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A more prescriptive Fed?
Using rules to set Fed policy would create more problems than it
would solve

Trump victory makes a rules-based approach more likely
The election of President Trump and the fact that Fed Chair Janet Yellen’s term ends early 2018
has increased talk of a regime change at the Federal Reserve. Some Republican lawmakers are
keen on reining in the powers of the central bank and adopting a rules based system for setting
monetary policy is one way of doing this. While this would arguably increase transparency there is
the issue of what data to use and the flexibility it would allow to respond to fast moving events.

With Trump’s popularity looking shaky, it would seem highly
unlikely he would opt for this approach

In any case the credibility it gives a central bank is not required when inflation and inflation
expectations are already so low. Then there is the question of whether President Trump would
actually go for it.

Having said the Fed was keeping interest rates too low during his election campaign, his failure to
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get fiscal stimulus and tax reform through is hurting his chances of achieving promised 3%+
growth.

It may make more sense for him to re-appoint “dovish” Janet Yellen, much like Obama and Clinton
re-appointed incumbents, rather than have a model hiking rates aggressively ahead of mid-term
elections.

Taylor rule says rates should be much higher
The main argument in favour of adopting a rules based approach to setting monetary policy is it
increases transparency. If people know how the Fed is likely to behave then businesses and
households will be better able to plan for the future. The best known of these is the Taylor Rule,
named after Professor John Taylor from Stanford University. Given the Federal Reserve has a dual
mandate of stable prices and maximum sustainable employment he created a formula for setting
interest rates that minimises the deviation from these goals.

This suggests the Fed funds rate should be 2-3 percentage points higher than the Fed currently
has it.

The Taylor Rule

Source: ING

More problems than solutions
The chief problem with adopting such a prescriptive approach as the Taylor Rule is the quality of
the data that can be put into the model. The output gap (the difference between actual and
potential output) is not directly measurable. Therefore proxies such as the difference between GDP
growth and what trend growth is assumed to be or the gap between the unemployment rate and
the assumption for “full employment” are used.

Then there are questions over what the real Fed funds rate is in the current environment before we
even consider the degree to which inflation is overstated. Because the index doesn’t properly
account for quality improvements of new goods and services coming onto the market some
academics suggest inflation is overstated by a full percentage point. This leads us to question if
you can’t trust what you are putting into a model, why do you trust what comes out?
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Taylor rule currently points to higher rates

Source: Bloomberg, ING

As can be seen in the chart above, the Taylor Rule models (depending on which inflation measure,
output measure and weighting scale you use) can give very varying outcomes, but all suggest
interest rates would be higher if the Fed adopted this approach formally.

In any case, the Fed already looks at such rule based outcomes, but according to Fed voter Neel
Kashkari, “ultimately we use judgment and historical precedence to decide if that guidance makes
sense given other important economic trends that rules don’t consider.”

The formal adoption of a Taylor rule looks unlikely
President Trump may well be grateful for this in the end. He has struggled to make
headway on his fiscal stimulus and tax plans and the economy looks increasingly unlikely to
receive any benefit from it until well into next year. If the Fed funds rate was at 3% as
currently prescribed by the Taylor Rule then the outlook for GDP growth would be weaker,
the jobs market softer and the dollar significantly stronger given ongoing loose monetary
policy elsewhere.

With the mid-term elections little more than 16 months away and Trump’s popularity
already looking shaky, it would seem highly unlikely he would opt for this approach.
Instead, the momentum seems to be shifting towards Yellen being asked to serve a second
term. Given Trump’s admission in April that “I do like the low-interest rate policy”, and that
Yellen is “not toast”, the chances of a formal adoption of the Taylor Rule look slim.

Author

James Knightley
Chief International Economist
james.knightley@ing.com

mailto:james.knightley@ing.com


THINK economic and financial analysis

Opinion | 14 July 2017 4

Disclaimer

This publication has been prepared by the Economic and Financial Analysis Division of ING Bank N.V. (“ING”) solely for information
purposes without regard to any particular user's investment objectives, financial situation, or means. ING forms part of ING Group
(being for this purpose ING Group N.V. and its subsidiary and affiliated companies). The information in the publication is not an
investment recommendation and it is not investment, legal or tax advice or an offer or solicitation to purchase or sell any financial
instrument. Reasonable care has been taken to ensure that this publication is not untrue or misleading when published, but ING
does not represent that it is accurate or complete. ING does not accept any liability for any direct, indirect or consequential loss
arising from any use of this publication. Unless otherwise stated, any views, forecasts, or estimates are solely those of the author(s),
as of the date of the publication and are subject to change without notice.

The distribution of this publication may be restricted by law or regulation in different jurisdictions and persons into whose
possession this publication comes should inform themselves about, and observe, such restrictions.

Copyright and database rights protection exists in this report and it may not be reproduced, distributed or published by any person
for any purpose without the prior express consent of ING. All rights are reserved. ING Bank N.V. is authorised by the Dutch Central
Bank and supervised by the European Central Bank (ECB), the Dutch Central Bank (DNB) and the Dutch Authority for the Financial
Markets (AFM). ING Bank N.V. is incorporated in the Netherlands (Trade Register no. 33031431 Amsterdam). In the United Kingdom
this information is approved and/or communicated by ING Bank N.V., London Branch. ING Bank N.V., London Branch is authorised by
the Prudential Regulation Authority and is subject to regulation by the Financial Conduct Authority and limited regulation by the
Prudential Regulation Authority. ING Bank N.V., London branch is registered in England (Registration number BR000341) at 8-10
Moorgate, London EC2 6DA. For US Investors: Any person wishing to discuss this report or effect transactions in any security
discussed herein should contact ING Financial Markets LLC, which is a member of the NYSE, FINRA and SIPC and part of ING, and
which has accepted responsibility for the distribution of this report in the United States under applicable requirements.

Additional information is available on request. For more information about ING Group, please visit http://www.ing.com.

http://www.ing.com

