E A o] RE) ) v == E
~1S - LM #5 & o] & -

= & F

] x

F &

Aol oi¥ A4 BE
REMHE ¥ it BE
mAY FE W OHE
ERRE § ERd HEE
B A &R

s<=e =

I.F &

Frisch(1933) 7} REEES A5l Ul K (impulse) 3 (BHEB/R (propagation
mechanism) & 21§ F2 o|2igt Heichdd (paradigm) slell @2 BIEEC] olFlz2 B
oz WEMoZ 94 HRERC o B #E X $ioh " 22u HIZde FHRIH
Bkl W2 RS RFSIT HRo) EHMAZ FA W8 Zk= Ao Y BFEL
grgpA Asa gl

32 EMiHEEMS (macroeconometrics) ol UolA 714 F23 HRJ|E 59 shi7l K
HeEke WHoz 23o| == EWPKWE (macroeconomic fluctuations) & FFe] FAolH
ojmg FKCl 28IAE Wit Helth oA HREARS WAL HRES BFE BfteRY
o os HES 2 MEHAERY REFEGR o2 FHIAT RIGHES BBHG, BN
R 2 HEHERCE REFEERS LE 9 B¥TBde RS AP ¥

Y AR AAe zaEs
1) Z7iEge] wAsddd G2 we) Frlere|EL g AR ERE 4 el ofd og d7E
= ZEF(1994) & #Hasid xcoh
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2 MABRERE 148
of. EF EAS A Tl £EEE Y AR HR T HAEAS T
= o) P, o3 ERSL o] sA 37| Wi BHEEHROZTEH HRES BIEHA
So] @le] =A KK
W)l o4 2 WS HEES 3HY 5 Asdl o iy 2IT9] RS (Blanchard
(1989), Blanchard and Quah(1989), Shapiro and Watson(1988)) ¢] gt} ¢l2igd BFEES
7l BEEEhd olA MOUEERY MBEEHRS] ANH HEES ZAHsed Qo
@] &9, Blanchard and Quah(1989) <} King, et al(1987)2 dlZex}e] FAHrs)
(forecasting error variance decompositions) & o]83] Kk Ay HERS EEMS 2351
ok kAR BERS @Al Hedle o217k Sgie] ok Blanchard and Quahi: $HGHE
B2 LEde kAN FEES TAYN LFde kAMNCDE HES T3 o1 FTEEHES
—ky) BT A FH e 2 kXM ERE @ISk ol BIFEL RYE
(Huke] GNP2] By &S 7lxes Aoz vE A Zrh olgk= iz King,
et ald A@Edl oA KAMI] HERNS BB ®#FHA AT kAM) EFHo cieixn
7o 2 RAMQ EBEE AFlskdch oldd HEo g kAWM BRE RIS LEd
WoAMe kAR EHN (HE) 2> REABRS Bade] ol Aol GNP S 4¥sicd 38
¢ H¥E Pk Eamel gtk

2 WX 5AH2 IS-LM9 frameworkdloll4] A= REEHS Ao 4 HRSS
Ay BHFESZ BHY F 24 HESC) B 2t $ROZ oFA AFHo ke AE
AIET A REBHS FRH Tz & REWHS ddshco o 2 RS
drht F23AE ZAsh=d] gle)k vixjgto 2 2ok¥ (reduced form)BiAUel VAR 7} A
Y R MSEVARBRES ®MEe) AARHE #Esle on i) BEERI A3 AF
AHEo 24 MEEHES] A o= WAl HYZF NE 3} Ao WA vz E HAe
71Eo] Hagd) IS-LM frameworkstell 4 oA SHAERS &3 HES ukl bgoez
oA 3 BEERS £E} HEE 22 Yo oA Ichs HEAQ HHoz
7t @Rl WRRELEE Avol vindch clgoz FEHERC) LK) MYWHL F=
A3l gLAER-S L] RUIBES T2 dYdcks MEAQ Yoz 7 mAe) d20
k9] EAREEE Al Ro} w)mgich vlFe] 739 Keating (1992) 2 fi #EVARBA D} Kb
BEVARRY S vwddedl K MEVARER o] GHf MAVAREHN Mo BEERY U3
¥ RHRS T = BEREUT % A #Eel s7] gEd o KRS WD
Ut
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ERENERC EXEE cls B8 3

B AT AMEE e ke Welg 2EE (vector autoregressive @ VAR) #R
o} #&E] [ CE8 (strucural vector autoregressive : SVAR) #if{o|c}. SVAR#R 2 3
g 4= glov \M vl ZHAT e MERRERS T¥Y A5 AYY HEkolo
o] kg ol 229 IFue B 1 RS ohed 2ok WA I PFRE Gali
(1992) = IS-LMIEAI S o|83led 44 HHBVARBA S o83l v]Ze 79 REWEH KA
& FA Ak (steady state) oll 4] BHEMIER 0] 83%°)x REM BHEL 17%2 Aoz vehgrt
2ule) A$ AR=(1992) & BRAES HE 2HF BEVARBH S o)8ste] REREM
BEEWE S Sistdsdl gual BER) REANA RS vFS AL o 95% HE
ojn) HF 7Ndsks AEE o 23%<Q) Ao ok =3 AMER (1992) & /NMRISBHKE X
(small open economy) el X9} HEVARBA & o83l ojFolA sk "o 74 W'
el 4] AR R W) 4k HE ¥ HBKZ BHS dvht A9 A€
SHst e o] Btel waw B4 ES K. A AH 2T Fue] ftERRERC 713
288 AFE7% HE)S sh= RoD Jehgch

Siel ol 8% EWHE 1981 e 199213 7Axle] WHRLE (Y), SrfkE® (), REK
(M2 :m), GNP tiZdeolei(p) e #HIZIEMlY WHMEES GNPHEHHE X-11
ARIMAEZ AdzAg stk HAHFIESE AP ZE FHe 28BS & 7 Sl
o]-g-3}sict.

B OARTS ohest o) Bk I Aol e ®ALE FEshrlel g4 Ritel iy «2i71x]
EAAN REL & 2o BH7 o2 (unit root) & ML AEAE BEH BT Foz
2 ¥} Alololl ZEAHe) #8524 (common stochastic trend) 7} i=2E& BEH} Ech Fo=
BN BHES Aol ¥ AAE FAY Koz A4 DANde d5E7e] HRME
9 chiytt S REHN 2ol HEMRES VARR loj4 #Hael £4§& Ashed o4EF
AT F £ AR BN EES Av¥E it BES BAVARER BAES A
Ei%1#2) B (empirical evidence) & AT £ 4 Slch. VAolA 7IEVARBR S Mg
VAREA S FEstx 1981458 1992:374x2) HKE ol 83l BAS #EDch VHdXE
7t EiRel N3 RN ERSETS BN RE(E: B8R JF732) S AHET RRE
e Auge ool 7 R HEES 25y HAGE v ok vixHeR Vel
t HRBERES #EWle KA 2ot
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¢ HARRWRE 148

I. &fel g 5A44 BE

1. B2 #§ FE (unit root test)

BRIl AE A BRIIERE ol dsok 5oz Aol b4 (stationarity) %
T WA A Rolol g} HI7R] BERFIEH = BAFAH 34 (deterministic trend) & FA o
8h= FAIk4 (trend stationary) Algde| o2 B HECR HYH F4HE AAY AdL A
Ao B3 g3l gk} a2y} Nelson and Plosser(1982) = thy-ite) EgE%TIS o]
#HEA F4l (stochastic trend) § 7}A 2 Q= 212et3 (difference stationary) A|de|n gzt
(differencing) & ¥o24 (A KRIE & + Aty FAsidch HEH FHE
7 BERFIS 2 (unit root) & ZHHTiE YubHo g abshsd] 2L 7hA EQkA BRI
& EFAH 2NZ o] g3t RS Fohgtel e} EERE t- BT S5t Al
7 gle S Alldl= olx] g AgdAZE de Ao el BIEEE (spurious
regression) o FA|7} A el =3 BEEERTI0) TEH FAE AL oke AL
%R (innovation) o] #EH F41E 7ML ok A ojeid HRES 2 Bl A5H
Rol EAelr}.

BERFlol HAZE 7T AeAE BESh: HELS A7 ded dr)de 239
Dickey - Fuller (1979) #5253} Phillips - Perron (1988) BEH#-S AMgstadch ¥ oo %7
of =HZo] APt Ao MBI Svls od A-AA 2 BT EHEol AL
o 2 WS A Azke] APl aiel A=A gx AEHoZ BB Fohs Aol
€ PiRelMde MEVARS Ae RUIEAS FEsidr] dd oy Exg st ggy
MALER 27t P ol

(E D2 992 BRES 238 Jeh) i Atk uF WEH S AHEER LE B
7h el sl d9i2e] A o Jelgy ARHSE do) gl BAAQ KR
2 ek wety $5H 248 AA7] delde ARe Hokshod 222 A BEHRF
=9 ¥EH FAE AAY HHH RIS AR F7189) ZAA7 fo) =4 Stock
and Watson (1989) & F3ol @te} 23 BeRFlo]l M 4 (448 W A7134) & 714
7Fede AMEstk 2 Az (E 26l dehd glEd Hel mad ojd sprsl BRI
AZFAE 7HAA S Aeg WA FTHD HES FAHCE o8 A5de A
9t Aoz Jepdch

2) Granger and Newbold (1974) 7} oleigt ZAAHL =3 slgic)
3) <2 A T AL o FHAA A7 s lemz oAriyE gyl
4) i AAIEYCAdE EE AEd AAde] Apihe slal AHog By e #oic)
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ERENER-] ENBYl vi= ¥E S

(£ 1 o2 BE
5 & 4 = N
CRE
ADF PP ADF PP
% 5 -0.55 -1.58 -5.39** -9.57**
ol oF &£ -2.62 -2.81 -6.31** -5.46**
bt b= -2.11 -2.10 -5.33** -5.78**
/) | -0.83 -1.13 -4.64** -6.55**

1. ADF¥E Augmented Dickey - Fuller %2 PP+ Phillips - Perron €S 27 vjepd

=3
2. ADF e chee) EEAAY o = lolehe AR IS BESH AU ol p = 1§
Abg-shadeh

)
dp=a+ Bt+ (0 — Dy + z_.]?'idyn-i + €

3. Phillips - Perron BEANA= A&} = 4F AH-3)%ict
+, % e 10%, 5% ¥ 1% FFA A {ogg Jepdc
AR = 1%, 5%, 10% FAsFolA 22k -4.15, -3.5, -3.18¢]t}. (Fuller, p.373)

(E 2> o8y M #wE

R R, FEM .

& = .
4 B 0.0299 (4.10) -0.00034 (-1.47)
| + k3 -0.899 (-1.78) 0.0253 (1.47)
i ¥ 0.0441 (4.03) -0. 0000006 (-0. 002)
% ® 0.0066 (1.40) 0. 0002 {1.52)

1. B3] £2E t- ge vhehdch
2. RuY RELAE 7] Hshd Aol Y 2709} AlapaSE Ax EEAe) Ersha
4 =,

2
dyp=a+ Bt + 1Z=:17iAyH + &

2. 2X &2 % (cointegration test)

Engle and Granger(1987) o 2lsf =519 3¢9 /NdS g3 2ol AEHoZ= G
& Ze AT KRFIIAR 15 Aloldl HHHQ) BERIIS AAs= AYAYe) EAY
A% olE Alold] A¥AY FAE FHE W Pk gl HAZ S A BERIIE Al
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6 mMBRHE 144

o FHE BAE BEYcR AL MY $EH 2A4E A BRSO TEH 52
AE 73 e AE BEshs Aol "ok ¥ Engle and Grangers 9 o928 7=
RRIlSol MY BAE 71 HS 43 AEd W4S2 MRSs VAREHNS 29 4
fchs e sk olwt aAlRuSe} £EHSe) BYNHE FAY BEB FEK (error
correction model) 22 KsRslol %} @ .

TAL WEHE 94 d2317kx7) gledl 7] Engle and Yoo (1987) ) BEH 3
Johansen (1988) o] ®EH#:& 2451t Engle and Yood) MEHLE AHEsl7lel zhH g
Aol oyt irlel FAHE A7} g ALE o]4¥ 4 goh dF Su, 4H4E EAo)
BRR 7 oY 3749 42 5P FHE Aejst 2% 4 ded Engle and Yood
FHEAY & WFE Ui Ao dage] @mEAD F 2 Al ol 92 BES AAE
T HEL B AL et 2AE A $4abo] M2t 5= Y wEe] MYAYTiel
HEEE7] Ao HUsAZL @A Boh A A2 e AhA pAle) W4 BERY M
HAg p-1719) M2 542 FHE WAZ Ag F A7) AEel A2 SYAQ THYE A9
T7F RARVE BESRe A =g 831} 2o ALy FAY REOE Johansen HiE
ol vl o] Fk2 RAHEH (maximum likelihood estimation) & o]§&}ed THE )
& HESIT LEHRE (likelihood ratio test) § wleloz Y Ao 45 AAYY &
=% %} Johanseno] JEk-& CATS in RATSEH: T 28§02 niSold 9lom xp4|3l
A E EEF(1992) ol 8 ARSI ck.” (E 3)e BHE KEe ARNE Jehy 23
Aedl o= HEo g BES s THE WAL gt Ae2 Yeh i Wz Mg
VARBAE S o]83l=tl= Engle and Grangers} A& 23 22 oja)gol glch® (X 3
(b)) sk ke ohes Aok pe @AW W) foin e HEETFEMS EHAS
BHUD 9 A<(rank) 24 ro] vl2 FAE A $7} Ao} rel] @} gl 37bx) AL}
HHoiAled AAE r = p) AFEA 7 $£EHSE0] GYHo|nE £328424 VAREA S

5) VARE¥3 72 chdgf(multivariate) R 3elj4= ebmMat 92 (full rank) § 7121 Aol W3
et AHdo]l FAE VA oW o]F wW4Ee sEM4E VAREYS gied oleigt =3¢
mEA17)2] A o

6) theel OAF 22 VAR(D) 284 H$E alojoll 2HE A7} glow @Ay e 23T Y 0
2 Hygo} o}

= A1Xt-1 + - + ApXip + et ®
AXe=TdXe + o+ [p 4% + [[Xep + & ®
% i=-0-A---A) (i=12 - p-1)
nH=-(0-A1----Ap

7) 28], Stock and Watson (1988) 2] ubwje] gleu] o] wpye 2y M2 =Y HFF 249
FE FH3= wbdelch ZE pAl9 W) Qg o e M 247 gow FAHE Wy
= p-r7h o

8) olEigt AEL AL AWPoln YuiAls WEMFo|nT o]S7lel: THE BA7} A& 7HsAdol
Hohe 49 U g
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ERERERC] ENBE vX: ¥E 7
r=09 A$ZH 2 FEEFE0) BHAA BRFIAF T +2H
| ¥ AL izﬂﬁ}zl goo2 EHSE MY VARBANS
Ae2A 2 $£EELE0] BLYAHY BRFlolHA sEEe

FEstd ®ch A
T2l K fiel d¥HBA
Zestd Dok A= 0<(r

bl r7)e] TAE A7} EAce BAEETFHKoE FHestd o (X 3 (b)) wadH
4259 ALE 5% FoFEsA TR Jzsinz FHE A7 de AeE Jeiwc
(£ ® 35T BE
(a) Engle - Yoo #&%E
4 4 M F % & " % ;|
ADF (3417} X% i) -2.65 -2.16 -2.48 -2.75
ADF (3471 2% ) -4. 00* -2.58 -3.00 -2.61

1. 3471 2§ =%ice
m=c+ B+ + Yem + Y3p + &
2. THE KBTS o2 2o @EHRANA o = 00lgle AFZMEE ®wESHR Atk

4
4& = P& + Z]pHiACt—i + e
=

2L AlA EFER o 3ol EIisidcke Aotk &

3. 9Ax]= Engle and Yoo (1987)¢ll =dl 1%, 5%, 10% #Fo5Fd4 Zz -4.61,
-3.98, -3.67 ojc}.
4. 4+, * = 10%, 5% 1% FFeA A7 fog Jepdch

(b) Johansen #BE

p-r Ho A max A max A 2] (95%) trace trace 3 4 ] (95%)
1 r<3 1.82 8.08 1.82 8.08
2 r<2 4.84 14. 59 6. 66 17.84
3 r<l 12. 14 21.28 18. 80 31.25
4 r<g 26. 95 27.34 45.76 48. 41

. A== Johansen and Juselius(1990) ¢} (F A2)dl %
2. &g Alals 22 39l
3. EHAIX #5E (lag length tests)

VAR S o)&sh=r] Qo F83 A9 shis MKW AxE FAE s=vy sk 2
dl vF He AxE Y mAe] g FAE AR sefsir %I 1§ B A3E
b Y BBHEE (over - parameterization) 2 E¥te] &Alelel= FAZE YA =)
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8 HABRWR 148
EHKY BEMEE Jehie Ae S DA BEERANA MY 4 7] oS
A 7Y F3ld REl 35 HAANE YY) or)es Sims(1980) o o AL
B £ B HRE (modified likelihood ratio test) ¥ Akaike Information Criteria (AIC) 7]4 o)
AUck. BELEHRES ol43ld AHAE Y £ A$ Sims7t MY 239 HtE,
L(T), = o3 2o}

LM =(T-c)n|Zr] -In| Zu]) (1)

. TE BRAESY $ ok SYPOD MY HIGo) AHAA B 7 WA W
Fob AR, Tesh Tue 27 $ie] izl MAS S0l AN g mEel waiae
T4 Aol ARSI LD & #WT 59 A4ES 711 - 21§ med. (E

H AICTIEE (2) el s A4l AICS) FA (Ao @& 2e3h 7} 74 e Ag
HHA a2 o 'V

2M
AIC() = In| 51 + <22 @)

& M2 AW ¥ 5 Te $29 4, §,& VAR(D) Ba3be] £ - ZRabsigo)c),
(£ ¢ (b))= AICETE FAAE Jehlz s 549 Ax7 2zql Ao velyc}

E O 2XAIX W
(a) #A¥=v) KE

AE (& A )| A & = L(T) FoFE E<| &
1vs. 2 9 16 32.02 0.01 A|F}F = 2
2vs. 3 13 16 18.33 0.30 Az} = 2
Jvs. 4 17 16 43.96 0.00 Alap = 4
4vs. 5 21 32 26.77 0.04 Az} = §
5vs. 6 25 16 17.73 0.34 Az} =5

(b) AIC BE

A x} 1 2 3 4 5

~24.95 -24.94 -24.71 -24.61 ~26.12

9 92 AT E71Y ABE ol8Y AE 479 ANE FIZ Agshed RIAME 5709 A 22
ARk ey 4le) AAE AMY ASE 5709 Alxlel @ Al o] Molx) oastch.
10) #pHIRE 472 Judge, et al(1988, pp.761-763)& 2Tslel s}
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ERRNERC EXNEE v KB 9

I. HEHE 2 Ptk B

1. AR H=E (causality test)

Granger (1969) & A&23}& ol4sldd KW (causality) = A AlAstch =hek Y9
HFAYED HAT YE 5% o X9} Yo FAYLE o)&ste Yol iyt o5& d%
A & 5 9o X& Yo FESEI fdin £oh oA w4, X9 #A HEE AR
Yol tH3t 2228 2 4 dow X& Yo FH#KeIE 2ok Granger ARBE KL
Y& Yo x4 gl Xo| Aapisz EER S #Esd X9 AxdsEe] mRERKe A4
fo) Aol cHE REARE (oint test) & ok AE, FFE ER ¥ BRI 4 H#5E BRI
VARBIRC)Y 4ES veplle ohge )4 42 Sofiat

Ay = Bo + Bi(L) dyi-1 + Ba(L) dri-1 + B3(L) Ami-y + By(L) dpe-1 + en (3)

2 Bi(L)(i=1, - ,4 Axchsha] Pojc} 'V

WS ksl N HRE BES By(i=1, .5
Q) F-RES 3 M Folth AL7EE 7175w @l £ES RRES7 s AF7id
& 71ZekA) Eaid @ie A Ee] FRHS SR R3ch g g & i FHRM%
BREE 22 Hog sy gk (& 5& AAE 58 e A HEME BT AAE
JehdFa ok RS FIFRL ojmidt Wi AT BES ¥R gon AEDS AN
HE FlFRS @it HEL F= FRHES7E 9ok ' VARBIRL] 3¢ FH7)E3
(Choleski decomposition) 2 22548 2w@siA) 7ol o] W] £47} F831A sedl o)
3 RN BEY RS 259 &M dis] WEERZE sl d4E A & 5 Ao
& R H#e) 7R e VARMAM S wWgo £M: ARM REd #AKd ot
L, FIFR EE HEY SHE2 skl

7h FAI 0clgke AT7HES RERTE

(E 5 ERE wE
R 4 a9 a4
AT T g W T % & = w
=} -4 o 1.04(0. 42) 1.39(0.27) 1.05(0. 42)
Ml 7 & 1.31(0. 30) @ 2.12(0.11) 0.67(0.65)
& 1% 2.97(0.03)* 3.78(0.02) * L 0.64(0.67)
L] H 2.15(0.09) 1.72(0.17) 0. 80(0. 56) @

1. £7= F- 23tEY @&,
2. +.* 2 10%. 5% 1%

25 ol £AE fol4EE 2D Jepic,

1) HAAAPE A% Ak 57 HH
12) AlaE 42 3lodx

22 AER

T 2z fos vehdch

Aew wegernz oA7ME AAE 52 ok

Gehde olde olxgE E7lel YwE4st ok
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10 @REHRE 148
2. fhirt%d 5 (neutrality test)

ofd W7} ehyrke] gleke fvie ofE wWSel Wiy 2 H5e] BEQ) Bl dcke
A& Suigct. () Ae Bl EEd Y BE W) dirfel Y= AL o5
(4) Mol A= Aolct

BB(I) = .é]Bai = 0 (4)

2, ()49 24 By(L)e cheel ()% ol HMRE + ook

Bs(L) = B3(1) + Bs*(L) (1-1) (5)

B3y (i=1.2.3,4)

Mu‘

o, B*;i= —

=1

+

(5 AL ol&3d ()AL =9 (6) 47 o] et
Ay = Bo+ Bi{L) 4yt + B2(L) driet + B3 (L) Ami-1 + Bs* (L) 4*mi-1 + Bag: ) apt-1 + e (6)

w2 W] izt BES EEARK Ba(l) o e FAH BRES 58 Lok (E 62

it MES A%E Jehim ook &N ¥ WES LE wsdl oe sarmeld. 3
WS BE w4d EMMR) BB vIAA Tuoh oY KKS MEVARS MY

Aol Zhetle REIKIS el R dd REEEEZ AT Fo $2 K@l ot

(E 6> UM BE

& B Fl + & | b= 7] ®
HEEES] Tt
[ 52.08 (1.88) -0.62(-1.30) -0.34(-0.74)
A 3 . F % i | ¢ ) "
FlfRe thartt
-0.01(-1.72) o -0.01 (1.59) 0.09 (0.55)
& 4 /I - | = Y ®
B partk
-0.06(-0.10) -4.84(-0.22) o 0.52 (1.40)
% E Ml ¥ b - ] A
¥ dartk
0.30 (0.35) 32.11 (0.97) -0.70(-1.22) [

L £3e FREKS) e 2 ) £AE - @¢e A7 dehig,
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ERERERC ENEH vic BE 1

V. Bl RE P HEE

1. 7| EVAR#RE

Sims(1980) ol 93l =%l VARMALS A 9 sjgdse) FTEE gelT ®HZL AL
ot MEE Huly e EAHQY EERFIEACIC Sims7t 2P VARBHLS o
VARSA 3} 7sl7] 98 $igvel Z1xz] o-e #ei @M (unrestricted VAR)RE =<
2ok (reduced form) VARMA olgtx el9] Aled Was o974 & 7]&(benchmark)
VAR#A o2}z wmdsled 2w} ghoh o] AL wpA4e) A A (system of equations) |
7t upyAle xp7hd4ee) AjxpusE Tihg Bk olue AW ZE o WSEe] ARpAA
T EYch o] MAIS MAle] 2x) 9 oiF-Eo) |l 44 HEY £ e PHoE
BEWEH ) S Qe o8I 9ok o) RS ojfslw RIS AudA, Hee
MM R EEME BT (exogeneity and causality test), EROZHE =4% 7MY BE,
# X HES Y (impulse responses function) & dl&<xbe} FAMEs (forecasting error
variance decompositions) & ¥ #A9) BN ME U BRIW T J=H7AE ¥ 5
otk = ot} HiKlo] HEHW(RE OLSE #FE) o= Ey¥UsLg§ MY o& WsEo
i} A=Y £ Q= AE F-RES ¢ HEM RES} 49 innovation accounting2®
2eixs HE @ WAANSSe] BEN KES SHE & AT £ dFexte] BARHE
ol-gs 7 Mg HEES 3HY &+ AUtk

olAte] FAE BFsm 7]Ee] VAREA S opg3 2 EAA wEel HIele thielA]
=3 BEAHECEEsERe 1 99e 3 sln e Felth I EAHCIR A<
Cooley & LeRoy(1985) 9} Leamer (1985) 7} 143t ZAzro] EHEERA TA3HA ¥2 BE
(atheoretical model) o]el= Zeolth EAlE W] WA WS BEM BAE el
£ Az £8 k= el AJH(ad hoc)oleke Aelch MA- WRREEHS )83
BRIV S ¥ W 2x8g& Zms}(orthogonalization) A17}7] 8 W4 o2 w4
(recursive ordering) sh=dl] ol2jdt wjde MM v 2717t 3 =¥ BRI
A7 WESS ogA widsi=ike) ot dEixAl ks Aelch '

7} VARBIAS WElg o)gsted 2w o] vehd £ ot

X = ;plAin—i + e (7)

o X= 4219 W4 AElOlR A £ ax49) ASHYRA B AIYZE debhs e

13) 712VARZ &S 9xjsts 23102 wigsh= Z#~7|2 23} (Choleski orthogonalization) ¥4-$
Apgslar glad) o] Airslell cHEl tigte g 23423 (error component model) 3 T2 E| 2}7]3]
ARFo] olrh
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12 #eRRmE 144

4X19] 7)Ao} [HbgH AbdkaiA) 2} Sl=(serially uncorrelated bul conlemporaneously
correlated) MBLE (ER) ] HEjoc)
AL Eab- TRAL g™-ol () AH R s}

Elee @) =Q 8

& Qt R 4384 (contemporaneous correlation) & 1% wjth i) A8 & (non -
diagonal symmetric matrix) ojc}. BRRMEEBS} &2 xte] EARHE As4e 42 =9
(R3) ) Loz FAslolo} 7] ol (8) Aol Wik} MY YRIAE BAHoD
sEhdlolok Rk shab gro] AMgSlE ealale) SMEAES Lage 2aHo Jdsld 4R
Y 2213 wk=E JEkQ) Choleski ¥3ifkolch. Choleski H#:02 9 xj8hg ol dhch
= AL (9 - (12)4e #EIdds Ae Lk

eyt = up (9)
en = Biun + un (10)
em = faup + Sa3un + um (11
ept = By + Bsur + Bpum + upe (12)

&oun, un, um, upE ME 5 wsie|r

2 oiFEe EWERS A9 2L 23 A4 AA (recursive system  of
equations) ¥oh= B <) WAl A A (structural system of equations) § el iF7) o &
ol ZIEVARBIA 2 Bigol A8k e 2e)Aal(ad hoc) AAleks wgg w3 Ut ajel
A oleigh Ak A<l W) widdel TAY HERKMEEE N A0 ate) YLarrs= W57k
A BEMRFEE olslsten & =88 F2 Zio)

2. ERHBI OIS WEVAREE

71& VAR ) k2 = FAHE A5y P8 o) MM} Ay ANAS A4 s
e A CEE KA (SVAR) o] Bernanke (1986), Sims (1986, 1989), Blanchard and Watson
(1986), Blanchard and Quah(1989) el & =<)sich #EVARBA S EA A7 =)
S Y EEERKCl JAe] % MMojets Mol BHWES HHisiod 5o BRog
2| Zell ol 20X 9ol REBEVARMA S MAHAT ol 2 BIIRIE F23)4 =
S BB SymA oS Bl ] o 2ol MEVAREE oA 2o}slgiAyel &
VARBRE D Bz 4 NedAE 24 Soh ' wehy MEVARBE S HE s A A

1) HAAH(just identification) o] s|al FEVARESS} 2epyvsie |:] djeuds oo
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ERENERC] EXNEH vix= U8 I3
= WA SAYMA S HEY F HEEY A £ Sk xsigre) B - TRAlg o)
aF o83l MEVARBAIS A wx EAMEVARBA A 2ysle] THAL (oln2)
& Bshs HEd dubdo g Agdch BEVARBA S BI) A% HEe MY ()
W& Zhel BB Hik, RMEKS JH BIIsks Hi ARG HOI PN
b @Ak i § 37HA07) ok BSESVARERC) Aol =u EEKMES o3 )
TARESE ol4d # Asd olw ##EHIY AvlZt A Y5 He) WS ko] BEARE
& ol#sle=d] =80 o}
FRF ) $# (contemporaneous restrictions) & 71} ¥ BEVARBAM S #HF &7 Q&84
= olF HU4Yor uiE ¥ o)A JIEVARHA ] BAE T2ilT BAES A LW
7l 24E HeEsd sich WA BEBVAREMS (13) 43 o] Jehy 4 9ok

e

= ;D:,BiXt—i + u (13)

g Xem 4X19) HSe] WE, B2 4x49 AP (E3] Bos wW4So EEH BAS
Hebdoh, uwo ¥ 4x19] ME SYQ) MM a3 22 Jdehie E(w w’) = D24 D:
2} (diagonal) 8§ & ojc}.

BAEVARBAS (1943 2 2d3mMos ANy 4 gl

(I —Bo) X, = I}ipix,-.- +u (14)

(1A% (MAg s 2 chge) WA 4P ¢ 5 ek

Bi = (I — Bo) A (15)
= (I—BoQ{I—- By’ (16)
e = Boer + wy a7

BN VARBIRIS] HERHH-S <217kX7) Qlond go] ol Hke Sobds HEHiks)
2= = (moments) & °|43 HEHHol ok VA S #EHES 712 VARBEQ
(M A& BF# ke (Ordinary Least Squares : OLS) 0.2 #53td 4§ A1 235 o4
sed (I AR #EEdeh (U7 A #Eols BIFIEY Syshed BHER A5 @R
M o) EYRR H0e Zlek (17) AlelA Mok 245 n? + n(n*)e) Beol X
Aot n7he} us) FAH AW kel () A HEES T AxEY Ea- TRagPe Ty
HEL = n(n + 1)/201=28 (17) Ae] A A (just identification) o] 7] Y&+ 2%
n (n+1)/278 0% #l#(zero restriction)'& 7hio} dch '™ Hge 7Y F Suwss

15) Keating (1990) & ol2ig 09 HF & Ye)r|tf 7}Aslel = a2l 2 ¥ A4 (misspecification) &
7tH et odub o2 wlYx|H<l(inconsistent) £ zo] Ichy st
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¢4 HOBRFE 148

ol gt (17) A& #Esld Big 93 (16) Aeld D& 9& 4 sk wlxme @ (15) Aol 4
Beg 9¢ 4 A" ¥n, ZUEF ojod HEHES BL A3 HEE 7tehe K
Ak Aok M-S A F HEEHES BrelA) A4Y Ba- 3R (Q)F HiEol ANz
2] M7 AR A - RGP xo)F HAHAF)E E4F dYO T = Kol
oh o] H#EHELS uAYANAE AYo2 Zojolstma of4 2atshu Bernanke’} Gauss
language2 THE procedure o]83lW ¥c}).'” 7 9], EHEALHEEY (full - information
maximum likelihood estimation method : Sims(1986)) ¢] Qletl BolE #FHi TAA
22 72 A3E 3 Blanchard and Quah(1989) ¢} Keating (1992) & —E¥B&HETEHY: (two -
step procedure) & oj&slx Qjc}

4872 MY BMAS IS- LM framework3joll 4] co}-g3} o] B&RMOZ MKY 5 9ct
A ERHB BEPHES R BB Pon EKREL TR BES =
Ao JHsiat. £EHHBANA LEMo Y BEES FIFER, IR L wH HEe wo
o EEYS] fHES B o YA B2 o§r|A el KWBEYUAL FIFRE,
EEHBRUANS HEZ 274 Jehigich ol@ sl (18)-(21) 9 MRS FEd
a1 M

eyt = Bien + Bremt + Biep + up (EEY BE) (18)
ert = Bem + un (BN EE) (19)
emt = Ssept + Umt 64,153 ) (20)
ept = Ssey + up (EEY BH48) (21)

(£ D& ZAEE o4 HTER/RS Jehix ok HEHHE S HEBILY J8 o)
ol 1980 H¥7t MEE Al sl Bz WL FY BHECK (lean against the
wind) & A e ® Aol AL B I3
A govt BAHCR folEx) Yo AEHH Y BEE Ui E HTES @R
of (+)e RS 12 HHdA= () BES Yok AEHHES WES o weo
2 3o E@m gk

Z2u}y (sequential instrumental

16) shdpE o]fsle HAHog FAHre AL Sy 2
hard & Watson(1986), Shapiro and

variable estimation method) & o|£% 3T Blanc
Watson (1988), £##(1993) ol Uch

17) E=1E Z="uby(method of moments estimation method) & o]&& oF= _Bernanke (1986)
Baek (1993) %ol alch

18) =7}z <bvlAefe] 7b5Ehd of7| M= Baek(1993) 9] wr|ajete adj2  ujgic)
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EREHERC EXNBH vii:s YR 1S
(E 7> #EVAR #MAEle| B, gAY

ep = 0.0123ert + 0.03732emt — 1. 213ept + un
(3.47) (1.73) (-5.52)
en = 10.119em + unt
(1.13)
emt = -0.034ep + ume
(-0.19)
epe = 0.39% ey + up
(3. 26)
oy’ = 0.00012, o.* = (. 2303, om® = 0.000072, ~ 0p' =0.00012
(4. 58) (4.58) (4.58) (4. 58)

1. BB t e epdch

o

. EMBHE Ot MEVARGER

SVARMIA S #Ashs = b8 FHiko) shuhs Eii%IK (long-run restrictions) & 713 33!
sH= Kotk ' EHiMNS BEERCZYE &0 Hed A RHHNS BN
Mol hartd KT BMBEE 84 HF Sl ook old MRS EHKY BB
BHA 92712 RE o Fo MERKC 98 A€ 4 Jd=F ¥t Blanchard and Quah
(1989) = MEBLEERS KEAEA EYNY BES T E3a(a9 £ ¥9d434)
BUAERS REEEN EfN BEe Fohs Hslkd £E2 BAS MEVARRA S
HENAT MAFA=(1992) = 22 HHoR BB BHE ol4sld A& QENHS BiE
VAR S #Eshoich MEVARBR Y #Ed U4 F3YMY ] mBRES #HET F
Zopsiitaysl HEMAS 1 ISHAE olfsld MERAe MBEKNS AAsH o

B Te 18 & MBEVARERS #Es] dlds ok el 3 ok 2R
(A &oFy WARIS o383} zo] Jepd 4 glch

AL X = e (22)

o, A(L) =1— AL — A*L?*— ... — ApLPolx

E(ee,) = Q24 A=z (positive definite matrix) olc}.

19) #7134 AMYL 7l SVARE 3L A¥H3{ dF= Blanchard & Quah(1989), Shapiro & Watson
(1988), Keating(1992). Ahmed, et al(1993), #1#=(1992), AMEE (1992) Feol olch

20) o] =2 Blanchard and Quah(1988) 2] AlHuldjoz wao] YPAHY e 7HPHASY
(indirect least squares) 2.2 ¥ % gJt}(Shapiro and Watson(1988)). Shapiro and Watson
‘09 A7IAMFE 713 F olm EXHiLE 2apaEE § AYWAARY S pohieE olgsld 3l
drh 29, MABHGFHo| o} mye] Aol F AL 37 FHPHL FUY FAHRL
Zc}
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16 MaREER 148
U Koz (13049 HAEVAREM T c}23 zhe] jepd £ 9t}
B(L)X: = u, (23)
@, B() =Bg— B|L — BL:— - — BpLPo]3
Bool jZge loim
E(wuy,) =Iolc} (D9 thz}befadol s Harg I

A7 =)

MEVARBIM S #Edchs 7S B(L) S #Egchs A A% #gshs o) Lasoz
oty BAS oA HEY F BEVAREA S 243 Adsid 7ok MG Sioe
2L W VARBRA S BIAS4-Q B(1) o] shi4t2tad (lower triangular matrix) 7} 5|5
§ ¥k Aelch AF (23) 42 B(1) o] shabztaligoln u o} £4h- TEAY ] tfzo)afs
H#& ZPT UAe MAEVARERIO] Stk o)& Y FMYoT AMEd ohow zth
RA (22) el B4 ohga) o) BMAANE Jehls A() T EHEIE S Jehs AT(L) 2
PR (reparameterization) gc},

N

A{L) =AML + (A(L) —A()L) (24)
=AML+ A*L)(1—-1L)

@HAE o183l (22) A& i3t o] oA & 4 gl

A*L) 44X+ AN X = @ (25)
AL HELE (23)Ae 24E FHERslY 29 des g

B*(L)4X:+ B(1) Xet = w (26)
H (25) 49 opdel A(1)'E FalA (27)Ale] Heh

AMT'A*L) X+ Xt = A(D) e 27

@7 HellA A1) 'ec®] BAb- THAF P
o9 A7} AR

ajo
e

H£7] Ea3l 24 47] xS B ol &y

BB = A1) 'QAM)" (28)
EH L7102 AP (27) Aol FahA  (29) Ao} e}

BA (1) 'A*(L) 4X: + BX: = BA(1) 'e (29)
26) A=t (29) A2 chgo BAE BFAcl

BA (1) "A*(L) = B*(L) (30)
BA (1) 'QA(1) "B’ =1 (31 .
2D) A*(0) = A(D)ol=Z A*(L)9 AL o3| chsjaigo|ch

-266 -



EREXRER EXREL v K8 I7

MEVAREB S A4l B(L) & T3he HEES B4 (2548 28254 (OLS) 22 #iE
sted (A]21e] Aol o2 HE +E AT FAY RES T3l FY 7 Aed GvIe
goleh) A A (1) & duch ol Fosfof & Y WSEL 2ol A Y F @ESH
of olgsfof k= Aolrk A WAAE 25w, 20 22D £EHPE FHHEFE 83
29l ARzl 4] WRZRR S Ajabdgs} g xRRE 4WSe] shie) AlxpHaE SYWSE
Yohs AHoloh ohgoz (28) Aol st F 7)) APhE Fild B(=B ()& o
(B0 A& olg-3le] MIBVARBIAS AS+E F8d ok (31) A MEMRIES Fa-324
Brdo] diztgH g Aty dsjAHdE BAFT Qo

2 HRAde 53 22 7Hslel RPBAS FEsidch A, Uy BEM FRE
EEC KN BEE F2 FeH(EAY B 992 3= Aol &, Myt wREs
o &S] XAHQ BEH el FFe] "k AL, SUHAERY BEHR (S HR) > FFRY
®Ehel Koz BEL T Adc ARKKERS HHC N44o2 BB 9.7
ole} e RMMIKI Tl EM SVAREAS (32) A3 zo] HEd o KiAFHYL C) &
(33) 2 2 spapitztelde] o

A Yyt ast
Are ad:
A me =C (L) mse (32)
Am md:
¢ 0 0 0
€y €z 0 0

C( = (33)

€ Cyp C3n O
Ci1 Cyz Ciz Cuy

BN MEVARSAS) MM HEES ( 8))s 2o ¥W, MAY Wie] B
ERe S BES (E 8())S U pHANRC] o AES BEMOZ Y58
HRE BHNo ol BEMRA o HRE EPNCE A58 AES BB
A% RS2 WHol Ytk ol A% Wl Y 7 Wae) K-S IS-LM framework
ste] EMER YAk Ao Jehgel

22) ool 1FL ArIHos wyW 7 HLEo] AaMH(recursive) L2 HASHE AL ool
ol EIfAM FsiFFol A olalgel EYrke AL Aedsne AnMIe YYD
(neoclassical's long - run growth model) 7 <x|gc}(Hall & Taylor(1991) p.127 Ak

23) ANAFe] FAHA= olTHFY ALY Y ok
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18 MEBRRFE 148

(E & B WEVARMRES Kz

(a) EWIAS #5EA (B

B TEER EMEAEE | ANBENR
4 i3 0.01 0 0 0
ol F+ % -0.03 1.07 0 0
B b= 4 -0.005 0.016 0.02 0
] 5 -0.01 0.02 0.008 0. 006
1. 02 #EAZ olUm M A% He epao
@ 274 BEA1)B"

PO BEER WMOANR | RMBERE
H® 3 0.0078 0.095 -0. 001 -0.0016
M F = -0.22 0.36 -0.14 -0.18
b7 ] 5 -0.0013 0. 005 0. 005 0. 004
¥ 1 -0. 004 0. 0005 ~-0. 004 0.005

V. HRRE 3 @R mEE
1. WRRE

Bl ERo] Fojzs u 1 o) MPEA o}E FEo2 %A AFso sk AE
Hehl F= GFAEZ7 REEGC] oA F23 HRKRS st AvIME B S
g TEER KWHRER ¥ HNTEER 4359 HRo Adx Boted 7 &S]
BARN 2 W oW RS vAe AS HEKEERY (impulse responses function) &
o]-§3te] AR Iz} v} HWRIEEMY EF A4 T3 H3H(ER) 7 TR o,
BENe =& W5Eo] Azle] BFd uel AFA 7 HRd K= 71E Jdel FE
Zolch.*  HRel oyt WA Wse) RS FEWt AHEI W5 (F71e) 0 i =5

24) o1& (Moving Average) 2¥ql 2Auhg442l o2 sle] BAESE programg Y HE4E
Aot RATSE olf3td 44 79 + Utk WA 71EVAREHY o= E2y|ddsd 2
J1zH8 IMPULSE®} ERROR 9alojell4] o] 4-8lH sl2(Choleski ¥#7} default® slo} 9lg) wrla
ok 7}gt PRVAREZ &S AL (I-B,)' vD #¥¥& T3}« IMPULSE®} ERROR =3 ole] DECOMP
optionell o] &slw gk FH, AL R FERVARESY AH$ A()B'yYAE Ty
IMPULSE$} ERROR w#ojel DECOMP optionel o3l sic},
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ERENERC] EXER vixs BB D9
¥ 4 ooy YubHos @MMELE £EwWSo) K BAle) Wk
(E 9o (E 1002 37h) HAHZ 2 MEER A TEAxNge 2712 HRel
Folge w A HES Azl BH KEshs A2 A7 bl F3 9k ol FellM=
ER Y KES FAARY B2 2 =27l AR W5 R oz fEHe
FRFEMES ehdch 3712 MR 2T oke] fHANRC] Tole W £ELS Fvisked 2
Z7hee WA wet o) ch2u} FA Al 0.6% o4 1.0%E Holx ek A Wk
ol M E ol F7isiirl Jl1zkel Antel we} aske Ae2 depdth R 8
VAR S 7#¢ BEM HEl G £ES F7HIG Biffdls L& oFfd BES
Zz 8= Qo2 Jebdch HEAHA IS-LM sjicilsle] BEER H2W fHGERS
HES HEE BGgo R YolA I BEM HRS LES HEE S PYE 3o
A ghoh 3712 WRE ol H@ r1Fez wiws ¥ KM MEVARENS %R
HFAZ7} oleltt B4 vepi R 9lo] BES) A¢ RM BEVARKRA ) AYsich: KR
Wy 4 Uk

(E 9 4Ee 2z #imol cidt R
(a) 7]&VAR#ER

£ 7] priaER FRER ¥R ERREENR

1 1.25 0 0 0

4 1.19 -0.3 0.31 0.01
8 1.01 -0.68 0.21 -0.24
12 0.78 -0.76 -0.05 -0.32
16 0.78 -0.8 -0.22 -0.16
20 0.71 -0.8 -0.25 -0.07
48 0.67 -0.78 -0.27 -0.03

25) AEF wel o|EMFEYe (AF I FEHPY CEFHFEYCl @AF Az At
A% = 6(L)e ©)
Xv = §(L)ed O)
ad SEdse) W) 2SR telE @49 WAL AY¥E F g LA
Fo oz e

& = Zl 8 ®
=0
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20 AEORRFR 1468

(b) HEHHWE 71 BMiEVAR @A

¥ 7] a3 ik THER BRI HYREER
1 0.73 0.4 0.28 -0.89
4 0.72 0.05 0.55 -0.88
8 0.53 -0.35 0.36 -1.02
12 0.38 -0.45 0.05 -0.97
16 0. 54 ~0. 46 -0.12 -0.90
20 0.58 -0.48 -0.16 -0.80
48 0.57 -0. 47 -0.19 -0.73
() ZMH¥IE 71t MEVAR A
N 7] BHcHER TRER Ibictias . it BEMTEER
48 1.05 0 0 0
L2 #30E "4 100 Fosdch
(2 10> ™R 2t #weol ot =M
(a) EHHHS 71 BMHBEVAR R
+ 7] PG MR THEER RW U ER R TRER
1 0.29 0.16 0.11 0.73
4 0.25 0. 54 0.56 0.62
8 0.19 0.96 1.07 0.81
12 0.17 1.19 1.53 0.79
16 0. 04 1.29 1.90 0.62
20 -0.07 1.32 2.10 0.43
48 -0.01 1.28 2.18 0.24
(b) =HIHKIE 717 B#BVAR B
& 7] 3T 1 THRER bictis o 3 HeTEER
1 -0. 44 0.05 -0. 41 0.53
4 -0.63 0.59 -0. 24 0.49
8 -1.07 1.10 -0.13 0.62
12 -1.25 1.52 0.08 0.73
16 -1.31 1.75 0. 40 0.69
20 -1.28 1.98 0. 64 0.61
48 -1.16 2.04 0.78 0.55
L2t 2= "4 1008 Fsiich
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ERERER] BEEG vixc BE 2

2. W% BEX

dl &2 3k} FAME3 (forecasting error variance decompositions) @ 3 W4e] walg A
Hell ol HAN 2 Eol dFshs wg2 BAY Aoioh wald daexle] RiksE
°ol-8-3tw 3 we wistE Uyl o) WMAK 2 WK AuY HEFE 2YY 5 ok
HES A2 Sy BEEHS EHY 2 Bl 713 AT Moshs A= AEo
TAHEHE BY gl

(R 1DE 37 BRBIZ £E) 3exte] BARHNE Yehl) 232 gk 2" 7| E2VARMA
o ¥ el fHANREC] BEM HREd REEEHY 93 FEC) 4 Effds 2
HEE7} vt 202 Jelgo) 4 MEVAREHS 2% & - 6 L5 ftemes 25
il el HEE7) vag Ao Jehdol olzjy AsH= 7)RVARMAS Axsl u]Lsbd
ERER A% 7|EVAREA o)} EHER Uzsle EHIHGL 713 BEVARER o)L}
B A 2 2ot g AR Jepdoh O KM BEVARBASY AS Gfd= BE
fl Eigol T3t Ffffels HHENIRC] U= ™ olejdt AW BEM Mo L£Eo
HEBEHe F2 995y pHAERS LK) PS8 T2 A9Ychs IS-LM framework
ste] REME ] B¢ HEHQY #49 YAYc) oley V)Fo R B o Ef MEVARBE O
2 REEEE Ak o) BleY AR g#KS WY 5 Up

E 11D £%9 oig2% 2R
(a) 71&VAR #A

| 7t Wl od AR w8 (%)
B 7
i3 =3 i o4 TEER HWpe R HNTEER
1 100 0 0 0
4 87.4 1.6 9.1 1.8
8 80.5 8.7 8.9 1.8
12 73.4 18.8 6.7 3.1
16 68. 1 22.9 5.7 3.3
20 64.3 27.4 5.3 3.0
48 50.8 41.5 6.1 1.6

26) TZVAR 2¥& olfsld Hr¥Ee] Ulg WA = ATEL VAREYS hallmarkZel
shil AF A FAEHE o]gdld Ao Fa4g 24y} 4§ =d, Blanchard and Quah
(1989) = FA4be] W7id E2YE dPshedl oo 2BIF2AUpe 248270 L Fad
A¥E ok FY8AT Shapiro and Watson (1988)-& YA LEFFe) wto] vl 37185l
QUL FE MY 8% sqolaly Fxejec)

27) AFx2atel FARRH 94 £3MSe AHEHsd da AHE 5 gled 97 LFwl o 3
AR E A gl

28) o=y A= AM=(1992) 9 A$ BT ArIHEL iy TIAQe) o8 dwgcs Az}
e 2HAELE g YUMo ooz B 4 ok

29) Keating (1992) & |39 A4k E7h olzxkg 9 F3e] # o7] TRVARESE wzsigdsdg 27|
TZVAREYe] Spiick= ZAE8S vz Qo)
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22 HARRHRE 1448

(b) HHHKS 71 MEVAR B

| 7t HERel o3 AdwE w&(%)
0 7
PricEgR TEER B itaER HNTEER

1 33.8 10.2 5.2 50.9
4 33.0 50 22.9 39.1
8 27.1 3.9 21.3 47.7
12 23.2 6.1 16.3 54.3
16 22.1 8.2 13.1 56.7
20 22.3 9.7 11.1 57.0
48 25.1 14.9 7.1 52.9

(c) BHKHE 71Y BEVAR #HR

| 7t iRl 9 A" v& (%)
2 7
a3 o i 3 THER EM PG ETR HYREER

1 39.4 58.2 0.6 1.8
4 33.1 61.8 2.4 2.8
8 44.9 47.2 6.1 1.8
12 55.2 35.8 7.6 1.4
16 63.2 28.8 6.8 1.2
20 68.9 24.2 5.8 1.0
48 85.2 11.5 2.8 0.5

VI. 2§ o R

B RS BEH ol REBHY FHE w7 FR(EREHER) So EXBY
ol Pl EE(ERS A2 Y EERE) S 4ERA sk St A" B2 2
YRR AHg @RS g ¢ goy BEHeR ouE e MEMRERNSCl 2§
g A%l At @EAHECmERYS ot MEYHECHERLS MERNY
R RFIER S AU Aolu AN He £ GRS dsied f-85p 2ot M
BAl A9} zho] BMBIFIEA Tl Lok WA BHS AsliAs BEERoZTE =223
S 7lsAl Sed R S, RS0, RS S X EREES 5 33 #loe
7bshe JEkel AUtk H7x= REFEERS) Azt SIS 1Y &R SVARBRA
A2 3} (neoclassical) 79 RIRKBEMA A3t RIS 71 KB SVARBR S &5
stodck obFd #lkvel ThAA ¥ HHACHEHEAS VIERA o2y M SVARY
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ERERERC] REBRel oxc KB 23

E] SVAREA S vlmsielch @A) wmel: HRKERYS d523e) $A7} o185
qct. wlie] 71E2e Soldl 1 shit fHAERS RS HES U g S AR
mEgRL AT HES TS e -l Ycke WEAQ HNoE 7 RAS) WRK
EEES Adssol ulmalgdc) o] 71&e wed 7|FHM s} GH SVAREALS A+ BRM
Weo) sl EEo) Frlsithrl ashs Ao vehd AEAQ #@AM dAHA 4 KM
SVARMAI S mEWoS o] Z7isichrt #iel 4% Rime2e R e eE
vehd £ VARBIRIC] Hghy Ao vehhe) ® o shihe BREERS £E GHEY
& 72 AWST JHAMRS LS EYBES T2 AYUThe AFAQ HHo2 7 |AS
A2 9 ate] BARLHE o)l wmsl Moich o r|Fel waw ZIZEAS) A Eiel fual
Bol 0 2257 Efde BE 2 oMK EEEC visss GH SVARBAH S A+
£ AN 55 BE 9 fHeEES EEEC wsy Ao Jehd AFA 45 A
9x Aoz uehdch ¥¥ KM SVARS AS fifidls BEMERC d=i KT fu8
Figo] sr=sled B SVAREM o] 53 Ao vepyrl ol2iy MMulwe] Ash= n3e
A%e Ak o vepdc

B9, B HRE Fsd 98 5 A= BEEM FHEES A TR ok AA 9
o) MERHS HHE] Ty, o HEARE LEREKY BR HAMEERES 8%
= BHAH B glorm R MpHAS MASHS BUKol A&doz LEch M= KMISVAR
B ) MRFEENAA JehSo] BB Y o REMEER 5 IHgEAE WA=
ool HmES d=d BEY Jdosz BEBGKECE MEERS FU RREEERBURC
pEsos s 53 HE LSS o2y Bkl ¥ #HY AR VYt doth

ojrjeto g 2 ATLoNA R il Hebo] slojof @ HE ok Atk AAT KM SVARK
g IS A Zhske BUEKWS EEEAN oAclth BE £ AXAM AR
Al 2 FelE gt So] Moln =Y WEERHS it RERRE 1T #HIES
a8 23 oglon) KMol BMAM HAS ZETAM RUHBE A= ¥ £ ded
ok SHE EOEH Hee S0 Agsks Hikolth KN Hive BER HEeT S
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