which can make multiplier estimates sensi-
tive to using alternative samples. Panel D shows that controlling for spending news 
does not materially affect output responses during expansions and raises responses 
in recessions, although increased standard errors call for cautious interpretation of 
these estimated impulse responses. We view these findings as corroborating our 
other evidence on the importance of constructing unanticipated fiscal shocks, which 
tend to have larger effects on output in recessions.

V. Concluding Remarks

Our findings suggest that all of the extensions we developed in this paper—con-
trolling for expectations, allowing responses to vary in recession and expansion, 
and allowing for different multipliers for different components of government pur-
chases—all have important effects on the resulting estimates. In particular, policies 
that increase government purchases have a much larger impact in recession than is 
implied by the standard linear model, even more so when one controls for expecta-
tions, which is clearly called for given the extent to which independent forecasts help 
predict VAR policy “shocks.” Given the historical experience of the US  economy, 

24 An advantage of using real-time data to compute forecast errors is that it makes forecasts and actual series 
refer to the same concept of government spending.
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our preferred estimates of the government spending multiplier are between 0 and 0.5 
in expansions, and between 1 and 1.5 in recessions.

While we have extended the SVAR approach, our analysis still shares some of 
the limitations of the previous literature. We have allowed for different economic 
environments, but there may be still other important differences among historical 
episodes that we lump together, for example recessions, such as the recent one, asso-
ciated with financial market disruptions and very low nominal government interest 
rates, and other recessions induced by monetary contractions (such as the one in 
the early 1980s). Our predictions are also tied to historical experience concerning 
the persistence of policy shocks, and therefore may not apply to policies either less 
or more permanent. The effects of taxes, even if purged of expected changes, are 
still probably too simple as they fail to take account of the complex ways in which 
structural tax policy changes can influence the economy. And, finally, as we enter a 
period of unprecedented long-run budget stress, the US postwar experience, or even 
the experience of other countries that have dealt with more acute budget stress,25 
may not provide very accurate forecasts of future responses.

These limitations of our analysis should motivate future theoretical work to 
develop realistic DSGE models with potentially nonlinear features to understand 
more deeply the forces driving differences in the size of fiscal multipliers over the 
business cycle, the role of (un)anticipated shocks for fiscal multipliers in these envi-
ronments, and implications of levels of government debt for the potency of discre-
tionary fiscal policy to stabilize the economy.

Appendix: Estimation Procedure

The model is estimated using maximum likelihood methods. The log-likelihood 
for model (1)–(5) is given by:

(A1) log L = const −   1 _ 
2
    ∑ 
t=1

  
T

   l og |  Ω t  | −   1 _ 
2
    ∑ 
t=1

  
T

    u  t  ′    Ω  t  −1  u  t  ,

where ut = Xt − (1 − F(zt−1))ΠE(L)Xt−1 − F(zt−1)Πr(L)Xt−1. Since the model is 
highly nonlinear and has many parameters Ψ = {γ, Ωr, ΩE, Πr(L), ΠE (L)} , using 
standard optimization routines is problematic and, thus, we employ the following 
procedure.

Note that conditional on {γ, Ωr, ΩE} the model is linear in lag polynomi-
als { Πr(L), ΠE (L)}. Thus, for a given guess of {γ, Ωr, ΩE}, we can estimate 
{ Πr(L), ΠE (L)} with weighted least squares where weights are given by  Ω  t  

−1  and 
estimates of { Πr(L), ΠE (L)} must minimize 1/2  ∑ t=1  

T
    u  t  ′    Ω  t  −1  u  t  . Let 

 Wt = [(1 − F(zt−1))Xt−1 F(zt−1)Xt−1 … (1 − F(zt−1))Xt−p F(zt−1)Xt−p]

25 See, for example, Perotti (1999) and Ardagna (2004).
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be the extended vector of regressors and Π = [Πr ΠE] so that  u  t  = Xt − Π W  t  ′  and 
the objective function is

(A2)   1 _ 
2
    ∑ 
t=1

  
T

   ( Xt − Π W  t  ′  )′  Ω  t  −1  (Xt − Π W  t  ′  ).

Note that we can rewrite (A2) as

   1 _ 
2
    ∑ 
t=1

  
T

   ( Xt − Π W  t  ′  )′  Ω  t  −1  (Xt − Π W  t  ′  ) 

 = trace[  1 _ 
2
    ∑ 
t=1

  
T

   ( Xt − Π W  t  ′  )′  Ω  t  −1  (Xt − Π W  t  ′  )]
 =   1 _ 

2
    ∑ 
t=1

  
T

   trace [( Xt − Π W  t  ′  )′ (Xt − Π W  t  ′  ) Ω  t  −1  ].

The first order condition with respect to Π is  ∑ t=1  
T
   (  W  t  ′  Xt  Ω  t  −1  −  W  t  ′   W t  Π′  Ω  t  −1 ) 

= 0. Now using the vec operator, we get

 vec(  ∑ 
t=1

  
T

    W  t  ′   Xt  Ω  t  −1 ) = vec[  ∑ 
t=1

  
T

    W  t  ′   Wt Π′  Ω  t  −1 ] =  ∑ 
t=1

  
T

   v ec [ W  t  ′  Wt Π′  Ω  t  −1 ]

 =  ∑ 
t=1

  
T

   [v ec Π′ ][ Ω  t  −1  ⊗  W  t  ′   W t  ] = vecΠ′  ∑ 
t=1

  
T

   [ Ω  t  −1  ⊗  W  t  ′   W t  ],

which gives

(A3)  vecΠ′ = (  ∑ 
t=1

  
T

   [ Ω  t  −1  ⊗  W  t  ′   W t  ] ) 
 −1

 vec (  ∑ 
t=1

  
T

    W  t  ′   Xt  Ω  t  −1 ).

The procedure iterates on {γ, Ωr , ΩE} (which yields Π and the likelihood) until an 
optimum is reached. Note that with a homoscedastic error term (i.e., Ωt = const), 
we recover standard VAR estimates.

Since the model is highly nonlinear in parameters, it is possible to have several 
local optima and one must try different starting values for {γ, Ωr , ΩE}. To ensure that 
Ωr and ΩE are positive definite, we use Ψ = {γ, chol(Ωr), chol(ΩE), Πr (L), ΠE (L)}, 
where chol is the operator for Cholesky decomposition. Furthermore, given the non-
linearity of the problem, it may be difficult to construct confidence intervals for 
parameter estimates as well as impulse responses. To address these issues, we use 
a Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method developed in Chernozhukov and 
Hong (2003; henceforth CH). This method delivers not only a global optimum but 
also distributions of parameter estimates.
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We employ the Hastings-Metropolis algorithm to implement CH’s estimation 
method. Specifically our procedure to construct chains of length n can be summa-
rized as follows:

Step 1: Draw  Θ (n) , a candidate vector of parameter values for the chain’s n + 1 
state, as  Θ (n)  =  Ψ (n)  +  ψ (n)  where  Ψ (n)  is the current n state of the vector of param-
eter values in the chain,  ψ (n)  is a vector of i.i.d. shocks taken from n(0,  Ω Ψ ), and  
Ω Ψ  is a diagonal matrix.

Step 2: Take the n + 1 state of the chain as

  Θ (n)  with probability min{1, exp[log L( Θ (n) ) − log L( Ψ (n) )]}
   Ψ (n+1)  = { ,  Ψ (n)  otherwise

where L( Ψ (n) ) is the value of the objective function at the current state of the chain 
and L( Θ (n) )is the value of the objective function using the candidate vector of 
parameter values.

The starting value  Ψ (0)  is computed as follows. We approximate the model in (1)–
(5) so that the model can be written as regressing Xt on lags of Xt , Xt zt , Xt  z  t  

2  . We 
take the residual from this regression and fit equation (3) using MLE to estimate Ωr 
and ΩE. These estimates are used as starting values. Given Ωr and ΩE and the fact 
that the model is linear conditional on Ωr and ΩE , we construct starting values for 
lag polynomials { Πr (L), ΠE (L)} using equation (A3).

The initial Ωψ is calibrated to about one percent of the parameter value and then 
adjusted on the fly for the first 20,000 draws to generate 0.3 acceptance rates of 
candidate draws, as proposed in Gelman et al. (2004). We use 100,000 draws for 
our baseline and robustness estimates, and drop the first 20,000 draws (“burn-in” 
period). We run a series of diagnostics to check the properties of the resulting dis-
tributions from the generated chains. We find that the simulated chains converge 
to stationary distributions and that simulated parameter values are consistent with 
good identification of parameters.

CH show that  
_

 Ψ  = (1/n )  ∑ n=1  
n
    Ψ (n)   is a consistent estimate of Ψ under standard 

regularity assumptions of maximum likelihood estimators. CH also prove that the 
covariance matrix of the estimate of Ψ is given by V = (1/n )  ∑ n=1  

n
   ( Ψ (n)   −  

_
 Ψ   ) 2  

= var( Ψ (n) ), that is the variance of the estimates in the generated chain.
Furthermore, we can use the generated chain of parameter values { Ψ (n)  }  n=1  n

   to 
construct confidence intervals for the impulse responses. Specifically, we make 
1,000 draws (with replacement) from { Ψ (n)  }  n=1  n

   and for each draw we calculate an 
impulse response. Since columns of chol (Ωr) and  chol (ΩE) in { Ψ (n)  }  n=1  n

   are identi-
fied up to sign, the generated chains for chol (Ωr) and  chol (ΩE) can change signs. 
Although this change of signs is not a problem for estimation, it can sometimes 
pose a problem for the analysis of impulse responses. In particular, when there is 
a change of signs for the entries of chol (Ωr) and  chol (ΩE) that correspond to the 
variance of government spending shocks, these entries can be very close to zero. 
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Given that we compute responses to a unit shock in government spending and thus 
have to divide entries of chol (Ωr) and  chol (ΩE) that correspond to the government 
spending shock by the standard deviation of the government spending shock, con-
fidence bands may be too wide. To address this numerical issue, when constructing 
impulse responses, we draw {Πr(L), ΠE(L)} directly from { Ψ (n)  }  n=1  n

   while the cova-
riance matrix of residuals in regime s is drawn from n(vec(Ωs), Σs) where

 Σs = 2[( D  n  ′    D n  ) −1   D n  ]{var(vec(Ωs)) ⊗ var(vec(Ωs))}[( D  n  ′    D n  ) −1   D n  ])′,

 D n  is the duplication matrix, and var(vec(Ωs)) is computed from { Ψ (n)  }  n=1  n
   (see 

Hamilton 1994 for more details). The 90 percent confidence bands are computed as 
the fifth and 95th percentiles of the generated impulse responses.

Figure A1. Impulse Responses to Tax Shocks

notes: The figures show impulse responses to a $1 increase in taxes. To control for the automatic tax response to 
contemporaneous output shocks, we follow Blanchard and Perotti (2002) and use their estimate of 2.08 for the elas-
ticity of tax revenues with respect output. The shaded region is the 90 percent confidence interval. Dashed lines 
show the responses in expansionary (long dash) and recessionary (short dash) regimes. The solid line with circles 
shows the response in the linear model.
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Figure A2. Defense Spending

notes: The figures show impulse responses to a $1 increase in government defense spending. Shaded region is 
the 90 percent confidence interval. Dashed lines show the responses in expansionary (long dash) and recessionary 
(short dash) regimes. The solid line with circles shows the response in the linear model.
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Figure A3. Nondefense Spending

notes: The figures show impulse responses to a $1 increase in government nondefense spending. Shaded region is 
the 90 percent confidence interval. Dashed lines show the responses in expansionary (long dash) and recessionary 
(short dash) regimes. The solid line with circles shows the response in the linear model.
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Figure A4. Consumption Spending

notes: The figures show impulse responses to a $1 increase in government consumption spending. Shaded region is 
the 90 percent confidence interval. Dashed lines show the responses in expansionary (long dash) and recessionary 
(short dash) regimes. The solid line with circles shows the response in the linear model.

90% CI            Linear           Expansion           Recession

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
0

0.5

1

1.5

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
0

0.5

1

1.5

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
−1

−0.5

0

0.5

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
−1

−0.5

0

0.5

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
−1

−0.5

0

0.5

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
−2

−1

0

1

2

3

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
−2
−1

0
1
2
3
4

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
−2

−1

0

1

2

3

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
−0.5

0
0.5

1
1.5

2
2.5

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
−1

0

1

2

3

4

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
−1

0

1

2

3

Confidence bands 
for the linear model

Confidence bands 
for the recession regime

Confidence bands 
for the expansion regime 

G (consumption) shock 
= > G (consumption) response

G (consumption) shock 
= > G (consumption) response

G (consumption) shock 
= > G (consumption) response

G (consumption) shock 
= > G (investment) response

G (consumption) shock 
= > G (investment) response

G (consumption) shock 
= > G (investment) response

G (consumption) shock 
= > T response

G (consumption) shock 
= > T response

G (consumption) shock 
= > T response

G (consumption) shock 
= > Y response

G (consumption) shock 
= > Y response

G (consumption) shock 
= > Y response



26 AmEricAn Economic JournAL: Economic PoLicy mAy 2012

REFERENCES

Ardagna, Silvia. 2004. “Fiscal Stabilizations: When Do They Work and Why.” European Economic 
review 48 (5): 1047–74.

Auerbach, Alan J., and Yuriy Gorodnichenko. 2012. “Measuring the Output Responses to Fiscal Pol-
icy: Dataset.” American Economic Journal: Economic Policy. http://dx.doi.org/pol.4.2.1. 

Barro, Robert J., and Charles J. Redlick. 2009. “Macroeconomic Effects from Government Purchases 
and Taxes.” National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper 15369.

Blanchard, Olivier, and Roberto Perotti. 2002. “An Empirical Characterization of the Dynamic Effects 
of Changes in Government Spending and Taxes on Output.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 117 
(4): 1329–68.

Chernozhukov, Victor, and Han Hong. 2003. “An MCMC Approach to Classical Estimation.” Journal 
of Econometrics 115 (2): 293–346.

Christiano, Lawrence, Martin Eichenbaum, and Sergio Rebelo. 2011. “When is the Government 
Spending Multiplier Large?” Journal of Political Economy 119 (1): 78–121.

Figure A5. Investment Spending

notes: The figures show impulse responses to a $1 increase in government investment spending. Shaded region is 
the 90 percent confidence interval. Dashed lines show the responses in expansionary (long dash) and recessionary 
(short dash) regimes. The solid line with circles shows the response in the linear model. 

90% CI            Linear           Expansion           Recession

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
−0.5

0

0.5

1

1.5

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
−0.5

0

0.5

1

1.5

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
−0.5

0

0.5

1

1.5

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
−0.5

0

0.5

1

1.5

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8

1
1.2

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
−3
−2
−1

0
1
2
3

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
−4
−2

0
2
4
6

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
−3
−2
−1

0
1
2
3

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
−2
−1
0
1
2
3
4

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
−4
−2

0
2
4

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
−2
−1

0
1
2
3

Confidence bands 
for the linear model

Confidence bands 
for the recession regime

Confidence bands 
for the expansion regime 

G (investment) shock 
= > G (consumption) response

G (investment) shock 
= > G (consumption) response

G (investment) shock 
= > G (consumption) response

G (investment) shock 
= > G (investment) response

G (investment) shock 
= > G (investment) response

G (investment) shock 
= > G (investment) response

G (investment) shock 
= > T  response

G (investment) shock 
= > T  response

G (investment) shock 
= > T  response

G (investment) shock 
= > Y  response

G (investment) shock 
= > Y  response

G (investment) shock 
= > Y  response

http://dx.doi.org/pol.4.2.XX
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?system=10.1257%2Fpol.4.2.1&citationId=p_2
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1162%2F003355302320935043&citationId=p_4
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1086%2F659312&citationId=p_6
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.euroecorev.2003.09.010&citationId=p_1
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0304-4076%2803%2900100-3&citationId=p_5


VoL. 4 no. 2 27AuErBAch And GorodnichEnko: ouTPuT rESPonSES To FiScAL PoLicy

Cogan, John F., Tobias Cwik, John B. Taylor, and Volker Wieland. 2010. “New Keynesian versus Old 
Keynesian Government Spending Multipliers.” Journal of Economic dynamics and control 34 (3): 
281–95.

Congressional Budget Office. 2009. “Estimated Macroeconomic Impacts of the American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act of 2009.” Letter to the Honorable Charles E. Grassley. March 2.

Eggertsson, Gauti B. 2008. “Can Tax Cuts Deepen the Recession?” http://www.ny.frb.org/research/
economists/eggertsson/ContractionaryTaxes.pdf.

Gelman, Andrew, John B. Carlin, Hal S. Stern, and Donald B. Rubin. 2004. Bayesian data Analysis. 
New York: Chapman and Hall/CRC. 

Granger, Clive W. J., and Timo Terasvirta. 1993. modelling nonlinear Economic relationships. New 
York: Oxford University Press. 

Hall, Robert E. 2009. “By How Much Does GDP Rise If the Government Buys More Output?” Brook-
ings Papers on Economic Activity 40 (2): 183–231.

Hamilton, James D. 1994. Time Series Analysis. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 
Johnson, David S., Jonathan A. Parker, and Nicholas S. Souleles. 2006. “Household Expenditure and 

the Income Tax Rebates of 2001.” American Economic review 96 (5): 1589–1610.
Koop, Gary, M. Hashem Pesaran, and Simon M. Potter. 1996. “Impulse Response Analysis in Nonlin-

ear Multivariate Models.” Journal of Econometrics 74 (1): 119–47.
Leduc, Sylvain, Keith Sill, and Tom Stark. 2007. “Self-Fulfilling Expectations and the Inflation of the 

1970s: Evidence from the Livingston Survey.” Journal of monetary Economics 54 (2): 433–59.
Leeper, Eric M., Todd B. Walker, and Shu-Chun S. Yang. 2010. “Government Investment and Fiscal 

Stimulus.” Journal of monetary Economics 57 (8): 1000–12.
Mertens, Karel, and Morten O. Ravn. 2010. “Measuring the Impact of Fiscal Policy in the Face of 

Anticipation: A Structural VAR Approach.” Economic Journal 120 (544): 393–413.
Pereira, Manuel Coutinho, and Artur Silva Lopes. 2010. “Time Varying Fiscal Policy in the U.S.” 

Banco de Portugal Working Paper 21.
Perotti, Roberto. 1999. “Fiscal Policy in Good Times and Bad.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 114 

(4): 1399–1436.
Perotti, Roberto. 2008. “In Search of the Transmission Mechanism of Fiscal Policy.” In nBEr macro-

economics Annual 2007, Vol. 22, edited by Daron Acemoglu, Kenneth Rogoff, and Michael Wood-
ford, 169–226. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Ramey, Valerie A. 2011. “Identifying Government Spending Shocks: It’s All in the Timing.” Quarterly 
Journal of Economics 126 (1): 1–50.

Ramey, Valerie A., and Matthew D. Shapiro. 1998. “Costly Capital Reallocation and the Effects of 
Government Spending.” carnegie-rochester conference on Public Policy 48: 145–94.

Romer, Christina, and Jared Bernstein. 2009. The Job impact of the American recovery and reinvest-
ment Plan. Council of Economic Advisors. Washington, DC, January 9.

Romer, Christina D., and David H. Romer. 2010. “The Macroeconomic Effects of Tax Changes: Esti-
mates Based on a New Measure of Fiscal Shocks.” American Economic review 100 (3): 763–801.

Shapiro, Matthew D., and Joel Slemrod. 2003. “Consumer Response to Tax Rebates.” American Eco-
nomic review 93 (1): 381–96. 

Stock, James H., and Mark W. Watson. 1989. “New Indexes of Coincident and Leading Economic 
Indicators.” In nBEr macroeconomics Annual: 1989, Vol. 4, edited by Olivier Jean Blanchard and 
Stanley Fischer, 351–94. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Tagkalakis, Athanasios. 2008. “The Effects of Fiscal Policy on Consumption in Recessions and Expan-
sions.” Journal of Public Economics 92 (5–6): 1486–1508.

Woodford, Michael. 2011. “Simple Analytics of the Government Expenditure Multiplier.” American 
Economic Journal: macroeconomics 3 (1): 1–35.

http://www.ny.frb.org/research/economists/eggertsson/ContractionaryTaxes.pdf
http://www.ny.frb.org/research/economists/eggertsson/ContractionaryTaxes.pdf
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jedc.2010.01.010&citationId=p_7
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jpubeco.2007.11.007&citationId=p_28
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1468-0297.2010.02361.x&citationId=p_18
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0167-2231%2898%2900020-7&citationId=p_23
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?system=10.1257%2Faer.100.3.763&citationId=p_25
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2F0304-4076%2895%2901753-4&citationId=p_15
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1162%2F003355399556304&citationId=p_20
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jmoneco.2010.09.002&citationId=p_17
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1093%2Fqje%2Fqjq008&citationId=p_22
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1353%2Feca.0.0069&citationId=p_12
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?system=10.1257%2Fmac.3.1.1&citationId=p_29
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?system=10.1257%2Faer.96.5.1589&citationId=p_14
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?system=10.1257%2F000282803321455368&citationId=p_26
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jmoneco.2005.08.019&citationId=p_16


This article has been cited by:

1. Cem Çebi, K.Azim Özdemir. 2021. Cyclical variation of the fiscal multiplier in Turkey. Emerging
Markets Finance and Trade 57:2, 495-509. [Crossref]

2. Richard McManus, F. Gulcin Ozkan, Dawid Trzeciakiewicz. 2021. Why are Fiscal Multipliers
Asymmetric? The Role of Credit Constraints. Economica 88:349, 32-69. [Crossref]

3. Pavle Petrović, Milojko Arsić, Aleksandra Nojković. 2021. Increasing public investment can be
an effective policy in bad times: Evidence from emerging EU economies. Economic Modelling 94,
580-597. [Crossref]

4. Mehmet Balcilar, David Roubaud, Ojonugwa Usman, Mark E. Wohar. 2021. Testing the
asymmetric effects of exchange rate pass‐through in BRICS countries: Does the state of the
economy matter?. The World Economy 44:1, 188-233. [Crossref]

5. Britta Gehrke, Brigitte Hochmuth. 2021. Counteracting Unemployment in Crises: Non‐Linear
Effects of Short‐Time Work Policy*. The Scandinavian Journal of Economics 123:1, 144-183.
[Crossref]

6. Jiro Honda, Hiroaki Miyamoto. 2021. How does population aging affect the effectiveness of fiscal
stimulus over the business cycle?. Journal of Macroeconomics 4, 103288. [Crossref]

7. Haroon Mumtaz, Laura Sunder‐Plassmann. 2020. Nonlinear effects of government spending
shocks in the USA: Evidence from state‐level data. Journal of Applied Econometrics 105. .
[Crossref]

8. Sam Miller, Helen Susannah Moat, Tobias Preis. 2020. Using aircraft location data to estimate
current economic activity. Scientific Reports 10:1. . [Crossref]

9. Ryuzo Miyao, Tatsuyoshi Okimoto. 2020. Regime shifts in the effects of Japan’s unconventional
monetary policies. The Manchester School 88:6, 749-772. [Crossref]

10. Mario Di Serio, Matteo Fragetta, Emanuel Gasteiger. 2020. The Government Spending
Multiplier at the Zero Lower Bound: Evidence from the United States. Oxford Bulletin of
Economics and Statistics 82:6, 1262-1294. [Crossref]

11. Jamus Jerome Lim. 2020. The political economy of fiscal procyclicality. European Journal of
Political Economy 65, 101930. [Crossref]

12. Stephen Taiwo Onifade, Savaş Çevik, Savaş Erdoğan, Simplice Asongu, Festus Victor Bekun.
2020. An empirical retrospect of the impacts of government expenditures on economic growth:
new evidence from the Nigerian economy. Journal of Economic Structures 9:1. . [Crossref]

13. Christoph E. Boehm. 2020. Government consumption and investment: Does the composition of
purchases affect the multiplier?. Journal of Monetary Economics 115, 80-93. [Crossref]

14. Timothy M. Komarek, Gary A. Wagner. 2020. The distributional effects of job loss from fiscal
consolidation: Evidence from the Budget Control Act of 2011. Economics Letters 196, 109515.
[Crossref]

15. Daniel L Mendoza, Cheryl S Pirozzi, Erik T Crosman, Theodore G Liou, Yue Zhang, Jessica J
Cleeves, Stephen C Bannister, William R L Anderegg, Paine III Robert. 2020. Impact of low-
level fine particulate matter and ozone exposure on absences in K-12 students and economic
consequences. Environmental Research Letters 15:11, 114052. [Crossref]

16. Mehmet Balcilar, Zeynel Abidin Ozdemir, Huseyin Ozdemir, Mark E. Wohar. 2020. Fed’s
unconventional monetary policy and risk spillover in the US financial markets. The Quarterly
Review of Economics and Finance 78, 42-52. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1080/1540496X.2019.1592748
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecca.12340
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2020.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/twec.12990
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjoe.12395
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmacro.2021.103288
https://doi.org/10.1002/jae.2800
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-63734-w
https://doi.org/10.1111/manc.12323
https://doi.org/10.1111/obes.12382
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpoleco.2020.101930
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40008-020-0186-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmoneco.2019.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2020.109515
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/abbf7a
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.qref.2020.01.004


17. Ahmed Mehedi Nizam. 2020. Some amendments to the algebraic representation and empirical
estimation of the fiscal multipliers. Heliyon 6:11, e05512. [Crossref]

18. Nikolas Passos, André de Melo Modenesi. 2020. Do public banks reduce monetary policy power?
Evidence from Brazil based on state dependent local projections (2000–2018). International Review
of Applied Economics 135, 1-18. [Crossref]

19. Paulo R. Mota, Abel L.C. Fernandes, Paulo B. Vasconcelos. 2020. Employment hysteresis: an
argument for avoiding front-loaded fiscal consolidations in the eurozone. Review of Keynesian
Economics 8:4, 536-559. [Crossref]

20. Hüseyin Şen, Ayşe Kaya. 2020. How large are fiscal multipliers in Turkey?. Turkish Studies 21:5,
772-799. [Crossref]

21. Bill Dupor, Rodrigo Guerrero. 2020. THE AGGREGATE AND LOCAL ECONOMIC
EFFECTS OF GOVERNMENT FINANCED HEALTH CARE. Economic Inquiry 12. .
[Crossref]

22. Raju Huidrom, M. Ayhan Kose, Jamus J. Lim, Franziska L. Ohnsorge. 2020. Why do fiscal
multipliers depend on fiscal Positions?. Journal of Monetary Economics 114, 109-125. [Crossref]

23. Sokbae Lee, Yuan Liao, Myung Hwan Seo, Youngki Shin. 2020. DESPERATE TIMES CALL
FOR DESPERATE MEASURES: GOVERNMENT SPENDING MULTIPLIERS IN HARD
TIMES. Economic Inquiry 58:4, 1949-1957. [Crossref]

24. José M Durán‐Cabré, Alejandro Esteller‐Moré, Luca Salvadori. 2020. CYCLICAL TAX
ENFORCEMENT. Economic Inquiry 58:4, 1874-1893. [Crossref]

25. Jonas Dovern, Christopher Zuber. 2020. Recessions and Potential Output: Disentangling
Measurement Errors, Supply Shocks, and Hysteresis Effects*. The Scandinavian Journal of
Economics 122:4, 1431-1466. [Crossref]

26. Javed Ahmad Bhat, Naresh Kumar Sharma. 2020. Asymmetric fiscal multipliers in India –
Evidence from a non-linear cointegration. Macroeconomics and Finance in Emerging Market
Economies 4, 1-23. [Crossref]

27. Matteo Deleidi, Enrico Sergio Levrero. 2020. Monetary policy and long‐term interest rates:
Evidence from the U.S. economy. Metroeconomica 27. . [Crossref]

28. CHRISTIAN BREDEMEIER, FALKO JUESSEN, ROLAND WINKLER. 2020. Fiscal Policy
and Occupational Employment Dynamics. Journal of Money, Credit and Banking 52:6, 1527-1563.
[Crossref]

29. CHAK HUNG JACK CHENG, CHING‐WAI (JEREMY) CHIU. 2020. Nonlinear Effects
of Mortgage Spreads Over the Business Cycle. Journal of Money, Credit and Banking 52:6,
1593-1611. [Crossref]

30. Yue Qiu. 2020. Forecasting the Consumer Confidence Index with tree-based MIDAS regressions.
Economic Modelling 91, 247-256. [Crossref]

31. Ken Miyajima. 2020. Exchange rate volatility and pass‐through to inflation in South Africa.
African Development Review 32:3, 404-418. [Crossref]

32. Alexandra Fotiou, Wenyi Shen, Shu-Chun S. Yang. 2020. The fiscal state-dependent effects of
capital income tax cuts. Journal of Economic Dynamics and Control 117, 103860. [Crossref]

33. Wouter van der Wielen. 2020. The macroeconomic effects of tax changes: Evidence using real-
time data for the European Union. Economic Modelling 90, 302-321. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2020.e05512
https://doi.org/10.1080/02692171.2020.1837745
https://doi.org/10.4337/roke.2020.04.05
https://doi.org/10.1080/14683849.2019.1696677
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecin.12951
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmoneco.2019.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecin.12919
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecin.12902
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjoe.12385
https://doi.org/10.1080/17520843.2020.1818802
https://doi.org/10.1111/meca.12313
https://doi.org/10.1111/jmcb.12627
https://doi.org/10.1111/jmcb.12635
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2020.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8268.12448
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jedc.2020.103860
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2020.03.007


34. Alari Paulus, Iva Valentinova Tasseva. 2020. Europe Through the Crisis: Discretionary Policy
Changes and Automatic Stabilizers. Oxford Bulletin of Economics and Statistics 82:4, 864-888.
[Crossref]

35. Roman Matkovskyy, Akanksha Jalan, Michael Dowling. 2020. Effects of economic policy
uncertainty shocks on the interdependence between Bitcoin and traditional financial markets. The
Quarterly Review of Economics and Finance 77, 150-155. [Crossref]

36. Steven M. Fazzari, James Morley, Irina Panovska. 2020. When is discretionary fiscal policy
effective?. Studies in Nonlinear Dynamics & Econometrics, ahead of print. [Crossref]

37. Pompeo Della Posta, Enrico Marelli, Marcello Signorelli. 2020. A market‐financed and growth‐
enhancing investment plan for the euro area. Metroeconomica 71:3, 604-632. [Crossref]

38. Gonzalo Hernández, María Alejandra Prieto. 2020. Terms of trade shocks and taxation in
developing countries. Cuadernos de Economía 39:81, 613-634. [Crossref]

39. Michael Olabisi. 2020. Input–Output Linkages and Sectoral Volatility. Economica 87:347,
713-746. [Crossref]

40. Francisco Arizala, Jesus Gonzalez-Garcia, Charalambos G. Tsangarides, Mustafa Yenice. 2020.
The impact of fiscal consolidations on growth in sub-Saharan Africa. Empirical Economics 50. .
[Crossref]

41. Jan Čapek, Jesús Crespo Cuaresma. 2020. We just estimated twenty million fiscal multipliers.
Oxford Bulletin of Economics and Statistics 82:3, 483-502. [Crossref]

42. Marie‐Helene Gagnon, Celine Gimet. 2020. Unconventional economic policies and sentiment:
An international assessment. The World Economy 43:6, 1544-1591. [Crossref]

43. João Tovar Jalles. 2020. The impact of financial crises on the environment in developing countries.
Annals of Finance 16:2, 281-306. [Crossref]

44. Mariangela Bonasia, Rosaria Rita Canale, Salvatore Capasso, Marcella D’Uva. 2020. Fiscal
rule compliance, poverty and social exclusion in the Eurozone. Metroeconomica 71:2, 316-332.
[Crossref]

45. Ghassen El Montasser, Rangan Gupta, Jooste Charl, Stephen M. Miller. 2020. The Time-
series Linkages between US Fiscal Policy and Asset Prices. Public Finance Review 48:3, 303-339.
[Crossref]

46. Benjamin Born, Gernot J. Müller, Johannes Pfeifer. 2020. Does Austerity Pay Off?. The Review
of Economics and Statistics 102:2, 323-338. [Crossref]

47. Marco Bernardini, Selien De Schryder, Gert Peersman. 2020. Heterogeneous Government
Spending Multipliers in the Era Surrounding the Great Recession. The Review of Economics and
Statistics 102:2, 304-322. [Crossref]

48. Konstantin Makrelov, Channing Arndt, Rob Davies, Laurence Harris. 2020. Balance sheet
changes and the impact of financial sector risk-taking on fiscal multipliers. Economic Modelling
87, 322-343. [Crossref]

49. Wen Zhang. 2020. Political incentives and local government spending multiplier: Evidence for
Chinese provinces (1978–2016). Economic Modelling 87, 59-71. [Crossref]

50. Rozina Shaheen, Paul Turner. 2020. Fiscal multipliers and the level of economic activity: a
structural threshold VAR model for the UK. Applied Economics 52:17, 1857-1865. [Crossref]

51. Domenico Ferraro, Giuseppe Fiori. 2020. The Aging of the Baby Boomers: Demographics
and Propagation of Tax Shocks. American Economic Journal: Macroeconomics 12:2, 167-193.
[Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

https://doi.org/10.1111/obes.12354
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.qref.2020.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1515/snde-2018-0113
https://doi.org/10.1111/meca.12294
https://doi.org/10.15446/cuad.econ.v39n81.80207
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecca.12327
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00181-020-01863-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/obes.12351
https://doi.org/10.1111/twec.12916
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10436-019-00356-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/meca.12274
https://doi.org/10.1177/1091142120916032
https://doi.org/10.1162/rest_a_00844
https://doi.org/10.1162/rest_a_00830
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2019.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2019.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2019.1679347
https://doi.org/10.1257/mac.20160419
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/mac.20160419
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/mac.20160419


52. Romain Bouis, Romain Duval, Johannes Eugster. 2020. How fast does product market reform
pay off? New evidence from non-manufacturing industry deregulation in advanced economies.
Journal of Comparative Economics 48:1, 198-217. [Crossref]

53. Matteo Deleidi, Francesca Iafrate, Enrico Sergio Levrero. 2020. Public investment fiscal
multipliers: An empirical assessment for European countries. Structural Change and Economic
Dynamics 52, 354-365. [Crossref]

54. Valentina Colombo, Alessia Paccagnini. 2020. Does the credit supply shock have asymmetric
effects on macroeconomic variables?. Economics Letters 188, 108958. [Crossref]

55. Magnus Reif. 2020. Macroeconomic uncertainty and forecasting macroeconomic aggregates.
Studies in Nonlinear Dynamics & Econometrics, ahead of print. [Crossref]

56. Dooyeon Cho, Ju Hyun Pyun. 2020. Measuring the time‐varying effects of fiscal policy on private
saving in the process of financial integration. Review of International Economics 28:1, 82-104.
[Crossref]

57. Giovanni Caggiano, Efrem Castelnuovo, Juan Manuel Figueres. 2020. Economic Policy
Uncertainty Spillovers in Booms and Busts. Oxford Bulletin of Economics and Statistics 82:1,
125-155. [Crossref]

58. Marcio Holland, Emerson Marçal, Diogo de Prince. 2020. Is fiscal policy effective in Brazil? An
empirical analysis. The Quarterly Review of Economics and Finance 75, 40-52. [Crossref]

59. Barry Eichengreen. 2020. Keynesian economics: can it return if it never died?. Review of Keynesian
Economics 8:1, 23-25. [Crossref]

60. Zdeněk Pikhart. 2020. Fiscal Impulse and Post-crisis Estimate of Fiscal Multipliers in the Czech
Republic. Politická ekonomie 67:6, 577-592. [Crossref]

61. Irina Yurievna Vaslavskaya. Public-Private Partnership and Financing the Development of
National Infrastructure 261-288. [Crossref]

62. Jasper F.M. De Jong, Niels D. Gilbert. 2020. Fiscal discipline in EMU? Testing the effectiveness
of the Excessive Deficit Procedure. European Journal of Political Economy 61, 101822. [Crossref]

63. Christian Calmès, Raymond Théoret. 2020. Bank fee-based shocks and the U.S. business cycle.
The North American Journal of Economics and Finance 51, 100844. [Crossref]

64. Fernando Castelló-Sirvent, Vanessa Roger-Monzó, Juan Manuel García-García. 2020. Deep
impact: a longitudinal analysis of the presence of think tanks in the press during the crisis and
the recovery period. Economic Research-Ekonomska Istraživanja 33:1, 2956-2975. [Crossref]

65. Philippe Goulet Coulombe. 2020. The Macroeconomy as a Random Forest. SSRN Electronic
Journal . [Crossref]

66. Marco Casiraghi, Thomas McGregor, Berardino Palazzo. 2020. Young Firms and Monetary
Policy Transmission. SSRN Electronic Journal 72. . [Crossref]

67. Bibhuti Ranjan Mishra. 2019. The Size of Fiscal Multipliers in India: A State Level Analysis
Using Panel Vector Autoregression Model. Global Business Review 20:6, 1393-1406. [Crossref]

68. Goran Petrevski, Borce Trenovski, Biljana Tashevska. 2019. The effectiveness of fiscal and
monetary policies in a small open economy – the case of Macedonia. Post-Communist Economies
31:6, 805-821. [Crossref]

69. Ben Clift. 2019. Contingent Keynesianism: the IMF’s model answer to the post-crash fiscal
policy efficacy question in advanced economies. Review of International Political Economy 26:6,
1211-1237. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jce.2019.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.strueco.2019.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2020.108958
https://doi.org/10.1515/snde-2019-0073
https://doi.org/10.1111/roie.12442
https://doi.org/10.1111/obes.12323
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.qref.2019.03.002
https://doi.org/10.4337/roke.2020.01.03
https://doi.org/10.18267/j.polek.1256
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-7998-1033-9.ch012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpoleco.2019.101822
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.najef.2018.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2019.1694561
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3633110
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3732896
https://doi.org/10.1177/0972150919848909
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2019.1607437
https://doi.org/10.1080/09692290.2019.1640126


70. Ryan Banerjee, Fabrizio Zampolli. 2019. What drives the short-run costs of fiscal consolidation?
Evidence from OECD countries. Economic Modelling 82, 420-436. [Crossref]

71. Alfred A. Haug, Syed Abul Basher. 2019. Exchange rates of oil exporting countries and global
oil price shocks: a nonlinear smooth-transition approach. Applied Economics 51:48, 5282-5296.
[Crossref]

72. Yuliya Demyanyk, Elena Loutskina, Daniel Murphy. 2019. Fiscal Stimulus and Consumer Debt.
The Review of Economics and Statistics 101:4, 728-741. [Crossref]

73. Roberta De Santis, Piero Esposito, Elena Masi. 2019. Structural determinants of potential output
growth in Europe and the role of fiscal policy. International Economics and Economic Policy 16:4,
565-591. [Crossref]

74. İbrahim Tokatlıoğlu, Nagihan Demet Yavuz Bahadır. 2019. Türkiye Ekonomisinde 2002 - 2016
Dönemindeki Mali Çarpanın Kova Yaklaşımı ile İncelenmesi. Fiscaoeconomia 131-151. [Crossref]

75. Silvana Bartoletto, Bruno Chiarini, Elisabetta Marzano, Paolo Piselli. 2019. Business cycles, credit
cycles, and asymmetric effects of credit fluctuations: Evidence from Italy for the period of 1861–
2013. Journal of Macroeconomics 61, 103130. [Crossref]

76. Fabio Bertolotti, Massimiliano Marcellino. 2019. Tax shocks with high and low uncertainty.
Journal of Applied Econometrics 34:6, 972-993. [Crossref]

77. James Gerber. A Great Deal of Ruin 87, . [Crossref]
78. Csaba Lentner, Pál Péter Kolozsi. 2019. Innovative ways of thinking concerning economic

governance after the global financial crisis. Problems and Perspectives in Management 17:3,
122-131. [Crossref]

79. Antonello D'Alessandro, Giulio Fella, Leonardo Melosi. 2019. FISCAL STIMULUS WITH
LEARNING‐BY‐DOING. International Economic Review 60:3, 1413-1432. [Crossref]

80. BRUNO ALBUQUERQUE. 2019. One Size Fits All? Monetary Policy and Asymmetric
Household Debt Cycles in U.S. States. Journal of Money, Credit and Banking 51:5, 1309-1353.
[Crossref]

81. MATHIAS KLEIN, LUDGER LINNEMANN. 2019. Macroeconomic Effects of Government
Spending: The Great Recession was (Really) Different. Journal of Money, Credit and Banking
51:5, 1237-1264. [Crossref]

82. Tommaso Ferraresi, Andrea Roventini, Willi Semmler. 2019. Macroeconomic Regimes,
Technological Shocks and Employment Dynamics. Jahrbücher für Nationalökonomie und Statistik
239:4, 599-625. [Crossref]

83. Piotr Krajewski, Agata Szymańska. 2019. The effectiveness of fiscal policy within business cycle
– Ricardians vs. non-Ricardians approach. Baltic Journal of Economics 19:2, 195-215. [Crossref]

84. Matteo Deleidi, Mariana Mazzucato. 2019. Putting Austerity to Bed: Technical Progress,
Aggregate Demand and the Supermultiplier. Review of Political Economy 31:3, 315-335.
[Crossref]

85. Christian Glocker, Giulia Sestieri, Pascal Towbin. 2019. Time-varying government spending
multipliers in the UK. Journal of Macroeconomics 60, 180-197. [Crossref]

86. Sebastian Gechert, Gustav Horn, Christoph Paetz. 2019. Long‐term Effects of Fiscal Stimulus
and Austerity in Europe. Oxford Bulletin of Economics and Statistics 81:3, 647-666. [Crossref]

87. Joao Tovar Jalles. 2019. Crises and emissions: New empirical evidence from a large sample. Energy
Policy 129, 880-895. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2019.01.023
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2019.1612031
https://doi.org/10.1162/rest_a_00796
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10368-019-00437-2
https://doi.org/10.25295/fsecon.2019.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmacro.2019.103130
https://doi.org/10.1002/jae.2723
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108608589
https://doi.org/10.21511/ppm.17(3).2019.10
https://doi.org/10.1111/iere.12391
https://doi.org/10.1111/jmcb.12547
https://doi.org/10.1111/jmcb.12558
https://doi.org/10.1515/jbnst-2018-0003
https://doi.org/10.1080/1406099X.2019.1609228
https://doi.org/10.1080/09538259.2019.1687146
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmacro.2019.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/obes.12287
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2019.02.061


88. Yan Vaslavskiy, Irina Vaslavskaya. Infrastructure Public–Private Partnership Projects: Budget
Consolidation Policy in Russia and Government Expenditures’ Efficiency Increase 203-232.
[Crossref]

89. . References 181-193. [Crossref]
90. Valerie A. Ramey. 2019. Ten Years After the Financial Crisis: What Have We Learned from the

Renaissance in Fiscal Research?. Journal of Economic Perspectives 33:2, 89-114. [Abstract] [View
PDF article] [PDF with links]

91. Bao H. Nguyen, Tatsuyoshi Okimoto. 2019. Asymmetric reactions of the US natural gas market
and economic activity. Energy Economics 80, 86-99. [Crossref]

92. Olivier Blanchard. 2019. Public Debt and Low Interest Rates. American Economic Review 109:4,
1197-1229. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

93. Piotr Krajewski, Michał Mackiewicz. 2019. The role of capital and labour in shaping the
environmental effects of fiscal stimulus. Journal of Cleaner Production 216, 323-332. [Crossref]

94. Cars Hommes, Domenico Massaro, Isabelle Salle. 2019. MONETARY AND FISCAL POLICY
DESIGN AT THE ZERO LOWER BOUND: EVIDENCE FROM THE LAB. Economic
Inquiry 57:2, 1120-1140. [Crossref]

95. Shingo Watanabe. 2019. WHAT DO BRITISH HISTORICAL DATA TELL US
ABOUT GOVERNMENT SPENDING MULTIPLIERS?. Economic Inquiry 57:2, 1141-1162.
[Crossref]

96. Mathias Klein, Roland Winkler. 2019. Austerity, inequality, and private debt overhang. European
Journal of Political Economy 57, 89-106. [Crossref]

97. Sotiris K. Papaioannou. 2019. The effects of fiscal policy on output: Does the business cycle
matter?. The Quarterly Review of Economics and Finance 71, 27-36. [Crossref]

98. Kevin Larcher, Jaebeom Kim, Youngju Kim. 2019. Uncertainty shocks and asymmetric dynamics
in Korea: a non-linear approach. Applied Economics 51:6, 594-610. [Crossref]

99. Tomáš Šestořád. 2019. Government Expenditure Multiplier at Zero Nominal Interest Rate.
Politická ekonomie 67:1, 20-47. [Crossref]

100. Andrea Teglio, Andrea Mazzocchetti, Linda Ponta, Marco Raberto, Silvano Cincotti. 2019.
Budgetary rigour with stimulus in lean times: Policy advices from an agent-based model. Journal
of Economic Behavior & Organization 157, 59-83. [Crossref]

101. Wataru Miyamoto, Thuy Lan Nguyen, Viacheslav Sheremirov. 2019. The effects of government
spending on real exchange rates: Evidence from military spending panel data. Journal of
International Economics 116, 144-157. [Crossref]

102. Bebonchu Atems. 2019. The effects of government spending shocks: Evidence from U.S. states.
Regional Science and Urban Economics 74, 65-80. [Crossref]

103. Richard McManus, Gulcin Ozkan, Dawid Trzeciakiewicz. 2019. Expansionary Contractions and
Fiscal Free Lunches: Too Good To Be True?. The Scandinavian Journal of Economics 121:1,
32-54. [Crossref]

104. Ben Zhe Wang. 2019. The Impact of Fiscal Budget Deficit on Consumer Sentiment: News from
Perceived News. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

105. Bao Nguyen, Tatsuyoshi Okimoto, Trung Duc Tran. 2019. Uncertainty and Sign-Dependent
Effects of Oil Market Shocks. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

106. Olivier J. Blanchard. 2019. Public Debt and Low Interest Rates. SSRN Electronic Journal .
[Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1108/978-1-78973-265-820191007
https://doi.org/10.1108/978-1-78743-793-720191006
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.33.2.89
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/jep.33.2.89
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/jep.33.2.89
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/jep.33.2.89
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco.2018.12.015
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.109.4.1197
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/aer.109.4.1197
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.109.4.1197
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.01.190
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecin.12741
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecin.12746
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpoleco.2018.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.qref.2018.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2018.1502869
https://doi.org/10.18267/j.polek.1215
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2017.09.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jinteco.2018.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.regsciurbeco.2018.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjoe.12269
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3328285
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3328292
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3346535


107. Jorge Miranda-Pinto, Daniel Murphy, Kieran James Walsh, Eric R. Young. 2019. Saving
Constraints, Debt, and the Credit Market Response to Fiscal Stimulus: Theory and Cross-
Country Evidence. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

108. Peter Andre, Carlo Pizzinelli, Christopher Roth, Johannes Wohlfart. 2019. Subjective Models
of the Macroeconomy: Evidence from Experts and a Representative Sample. SSRN Electronic
Journal . [Crossref]

109. Raju Huidrom, M. Ayhan Kose, Jamus J. Lim, Franziska Ohnsorge. 2019. Why Do Fiscal
Multipliers Depend on Fiscal Positions?. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

110. Jeffrey Sheen, Ben Zhe Wang. 2019. Understanding Macroeconomic Disagreement. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

111. Ruhollah Eskandari. 2019. State-Dependent Macroeconomic Effects of Tax Changes. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

112. Martin Larch, Diederik Kumps, Alessandro Cugnasca, Eloise Orseau. 2019. Fiscal Policy and the
Assessment of Output Gaps in Real Time: An Exercise in Risk Management. SSRN Electronic
Journal . [Crossref]

113. Roberto Tamborini, Matteo Tomaselli. 2019. The Determinants of Austerity in the European
Union 2010-16. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

114. Aleksandra Praščević, Milutin Ješić. 2019. Modeling Macroeconomic Policymakers’ Interactions
under Zero Lower Bound Environment: The New Keynesian Theoretical Approach. Journal of
Central Banking Theory and Practice 8:1, 5-38. [Crossref]

115. Michael Olabisi. 2019. Input-Output Linkages and Sectoral Volatility. SSRN Electronic Journal
. [Crossref]

116. Edgar Silgado-G&oacute;mez. 2019. Sovereign Uncertainty. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
117. Agata Szymańska. 2019. Comparison of the stabilising effects of government spending shocks

in the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland. Economic Research-Ekonomska Istraživanja 32:1,
2899-2923. [Crossref]

118. Sebastian K. Rüth. 2018. Fiscal stimulus and systematic monetary policy: Postwar evidence for
the United States. Economics Letters 173, 92-96. [Crossref]

119. Eckhard Janeba, Maximilian Todtenhaupt. 2018. Fiscal competition and public debt. Journal of
Public Economics 168, 47-61. [Crossref]

120. Dean Croushore, Simon van Norden. 2018. Fiscal Forecasts at the FOMC: Evidence from the
Greenbooks. The Review of Economics and Statistics 100:5, 933-945. [Crossref]

121. Zareh Asatryan, César Castellón, Thomas Stratmann. 2018. Balanced budget rules and fiscal
outcomes: Evidence from historical constitutions. Journal of Public Economics 167, 105-119.
[Crossref]

122. Sanchit Arora. 2018. Monetary versus fiscal policy in India: an SVAR analysis. Macroeconomics
and Finance in Emerging Market Economies 11:3, 250-274. [Crossref]

123. Sebastian Gechert, Ansgar Rannenberg. 2018. WHICH FISCAL MULTIPLIERS ARE
REGIME‐DEPENDENT? A META‐REGRESSION ANALYSIS. Journal of Economic Surveys
32:4, 1160-1182. [Crossref]

124. Richard McManus. 2018. Fiscal Trade‐Offs: The Relationship Between Output and Debt in
Policy Interventions. The Manchester School 86:S1, 50-82. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3352890
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3355356
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3360720
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3364891
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3374984
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3383367
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3385774
https://doi.org/10.2478/jcbtp-2019-0001
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3409637
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3485321
https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2019.1653783
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2018.09.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2018.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1162/rest_a_00664
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2018.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/17520843.2017.1297325
https://doi.org/10.1111/joes.12241
https://doi.org/10.1111/manc.12241


125. Agata Wierzbowska, Masahiko Shibamoto. 2018. Cross-country evidence on determinants of
fiscal policy effectiveness: the role of trade and capital flows. Applied Economics 50:32, 3493-3514.
[Crossref]

126. Alberto Botta, Daniele Tori. 2018. The theoretical and empirical fragilities of the expansionary
austerity theory. Journal of Post Keynesian Economics 41:3, 364-398. [Crossref]

127. Wataru Miyamoto, Thuy Lan Nguyen, Dmitriy Sergeyev. 2018. Government Spending
Multipliers under the Zero Lower Bound: Evidence from Japan. American Economic Journal:
Macroeconomics 10:3, 247-277. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

128. Wenyi Shen, Shu-Chun S. Yang, Luis-Felipe Zanna. 2018. Government spending effects in low-
income countries. Journal of Development Economics 133, 201-219. [Crossref]

129. Artem Vdovychenko. 2018. How Does Fiscal Policy Affect GDP and Inflation in Ukraine?. Visnyk
of the National Bank of Ukraine :244, 25-43. [Crossref]

130. Mihály Tamás Borsi. 2018. Fiscal multipliers across the credit cycle. Journal of Macroeconomics
56, 135-151. [Crossref]

131. Susana Párraga Rodríguez. 2018. The dynamic effects of public expenditure shocks in the United
States. Journal of Macroeconomics 56, 340-360. [Crossref]

132. Hippolyte d’Albis, Ekrame Boubtane, Dramane Coulibaly. 2018. Macroeconomic evidence
suggests that asylum seekers are not a “burden” for Western European countries. Science Advances
4:6, eaaq0883. [Crossref]

133. Sebastian Gechert, Rafael Mentges. 2018. Financial cycles and fiscal multipliers. Applied Economics
50:24, 2635-2651. [Crossref]

134. Francesco D’Acunto, Daniel Hoang, Michael Weber. 2018. Unconventional Fiscal Policy. AEA
Papers and Proceedings 108, 519-523. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

135. Reda Cherif, Fuad Hasanov. 2018. Public debt dynamics: the effects of austerity, inflation, and
growth shocks. Empirical Economics 54:3, 1087-1105. [Crossref]

136. Hafedh Bouakez, Denis Larocque, Michel Normandin. 2018. Separating the wheat from the
chaff: A disaggregate analysis of the effects of public spending in the US. Canadian Journal of
Economics/Revue canadienne d'économique 51:2, 361-390. [Crossref]

137. Jim Lee. 2018. The Regional Economic Effects of Military Base Realignments and Closures.
Defence and Peace Economics 29:3, 294-311. [Crossref]

138. Louis-Philippe Beland, Bulent Unel. 2018. The impact of party affiliation of US governors on
immigrants’ labor market outcomes. Journal of Population Economics 31:2, 627-670. [Crossref]

139. Valerie A. Ramey, Sarah Zubairy. 2018. Government Spending Multipliers in Good Times and in
Bad: Evidence from US Historical Data. Journal of Political Economy 126:2, 850-901. [Crossref]

140. António Afonso, Jaromír Baxa, Michal Slavík. 2018. Fiscal developments and financial stress: a
threshold VAR analysis. Empirical Economics 54:2, 395-423. [Crossref]

141. Antonella Cavallo, Pietro Dallari, Antonio Ribba. The Macroeconomic Effects of Fiscal Policy
Shocks: A Review of the Literature 51-84. [Crossref]

142. Antonella Cavallo, Pietro Dallari, Antonio Ribba. The Macroeconomic Effects of Fiscal Shocks
in High Debt Euro Area Countries 85-111. [Crossref]

143. Alexander Hijzen, Andreas Kappeler, Mathilde Pak, Cyrille Schwellnus. Labour Market
Resilience: The Role of Structural and Macroeconomic Policies 173-198. [Crossref]

144. Francesco D'Acunto, Daniel Hoang, Michael Weber. 2018. Unconventional Fiscal Policy. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2018.1430332
https://doi.org/10.1080/01603477.2018.1431789
https://doi.org/10.1257/mac.20170131
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/mac.20170131
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/mac.20170131
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2018.02.005
https://doi.org/10.26531/vnbu2018.244.02
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmacro.2018.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmacro.2018.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aaq0883
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2017.1403563
https://doi.org/10.1257/pandp.20181061
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/pandp.20181061
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/pandp.20181061
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00181-017-1260-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/caje.12324
https://doi.org/10.1080/10242694.2016.1170335
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00148-017-0663-y
https://doi.org/10.1086/696277
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00181-016-1210-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-70269-8_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-70269-8_4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-74400-1_8
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3110150


145. Bill Dupor, Marios Karabarbounis, Marianna Kudlyak, M. Mehkari. 2018. Regional
Consumption Responses and the Aggregate Fiscal Multiplier. SSRN Electronic Journal .
[Crossref]

146. Fernando Broner, Daragh Clancy, Alberto Martin, Aitor Erce. 2018. Fiscal Multipliers and
Foreign Holdings of Public Debt. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

147. Kevin Larcher, Jaebeom Kim, Youngju Kim. 2018. Uncertainty Shocks and Asymmetric
Dynamics in Korea: A Nonlinear Approach. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

148. Valerio Ercolani, Jooo Valle e Azevedo. 2018. How Can the Government Spending Multiplier Be
Small at the Zero Lower Bound?. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

149. Giovanni Caggiano, Efrem Castelnuovo, Juan Figueres. 2018. Economic Policy Uncertainty
Spillovers in Booms and Busts. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

150. Yulia Chhabra, Margaret C. Levenstein, Jason Owen-Smith. 2018. Local Fiscal Multiplier on
R&D and Science Spending: Evidence from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

151. Mario Alloza, Pablo Burriel, Javier J. Perez. 2018. Fiscal Policies in the Euro Area: Revisiting the
Size of Spillovers. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

152. Luca Brugnolini. 2018. About Local Projection Impulse Response Function Reliability. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

153. Mathias Klein, Ludger Linnemann. 2018. Macroeconomic Effects of Government Spending:
The Great Recession Was (Really) Different. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

154. Jasper <!>de Jong, Niels D. Gilbert. 2018. Fiscal Discipline in EMU? Testing the Effectiveness
of the Excessive Deficit Procedure. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

155. Richard McManus, F. Gulcin Ozkan, Dawid Trzeciakiewicz. 2018. Why Are Fiscal Multipliers
Asymmetric? The Role of Credit Constraints. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

156. Helmut Herwartz, Hannes Rohloff. 2018. Less Bang for the Buck? Assessing the Role of
Inflation Uncertainty for U.S. Monetary Policy Transmission in a Data Rich Environment. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

157. Syed Hussain, Lin Liu. 2018. Macroeconomic Effects of Government Spending Shocks: New
Narrative Evidence From Canada. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

158. Rong Fu. 2018. Financial Uncertainty and the Effectiveness of Monetary Policy. SSRN Electronic
Journal . [Crossref]

159. Dušan Vujović. 2018. Serbia beyond fiscal consolidation: A quest for dynamic, sustainable,
inclusive growth. Ekonomika preduzeca 66:1-2, 1-17. [Crossref]

160. Siming Liu. 2018. Government Spending During Sudden Stop Crises. SSRN Electronic Journal
. [Crossref]

161. Engin Kara, Jasmin Sin. 2018. The Fiscal Multiplier in a Liquidity‐Constrained New Keynesian
Economy. The Scandinavian Journal of Economics 120:1, 93-123. [Crossref]

162. Alice Albonico, Guido Ascari, Alessandro Gobbi. 2018. The Debt Multiplier. SSRN Electronic
Journal . [Crossref]

163. Felipe Bastos G. Silva. 2018. The Effect of Fiscal Policy on Banks' Financial Reporting. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

164. Elisa Palagi, Mauro Napoletano, Andrea Roventini, Jean-Luc Gaffard. 2017. Inequality,
Redistributive Policies and Multiplier Dynamics in an Agent-based Model with Credit Rationing.
Italian Economic Journal 3:3, 367-387. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3131248
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3153111
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3168910
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3176967
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3192234
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3201136
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3207236
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3229218
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3239358
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3259316
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3262309
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3289962
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3297476
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3303312
https://doi.org/10.5937/EKOPRE1802017V
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3143681
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjoe.12208
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3304494
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2991392
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40797-017-0055-1


165. Rosella Cappella Zielinski, Benjamin O Fordham, Kaija E Schilde. 2017. What goes up, must
come down? The asymmetric effects of economic growth and international threat on military
spending. Journal of Peace Research 54:6, 791-805. [Crossref]

166. Federico Etro. 2017. Research in economics and macroeconomics. Research in Economics 71:3,
373-383. [Crossref]

167. Manuel Arellano, Stéphane Bonhomme. 2017. Nonlinear Panel Data Methods for Dynamic
Heterogeneous Agent Models. Annual Review of Economics 9:1, 471-496. [Crossref]

168. Eric M. Leeper, Nora Traum, Todd B. Walker. 2017. Clearing Up the Fiscal Multiplier Morass.
American Economic Review 107:8, 2409-2454. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

169. Giovanni Caggiano, Efrem Castelnuovo, Olivier Damette, Antoine Parent, Giovanni Pellegrino.
2017. Liquidity traps and large-scale financial crises. Journal of Economic Dynamics and Control
81, 99-114. [Crossref]

170. Milan Deskar-Škrbić, Hrvoje Šimović. 2017. The effectiveness of fiscal spending in Croatia,
Slovenia and Serbia: the role of trade openness and public debt level. Post-Communist Economies
29:3, 336-358. [Crossref]

171. Paúl Alexander Carrillo Maldonado. 2017. El efecto de la política fiscal en expansión y recesión
para Ecuador: un modelo MSVAR. Cuadernos de Economía 36:71, 405. [Crossref]

172. Fang Zhang. 2017. Confidence and the transmission of macroeconomic uncertainty in U.S.
recessions. Applied Economics 49:29, 2893-2909. [Crossref]

173. Delia Elena Diaconasu, Ion Pohoata, Oana Ramona Socoliuc. 2017. Demand – Supply – Taxation
in Times of Crisis. Timisoara Journal of Economics and Business 10:1, 88-103. [Crossref]

174. Cem Çebi. 2017. The Government Spending Multiplier in Turkey. Emerging Markets Finance
and Trade 53:5, 1184-1198. [Crossref]

175. Mariarosaria Comunale. 2017. Dutch disease, real effective exchange rate misalignments and their
effect on GDP growth in EU. Journal of International Money and Finance 73, 350-370. [Crossref]

176. João Tovar Jalles. 2017. How do fiscal adjustments change the income distribution in emerging
market economies?. International Journal of Emerging Markets 12:2, 310-334. [Crossref]

177. Miguel Viegas, Ana Paula Ribeiro. 2017. Fiscal Consolidations: A Theoretical Essay with
a Heterogeneous-Agent Model. International Economic Journal 31:2, 206-223. [Crossref]

178. Chak Hung Jack Cheng. 2017. Export Currency Pricing and Fiscal Multipliers. Global Economic
Review 46:2, 81-100. [Crossref]

179. Stephanos Papadamou, Trifon Tzivinikos. 2017. The macroeconomic effects of fiscal
consolidation policies in Greece. Journal of Financial Economic Policy 9:1, 34-49. [Crossref]

180. António Afonso, João Tovar Jalles. 2017. Fiscal Episodes and Market Power. Open Economies
Review 28:2, 233-250. [Crossref]

181. Tatjana Dahlhaus. 2017. Conventional Monetary Policy Transmission During Financial Crises:
An Empirical Analysis. Journal of Applied Econometrics 32:2, 401-421. [Crossref]

182. . Global Outlook: Subdued Growth, Shifting Policies, Heightened Uncertainty 1-56. [Crossref]
183. Lukas Vogel. 2017. Stabilization and Rebalancing with Fiscal or Monetary Devaluation: a Model-

Based Comparison. CESifo Economic Studies 4, ifw016. [Crossref]
184. Branimir Jovanovic. 2017. Growth forecast errors and government investment and consumption

multipliers. International Review of Applied Economics 31:1, 83-107. [Crossref]
185. António Afonso, João Tovar Jalles. 2017. The Price Relevance of Fiscal Developments.

International Economic Journal 31:1, 36-50. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343317715301
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rie.2017.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-economics-063016-104346
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20111196
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/aer.20111196
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.20111196
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jedc.2017.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2016.1267972
https://doi.org/10.15446/cuad.econ.v36n71.53570
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2016.1251554
https://doi.org/10.1515/tjeb-2017-0006
https://doi.org/10.1080/1540496X.2016.1174685
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jimonfin.2017.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJoEM-10-2015-0219
https://doi.org/10.1080/10168737.2017.1315159
https://doi.org/10.1080/1226508X.2017.1278713
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFEP-07-2016-0051
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11079-016-9419-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/jae.2524
https://doi.org/10.1596/978-1-4648-1016-9_ch1
https://doi.org/10.1093/cesifo/ifw016
https://doi.org/10.1080/02692171.2016.1221390
https://doi.org/10.1080/10168737.2016.1227348


186. Michael Mitsopoulos. Overtaxation of Private Sector Salaried Employment as a Key Impediment
to the Recovery of Greece 289-336. [Crossref]

187. Olivier Blanchard, Christopher J. Erceg, Jesper Lindé. 2017. Jump-Starting the Euro-Area
Recovery: Would a Rise in Core Fiscal Spending Help the Periphery?. NBER Macroeconomics
Annual 31:1, 103-182. [Crossref]

188. Harald Uhlig. 2017. Comment. NBER Macroeconomics Annual 31:1, 183-197. [Crossref]
189. Y. Petlenko, K. Mylovanova. 2017. THEORETICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL

ASPECTS OF GOVERNMENT FISCAL POLICY. Bulletin of Taras Shevchenko National
University of Kyiv Economics 1:190, 28-35. [Crossref]

190. Christiaan van der Kwaak, Sweder van Wijnbergen. 2017. Financial Fragility and the Fiscal
Multiplier. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

191. Ruchith Dissanayake. 2017. Government Spending Shocks and Asset Prices. SSRN Electronic
Journal . [Crossref]

192. Luiggi Donayre, Irina B. Panovska. 2017. U.S. Wage Growth and Nonlinearities: The Roles of
Inflation and Unemployment. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

193. Mathias Klein. 2017. Austerity, Inequality, and Private Debt Overhang. SSRN Electronic Journal
. [Crossref]

194. Elisa Palagi, Mauro Napoletano. 2017. Inequality, Redistributive Policies and Multiplier
Dynamics in an Agent-Based Model with Credit Rationing. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

195. Xiaoqing Zhou. 2017. Multiplier Effects of Federal Disaster-Relief Spending: Evidence from U.S.
States and Households. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

196. Giovanni Caggiano, Efrem Castelnuovo. 2017. Uncertainty and Monetary Policy in Good and
Bad Times. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

197. Matthieu Bussiire, Laurent Ferrara. 2017. Can Fiscal Budget-Neutral Reforms Stimulate
Growth? Model-Based Results. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

198. Nittai Bergman, Rajkamal Iyer. 2017. The Effect of Cash Injections: Evidence from the 1980s
Farm Debt Crisis. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

199. Giovanni Caggiano, Efrem Castelnuovo, Juan Manuel Figueres. 2017. Economic Policy
Uncertainty Spillovers in Booms and Busts. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

200. Alexandr Kopytov, Haotian Xiang. 2017. Make America Great: Long-Run Impacts of Short-
Run Public Investment. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

201. Francesco Vona, Giovanni Marin, Davide Consoli. 2017. Measures, Drivers and Effects of Green
Employment: Evidence from US Local Labor Markets, 2006-2014. SSRN Electronic Journal .
[Crossref]

202. Regis Barnichon, Christian Matthes. 2017. Understanding the Size of the Government Spending
Multiplier: It's in the Sign. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

203. Dennis Bonam, Jakob <!>de Haan, Beau Soederhuizen. 2017. The Effects of Fiscal Policy at the
Effective Lower Bound. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

204. Benjamin Wong. 2017. Historical Decompositions for Nonlinear Vector Autoregression Models.
SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

205. Francesco Caprioli, Marzia Romanelli, Pietro Tommasino. 2017. Discretionary Fiscal Policy in
the Euro Area: Past, Present and Future. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

206. Ruchith Dissanayake, Yanhui Wu, Huizhong Zhang. 2017. Government Spending Shocks and
Firm Innovation. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-65310-5_12
https://doi.org/10.1086/690240
https://doi.org/10.1086/690248
https://doi.org/10.17721/1728-2667.2017/190-1/4
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2375129
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2799778
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2836983
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2906221
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2908883
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2928934
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2939377
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2955120
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2968458
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2972967
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2985782
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2994103
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3000623
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3014790
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3057759
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3072358
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3082217


207. Somnath Chatterjee, Ching-Wai (Jeremy) Chiu, Sinem Hacioglu Hoke, Thibaut Duprey. 2017.
A Financial Stress Index for the United Kingdom. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

208. Sergiy Verstyuk. 2017. Thinking on Their Feet: Along Main Street. SSRN Electronic Journal
. [Crossref]

209. Matthew Hall, Aditi Thapar. 2017. The Economic Effects of Government Spending. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

210. Gustavo Adler, Romain Duval, Davide Furceri, Sinem Kiliç Çelik, Ksenia Koloskova, Marcos
Poplawski-Ribeiro. 2017. Gone with the Headwinds: Global Productivity. Staff Discussion Notes
17:04, 1. [Crossref]

211. Tom Krebs, Martin Scheffel. 2017. Labor Market Institutions and the Cost of Recessions. IMF
Working Papers 17:87, 1. [Crossref]

212. Steven M. Fazzari, James Morley, Irina B. Panovska. 2017. When Do Discretionary Changes in
Government Spending or Taxes Have Larger Effects?. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

213. Muhammad Ali Nasir, Junjie Wu, Milton Yago, Alaa M. Soliman. 2016. Macroeconomic policy
interaction: State dependency and implications for financial stability in UK: A systemic review.
Cogent Business & Management 3:1, 1154283. [Crossref]

214. Michael Donadelli, Adriana Grasso, Jean-Paul L’Huillier, Valentina Milano. 2016. Differences in
measures of the fiscal multiplier and the reduced-form vector autoregression. Applied Economics
Letters 23:17, 1215-1218. [Crossref]

215. Raffaella Basile, Bruno Chiarini, Giovanni De Luca, Elisabetta Marzano. 2016. Fiscal multipliers
and unreported production: evidence for Italy. Empirical Economics 51:3, 877-896. [Crossref]

216. Gilles Dufrénot, Aurélia Jambois, Laurine Jambois, Guillaume Khayat. 2016. Regime-Dependent
Fiscal Multipliers in the United States. Open Economies Review 27:5, 923-944. [Crossref]

217. Christian Dreger, Hans-Eggert Reimers. 2016. Does public investment stimulate private
investment? Evidence for the euro area. Economic Modelling 58, 154-158. [Crossref]

218. Jinho Choi, Minkyu Son. 2016. A note on the effects of government spending on economic
growth in Korea. Journal of the Asia Pacific Economy 21:4, 651-663. [Crossref]

219. Ludger Linnemann, Roland Winkler. 2016. Estimating nonlinear effects of fiscal policy using
quantile regression methods. Oxford Economic Papers 68:4, 1120-1145. [Crossref]

220. Sylvain Leduc, Zheng Liu. 2016. Uncertainty shocks are aggregate demand shocks. Journal of
Monetary Economics 82, 20-35. [Crossref]

221. Paweł Baranowski, Piotr Krajewski, Michał Mackiewicz, Agata Szymańska. 2016. The
Effectiveness of Fiscal Policy Over the Business Cycle: A CEE Perspective. Emerging Markets
Finance and Trade 52:8, 1910-1921. [Crossref]

222. Marie-Pierre Hory. 2016. Fiscal multipliers in Emerging Market Economies: Can we learn
something from Advanced Economies?. International Economics 146, 59-84. [Crossref]

223. Britta Kohlbrecher, Christian Merkl, Daniela Nordmeier. 2016. Revisiting the matching function.
Journal of Economic Dynamics and Control 69, 350-374. [Crossref]

224. Syed M. Hussain, Samreen Malik. 2016. Asymmetric Effects of Exogenous Tax Changes. Journal
of Economic Dynamics and Control 69, 268-300. [Crossref]

225. Hüseyin Şen, Ayşe Kaya. 2016. Taxes and private consumption expenditures: a component-based
analysis for Turkey. Turkish Studies 17:3, 474-501. [Crossref]

226. Pontus Rendahl. 2016. Fiscal Policy in an Unemployment Crisis. The Review of Economic Studies
83:3, 1189-1224. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3085789
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3118423
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3213454
https://doi.org/10.5089/9781475589672.006
https://doi.org/10.5089/9781475592245.001
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2921667
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2016.1154283
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504851.2016.1145342
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00181-015-1026-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11079-016-9410-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2016.05.028
https://doi.org/10.1080/13547860.2016.1204746
https://doi.org/10.1093/oep/gpw020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmoneco.2016.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/1540496X.2015.1046335
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.inteco.2015.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jedc.2016.05.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jedc.2016.05.022
https://doi.org/10.1080/14683849.2016.1200471
https://doi.org/10.1093/restud/rdv058


227. Pablo Hernández de Cos, Enrique Moral-Benito. 2016. Fiscal multipliers in turbulent times: the
case of Spain. Empirical Economics 50:4, 1589-1625. [Crossref]

228. Päivi Puonti. 2016. Fiscal multipliers in a structural VEC model with mixed normal errors.
Journal of Macroeconomics 48, 144-154. [Crossref]

229. Aida Caldera Sánchez, Morten Rasmussen, Oliver Röhn. 2016. Economic Resilience: What Role
for Policies?. Journal of International Commerce, Economics and Policy 07:02, 1650009. [Crossref]

230. Alejandro Ricci-Risquete, Julián Ramajo, Francisco De Castro. 2016. Time-varying effects of
fiscal policy in Spain: a Markov-switching approach. Applied Economics Letters 23:8, 597-600.
[Crossref]

231. Sébastien Charles. 2016. An additional explanation for the variable Keynesian multiplier: The
role of the propensity to import. Journal of Post Keynesian Economics 39:2, 187-205. [Crossref]

232. Alan S. Blinder, Mark W. Watson. 2016. Presidents and the US Economy: An Econometric
Exploration. American Economic Review 106:4, 1015-1045. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF
with links]

233. Goran Petrevski, Jane Bogoev, Dragan Tevdovski. 2016. Fiscal and monetary policy effects in
three South Eastern European economies. Empirical Economics 50:2, 415-441. [Crossref]

234. Mario Forni, Luca Gambetti. 2016. Government spending shocks in open economy VARs. Journal
of International Economics 99, 68-84. [Crossref]

235. Christophe Blot, Bruno Ducoudré, Xavier Timbeau. 2016. Sovereign debt spread and default in
a model with self-fulfilling prophecies and asymmetric information. Journal of Macroeconomics
47, 281-299. [Crossref]

236. V.A. Ramey. Macroeconomic Shocks and Their Propagation 71-162. [Crossref]
237. N. Fuchs-Schündeln, T.A. Hassan. Natural Experiments in Macroeconomics 923-1012.

[Crossref]
238. Niklas Gadatsch, Klemens Hauzenberger, Nikolai Stähler. 2016. Fiscal policy during the crisis:

A look on Germany and the Euro area with GEAR. Economic Modelling 52, 997-1016. [Crossref]
239. Guay C. Lim, Sarantis Tsiaplias. 2016. Non-Linearities in the Relationship between House Prices

and Interest Rates: Implications for Monetary Policy. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
240. Robert Gelfond, Ryan H Murphy. 2016. A Call for Out-of-Sample Testing in Macroeconomics.

SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
241. Huixin Bi, Wenyi Shen, ShuuChun S. Yang. 2016. Debt-Dependent Effects of Fiscal Expansions.

SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
242. Eckhard Janeba, Maximilian Todtenhaupt. 2016. Fiscal Competition and Public Debt. SSRN

Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
243. Luigi Marattin, Simone Meraglia. 2016. Potential Output and Fiscal Rules in a Monetary Union

Under Asymmetric Information 2nd Ed. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
244. Mariarosaria Comunale. 2016. Dutch Disease, Real Effective Exchange Rate Misalignments And

Their Effect on GDP Growth in the EU. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
245. Tommaso Ferraresi, Andrea Roventini, Willi Semmler. 2016. Macroeconomic Regimes,

Technological Shocks and Employment Dynamics. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
246. Sandra Eickmeier, Norbert Metiu, Esteban Prieto. 2016. Time-Varying Volatility, Financial

Intermediation and Monetary Policy. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
247. Raju Huidrom, M. Ayhan Kose, Jamus Jerome Lim, Franziska Ohnsorge. 2016. Do Fiscal

Multipliers Depend on Fiscal Positions?. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00181-015-0969-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmacro.2016.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1793993316500095
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504851.2015.1090544
https://doi.org/10.1080/01603477.2016.1127121
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20140913
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/aer.20140913
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.20140913
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.20140913
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00181-015-0932-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jinteco.2015.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmacro.2015.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.hesmac.2016.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.hesmac.2016.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2015.10.038
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2724218
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2732099
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2756106
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2760353
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2767334
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2782501
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2786541
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2786821
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2796387


248. Mihhly Tamms Borsi. 2016. Fiscal Multipliers Across the Credit Cycle. SSRN Electronic Journal
. [Crossref]

249. Domenico Ferraro. 2016. The Asymmetric Cyclical Behavior of the U.S. Labor Market. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

250. Domenico Ferraro, Giuseppe Fiori. 2016. The Aging of the Baby Boomers: Demographics and
Propagation of Tax Shocks. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

251. Giovanni Caggiano, Efrem Castelnuovo, Antoine Parent, Giovanni Pellegrino. 2016. Liquidity
Traps and Large-Scale Financial Crises. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

252. Ana Lamo, Enrique Moral-Benito, Javier J. Perez. 2016. Does Slack Influence Public and Private
Labour Market Interactions?. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

253. Wataru Miyamoto, Thuy Lan Nguyen, Viacheslav Sheremirov. 2016. The Effects of Government
Spending on Real Exchange Rates: Evidence from Military Spending Panel Data. SSRN Electronic
Journal . [Crossref]

254. Susana PPrraga Rodrrguez. 2016. The Dynamic Effect of Public Expenditure Shocks in the
United States. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

255. Alberto Botta. 2016. The Short- and Long-Run Inconsistency of the Expansionary Austerity
Theory: A Post-Keynesian/Evolutionist Critique. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

256. Chak Hung Jack Cheng, Ching-Wai (Jeremy) Chiu. 2016. Nonlinearities of Mortgage Spreads
Over the Business Cycles. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

257. Demian Pouzo, Zacharias Psaradakis, Marttn Sola. 2016. Maximum Likelihood Estimation in
Possibly Misspecified Dynamic Models with Time Inhomogeneous Markov Regimes. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

258. Sangyup Choi, Davide Furceri, Yi Huang, Prakash Loungani. 2016. Aggregate Uncertainty and
Sectoral Productivity Growth: The Role of Credit Constraints. IMF Working Papers 16:174, 1.
[Crossref]

259. Vitor Gaspar, Maurice Obstfeld, Ratna Sahay, Douglas Laxton. 2016. Macroeconomic
Management When Policy Space is Constrained: A Comprehensive, Consistent and Coordinated
Approach to Economic Policy. Staff Discussion Notes 16:09, 1. [Crossref]

260. Emmanouil Kitsios, Manasa Patnam. 2016. Estimating Fiscal Multipliers with Correlated
Heterogeneity. IMF Working Papers 16:13, 1. [Crossref]

261. K. Peren Arin, Fabio Spagnolo, Nicola Spagnolo. 2016. Brutality or Frequency?. Revue économique
67:6, 1141. [Crossref]

262. Yamin Ahmad, Luiggi Donayre. 2016. Outliers and persistence in threshold autoregressive
processes. Studies in Nonlinear Dynamics & Econometrics 20:1. . [Crossref]

263. Catalin Dragomirescu-Gaina, Dionisis Philippas. 2015. Strategic interactions of fiscal policies
in Europe: A global VAR perspective. Journal of International Money and Finance 59, 49-76.
[Crossref]

264. Oliver de Groot, Fédéric Holm-Hadulla, Nadine Leiner-Killinger. 2015. Cost of borrowing
shocks and fiscal adjustment. Journal of International Money and Finance 59, 23-48. [Crossref]

265. Gabe J. de Bondt, Stefano Schiaffi. 2015. Confidence Matters for Current Economic Growth:
Empirical Evidence for the Euro Area and the United States*. Social Science Quarterly 96:4,
1027-1040. [Crossref]

266. Bernd Kempa, Nazmus Sadat Khan. 2015. On the size of government spending multipliers in
Europe. Applied Economics 47:51, 5548-5558. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2836430
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2848147
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2848156
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2851620
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2856944
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2865512
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2883061
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2884747
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2885238
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2887771
https://doi.org/10.5089/9781475526370.001
https://doi.org/10.5089/9781475537543.006
https://doi.org/10.5089/9781498389808.001
https://doi.org/10.3917/reco.pr2.0073
https://doi.org/10.1515/snde-2014-0058
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jimonfin.2015.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jimonfin.2015.09.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/ssqu.12181
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2015.1054067


267. K. Peren Arin, Torben Kuhlenkasper, Anup Menon Nandialath. 2015. Critical thresholds for
budget consolidations: a semi-parametric approach. Applied Economics Letters 22:16, 1293-1297.
[Crossref]

268. Nicolas‐Guillaume Martineau, Gregor W. Smith. 2015. Identifying fiscal policy (in)effectiveness
from the differential counter‐cyclicality of government spending in the interwar period. Canadian
Journal of Economics/Revue canadienne d'économique 48:4, 1291-1320. [Crossref]

269. Orcan Cortuk, Mustafa Haluk Guler. 2015. Disaggregated approach to government spending
shocks: a theoretical analysis. Journal of Economic Policy Reform 18:4, 267-292. [Crossref]

270. Athanasios O. Tagkalakis. 2015. Fiscal policy, net exports, and the sectoral composition of output
in Greece. International Economics and Economic Policy 12:4, 521-539. [Crossref]

271. Christopher A. Erickson, Victor Owusu-Nantwi, Fred Owensby. 2015. The government spending
multiplier: Evidence from county level data. The Social Science Journal 52:3, 358-363. [Crossref]

272. George Hondroyiannis, Dimitrios Papaoikonomou. 2015. When does it pay to tax? Evidence from
state-dependent fiscal multipliers in the euro area. Economic Modelling 48, 116-128. [Crossref]

273. Alberto Alesina, Carlo Favero, Francesco Giavazzi. 2015. The output effect of fiscal consolidation
plans. Journal of International Economics 96, S19-S42. [Crossref]

274. Fabrício Pitombo Leite. 2015. Taking Godley's Ratios Seriously. Metroeconomica 66:3, 508-533.
[Crossref]

275. K. Peren Arin, Faik Koray, Nicola Spagnolo. 2015. Fiscal multipliers in good times and bad times.
Journal of Macroeconomics 44, 303-311. [Crossref]

276. Riccardo Fiorentini. 2015. Neoliberal Policies, Income Distribution Inequality and the Financial
Crisis. Forum for Social Economics 44:2, 115-132. [Crossref]

277. Emanuele Baldacci, Sanjeev Gupta, Carlos Mulas-Granados. 2015. Debt Reduction, Fiscal
Adjustment, and Growth in Credit-Constrained Economies. Journal of Applied Economics 18:1,
71-97. [Crossref]

278. Piotr Krajewski, Michał Mackiewicz, Katarzyna Piłat. 2015. The optimal fiscal rule in the
context of accession to the Eurozone. Economic Research-Ekonomska Istraživanja 28:1, 398-406.
[Crossref]

279. Patrick Feve, Jean-Guillaume Sahuc. 2015. On the Size of the Government Spending Multiplier
in the Euro Area. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

280. Konstantinos Matakos, Dimitrios Xefteris. 2015. Unemployment and Electoral Support for
Dominant Parties: Not Always Their 'Achilles' Heel'. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

281. Pinar Topal. 2015. Fiscal Stimulus and Labor Market Flexibility. SSRN Electronic Journal .
[Crossref]

282. Marco Di Maggio, Amir Kermani. 2015. The Importance of Unemployment Insurance as an
Automatic Stabilizer. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

283. Nicola Fuchs-Schundeln, Tarek A. Hassan. 2015. Natural Experiments in Macroeconomics.
SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

284. pappadd Francesco, Yanos Zylberberg. 2015. Austerity Plans and Tax Evasion: Theory and
Evidence from Greece. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

285. Pascal Michaillat, Emmanuel Saez. 2015. The Optimal Use of Government Purchases for
Macroeconomic Stabilization. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

286. Luigi Marattin, Simone Meraglia. 2015. Potential Output and Fiscal Rules in a Monetary Union
Under Asymmetric Information. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1080/13504851.2015.1026574
https://doi.org/10.1111/caje.12151
https://doi.org/10.1080/17487870.2014.951046
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10368-014-0285-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soscij.2014.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2014.10.031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jinteco.2014.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/meca.12077
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmacro.2015.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/07360932.2014.951376
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1514-0326(15)30004-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2015.1041779
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2564103
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2567834
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2573758
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2575434
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2583876
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2593028
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2622402
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2632004


287. Daniel Patrick Murphy, Kieran James Walsh. 2015. Demand Shocks and Interest Rates. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

288. Olivier J. Blanchard, Christopher J. Erceg, Jesper Lindd. 2015. Jump-Starting the Euro Area
Recovery: Would a Rise in Core Fiscal Spending Help the Periphery?. SSRN Electronic Journal
. [Crossref]

289. Eric M. Leeper, Nora Traum, Todd B. Walker. 2015. Clearing Up the Fiscal Multiplier Morass.
SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

290. Aaron W Popp, Fang Zhang. 2015. The Macroeconomic Effects of Uncertainty Shocks: The
Role of the Financial Channel. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

291. Mark Setterfield. 2015. Time Variation in the Size of the Multiplier: A Kalecki-Harrod
Approach. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

292. Andrew C Chang, Phillip Li. 2015. Is Economics Research Replicable? Sixty Published Papers
from Thirteen Journals Say 'Usually Not'. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

293. Ansgar Hubertus Belke, Dominik Kronen, Thomas Ulrich Osowski. 2015. Planned Fiscal
Consolidations and Growth Forecast Errors -- New Panel Evidence on Fiscal Multipliers. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

294. Ansgar Rannenberg, Christian Schoder, Jan Strrskk. 2015. The Macroeconomic Effects of the
Euro Area's Fiscal Consolidation 2011-2013: A Simulation-Based Approach. SSRN Electronic
Journal . [Crossref]

295. Salem M. Abo-Zaid. 2015. The Government Spending Multiplier in a Model with the Cost
Channel. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

296. Steven M. Fazzari, James Morley, Irina Panovska. 2015. State-dependent effects of fiscal policy.
Studies in Nonlinear Dynamics & Econometrics 19:3. . [Crossref]

297. Marcelo Eduardo Alves da Silva, Diogo Baerlocher, Henrique Veras de Paiva Fonseca. 2015. Fiscal
shocks, the real exchange rate and the trade balance: some evidence for emerging economies. The
B.E. Journal of Macroeconomics 15:2. . [Crossref]

298. Emiliano Santoro, Ivan Petrella, Damjan Pfajfar, Edoardo Gaffeo. 2014. Loss aversion and the
asymmetric transmission of monetary policy. Journal of Monetary Economics 68, 19-36. [Crossref]

299. Aart Kraay. 2014. Government Spending Multipliers in Developing Countries: Evidence from
Lending by Official Creditors. American Economic Journal: Macroeconomics 6:4, 170-208.
[Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

300. Hafedh Bouakez, Foued Chihi, Michel Normandin. 2014. Measuring the effects of fiscal policy.
Journal of Economic Dynamics and Control 47, 123-151. [Crossref]

301. Felix Creutzig, Jan Christoph Goldschmidt, Paul Lehmann, Eva Schmid, Felix von Blücher,
Christian Breyer, Blanca Fernandez, Michael Jakob, Brigitte Knopf, Steffen Lohrey, Tiziana
Susca, Konstantin Wiegandt. 2014. Catching two European birds with one renewable stone:
Mitigating climate change and Eurozone crisis by an energy transition. Renewable and Sustainable
Energy Reviews 38, 1015-1028. [Crossref]

302. Javier Bilbao-Ubillos, Ana-Isabel Fernández-Sainz. 2014. The impact of austerity policies in the
Eurozone: fiscal multipliers and ‘adjustment fatigue’. Applied Economics Letters 21:14, 955-959.
[Crossref]

303. Matti Viren. 2014. Sensitivity of fiscal-policy effects to policy coordination and business cycle
conditions. International Economics and Economic Policy 11:3, 397-411. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2634141
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2635382
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2637446
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2646241
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2663720
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2669564
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2706425
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3033744
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2651128
https://doi.org/10.1515/snde-2014-0022
https://doi.org/10.1515/bejm-2014-0018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmoneco.2014.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1257/mac.6.4.170
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/mac.6.4.170
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/mac.6.4.170
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jedc.2014.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2014.07.028
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504851.2014.902013
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10368-013-0240-0


304. Bruno Amable, Karim Azizi. 2014. Counter-cyclical budget policy across varieties of capitalism.
Structural Change and Economic Dynamics 30, 1-9. [Crossref]

305. Fabio Canova, Matteo Ciccarelli. Panel Vector Autoregressive Models: A Survey 205-246.
[Crossref]

306. Kirstin Hubrich, Timo Teräsvirta. Thresholds and Smooth Transitions in Vector Autoregressive
Models 273-326. [Crossref]

307. Keigo Kameda. 2014. What causes changes in the effects of fiscal policy? A case study of Japan.
Japan and the World Economy 31, 14-31. [Crossref]

308. Manos Matsaganis, Chrysa Leventi. 2014. The Distributional Impact of Austerity and the
Recession in Southern Europe. South European Society and Politics 19:3, 393-412. [Crossref]

309. Søren Hove Ravn, Morten Spange. 2014. The Effects of Fiscal Policy in a Small Open Economy
with a Fixed Exchange Rate. Open Economies Review 25:3, 451-476. [Crossref]

310. Christian R. Proaño, Christian Schoder, Willi Semmler. 2014. Financial stress, sovereign debt
and economic activity in industrialized countries: Evidence from dynamic threshold regressions.
Journal of International Money and Finance 45, 17-37. [Crossref]

311. Jacopo Cimadomo, Sebastian Hauptmeier, Tom Zimmermann. 2014. Fiscal consolidations and
bank balance sheets. Journal of International Money and Finance 45, 74-90. [Crossref]

312. Olivier J Blanchard, Daniel Leigh. 2014. Learning about Fiscal Multipliers from Growth Forecast
Errors. IMF Economic Review 62:2, 179-212. [Crossref]

313. David Berger, Joseph Vavra. 2014. Measuring How Fiscal Shocks Affect Durable Spending in
Recessions and Expansions. American Economic Review 104:5, 112-115. [Abstract] [View PDF
article] [PDF with links]

314. Georgios Karras. 2014. Is Fiscal Policy More Effective During Cyclical Downturns?. International
Economic Journal 28:2, 255-271. [Crossref]

315. Emi Nakamura, Jón Steinsson. 2014. Fiscal Stimulus in a Monetary Union: Evidence from US
Regions. American Economic Review 104:3, 753-792. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with
links]

316. Dimitrios Sideris. 2014. Comment on “How the Euro Crisis Evolved and How to Avoid Another:
EMU, Fiscal Policy and Credit Ratings”. Journal of Macroeconomics 39, 375-377. [Crossref]

317. Pietro Alessandrini, Michele Fratianni, Andrew Hughes Hallett, Andrea F. Presbitero. 2014.
External Imbalances and Fiscal Fragility in the Euro Area. Open Economies Review 25:1, 3-34.
[Crossref]

318. Hafedh Bouakez, Foued Chihi, Michel Normandin. 2014. Fiscal policy and external adjustment:
New evidence. Journal of International Money and Finance 40, 1-20. [Crossref]

319. Pascal Michaillat. 2014. A Theory of Countercyclical Government Multiplier. American Economic
Journal: Macroeconomics 6:1, 190-217. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

320. Alberto Locarno, Alessandro Notarpietro, Massimiliano Pisani. Sovereign Risk, Monetary Policy
and Fiscal Multipliers: A Structural Model-Based Assessment 163-210. [Crossref]

321. Guillaume Cleaud, Matthieu Lemoine, Pierre-Alain Pionnier. 2014. Which Size and Evolution
of the Government Expenditure Multiplier in France (1980-2010)?. SSRN Electronic Journal .
[Crossref]

322. Hafedh Bouakez, Michel Guillard, Jordan Roulleau-Pasdeloup. 2014. Public Investment, Time
to Build, and the Zero Lower Bound. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.strueco.2014.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0731-905320130000031006
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0731-905320130000031008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.japwor.2014.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/13608746.2014.947700
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11079-013-9288-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jimonfin.2014.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jimonfin.2014.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1057/imfer.2014.17
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.104.5.112
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/aer.104.5.112
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/aer.104.5.112
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.104.5.112
https://doi.org/10.1080/10168737.2013.825304
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.104.3.753
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/aer.104.3.753
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.104.3.753
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.104.3.753
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmacro.2013.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11079-013-9305-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jimonfin.2013.08.019
https://doi.org/10.1257/mac.6.1.190
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/mac.6.1.190
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/mac.6.1.190
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-05909-9_7
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2374368
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2384043


323. Giovanni Dosi, Giorgio Fagiolo, Mauro Napoletano, Andrea Roventini, Tania Treibich. 2014.
Fiscal and Monetary Policies in Complex Evolving Economies. SSRN Electronic Journal .
[Crossref]

324. Pavle Petrovic, Milojko Arsic, Aleksandra Nojkovic. 2014. Fiscal Multipliers in Emerging
European Economies. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

325. Christian Dreger, Hans-Eggert Reimers. 2014. On the Relationship between Public and Private
Investment in the Euro Area. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

326. Francisco de Castro, Francisco Marti, Antonio Montesinos, Javier J. Perez, Antonio Jesus Sanchez
Fuentes. 2014. Fiscal Policies in Spain: Main Stylised Facts Revisited. SSRN Electronic Journal
. [Crossref]

327. Giovanni Caggiano, Efrem Castelnuovo, Nicolas Groshenny. 2014. Uncertainty Shocks and
Unemployment Dynamics in U.S. Recessions. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

328. Simon Naitram, Shane Lowe, Justin Carter. 2014. Three States of Fiscal Multipliers in a Small
Open Economy. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

329. Juan Contreras, Holly Battelle. 2014. Fiscal Multipliers in a Panel of Countries. SSRN Electronic
Journal . [Crossref]

330. Ana Beatriz Galvvo, Michael Owyang. 2014. Financial Stress Regimes and the Macroeconomy.
SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

331. Fabian Gunzinger, Jan-Egbert Sturm. 2014. It's Politics, Stupid! Political Constraints Determine
Governmentss Reactions to the Great Recession. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

332. Dean Croushore, Simon van Norden. 2014. Fiscal Policy: Ex Ante and Ex Post. SSRN Electronic
Journal . [Crossref]

333. Pinar Topal. 2014. Fiscal Stimulus and Labor Market Flexibility. SSRN Electronic Journal .
[Crossref]

334. Manuel Adelino, Igor Cunha, Miguel A. Ferreira. 2014. The Economic Effects of Public
Financing: Evidence from Municipal Bond Ratings Recalibration. SSRN Electronic Journal .
[Crossref]

335. Giovanni Caggiano, Efrem Castelnuovo, Gabriela Nodari, Valentina Colombo. 2014. Estimating
Fiscal Multipliers: News from a Nonlinear World. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

336. Syed Muhammad Hussain, Samreen Malik. 2014. Asymmetric Effects of Exogenous Tax
Changes. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

337. Edouard Schaal, Mathieu Taschereau-Dumouchel. 2014. Coordinating Business Cycles. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

338. Jean-Louis Combes, Lavinia Mustea. 2014. Une analyse des multiplicateurs budgétaires : quelles
leçons pour les pays en développement et émergents ?. Mondes en développement n° 167:3, 17.
[Crossref]

339. Jean-Louis Combes, Alexandru Minea, Lavinia Mustea, Mousse Ndoye Sow. 2014. The Euro
and the Crisis: Evidence on Recent Fiscal Multipliers. Revue d'économie politique 124:6, 1013.
[Crossref]

340. Jacques Drèze, Alain Durré, Jacques Drèze, Jean-François Carpantier. 2014. Fiscal Integration
and Growth Stimulation in Europe. Recherches économiques de Louvain 80:2, 5. [Crossref]

341. Matti Viren. 2014. How different are the fiscal policy effects?. Revue de l'OFCE 132:1, 135.
[Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2400648
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2402170
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2403885
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2436315
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2437769
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2442053
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2473167
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2474821
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2479791
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2494395
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2531454
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2536122
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2539950
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2561178
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2567344
https://doi.org/10.3917/med.167.0017
https://doi.org/10.3917/redp.246.1013
https://doi.org/10.3917/rel.802.0005
https://doi.org/10.3917/reof.132.0135


342. Christophe Blot, Marion Cochard, Jérôme Creel, Bruno Ducoudré, Danielle Schweisguth, Xavier
Timbeau. 2014. Fiscal consolidation in times of crisis: is the sooner really the better?. Revue de
l'OFCE 132:1, 159. [Crossref]

343. Sébastien Charles, Thomas Dallery, Jonathan Marie. 2014. Entre tango et sirtaki : incohérence
du régime monétaire et insoutenabilité de la dette publique. Revue française d'économie XXIX:3,
179. [Crossref]

344. Matteo Crosignani. 2014. Why Are Banks Not Recapitalized During Crises? A Political Economy
Explanation. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

345. Fabio Canova, Matteo Ciccarelli. Panel Vector Autoregressive Models: A Survey 205-246.
[Crossref]

346. Kirstin Hubrich, Timo Teräsvirta. Thresholds and Smooth Transitions in Vector Autoregressive
Models 273-326. [Crossref]

347. Bertrand Candelon, Lenard Lieb. 2013. Fiscal policy in good and bad times. Journal of Economic
Dynamics and Control 37:12, 2679-2694. [Crossref]

348. Marie-Hélène Gagnon, Céline Gimet. 2013. The impacts of standard monetary and budgetary
policies on liquidity and financial markets: International evidence from the credit freeze crisis.
Journal of Banking & Finance 37:11, 4599-4614. [Crossref]

349. Alan S. Blinder. 2013. The Macroeconomic Policy Paradox. The ANNALS of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science 650:1, 26-46. [Crossref]

350. Karel Mertens,, Morten O. Ravn. 2013. The Dynamic Effects of Personal and Corporate Income
Tax Changes in the United States. American Economic Review 103:4, 1212-1247. [Abstract] [View
PDF article] [PDF with links]

351. Michael T. Owyang,, Valerie A. Ramey,, Sarah Zubairy. 2013. Are Government Spending
Multipliers Greater during Periods of Slack? Evidence from Twentieth-Century Historical Data.
American Economic Review 103:3, 129-134. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

352. Alan J. Auerbach,, Yuriy Gorodnichenko. 2013. Output Spillovers from Fiscal Policy. American
Economic Review 103:3, 141-146. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

353. Ester Faia, Wolfgang Lechthaler, Christian Merkl. 2013. Fiscal stimulus and labor market policies
in Europe. Journal of Economic Dynamics and Control 37:3, 483-499. [Crossref]

354. Ethan Ilzetzki, Enrique G. Mendoza, Carlos A. Végh. 2013. How big (small?) are fiscal
multipliers?. Journal of Monetary Economics 60:2, 239-254. [Crossref]

355. Panagiotis E. Petrakis, Pantelis C. Kostis, Dionysis G. Valsamis. Fiscal Policy and Consolidation
97-117. [Crossref]

356. Sylvain Leduc, Daniel Wilson. 2013. Roads to Prosperity or Bridges to Nowhere? Theory and
Evidence on the Impact of Public Infrastructure Investment. NBER Macroeconomics Annual 27:1,
89-142. [Crossref]

357. Michael Owyang, Valerie A. Ramey, Sarah Zubairy. 2013. Are Government Spending Multipliers
Greater During Periods of Slack? Evidence from 20th Century Historical Data. SSRN Electronic
Journal . [Crossref]

358. Menzie David Chinn. 2013. Fiscal Multipliers. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
359. Tommaso Ferraresi, Andrea Roventini, Giorgio Fagiolo. 2013. Fiscal Policies and Credit Regimes:

A TVAR Approach. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
360. Riccardo Fiorentini, Guido Montani. 2013. Beyond Austerity: A European Recovery is Feasible.

SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.3917/reof.132.0159
https://doi.org/10.3917/rfe.143.0179
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2432711
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0731-9053(2013)0000031006
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0731-9053(2013)0000031008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jedc.2013.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2013.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716213493080
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.103.4.1212
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/aer.103.4.1212
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/aer.103.4.1212
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.103.4.1212
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.103.3.129
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/aer.103.3.129
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.103.3.129
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.103.3.141
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/aer.103.3.141
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.103.3.141
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jedc.2012.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmoneco.2012.10.011
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-41344-5_9
https://doi.org/10.1086/669173
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2205417
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2209121
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2211105
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2233316


361. James Morley. 2013. Macro-Finance Linkages. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
362. Dirk Bursian, Alfons J. Weichenrieder, Jochen Zimmer. 2013. Trust in Government and Fiscal

Adjustments. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
363. Matti Viren. 2013. Sensitivity of Fiscal-Policy Effects to Policy Coordination and Business Cycle

Conditions. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
364. Bill Dupor, Rong Li. 2013. The 2009 Recovery Act and the Expected Inflation Channel of

Government Spending. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
365. Gerald A. Carlino, Robert P. Inman. 2013. Macro Fiscal Policy in Economic Unions: States as

Agents. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
366. Steinar Holden, Nina Midthjell. 2013. Successful Fiscal Adjustments. Does Choice of Fiscal

Instrument Matter?. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
367. Pablo Hernnndez de Cos, Juan F. Jimeno. 2013. Fiscal Policy and External Imbalances in a Debt

Crisis: The Spanish Case. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
368. Carlos Montes-Galdon. 2013. Evaluating the History of Fiscal Policy in the United States: A

TVPSV-VAR Approach. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
369. Alberto Locarno, Alessandro Notarpietro, Massimiliano Pisani. 2013. Sovereign Risk, Monetary

Policy and Fiscal Multipliers: A Structural Model-Based Assessment. SSRN Electronic Journal
. [Crossref]

370. Boris Cournede, Antoine Goujard, Alvaro Pina. 2013. How to Achieve Growth- and Equity-
Friendly Fiscal Consolidation? A Proposed Methodology for Instrument Choice with an
Illustrative Application to OECD Countries. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

371. Riccardo Fiorito. 2013. Business Cycles and Recessions in the OECD Area. Modern Economy
04:03, 203-208. [Crossref]

372. Cristiano Cantore, Paul Levine, Giovanni Melina. 2013. A Fiscal Stimulus and Jobless Recovery.
IMF Working Papers 13:17, i. [Crossref]

373. Marcello M. Estevão, Issouf Samaké. 2013. The Economic Effects of Fiscal Consolidation with
Debt Feedback. IMF Working Papers 13:136, 1. [Crossref]

374. Ran Bi, Haonan Qu, James Roaf. 2013. Assessing the Impact and Phasing of Multi-year Fiscal
Adjustment: A General Framework. IMF Working Papers 13:182, 1. [Crossref]

375. IMF. Research Dept.. World Economic Outlook, April 2013: Hopes, Realities, Risks . [Crossref]
376. Andrew Hughes Hallett. 2012. Alberto Alesina: The Science of Using Political Economy

Concepts to Explain the Macroeconomic Landscape. Atlantic Economic Journal 40:4, 351-365.
[Crossref]

377. Alan J. Auerbach. 2012. The Fall and Rise of Keynesian Fiscal Policy. Asian Economic Policy
Review 7:2, 157-175. [Crossref]

378. Giancarlo Corsetti, André Meier, Gernot J. Müller. 2012. What determines government spending
multipliers?. Economic Policy 27:72, 521-565. [Crossref]

379. Dawn Holland, Jonathan Portes. 2012. Self-Defeating Austerity?. National Institute Economic
Review 222:1, F4-F10. [Crossref]

380. Philip Arestis. 2012. Fiscal policy: a strong macroeconomic role. Review of Keynesian Economics
0:1, 93-108. [Crossref]

381. Gabriel Chodorow-Reich,, Laura Feiveson,, Zachary Liscow,, William Gui Woolston. 2012.
Does State Fiscal Relief During Recessions Increase Employment? Evidence from the American

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2245913
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2280367
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2291928
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2324913
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2343121
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2345297
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2350090
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2383509
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2409011
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2650018
https://doi.org/10.4236/me.2013.43A022
https://doi.org/10.5089/9781475595338.001
https://doi.org/10.5089/9781484304488.001
https://doi.org/10.5089/9781484318669.001
https://doi.org/10.5089/9781616355555.081
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11293-012-9341-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-3131.2012.01228.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0327.2012.00295.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/002795011222200109
https://doi.org/10.4337/roke.2012.01.06


Recovery and Reinvestment Act. American Economic Journal: Economic Policy 4:3, 118-145.
[Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

382. Daniel J. Wilson. 2012. Fiscal Spending Jobs Multipliers: Evidence from the 2009 American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act. American Economic Journal: Economic Policy 4:3, 251-282.
[Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

383. Bekzod Abdullaev, László Kónya. 2012. New Historical Evidence Against Ricardian Equivalence
in Australia*. Economic Papers: A journal of applied economics and policy 31:2, 137-149. [Crossref]

384. Jeffrey Clemens,, Stephen Miran. 2012. Fiscal Policy Multipliers on Subnational Government
Spending. American Economic Journal: Economic Policy 4:2, 46-68. [Abstract] [View PDF article]
[PDF with links]

385. Anna Kormilitsina, Denis Nekipelov. Approximation Properties of Laplace-Type Estimators
291-318. [Crossref]

386. Jeffry Frieden. 2012. Global Economic Governance After the Crisis. Perspektiven der
Wirtschaftspolitik 13:Supplement, 1-12. [Crossref]

387. Steven M. Fazzari, James C. Morley, Irina Panovska. 2012. State-Dependent Effects of Fiscal
Policy. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

388. Marie-Hélène Gagnon, Céline Gimet. 2012. A Transatlantic Comparison of the Impact of
Monetary and Fiscal Policies During the Credit Freeze Crisis. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

389. Ray C. Fair. 2012. Is Fiscal Stimulus a Good Idea?. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
390. Alberto F. Alesina, Carlo A. Favero, Francesco Giavazzi. 2012. The Output Effect of Fiscal

Consolidations. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
391. Nguyen Van Son. 2012. The Effects of Australia's Fiscal Policy Shocks ? A VAR Approach.

SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.4.3.118
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/pol.4.3.118
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/pol.4.3.118
https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.4.3.251
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/pol.4.3.251
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/pol.4.3.251
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1759-3441.2012.00175.x
https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.4.2.46
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/pol.4.2.46
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/pol.4.2.46
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0731-9053(2012)0000028010
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2516.2012.00389.x
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2045192
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2049553
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2055187
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2130577
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2176570

	Measuring the Output Responses to Fiscal Policy
	I. Econometric Specification
	II. Basic Aggregate Results
	III. Results for Components of Spending
	IV. Controlling for Expectations
	V. Concluding Remarks
	Appendix: Estimation Procedure
	REFERENCES


