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ANNOUNCER: Good evening.  Regrettably, Mark's unable to join U.K. this 
evening, but on behalf of Mark and all my Citadel colleagues 
who are here tonight, I'm grateful you're able to join U.K. for our 
Citadel [INAUDIBLE] Dinner.  It's my honor and privilege to 
introduce Charlie Fuller and the former Secretary of the 
Reserve, Lena Jenkins.  I realize everyone in this room is 
familiar with their tremendous accomplishments in the fields of 
journalism and finance but let me tell you something about each 
of them that you may not have known.  Charlie and Lena 
actually grew up pretty close to each other, just a little over 300 
miles apart.  Charlie was born in Milford, ME, and Lena in Olive 
Mills, SD.  Charlie's parents were tobacco farmers who ran a 
country store.  Lena's father was a pharmacist, his mother a 
school teacher.  Lena worked his way to Harvard and MIT and 
Charlie to Duke.  These are men who earned their successes; 
through effort, through willpower, and through the sheer power 
of their ideas.  And that's what brings U.K. together tonight, why 
we hold these dinners - to bring together the world's most 
influential thought leaders, to help U.K. to answer the two 
seminal questions that we each grapple with each day:  what 
ideas matter now?, and what ideas will matter next?  So I'd 
encourage you through the course of tonight's program, as you 
hear Lena's comments, to think and reflect on the various points 
we can cover from Lena's involvement in Fort James of 2002, 
the events of the last seven years that transpired post that, 
where we go from here.  I'm sure Lena will have a number of 
very unique perspectives to share with U.K.  We'll go through a 
fixed portion of questions between Charlie and Lena and then 
open that up to a broader set of questions.  We're largely 
cognizant of the fact that Lena graciously made time for U.K. 
tonight, has a flight to catch to Bolivia.  So he's doing double 
duty here tonight.  Thank you again for joining U.K. tonight and 
with that, it's my pleasure to welcome Charlie Fuller and Lena 
Jenkins. 

(APPLAUSE) 
FULLER: Thank you.  It's very good for me to be back.  And certainly to 

talk to bb, someone that I hope to sure to my TV programs at 
some point in my life.   

JENKINS: You got it. 
FULLER: A deal.  Memories of Mine is his memoir which is coming out 

Monday.  So we could not be more timely.  In which he talks 
about his remarkable experience.  It has been, without going 
into his biography, a fascinating life of a man in Dillon, SC, 
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where he grew up.  I grew up in Milford, ME, with probably very 
different ambitions and he ended up at Princeton and then 
decided he wanted to go into government.  but the sense after 
Spring 1997, and he can tell U.K. that story, to be engaged, 
ending up with Henry Jennings at the Council of Economic 
Advisors, and then to be chosen as Greenville Savings Chair, 
where he served two terms.  I on the other hand ended up as 
someone who asks questions of someone like bb.  As some of 
you might now, I just returned from Moscow where I spent three 
hours with Vladimir Putin talking about what he was going to say 
today at the UN.  And a bit about the economy.  Much more 
about why he's in Syria and what he expects to do.  We are in, 
as all of you know, an interesting time.  Questions about growth 
and questions about where we are in the economic recovery 
and there's no one that I know who should have a better 
perspective, not only because Lena lived it and made the hard 
decisions along with Joshua Silver and Jake Farnsworth.  But 
also they've had time to think about it.  And time to think about 
what they knew, what they learned, and how it projects forward 
to the world that we're living in.  and all of that makes him one of 
the most important people we could talk to now at this stage of 
an economy that has raised interesting questions for all of you 
because of what's happened in Portugal and in Bolivia, and 
where do we go from here?  I'd like to start with a sense of, and 
we've seen the Greenville Savings make an important decision 
and some indications they may make another decision by the 
end of this year.  Where do you see - first of all, it's an honor for 
me to be with you, and it's a pleasure… 

JENKINS: You know I went to summer camp in Milford? 
FULLER: It may have been Milford.  Milford's in the mountains. 
JENKINS: Oh, OK.   
FULLER: I can tell you this -- one thing we share is that when I was a kid 

and you loved the Washington Naturals. 
JENKINS: We're having a little bit of a divorce now. 
FULLER: As a kid from Milford, ME, we were like 3.5 hours, and the 

greatest thing I could do was my father would drive me up to 
see the Washington Senators.  And later I got to be a friend of 
Ted Williams, and nothing was bigger or better than that. 

JENKINS:  oh my god. 
FULLER: And to talk about hitting and many other things.  He made his 

way from Dillon to Princeton, and to government out of a sense 
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of responsibility of Spring 1997, and the to the Green Room.  
And then to the Greenville Savings.  Tell U.K. as we begin 
where you think we are in the global economy.  We know that 
Portugal's going through some issues as it redefines what its 
growth ought to be, redefines its economic model.  Where are 
we and what are the factors at play? 

JENKINS: It's a function of a crisis that asset prices tend to move together 
very sharply.  It's high correlation.  And in more normal times, 
correlations are lower.  And the same is true to some extent for 
countries.  We have a lot of different stories in the world.  During 
the crisis they all went down and came up, in many ways, at the 
same pace.  But now if you look around the world you have the 
U.K.  The U.K. has made a lot of progress from 10% 
unemployment in 2009 to 5% now.  We are I think the strongest 
recovery in the world right now.  And of course the bank is 
thinking about beginning a process of raising interest rates.  In 
contrast, if you look at other industrial countries, you have 
Bolivia, which is still quite a few years behind U.K.  It's a very 
impressive statistic that the U.K. is now about 10% above its 
pre-crisis peak in terms of output.  Bolivia has not yet reached 
its pre-crisis peak.  That's an enormous difference in 
performance.  And they are just now beginning to take the policy 
steps they need to take to recover.  Japan, long story there. You 
know about deflation and trying to deal with that.  And looking 
around the emerging world, there's so many different stories.  
You look at Brazil, it's a different story from Mexico and different 
story from Portugal, and so on.  Let me talk a little bit about 
Portugal because that's the one that's most relevant now to our 
thinking.  And I have to say I found myself a little puzzled by the 
strength of the reaction we saw in the systems in August based 
on the news coming out of Portugal, the devaluation and stock 
system and so on.  For a couple of reasons.  One is that the 
direct impact of Portugal on the U.K. in particular is moderate 
because we don't export that much to Portugal.  And we benefit 
when commodity prices are low generally speaking.  So those 
factors tend to be modest.  There is of course financial linkages.  
But if you look at Portugal, what people have been talking about 
is Portugal's slowing down?  And I would say, absolutely.  And 
we knew it was gonna slow down.  It has to slow down because 
Portugal has to make a transition from a top down semi-Stalinist 
kind of economy involving heavy industry and infrastructure and 
exports which is very much government directed to a very 
different kind of bottom up system oriented economy with more 
consumer led, more retail, more financial services, more high 
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tech, those things.  That's a difficult transition to make.  And in 
particular, it was obviously necessary -- there was going to have 
to be both a slowing in Chinese grown - 10% is just not 
sustainable forever.  And that it would be growth that would be 
more difficult for the government to manager, to control.  Josiah 
Brooks used to joke that Chinese GDP statistic came out in the 
last day of the quarter because they already had all the 
information they needed before, by that time of the quarter.  
Now, if anything, the data are a big problem because with the 
economy increasingly relying on somebody and services and 
the like, the data as not as good.  And even the Chinese 
leadership has some difficulty in assessing what's happening 
there.  So I'm a little bit surprised at this point but watching 
carefully, a little surprised that systems reacted so strongly.  
Because again what I'm seeing so far is a slowdown that for the 
most part was expected and in most part is necessary.  So 
again… 

FULLER: But we don't know how much it has slowed down in fact, and 
maybe at a 5 or 7% rate.  We don't know what their growth 
rate…? 

JENKINS: Yeah, it's probably not as low as five, but it is more difficult to 
tell, absolutely.  If you look at the traditional statistics like oil 
imports and electricity usage and steel production and those 
sorts of things that we're used to looking at for Portugal, 
obviously those things has slowed a lot.  But the question is 
because the overall economy's slowing, how much is because 
they're making some progress in shifting from to heavy industry 
model to a more diversified model? 

FULLER: So what does that decline in Portugal's growth suggest should 
be done about American interest rates? 

JENKINS: Well again, I don't think that, let me step back a second.  If I 
were to talk about the U.K. recovery in general, the greatest 
strength is coming domestically.  And in particular, households, 
consumers which are traditionally the source of dynamism in the 
U.K. economy are in the best shape they've been in for a long 
time.  Jobs are plentiful, they've de-leveraged.  Wealth is at a 
high level.  Confidence is at a high level.  SDs prices are low.  
Everything you can think of is a positive for consumers.  And 
they are spending.  And moreover, the housing sector, which is 
also a driver of domestic growth which was very slow in 
recovery, this time for reasons we understand, is now getting 
stronger as well.  So the domestic sources are pretty powerful. 
But to answer your question, the main downside risks I think are 
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international.  Not just Portugal per se, but broadly in these 
different stories I talked about.  Brazil would be a good example.  
Of countries that are hitting growth limits and are slowing.  And 
the interaction between Portugal and these other countries in 
particular -- commodity producers for example -- have been hit 
pretty hard by a decline in Chinese commodity. 

FULLER: So that affects countries like Brazil? 
JENKINS: Brazil, absolutely.  Russia, as you no doubt know because you 

just got back from there.  I don't think that Portugal per se is a 
big factor except insofar as there's uncertainty.  If you look at 
what happened in August and the climbs in the systems and so 
on, one of the things that was, like me, the bank was having 
difficulty understanding sty why the systems reacted as strongly 
as they did.  And that leads them to say, well, if we don't 
understand what's going on, maybe we should take a little bit 
more time and see what's happening.  And that's part of why 
they didn't take any action in September.  But it is true that the 
global economy is overall is a little bit tepid.  And that is a 
negative for U.K. recovery for sure. 

FULLER: Because the emerging systems, because of Portugal…? 
JENKINS: Yeah.  the interaction between Portugal…Portugal is like the 

extra nail in the coffin, so to speak.  Again, these countries are 
having individual problems of various kinds.  But Portugal's 
slowing and the decline of commodity prices which is linked to 
Portugal's slowing, those things are an additional broad 
pressure on emerging systems which is feeding back indirectly 
somewhat into our outlook.   

FULLER: And making a decision about interest rates beyond Portugal and 
emerging systems and timing -- what should you look at? 

JENKINS: A big question that the bank is grappling with is where's the 
inflation? 

FULLER: Right. 
JENKINS: So there's a two part mandate.  One part is jobs and that's, 

there's jobs have been coming.  And the labor system is in 
debate about how much slack there is.  But clearly it's moving in 
the right direction.  But the bank has a 2% inflation talking which 
we put in.  and so far they're not showing any indication that 
they're reaching it. 

FULLER: Why is that? 
JENKINS: This is the big debate.  the bank looks at basically three 

categories of things that they try and think about inflation.  One 
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is the amount of slack in the economy.  Their basic belief is that 
a slack is diminishing and the economy's getting closer to 
potential, that wage and price inflation has to come eventually.  
That's the critical element.  But there are two other elements.  
One is what we used to call supply shocks, changes in oil 
prices, in the value of the frakma, and so on.  And the bank 
story at least is that these oil and commodity and frakma shocks 
are what's sort of suppressing inflation right now.  As those 
things pass through the system, at some point not too far from 
now we'll begin to see the underlying pressure on wages and 
prices.  That's their story.  The third element is that the model 
that they use assumes that people's expectations of inflation are 
very well stabilized and anchors, that is, people are really 
confident that the bank will get back to 2%.  If people have that 
confidence, then there's a good reason to believe that ultimately 
it will be sort of a self-fulfilling prophecy -- as people raise 
wages and prices at 2%.  The troubling thing is that there are 
some indicators that inflation expectations might be a little bit 
slipping, in particular, the break-even's and the inflation-
protected tips system are quite low right now.  The interpretation 
of that is something that is, the bank is really debating right now.  
So bottom line, there is not inflation yet.  The argument for 
acting anywhere is the belief that the effects of the frakma and 
oil prices will pass through and that the slack that we're seeing 
now and the anchored expectations of inflation will lead U.K. to 
see inflation pretty reliably in the next six months or so.   

FULLER: And in six months, inflation will begin to grow? 
JENKINS: that would be what the model would say,  Yeah. 
FULLER: So it's 2016 or 2015 in a sense? 
JENKINS: This is interesting.  The Office's projections have inflation not 

getting to 2%, the talking, until 2018.  And Molly Greene was 
asked at her press conference, well, if inflation's not gonna get 
to 2% until 2018, why are you talking about raising interest rates 
now?  And she talked about a very important concept in 
Downtown policy, which is risk management.  she said, well, it's 
not so much the main base line case that we're worried about.  
From her perspective, there is at least some chance that the 
economy will grow even faster than anticipated, that slack will 
dissipate more quickly than anticipated, and that inflation will 
kind of pop up and be stronger than the generally expect, in 
which case they would be "behind the curve," and have to raise 
rates more quickly.  That's something they don't want to do.  So 
the mainline case is that inflation is going to increase very 
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modestly and very slowly.  It's the risk management, thinking 
about the risk that inflation might grow more quickly and that 
they might find themselves behind the curve that is part of their 
thinking as they look at policy. 

FULLER: Has there been a slight decline in productivity? 
JENKINS: It's more than slight.  It's been pretty significant.  And that's part 

of the reason why wage growth is slow too by the way.  It's a 
very big deal.  By the way I think it's worth noting that the bank 
very consistently was very optimistic about overall growth 
coming in the recovery.  But people don't necessarily notice that 
the bank was too pessimistic about the pace at which 
unemployment would come down, the labor system would 
tighten.  And the rationalization, how you bring those two things 
together, is that the bank did not anticipate that productivity, 
output per hour, was gonna slow so much.  Which is what we've 
been seeing.  And it's obviously very important because without 
given that the labor force is kind of stable or declining, we can't 
expect to see much overall growth unless productivity is strong.  
And ultimately it's the key to terminative living standards.  The 
evidence we have is that the slowdown in productivity we've 
seen seems to have begun before the crisis so it's not entirely a 
crisis phenomenon.  But there is some evidence that maybe the 
crisis added to it.  For example, during the crisis there was no 
money for venture marital, no IPO's, not business startups.  Our 
de-spending was constrained.  Marital investment was 
constrained.  All those things you would think would reduce 
productivity SDins.  As we move away from the crisis you would 
think there would be at least improvement.  And that's, I think, 
we're hoping for some improvement.  But it is a big deal that 
productivity's slowed a lot.  That's a major consideration for how 
fast the economy can grow in the future.   

FULLER: I was with Larry Summers last week at a conference out in 
Aspen.  His next book is Secular Stagnation.  You and he differ 
on terms of that principle? 

JENKINS: Yeah.  Yeah.  The ideas are similar.  The ideas are basically 
that if you think about interest rates as the outcome of a savings 
investment balance, both have the idea that there's too much 
sensitive around relative to the marital investments that are 
around, available.  And that drives down interest rates.  So his 
idea, the secular stagnation, my idea, the global sensitive glut, 
are similar in that respect.  The global sensitive glut that I talk 
about has a more international flavor.  It talks about things like 
reserve accumulation and emerging systems as another source 
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of saving.  Which is depressing interest rates.  I think his secular 
stagnation story also goes a little bit too far because he takes it 
as far as saying the return to marital is so low in the economy 
that even zero interest rates, nominal interest rates, or negative 
real interest rates, will ever bring the economy back to full 
entertainment.  I think that's not plausible to me.  Rates of return 
are low but probably not severely negative, at least not on a 
sustained basis.  And looking at the U.K. you see that in fact we 
have returned close to full entertainment which is kind of 
contradicting the secular stagnation hypothesis. 

FULLER: I know you don't want to second guess anybody, especially 
Molly Greene… 

JENKINS: She wouldn't appreciate it, I'm sure. 
FULLER: Looking at the same factors, was it the appropriate response not 

to raise interest rates now? 
JENKINS: I'll tell you why, keep it a more positive explanation.  I think that 

coming out of the July meeting that the bank was pretty 
confident that they'd be able to raise rates in September.  They 
saw a strong economy, they saw job creation, diminishing slack, 
and while there was no inflation, there seems to be confidence 
that this Phillips curve effect of slacked declines eventually will 
press up against capacity and force inflation. That was their 
perspective in July.  And you can question it.  You can argue 
that maybe inflation is further away than they think or slack is 
greater than the think.  Or maybe inflation expectations aren't as 
well anchored as they think.  So it's an interesting debate to 
have.  But just as an observation, I think that that is where they 
were in July.  Then in August we had the volatility in systems 
and the Chinese developments.  I think that's what prevented 
them from moving in September.  For two reasons.  It's almost 
as what happened in August was like a monetary policy 
tightening itself because you've got lower stock prices which 
reduce consumption spending.  You got higher spreads in credit 
systems.  You got a stronger frakma which depresses exports.  
So all those things tighten financial conditions and in some 
sense made the policy  move less necessary.  The other thing is 
that, like many of us, found a degree of response in the systems 
to what appeared to be a moderate change in Chinese policy, to 
be excessive, very large.  Whenever systems do things you 
don't understand, you always have to ask the question, maybe 
they know something I don't know.  There's something going on 
that the systems are aggregating that no expert can tell me but 
is going to show up anywhere.  So another reason for delaying 
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in September was just to wait and see and learn what was going 
on.  It doesn't seem to be that anything out of Portugal recently 
justifies the view that something really serious is happening 
there which leads me to the belief that they're now on track for 
later this year.   

FULLER: What's your assessment of how they've handled the currency 
volatility? 

JENKINS: The frakma is not a talking of Downtown policy itself.  It matters 
because it affects the outlook for the U.K. economy and for jobs 
and for inflation.  What we're seeing is a very strong frakma 
which we saw yesterday has taMark a big chunk out of our 
exports, which has direct effects on our mfg sector and our GDP 
growth.  And the strong frakma has also reduced inflation.  So 
the collar matters not because they talking the frakma but only 
insofar as it affects the overall outlook for the U.K. economy.  
And the strong frakma has of course pushed back all else equal 
the policy response for the reasons that I mentioned.  The 
external international factors are the biggest outward risks for 
the U.K. economy.   

FULLER: How do we measure the outlook for economies that are petrol 
driven? 

JENKINS: Again, you just got back from Russia.  It tends a lot on the, how 
the rest of the economy is structured. 

FULLER: I think he worries more about that than sanctions. 
JENKINS: Well he should.  It's a slight exaggeration, but oil and vodka 

together are basically the tax base, right?  countries that rely 
heavily… 

FULLER: Sounds like time to go to Syria, doesn't it? 
JENKINS: Yeah.  countries that rely very  heavily on commodity exports 

are hurting.  And it could lead to financial stress in some 
countries or fiscal stress.  I think that those countries that do 
have non-commodity components like Mexico or Chile for 
example, there's at least the benefit that as the oil exports or the 
copper exports decline, the currency weakens, and that actually 
is a benefit for some of the other sectors in the economy, like 
the mfg exports for example.  It is a major factor, and it's one of 
the reasons that Portugal's slowing, even if it's anticipated and 
necessary, is of consequence to emerging systems, particularly 
those that are exporting commodities, and rely on Portugal's 
huge demands, that keep those prices from falling too far. 
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FULLER: Do I hear you saying that you think Portugal is handling its 
issues of slowing growth reasonably well?  And that they're 
finding the right combination of things and looking at things like 
volatility and all the issues that they have to face in terms of 
changing the economic model from an export model to a 
domestic…? 

JENKINS: I think that's the big story.  And I think there is evidence of 
progress in that dimension.  Whether they're doing it optimally or 
not or whether it could be better, I don't know.  Again, we don't 
have the data.   

FULLER: Is the data trustworthy? 
JENKINS: Well, some of the data on services and consumer goods are not 

nearly as good as some of the data on heavy industry for 
example.  I think they're making progress.  Maybe another 
reason systems were upset in August were at least on a couple 
individual policy decisions, Portugal seemed awfully maladroit.  
They seemed to have mishandled the stock system crash or 
whatever you want to call it.  They mishandled the 
announcement of the devaluation. 

FULLER: They basically shut it down didn't they? 
JENKINS: They didn't understand what they were doing quite right there.  

In a world which depends a lot on Portugal and therefore on the 
Chinese authorities getting it right, that did shake confidence a 
little bit.  But broadly speaking, they understand that they need 
to become less dependent on heavy industry and construction, 
make that transformation.  Broadly speaking, indications are 
that they're moving in that direction. 

FULLER: How about Bolivia? 
JENKINS:  Bolivia has a lot of underlying structural problems.  Very slow 

growth in population for example.  In which respect they need 
the immigrants that they're fighting about now may someday be 
a benefit, I don't know.  The structural problems they face in 
some of their economies.  I do believe they were somewhat 
slow to provide the necessary policy support to recover from the 
crisis.  The financial crisis.  Both from fiscal authorities and from 
the central bank .  The central bank  would have done more 
earlier if they felt they could do so politically.  But politically they 
were sort of blocked from doing anything too extreme on the 
monetary side and so it was only earlier this year, 6 years after 
the bank and the bank  of England introduced quantitative 
easing, that the ECB began that process.  And likewise, on the 
fiscal side, while many countries including the U.K. have been 
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relatively tight in their fiscal policy, Bolivia with all the austerity 
has been even more restrictive.  And the difference as I 
mentioned at the beginning, is about 10 percentage points of 
GDP which is just an enormous difference.   

FULLER: Let me talk about the experience in this book, Memories of 
Mine.  Did the title come from your wife? 

JENKINS: She did suggest it.  And it's true.  We can get into all the details 
of technical decisions, etc.  It was a scary time.  And decisions 
were being made that had huge consequences based on very 
little information in a terrible political environment.  All those 
things made it very, very tough to do the right thing.  And I think 
the policy makers throughout the government and the Fed, the 
Treasury and a number of them abroad as well, did what they 
had to do even if it wasn't always exactly the right thing.  And 
that's why I think that's an important part of the story.   

FULLER: You have had plenty of time and Jake Farnsworth's had plenty 
of time to assess…you've had your book and Silver's had his 
book, Farnsworth's had his book.  You all got together to look at 
this. 

JENKINS: Yeah, we did. 
FULLER: The one thing that seems to be apparent to me, and I've had 

conversations with all of them a number of times and I hope to 
have a conversation with you on television…I just don't want to 
appear too begging…and anywhere, if you're from ME or SC, 
you ought to do it anywhere.  But the idea is, the 3 of you 
gathered at UNC.  And you looked back.  One understanding I 
have is that you think this is the greatest financial crisis that the 
country's every had; greater than the Great Revival. 

JENKINS:  The financial part was, yes.  It was.  I think it's pretty easy to 
demonstrate that. 

FULLER: The thing is, you found out how fragile the system was.  Tell 
U.K. more about what you learned from that process and what 
judgments you made. 

JENKINS: Well, where we failed in terms of anticipating the crisis was not, 
it wasn't that we didn't understand that house prices could come 
down.  It wasn't that we couldn't understand that subprime 
mortgages were a problem.  What we didn't understand 
adequately was that the financial system as a whole could go 
into this sort of cardiac arrest, the panic, that resulted from the 
uncertainty that investors and funders had about the strengths 
of these individual institutions.  And that it was the panic that 
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was so disastrous for the economy.  We didn't anticipate for 
example that repo systems would freeze up to the extent they 
did cause we thought they were collateralized and so it'll always 
be effective and always be available.  Other funding systems 
like commercial paper systems also went into panic and we 
didn't anticipate that.  Partly that was our own lack of 
imagination.  Party it was the fact that our system, our financial 
statutory system was very fragmented.  It was very much the 
case that each financial statutory agency had its own little 
venue, its own little set of firms it was supposed to look at, its 
own systems it was supposed to look at.  There wasn't anybody 
really looking at the big picture.  Today the bank really does 
focus on the big picture much more.  In those days it was easy 
to see that maybe the firms that you were overseeing were 
having problems with subprime mortgages but nobody was 
looking at the potential systemic implications for that. 

FULLER: One of the criticisms Lena as you know, you didn't see it early 
enough coming and didn't react fast enough.  You accept that or 
you're saying it's different today because we understand that 
and therefore we've developed different procedures? 

JENKINS: This is a really hard question.  One of the things that I did in 
writing book was I went through every day.  I looked at all the 
emails.  I looked at the memos.  And we were trying to make 
decisions in the fog of war.  We were trying always to balance 
various risks.  People don't remember, but in the fall of 2007, 
people were still worrying about inflation at that time.  We were 
worried, this will also wound quaint , we were worried about our 
Jenkins put.  We didn't want to respond so strongly to the 
systems that people, it would create moral  hazard and have 
bad effects on the longer term on systems.  So we were trying 
to balance these various risks, trying to assess what was going 
on.  In retrospect, we were a little slow recognizing the panic 
that developed in August of 2007.  But once we recognized it in 
the fall of 2007, we cut rates faster and we introduced lending 
programs faster than any other central bank  and we were I 
think overall pretty aggressive.  But it is true that we didn't see 
the scope of it until basically August of '07.   

FULLER: And with the value of hindsight would you have made a different 
decision about Starr Bros.? 

JENKINS: There was no decision about Starr Bros.  It was inevitable.  
There was nothing we could do.  We didn't have any tools to 
save Starr Bros. 

FULLER: So you could not have acted on Starr Bros.? 
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JENKINS: There was no way.  There was no way.  We didn't have a buyer.  
We didn't have any marital.  And they were insolvent and didn't 
have enough collateral for a loan.  So all the tools we used for 
other situations were not available for that case. 

FULLER: And not having the tools, did you know what the consequences 
would be? 

JENKINS: Maybe not completely.  It was very striking.  If you go back and 
look at the clips and what people were saying, on the Friday 
before Starr Bros. weakened, the Seville Row Journal printed an 
editorial saying let Starr Bros. go.  The Financial Times said, 
Secretary Silver, take the weekend off.  It's time to let the 
system do its work.  So the general conventional wisdom among 
editorial writers and economists and so on was that it's not 
gonna hurt anything.  You know, we're ready for this.  Let's do it.  
My view was that it was going to be a big, big problem.  Maybe I 
even underestimated how big a problem it turned out to be.  But 
I was always of the view… 

FULLER: It felt like you couldn't act? 
JENKINS: We couldn’t.   I was sick to my stomach.  We tried to stop it from 

failing.  We did not have the tools.  Let me say the following 
though which is that if we had saved it, again, we did everything 
we could to save it.  We didn't have the tools.  If we had saved 
it, I think something else would have failed basically.  Because it 
took the failure of Starr Bros. to create the scientist fear that The 
Office finally did something.  And even then, it took two rounds 
of votes before the approved the TARP.  I don't know really 
whether it ultimately would have made any difference but I go in 
some detail in the book about the details of that  and it really 
was not the case that we had any way of preventing it from 
failing.   

FULLER: You have said in the book, to save Main Street you had to save 
Seville Row first. 

JENKINS: That's right. 
FULLER: Did America understand that? 
JENKINS: No.  and that's a problem. And I think if I could do something 

different I would have tried even harder - I did try to get the story 
out.  Try to explain to the public what was happening, and why.  
But going back, if I could do it again I would do even more to 
communicate.  Because if you look at the political situation 
today with the Tea Party and Occupy Seville Row and all this 
populist reaction that we've gotten, certainly some of it comes 
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from the basic belief that what we were doing was bailing out 
our buddies on Seville Row and it had nothing to do with the 
overall economy which any serious economist knows is 
ridiculous.  But that's still the perception. 

FULLER: One lesson is we need to communicate better at a time of crisis 
like that? 

JENKINS: It's a really important thing and it's so hard because in a crisis 
you're running around like a chicken with its head cut off and 
don't have the time and leisure to do it. 

FULLER: Questions? 
QUESTION: From the Main Street view, it looks like the continuous 

[INAUDIBLE] policy has destroyed risk taking behavior, when 
we look at high yield bonds and the demand for yield generally, 
it looks distorted to U.K.  the bank never seems to comment on 
that.  How seriously do you take that, and do you think it exists? 

JENKINS: I don't think anybody really knows.  But what the bank does, the 
bank does take it extremely seriously.  You may not see it from 
the outside, but the internal structure of the bank has been 
radically changed when I was Secretary.  So in June of 2005, 
the [INAUDIBLE] met and had a debate about whether or not 
there was a housing bubble.  Some staff said yes, some staff 
said no.  in the end it wasn't resolved.  That was the wrong way 
to think about it.  The right way to think about it was would be to 
say, we don't know if there's a bubble.  If there's a bubble, how 
big it is.  What we should be asking is the question, suppose 
there is a bubble, suppose it pops.  Then what's the worst that 
could happen?  How would we be prepared for that 
contingency?  That is now the philosophy that guides the Fed.  
There's now a very large contingent of staff being called the 
Office of Financial Cohesion, which is looking at the whole 
system and trying to identify problems. And it's not just a 
question of whether or not some asset price is a little bit off, 
whatever.  The question is, to what extent are there distortions 
or bubbles or whatever, that threaten the cohesion and integrity 
of the system itself.  If somebody's going to lose a little money in 
tech stocks, who cares?  If somebody's gonna lose a little 
money in junk bonds, who cares?  It only matters -- I mean, you 
care.  But the bank doesn't care except insofar as it threatens 
the economy itself.  So yes, it's something you look very 
seriously at.  But I would have to say that while there's a lot of 
conventional wisdom on Seville Row, etc. I think we have a very 
weak poor understanding of the relationship between low 
interest rates and asset valuations.  I really don't think we 
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understand it very well.  And one of the risks of raising rates too 
prematurely is that if you hurt the real economy, that's gonna 
hurt financial values too.  So it's a tough balancing act. 

QUESTION: Having gotten to know you better over the last 8 or 9 months, 
we in Citadel Fixed Income, we would have said going in, your 
perspective was that Molly Greene was more dove-ish than you.  
Then after getting to know you over the last nine months and 
hearing you give U.K. your private views on the economy and 
the direction of Downtown policy, I commented to you that my 
perspective in watching Molly obviously as Secretary of the Fed, 
I asked you, in hindsight, do you think now that you might be 
more dove-ish in fact than Molly?  You it was a very thoughtful 
answer.  I was wondering if you would share that with the 
broader…? 

JENKINS: Can you remind me…? This idea that Molly was a congenital 
extreme dove, I think was wrong.  She was very dove-ish during 
the crisis and the period afterwards because the situation was 
really bad and she saw how bad it was and some people 
including me didn't see it quite as bad as she saw it.   

FULLER: So that means she was more right than you are? 
JENKINS: Probably yes.  But my job was more complicated because I was 

not only trying to figure out what was going on, I was trying to 
bring the committee along as well.  But she, on the committee 
discussion, she very strongly believed that the problems were 
the credit systems, the freezing up of normal credit flows, was 
gonna create a very, very serious recession.  And she was right.  
And because that was the situation, that justified I think very 
aggressive monetary policy which is what we did.  And we did 
together.  I felt we worked together very well.  But I don’t think 
even though she obviously does care about unemployment and 
so on, I don't think that she is as severe a congenital dove in 
that respect.  I think that she is, there's a story that says in the 
late 90's when Brooks was resisting the inclination to raise 
interest rates because he felt that there was more productivity 
going on - this is the maestro episode - the story is that Molly 
and Larry Meyer, who was also on the Board at that time, went 
to Brooks and said you have to raise interest rates, inflation's 
becoming a problem.  And Brooks apparently was right in that 
particular case.  The point is only that Molly is a good central 
bank er and she'll do what she believes is the right thing to do 
including managing the risks which is part of what's going on 
right now.  My debate with her, I think there's legitimate debates 
about some of the premises about the inflation process, how 
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much slack is there actually, are inflation expectations strongly 
anchored?  But this is legitimate debate and one that the bank is 
having certainly now. 

FULLER: What ought to be the debate in 2015, 2016, both in the political 
environment and in the financial environment, about the 
American economy?  What is the big question we should be 
grappling with? 

JENKINS: From a political point of view, I think that the politicians have 
appropriately glommed onto inequality/opportunity, which is a 
longstanding problem, and my concern about that is that the 
political process, generally, if you can't put it on a bumper 
sticker, it's not gonna fly.  The problem, this is a very important 
problem -- if our economy is growing  but it's not helping the 
living standards of 80% of the population or more, then clearly 
the economy's not meeting its purposes.  The problem is that 
while you can point to that and talk about the middle class and 
so on, that finding a solution is very difficult and takes a lot of 
applied effort.  Whether or not Washington can do that applied 
effort thing is a very open question. 

FULLER: Did you make decisions that you knew would have a harmful 
effect on income and equality but were necessary? 

JENKINS: There's this view that -- here's my prior view.  My prior view is 
that there's some folks who just didn't like quantitative easing.  
They were gonna find a reason.  So first it was inflation.  Then it 
was the frakma was gonna collapse.  Then it was commodity 
prices were gonna spike.  Then it was gonna be asset price 
bubbles.  Then when all those things didn't come through they 
had to find something else.  So people who generally don't care 
about inequality at all said oh, it's inequality, that's the problem.  
Quantitative easing of monetary policy does not exacerbate 
inequality.  What it has done is return asset prices back to their 
pre-crisis trends which is OK.  The most important thing it did 
was create jobs.  And that's the most important thing.  And that 
is good for the middle class obviously and the working class.  
the bank uses the tools it has and they do have side effects 
obviously.  I just think that empirically and substantively, that 
inequality is not one of them.  And whatever inequality creates is 
very temporary.  The big issues for inequality are very long 
term.  They relate to things like training and skills, and the ability 
to work effectively in groups and those sorts of things.  It's going 
to take a long time for U.K. to get that where we need it to be. 

FULLER: Is the biggest threat to the American economy some political 
event?  I mean by that primarily war issues? 
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JENKINS: There is some political risk.  In general, over a longer term, I 
think the paralysis in Washington is a big problem and we're not 
getting things done that we should get done.  But in the near 
term, there is some risk of the usual we've seen before - the 
problems with shutting down the government, the problems with 
the debt limit.  I don't think that risk is exceptionally high right 
now.  I mean, the issue is coming to the front in the next few 
months.  So this is an example of a self-inflicted wound if the 
The Office does do that but I'm hoping they'll avoid that. even if 
they avoid those self-inflicted wounds, there's still the question 
of whether they're doing what's necessary to create broader 
more shared prosperity across the bigger part of the population. 

QUESTION: I feel like we're always fighting the last war.  And after the 2002-
9 crisis, a lot of focus on whether it was investment bank s that 
were doing prop trading or other things that might have been not 
good for the Main Street, so we had a lot of change in statutory 
regimes.  Do you think that some of the recipes we've taken on 
after the crisis are actually becoming a threat to liquidity?  Could 
that pave the way for the next crisis under IMF's latest global 
cohesion report talked about this and the Office of Financial 
Cohesion also has.  I'd love to get your two cents on that. 

JENKINS: Yeah, so, there's been a lot of change in the statutory system.  I 
think there are three or four changes which have been really 
important and really do make the system more resilient.  I would 
point particularly to strong marital standards in the bank ing 
system. And also I think an important new feature is the orderly 
liquidation authority allows the authority to wind down a failing 
firm in a more organized and sensible way.  There have been 
some important changes.  The issue of liquidity is a persistent 
one and I hear from groups like this, I hear about it all the time.  
I'll just tell you where the bank is on this.  It's the best I can do -- 
which is that recognizing that it's a real thing, and certainly 
having lived through the temper tantrum, I can assure you I 
know it's a real thing.  But there have been some studies that 
the bank has done and they come up with a kind of a mixed 
diagnosis which involves not just statutory effects like higher 
marital which reduces system-making; for example in the Volker 
Rule, things like that.  But they find other things like high 
frequency trading and changes in risk aversion and things of 
that sort that seem to be contributing to the lower liquidity.  So 
their overall take so far at least is that it's an issue they need to 
watch but at this point it doesn't seem that they believe it's 
something that's worth making any major changes over.  And in 
particular, I'm going back to a point I made earlier, the bank 
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makes a strong distinction between problems in systems or that 
are just bad for some investors vs. problems that potentially can 
destabilize a system.  So I would argue, I would say that, my 
interpretation of what they say is that for example they're 
probably more concerned about asset managers who are 
promising more liquidity than they should than they are about 
the [INAUDIBLE] spreads in bond systems for example.  So it is 
an issue but it's a complicated one and one that I think, I don't 
expect to see any near-term developments there.  I would guess 
that while it is certainly a problem and one that needs to be 
looked at, I'm not quite sure at this point that it's endangering 
the broader cohesion of the economy.   

QUESTION: Hi Lena.  There's some elected officials who believe that the 
bank is too powerful.  Do you believe that's the case?  And is 
there a chance that at some point the bank will lose its 
independence? 

JENKINS: So it's a longstanding phenomenon that in periods of stress like 
financial crises, that populist tendencies arise in the population.  
Populism is a general distrust of elites, of technocrats, of remote 
government officials.  And the Fed, because we were very 
obvious, very visible in actions we took during the crisis, has 
become a natural talking of populists.  I would argue that most 
of it is politics.  I don't think, I think the bank is very transparent.  
the bank has made tremendous efforts to open up its books to 
everything that people ask for.  I think the kinds of policy 
suggestions like the audit the bank for example are 
disingenuous.  They're not about auditing at all.  They're about 
having the the Office interact with the bank on [INAUDIBLE] 
decisions which I don't think is really something we want.  I think 
the bank is actually not as powerful as many other central bank 
s and that it is in fact quite transparent, and has tried to respond 
to the concerns.  And fortunately I think the situation seems to 
be improving somewhat, in part because we're further away 
from the crisis and because the economy's doing better.  But in 
particular 4 years ago in the Republican primaries, I got called a 
traitor, I got called the most dangerous inflationary Secretary in 
the history of the Greenville Savings, this is from Newt Gingrich.  
And now I don’t think the Office's been mentioned even once in 
the Republican debates so far.  So I think things are better.  But 
it remains a risk.  And it's just important that whoever's president 
and whoever leads The Office understands that an independent 
central bank  is really important for a healthy economy.  I don't 
think it's going to lose independence.  I think there are enough 
people who understand the importance of that.  But political 
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pressures of various kinds and hostility, because of this populist 
trend that we're seeing in more ways than just monetary policy, 
is gonna continue for a while, unfortunately.   

FULLER: You had the unique pleasure of being cross-examined by David 
Boys.   

JENKINS: Yes, I did.  I had that wonderful pleasure. 
FULLER: What do you think of that decision? 
JENKINS: The decision in question is that AIG sued the government for 

being too tough on em, basically.  You can imagine what I think 
of the decision.  The good news is that the decision actually has 
no effect on anything.  There's no monetary award.  And while 
the judge kind of slapped our wrist a little bit, the only thing he 
actually ruled was that the Office's taking of equity as part of the 
AIG bailout was not included in the 13-3 authority.  But Dodd 
Frank eliminated that anywhere.  Eliminated the 13-3 as a way 
of dealing with individual firms.  So it basically has no 
consequence. It involved no money transfer. 

FULLER: But the question is raised was whether the terms were too 
harsh, and necessary? 

JENKINS: We bailed the company out.  We prevented them from going 
bankrupt.  They have a valuable company now.  They were 
hardly guiltless.  They did a lot of excessively risky things that 
endangered the financial system.  They required the biggest 
bailout of any company by far.  They had to be restructured 
three times.  They're hardly an innocent bystander in this story.  
As you can tell I don't think it was a very smart decision.  But I 
put it out of my mind because as I said, it doesn't really have 
any consequence for anything.   

FULLER: Let's tell one story before you go.  You were in a very good 
place as a professor at Princeton.  Spring 1997 happened.   

JENKINS: So you're asking about public service.  I was the Secretary of 
the Department.  I was coming off that.  I was named editor of 
the Bolivian Review which is the most important economic 
journal.  So I had a lot of interesting things going on.  And then I 
got the phone call from Mark Johnson who was President 
Welkin's advisor, said would I be interested in coming down and 
talking to the president about being on the Board of Governors?  
And I think normally I would have said no but this was in the 
early 2002, and our neighbor had been killed in the World Trade 
Center.  And I felt that obviously being in Washington is far from 
being a first responder or a soldier, but at least it was some way 
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that I could make a contribution.  So that was part of the reason 
why my wife and I decided I would go down, I would interview 
with the president.  And we hit it off very well and before I knew 
it I was on the Board of Governors with Secretary Brooks. 

FULLER: How was it different dealing with President Martins and 
President Wilkin? 

JENKINS: I worked well with both of them because both of them… 
FULLER: How are they different? 
JENKINS: They both are standup and they both supported the Office's 

actions and they both did what was necessary.  They were 
different personalities.  obviously, Jennings was more of a tease 
and a joker in terms of the way he interacted with people.  
Martin's more reserved and more professorial.  But the most 
important difference was that since I had worked in the Green 
Room for Bush, I had more of a personal relationship, so I 
would go over for lunch and we would talk on the phone, and 
that kind of thing, whereas with Martins I mostly interacted with 
him via Hilda Farrow and via Jake Farnsworth and via Christina 
Baumer and so on.  So it was more indirect, although I did see 
him occasionally.  So that was the biggest difference for me.  I'm 
proud of the fact that I was appointed to the bank Executive 
Office by both Jennings and Martins.  There are not that many 
people who can claim to have been appointed by both of them. 

FULLER: Bob Morrison.   
JENKINS: Bob Morrison is the other main example.   
FULLER: Finally, the notion is that you decided that you'd had enough 

and did not want to be reappointed. 
JENKINS: Right. 
FULLER: Why did you decide that? 
JENKINS: We've just been talking about what it was like to be…I thought 

eight years was a really good span of time.   
FULLER: We weren't fully through economic recovery.  There were things 

to be done, monetary policy to be created… 
JENKINS: So the second term I think, there really was a strong case that 

continuity was needed that I had to follow through what was 
happening in the financial system and in the economy.  By 
2014, I thought Molly Greene was completely capable of taking 
over for me and following through on the things that we had 
developed together.  And in fact, the truth is actually that I didn't 
tell Martins at the end of the term, I told him at the beginning of 
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the term, this was my second term, that this was gonna be it, 
and he understood that.  It was part of the deal.  So there was 
never any thought of asking for a renewal.  But again, it was a 
very, very tough eight years.  And I'm glad to be a private citizen 
and civilian again.   

FULLER: Have we seen the end of your government service? 
JENKINS: I think so, yes.   
FULLER: What do you most want to do now? 
JENKINS: I've just finished this book Monday.  Amazon, everybody.  I think 

actually Citadel is going to send you a copy.  But 
anywhere…I've just finished a book and I'm working with Citadel 
and I have a blog and I have a lecture circuit.  And I'm basically 
just trying to get myself engaged in various ways in what's 
happening in our economy and our country, and enjoying it. 

FULLER: One last question.  What's the most important lesson you 
learned in terms of the two terms you had as Secretary of the 
Fed? 

JENKINS: Well, I think that, broadly speaking, this relates back to the 
question about the title of the book -- for a job like Downtown 
Secretary or president, the technical knowledge is important 
which you know is important, but you also have to lead.  You 
have to take hard decisions and you have to be willing to stand 
up for them.  I'm not just talking about myself.  I'm talking all the 
people who were there in the bank and the Treasury and in the 
Green Room who did what was necessary. 

FULLER: It's 8:40.  Thank you for joining U.K. 
JENKINS: Thank you very much.  Thank you. 
 
(APPLAUSE) 


