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Despite continuing turmoil in global financial markets, a vote looming in 
the UK to leave the EU on 23 June and slower than expected growth, 
the Shadow Monetary Policy Committee (SMPC) voted to raise Bank 
Rate in April. The vote to raise rates - by six votes to three - is the first 
for an increase since December 2015, and the same margin as the vote 
in June that year.

Arguments for an immediate rise in rates were accompanied in one 
instance by a desire to see regulations eased and for QE to begin to be 
unwound, with some of the proceeds spent on infrastructure to boost the 
supply side of the UK economy. Other arguments included that it was 
time to at least start to reduce the distorting effects on the economy of 
keeping rates too low for too long. One argued that with uncertainty about 
the referendum gaining further negative traction, a rate rise should occur 
before the referendum so that its result does not prevent a rate rise later 
in the year. 

The three dissenters felt that the economy was slowing and close to its 
long run trend, with downside risks predominating. Since price and wage 
inflation were low, and the various monetary and credit indicators 
suggested little future inflation pressure anywhere in the economy, there 
was no immediate need to act. This was especially so as the global risk 
profile was overwhelmingly to the downside. 

The SMPC is a group of economists who have gathered quarterly at the 
IEA since July 1997, with a briefer e-mail poll being released in the 
intermediate months when the minutes of the quarterly gathering are not 
available. That it was the first such group in Britain, and that it gathers 
regularly to debate the issues involved, distinguishes the SMPC from 
the similar exercises carried out elsewhere. To ensure that nine votes 
are cast each month, it carries a pool of ‘spare’ members. This can lead 
to changes in the aggregate vote, depending on who contributed to a 
particular poll. As a result, the nine independent and named analyses 
should be regarded as more significant than the exact overall vote. The 
next two SMPC polls will be released on the Sundays of 8th May and 12th 
June 2016, respectively.

Embargo: Not for publication before 00:01am Sunday 10th April.

Shadow Monetary Policy Committee votes 
six / three to raise Bank Rate in April.
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Vote and comment by Anthony J. Evans

(ESCP Europe Business School) 
Vote: Hold. 
Bias: Raise.

Whilst inflation has risen slightly (to 0.3%) it is still too far from the 
2.0% target to warrant a change in monetary policy. Indeed the growth 
rate of nominal income has become a genuine concern - down from 
5.4% in Q2 of 2014 to just 1.9% in the final quarter of 2015. Compared 
to the last quarter it has in fact stalled. Broad money seems robust so 
it is not time to panic just yet, however central banks should be ready 
in case of continued deteriorations in growth forecasts.

Vote and comment by John Greenwood

(Invesco Asset Management) 
Vote: Hold Bank Rate; maintain the APF at £375bn.  
Bias: None.

The real growth rate of the UK economy remains subdued, with the OBR 
forecasting 2.0% for 2016 and 2.2% for 2017. The OBR also expects CPI 
inflation to remain below target at 0.7% in 2016 and 1.6% in 2017. 

Nevertheless there has been concern on both sides of the Atlantic at the 
possibility of a return of inflation. For some perspective on this, recall 
that in the UK the main measures of inflation (headline CPI and core 
CPI) have been well below the Bank’s target of 2% for some time. To 
appreciate what is really going on, two propositions must be understood. 

First, overall price changes are ultimately driven by money and credit 
growth, and the outcome for (say) the headline CPI is determined by 
the weighted average of the services CPI and the goods CPI. Second, if 
commodity prices fall – as they did between September 2014 and January 
2016 – then consumers will have more money to spend on services, and 
the result will be lower goods price inflation but temporarily higher service 
price inflation. The recent brief recovery in energy prices has pushed up 
the goods component of the CPI (from -2.3% in September 2015 to -1.6% 
in February 2016), but service price inflation (at +2.4% in February 2016), 
which tends to lag somewhat, has not yet come down.  

Both for the US and for the UK some commentators are wrongly adding 
higher goods price inflation to temporarily higher service price inflation 
and predicting a significant rise in inflation. The reality is that with no 
acceleration in money and credit growth it is unlikely that overall inflation 
can increase significantly. In short, as goods prices rise, service prices 
will slow.

Low inflation and weak 
nominal GDP growth 
suggest rates should 
stay on hold

Weak growth and low 
inflation…

….but there has been 
concern about a return  
of inflation

This is based on an 
erroneous view about the 
interaction of goods and 
services price inflation

With no acceleration 
in credit or monetary 
growth, a return of 
inflation is unlikely
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For 2016 I forecast 2.2% real GDP growth, and a 1.0% increase in 
headline CPI inflation. Against this background of low money and credit 
growth, subdued real GDP growth, and substantially below target 
inflation, it would inappropriate for the MPC to be raising interest rates.

Vote and comment by Jamie Dannhauser

(Ruffer) 
Vote: ¼% hike in Bank Rate; no change in QE stock. 
Bias: No bias. 
One year view:  Further gradual increases in Bank Rate;  

keep stock of QE unchanged.

Notwithstanding the volatility in financial markets so far this year, 
the case for an immediate 25bps hike in Bank Rate remains solid. 
This is categorically not a call to normalise monetary policy quickly. 
However, with output growth tracking close to, or marginally above, the 
economy’s underlying speed limit, monetary conditions conducive to 
solid domestic demand growth through the rest of 2016 and no obvious 
imminent threat from elsewhere in the global economy, it remains 
reasonable to begin the process of monetary policy normalisation. 
Indeed, with sterling depreciating 5%, and the implied path of Bank 
Rate shifting down by around 50bps, since the start of the year, there 
has in effect been a meaningful implicit easing of the monetary stance. 

The decline in the (risk-free) interest rate path, and the fall in the 
pound, have partly been offset by rising risk premia on sterling assets. 
Undoubtedly, ‘Brexit’ fears have played a role. But there has also been 
a broader weakening in investor risk appetite and an accompanying 
spike in uncertainty. Indeed, surveys of UK businesses clearly reveal 
an increasing growth headwind from macroeconomic uncertainty, 
especially in relation to investment intentions. 

Global demand growth remains depressed and risks of a more severe 
slowdown remain. These risks continue to cloud the outlook for the UK 
economy. Nonetheless, the cyclical position of the UK economy appears 
solid. The recently announced sizeable expansion of ECB monetary 
stimulus should help bolster the UK’s flagging exports. Domestically, 
the situation is a lot more positive, most notably current and prospective 
consumer demand. GDP growth should remain at or above its potential 
level, absorbing additional spare capacity in the process. 

The backdrop of subdued 
growth, inflation and 
credit growth supports  
a hold in rates

Raise rate, despite 
financial market volatility

Rise in risk premia for UK 
down to ‘Brexit’

Global demand has 
slowed but UK economy 
looks solid
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Underlying inflation remains subdued – and if anything has softened 
a little in recent months. This remains a concern and is the primary 
reason why, despite survey evidence of material recruitment difficulties 
in the labour market and very limited slack within firms, there is a 
strong case for maintaining an accommodative policy stance. However, 
monetary policy must be forward looking, taking into account the “long 
and variable lags” between shifts in monetary policy, their impact on 
broader monetary conditions and at a further remove their subsequent 
effects on nominal demand and inflation. 

With plenty of evidence that accommodative monetary policy is 
producing sufficiently easy monetary conditions – broad money growth, 
availability of bank credit etc. – to support required growth of nominal 
demand, it is justified to begin the process of normalisation. Monetary 
growth remains steady in mid-single digits. Banks’ willingness to lend 
is close to normal for most loan categories. Bank lending rates (and 
spreads) still appear to be falling, albeit that process may be coming to 
an end for certain parts of the loan book (e.g. residential mortgages). 
And with some delay, there are encouraging signs that this improvement 
in credit conditions is stimulating higher credit volumes – and with it, 
additional deposit creation. 

Should we be responding to the effects of ‘Brexit’ fears? Categorically, 
no. Monetary policy cannot, and should not, respond to ‘unknown 
unknowns’ – and that is exactly what Britain’s exit from the EU would be. 
Any hit to asset prices and demand because of increased uncertainty 
would likely be reversed if the country chooses to stay in, leaving the 
medium-term path of inflation unchanged. If Britain votes to leave the 
EU, and this triggers a loss of confidence in the pound and/or the UK 
banking system, then it is at that point that Bank of England, through 
the MPC, FPC and PRA, should act – but not before. 
In summary, output growth should remain solid, over time using up 
whatever space capacity is left in the economy.

Underlying inflationary pressures remain limited but are set to strengthen, 
a process helped by the pound’s sharp decline in the FX markets. Highly 
accommodative monetary policy is gaining traction, as evidenced by the 
available money and credit figures, and appears more than sufficient to 
get inflation back to 2% over the medium-term. Downside global risks 
remain meaningful, hence the logic behind moving slowly and being 
somewhat more tolerant of upside inflation dangers than in more normal 
times. But this does not justify inaction today. The monetary policy 
stance should be normalised slowly but not at the glacial pace than 
financial markets currently believe is appropriate. 

Evidence that a loose 
stance is helping 
recovery

Policy should not 
respond to ‘Brexit’ fears

An immediate rise in 
rates is required, but  
then should rise slowly

UK inflation is currently 
weak but policy should 
be forward looking
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Vote and comment by Andrew Lilico

(Europe Economics) 
Vote: Raise Bank Rate ¼%.  
Bias: Raise rates.

With the odds on a Leave win in the EU referendum shortening, the risks 
of delaying raising rates are rising, shifting the balance in favour of an 
earlier rise. In the event of a Leave vote, it will probably be inappropriate 
to raise rates for several (perhaps as many as six) months, owing to 
the inevitable volatility and uncertainty that will follow in the immediate 
aftermath. So any rate rises required need to come before a Leave 
vote, if the vote is indeed to Leave. If we could be certain of a vote to 
Remain, there might still be a case for waiting a further three or four 
months before the first rate rise. There is little inflationary pressure 
and little else to force a rise. But given that we know we want rates to 
be raised soon, it would be a mistake to place ourselves in a position 
where we might not be able to raise until 2017.

A secondary argument here is that it would be better to begin the process 
of absorbing the shock to the system of the first interest rate rise before 
the system starts to respond to Brexit. Otherwise, it might be difficult to 
raise rates at all between 2016 and a 2018 (or 2020) Brexit.

Vote by Kent Matthews

(Cardiff Business School, Cardiff University) 
Vote: Raise Bank Rate ¼%. 
Bias:  Keep QE in reserve. Delay Basle 3 regulation  

and higher capital ratios. 

Vote and comment by Patrick Minford

(Cardiff Business School, Cardiff University) 
Vote: Raise Bank Rate by ½%. 
Bias: To raise Bank Rate.

Before the crisis the accepted wisdom was that regulation should be 
‘light touch’ and that provided the central bank was ready to stop any 
run on the banks, these last could be allowed to choose their own capital 
and liquidity ratios. At the same time monetary policy was delivered by 
rules for setting interest rates linked to inflation.

The rationale to raise 
rates is to do with ‘Brexit’ 

Rates Bank rate now or 
the opportunity might be 
lost for many years

‘Light touch’ regulation 
used to be the maxim
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It is easy to see that all this led to a huge lending boom in the 2000s 
up to the banking crisis. Since the crisis this wisdom has been turned 
on its head. Regulation has been tightened up massively, with central 
banks telling commercial banks the minimum capital ratios they must 
have and also creating various balance sheet ratios dependent on 
‘risk-weighted assets’. At the same time monetary policy has switched 
to flooding the markets with government cash- Quantitative Easing- 
instead of setting interest rates (which are too close to zero to move 
much at all).

The result of this post-crisis U-turn has been that world recovery is 
really pretty sluggish. As we said last time world growth continues 
and almost certainly will survive this current weakness because of 
the commodity price bust has put a lot of profit back into western 
commodity-consuming economies; and these economies will respond 
with higher investment and higher consumption.

But the surprise is how weakly the world has responded to the huge 
flood of cash poured into it by governments. Credit and money growth 
remain weak; the commercial banks are just sitting on this mountain of 
cash that has found its way to them and promptly been deposited back 
with their central banks.

Could it be that the u-turn in regulation has roughly offset the u-turn 
in money creation? Yes, it looks very like it. What has happened is 
that the banks have been terrified of lending in case they had to raise 
more and more expensive capital (from middle eastern sheikhs et al). 
So they have held ‘safe’ assets- viz lots of government bonds and 
especially government cash. The huge mound of cash poured into the 
economy by governments has simply been stored and not lent out as 
theory assumes it will be.

To use an old metaphor, the stable doors have been slammed shut 
after the credit horses have bolted. This has stopped the credit horses 
from returning to the stable at all; let alone behaving as needed. The 
regulative overkill has stopped credit in its tracks; not only will there 
be no chance of a credit boom, but also there will be not even the 
necessary growth of credit to sustain the recovery.

Matters have been somewhat eased by the growth of credit substitutes- 
P2P lending, crowdfunding and so on. Also quite a bit of cash has 
gone into stock markets, driving up prices, on its way to being finally 
redeposited in the banks. But the rise in equity prices has been 
sandbagged by the lack of continuing credit and money growth. Equity 
prices have fallen back more recently. Bond prices have gone on rising, 
and yields becoming ever smaller, as recession uncertainty has gripped 
the markets.

But it did help produce a 
lending boom

Now the pendulum has 
swung too far the other 
way

A flood of ‘official money’ 
has not kick-started 
lending

Could it be that 
regulation has offset  
its effects?

Regulatory overkill has 
stopped credit growth

Fintech may have 
boosted credit
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What is to be done? Unfortunately bureaucracies find it hard to swallow 
their words, unless absolutely forced by brute circumstances. As there 
is enough growth to claim things are not too bad, the new regulations 
are being nailed into place; and regulators are crowing about how ‘safe’ 
the banks have become, with ‘stress tests’ being generally passed 
quite easily by now. Yet a safe bank that is not taking any risks is not 
much use to society. The same regulators blame weak growth on other 
things – such as China’s problems or commodity producers’ woes- and 
not on their own actions in destroying banks’ business models via their 
regulative overkill.

Work we have done in Cardiff strongly suggests that before the crisis 
central banks were at fault in allowing money to become too loose. 
Interest rates were kept too low for too long, and the effects on money 
and credit ignored because inflation did not respond much if at all. 
When finally commodity prices exploded, setting off a surge in inflation 
in 2007-8, they raised interest rates too late and just when the banking 
system was faced with deposit runs, as the sub-prime crisis made 
wholesale depositors nervous that a bank would fail. At the very point, 
when central banks should have been strongly supporting the banks, 
they turned severe and, with know-nothing politicians egging them on, 
lectured them instead of getting behind them and injecting the massive 
liquidity needed to stave off these runs; then they brought in the new 
regulations, worsening the banks’ plight.

Some countries - Switzerland, Sweden and the EU among them- have 
now moved interest rates paid on bank balances into negative territory. 
At first this was hailed as bold and smart, ‘forcing the banks’ to lend. 
It has not done so. Furthermore it is damaging banks’ profitability both 
directly on their deposit return and indirectly because it lowers the rates 
they can get on lending, as ever lower rates in the bond markets cut 
into what private firms will pay for credit. Essentially negative interest 
rates are a tax on banks; one might want to know whether this makes 
any sense when we need healthy banks to support the economy.

It is nowadays commonplace to hear people criticising bankers as the 
cause of all our problems. Yet, if central banks had done a good job 
of controlling money, the banking system would not have behaved 
the same way. Nor then would they have resorted to the regulative 
backlash we have seen since, which as we have argued has wrecked 
monetary policy for the recovery.

It is time for governments to recalibrate their actions. We now need 
regulation to be scaled back pragmatically to encourage normal lending 
growth again. As that happens the cash mountain sitting with the banks 
needs to be chopped down by reversing QE. As credit growth gathers 
some momentum interest rates also need to be raised. This is sadly 
going to take some time. Meanwhile the recovery will limp on, sustained 

Yet negative effects 
of over-regulation 
remainegative effects of 
over-regulation remain

Central banks have been, 
and are, pro-cyclical 
rather than counter 
cyclical in their policy 
positioning

Official deposit rates 
are negative in more 
countries

Banks have been blamed 
for all the current 
problems the problem

Regulation should be 
scaled back
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by the long commodity cycle we have talked about. It is not the end of 
the world but it has been a poor episode instructive on how foolish 
governments can be.

The MPC should begin tightening now in a gradual way, while also 
relaxing the regulation on banks. The latter has been happening to 
some degree. We have seen the sidestepping of the Vickers report’s 
total separation between investment and retail banking. UK banks now 
seem to be more comfortable with the capital and other ratios being 
imposed on them; and the new FCA head, Andrew Bailey, is more 
bank-friendly. All this is helpful and should make it easier for banks to 
lend again. If the Bank can also stop muttering about restrictions on 
mortgage lending, this would be better still. It could also pave the way 
for monetary policy to do the job of controlling home lending.

With Brexit pushing sterling down as well, it is time for the Bank to 
tighten to maintain external control as well. My vote therefore remains 
as before: for rates to rise slowly and for QE to be reversed gradually.

Vote and comment by Peter Warburton

(Economic Perspectives Ltd) 
Vote:  Raise Bank Rate ¼%; Reallocate £50bn of QE  

from gilts to infrastructure bonds. 
Bias: To raise Bank Rate in stages to 1.5%.

After 7 years, the Bank of England’s MPC has not seen fit to lift Bank 
Rate from its supposedly emergency level of 0.5%. There are no 7-year 
emergencies. While governor Carney has sensibly distanced himself 
from the radical policy path of negative interest rates, the prevalence 
of such settings in Europe and the misguided Japanese foray will keep 
the possibility of a negative Bank Rate on the policy agenda. As I have 
commented in the past, actions which the monetary authorities consider 
to be expansionary have frequently turned out to have unintended 
consequences that frustrate their ambitions. There is a risk that merely 
toying with the idea of negative interest rates will undermine confidence 
in the long-term savings industry and will provoke these institutions to 
downgrade pension entitlements.

The extenuation of emergency low interest rates has damaged 
the functioning of the economy and negative interest rates would 
compound the damage. The Bank’s intransigence over Bank Rate has 
created a network of distorted incentives and financially engineered 
corporate profitability. MPC members Vleighe and Shafik have sent 
strong messages that the threshold for them to approve a rate increase 
is very high.

MPC should raise 
ratesshould raise rates

My vote is for a rate rise

Rates have been on hold 
for seven years

This is damaging the 
economy by distorting 
incentives
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On the contrary, to raise Bank Rate would send a positive economic 
message that the state of economic emergency was over. In the 
early months of 2013, there was a clear opportunity to begin the 
rate normalisation process. This opportunity was missed, as have 
numerous others in the subsequent 3 years. As the UK consumer 
outlook deteriorates, the clamour for easier monetary policy is sure to 
become louder.

While 2016 has started brightly for the UK consumer, buoyed by further 
weakness in motor fuel prices and ongoing supermarket competition, 
the outlook for the next 12-18 months is threatened from several 
directions. The divergences of experience that opened out in 2015 
may become glaring in 2016. Average earnings inflation has flattered 
to deceive, rising quickly from 2% to 3% per annum, but sinking back 
to 2.1% on the January data. Meanwhile, consumer price inflation 
has nudged higher and is likely to erode real income growth for the 
remainder of the year. The impressive pace of real earnings growth in 
2014 and 2015 is likely to abate this year and next. 

The surge in consumer optimism that followed the unexpectedly 
decisive 2015 general election is beginning to wither. The referendum 
on UK membership of the EU called for 23 June has called time on 
this brief window of political clarity. The credible success of the Brexit 
campaign threatens to unleash at least a temporary period of postponed 
expenditures and currency volatility. Should the campaign succeed, 
this would probably develop into a more protracted and unpredictable 
scenario as the practical implications of separation became better 
understood. The rest of the EU would be damaged by the UK’s planned 
exit, the EU budget would be destabilised, all at a most unwelcome 
time, with spillover effects on the UK.
 
A third dimension of the threat to UK consumer prosperity comes from 
George Osborne who has confirmed a tightening fiscal stance in the 
March Budget. As is now commonplace, the Budget is a multi-year 
adjustment to the public finances. A raft of tax gathering measures 
announced in previous Budgets come into force in April 2016, notably 
the increases in employers’ and employees’ National Insurance 
contributions as a result of changes to state pensions provision; the 
imposition of meaner tax allowances for buy-to-let landlords and a 
spike in the rate of Stamp Duty levied on buy-to-let purchases. More 
broadly, the tax take from gross household incomes is expected to 
increase in both 2016-17 and 2017-18. 

When we assemble these various factors into a spreadsheet analysis 
of household incomes and spending, the outcome is a progressive 
squeeze on after-tax real incomes. While employee compensation 
should continue to grow more strongly in 2016, other elements of 
household income, not least net interest received and social benefits, 

Raising Bank Rate would 
send a positive economic 
messagea positive 
economic message

UK outlook has downside 
risks

Consumer spending 
losing momentum

A tighter fiscal stance is 
a risk to recovery

The Budget arithmetic 
shows a squeeze on after 
tax real incomes
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will dampen the overall increase in households’ available resources. 
This strongly suggests that consumer spending volumes will grow more 
slowly, unless further dissaving can offset these. The scope for overall 
consumer borrowing to increase much faster than the present pace 
of 3.5% is doubtful, although unsecured debt is increasing at a much 
faster pace. Otherwise, the dissaving may occur through the disposal 
of financial assets. On balance, we expect only a small decline in the 
household saving rate this year, after five successive years of significant 
compression, and a sub-2% growth of consumption volumes.       

There is a clear danger that fiscal tightening will spur monetary easing 
in the UK, when the opposite fiscal-monetary mix would probably yield 
more satisfactory outcomes. The overriding priority of macroeconomic 
policy should be the revival of nominal GDP growth, which low interest 
rates have failed to achieve. Tax cuts, in the form of lower National 
Insurance contribution rates and Business Rates, would help to stimulate 
nominal activity and modest rises in Bank Rate would be comfortably 
absorbed. The reallocation of £50bn of QE from gilts to infrastructure 
bonds would provide additional stimulus. The normalisation of UK 
interest rates is long overdue. My preference is for an immediate Bank 
Rate rise of 0.25%, with a target of 1.5% for Bank Rate by mid-2017.  

Vote and comment by Mike Wickens

(University of York) 
Vote: Raise Bank Rate ¼% and decrease QE to £250bn. 
Bias:  Start to unwind QE and slowly raise interest rates as the 

economy grows.

The UK is currently going through a period of uncertainty, which will 
probably lead the Bank to be cautious and unlikely to change its 
monetary policy in the near future.
 
The main sources of uncertainty are the risks posed by the referendum, 
the recent volatility of stock markets and the behaviour of the world 
economy. This seems to be affecting sterling. The government is unable 
to bring down the deficit, households are increasing their indebtedness 
and export performance is not improved. The combined effect is 
that the current account deficit is growing at a time when sterling is 
depreciating. The upward pressure on interest rates caused by the 
increased risk has therefore to be offset by the advantages of keeping 
the UK competitive by accepting the depreciation of sterling.

Nonetheless, QE is still failing to lead to an increase in corporate borrowing 
and is fuelling buy-to let mortgages and the recent rebound of equity 
markets. Both reflect the distortionary portfolio effects of QE and loose 
monetary policy. The sooner this begins to be unwound the better.      

This is damaging the 
economy by distorting 
incentivess damaging the 
economy by distorting 
incentives

UK economy facing 
greater uncertainty

These come from three 
main sources

QE has failed to boost 
corporate borrowing and 
should be unwound
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Vote and Comment by Trevor Williams 

(Derby University) 
Vote: Hold. 
Bias: Neutral.

The key UK economic facts have not changed much in April. The 
economy is weakening towards annual growth of around 2% in 2016, 
little different from last year but well down on nearly 3% in 2014. 
Meanwhile, risks from the EU referendum, slower growth in the global 
economy and an overreliance domestically on consumer spending on 
the one hand and services on the other, lean to the downside. That 
said, growth is likely remain solid and recessionary risk seems at this 
point seem negligible. Monetary indicators, credit and monetary supply 
growth are unspectacular but still support continued expansion at near 
the long-term trend pace. 

Not surprisingly, this has translated into continued low inflation. Some of 
the downside effects on inflation come from overseas effects, like lower 
oil prices, hence the higher core rate compared with the headline rate, 
which is just 0.3%. But price inflation is also lower because of supply-
side pressure, coming from competitive pressure in manufacturing and 
from innovations that drive down the price of key consumer goods and 
services. It is this secular lowering of inflation that is combining with the 
cyclical falls in commodity prices that will keep it low for many years. 
As such, with domestic economic growth weakening and the various 
global headwinds already discussed, I vote to leave rates on hold.

Economy weakening and 
inflation subsidingomy 
weakening and inflation 
subsiding

Inflation is likely to 
remain below trend  
for many years
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Policy response

1.  On a vote of six to three, the Committee voted to raise Bank Rate by 
¼% to ¾%. 

2. Five members voted to raise rates ¼% and one opted for ½%.

Date of next meeting

Tuesday, 12th July 2016
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Note to Editors

What is the SMPC?

The Shadow Monetary Policy Committee (SMPC) is a group of 
independent economists drawn from academia, the City and elsewhere, 
which meets physically for two hours once a quarter at the Institute 
for Economic Affairs (IEA) in Westminster, to discuss the state of the 
international and British economies, monitor the Bank of England’s 
interest rate decisions, and to make rate recommendations of its own. 
The inaugural meeting of the SMPC was held in July 1997, and the 
Committee has met regularly since then. The present note summarises 
the results of the latest monthly poll, conducted by the SMPC in 
conjunction with the IEA and the Sunday Times newspaper.

Current SMPC membership

The Secretary of the SMPC is Kent Matthews of Cardiff Business 
School, Cardiff University, and its Chairman is Trevor Williams (Derby 
University). Other members of the Committee include: Roger Bootle 
(Capital Economics Ltd), Tim Congdon (International Monetary 
Research Ltd.), Jamie Dannhauser (Ruffer), Anthony J Evans (ESCP 
Europe), John Greenwood (Invesco Asset Management), Graeme 
Leach (Legatum institute), Andrew Lilico (Europe Economics and IEA), 
Patrick Minford (Cardiff Business School, Cardiff University), David 
B Smith (Beacon Economic Forecasting), Akos Valentinyi (Cardiff 
Business School, Cardiff University), Peter Warburton (Economic 
Perspectives Ltd) and Mike Wickens (University of York). Philip Booth 
(Cass Business School and IEA) is technically a non-voting IEA 
observer but is awarded a vote on occasion to ensure that exactly nine 
votes are always cast.



Institute of Economic Affairs
2 Lord North Street

London
SW1P 3LB

www.iea.org.uk

Institute of
Economic A�airs

14


