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How raising rates from a low level can boost economic growth

Avoiding the stagnation equilibrium 

IN BRIEF

• It is commonly assumed that when the Federal Reserve (Fed) begins to raise short-term interest rates from near-zero levels,  
their actions will slow the economy. 

• We believe this is wrong, that the relationship between short-term interest rates and aggregate demand is non-linear,  
and that the first few rate hikes would actually boost aggregate demand, although further hikes from a higher level could 
reduce it.

• To show this, we look at six broad effects of raising short-term interest rates: An income effect, a price effect, a wealth  
effect, an exchange rate effect, an expectations effect and a confidence effect.

• This analysis suggests that the Fed should, belatedly, begin to raise rates now, not because the economy is strong enough  
to take the hit, but rather because it is weak enough to welcome the help. 
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INTRODUCTION

At their September meeting, the Federal Reserve decided, for 
the 54th consecutive time, to leave short-term interest rates 
unchanged at a near-zero level. While only one voting member 
of the Federal Open Market Committee (FOMC) dissented, the 
Fed’s action, or rather inaction, was hotly debated.

Those advocating an immediate hike argued that the economy 
had progressed far beyond the emergency conditions that had 
led to the imposition of a zero interest rate policy in the first 
place and that the Fed was already dangerously “behind the 
curve.” Those lobbying for further delay pointed to a lack of 
wage inflation and signs of weakness in the global economy.

However, frustratingly, we believe this argument, like all 
monetary policy debates in recent years, has been waged on a 
false premise, namely that increasing short-term interest rates, 
even from these extraordinarily low levels, would hurt 
aggregate demand. We believe that the opposite is true. The 
real-world relationship between interest rates and aggregate 
demand is non-linear and an examination of the transmission 
mechanisms suggest that the first few rate hikes, far from 
depressing aggregate demand, would actually boost it.

The true relationship may, in fact, be as portrayed in Exhibit 1. 
As we outline in the pages that follow, raising short-term 
interest rates from very low levels could actually increase 
aggregate demand as positive income, wealth, expectations and 
confidence effects outweigh relatively innocuous negative price 
effects and ambiguous exchange rate effects. However, as 
interest rates increase further, the price effects of rate 
increases become more damaging while wealth, expectations 
and confidence effects eventually turn negative, causing rate 
increases to drag on economic demand. In other words, 
monetary tightening from super-easy levels can actually 
accelerate the economy beyond its potential growth rate before 
slowing it, ideally to a soft landing at a higher level of output 
and interest rates.

There is, of course, more to the story. All of these effects have 
changed over the decades so that this argument might not have 
been as strong had a zero interest rate policy been employed, 
say, in the 1960s. In addition, the impact of interest rates on 
the economy is asymmetric — a cut in interest rates from a 
normal level that had been sustained for some time might well 
boost demand even if an increase to that level didn’t dampen it. 
Finally, on the supply side, there is likely a significant long-term 
cost in lost economic efficiency from holding the price of 
money at an artificially low level. All of these issues are worth 
further research. However, for the Federal Reserve, the basic 
point is the most important one. The reason it should have 
raised rates in September and the reason, failing that, that it 
should do so in October isn’t that the economy can handle the 
pain but rather that it could do with the help. 

LOOKING AT TRANSMISSION MECHANISMS

There are basically two ways to evaluate the impact of changes 
in short-term interest rates on the economy. One approach is to 
use a large-scale econometric model in which short-term 
interest rates are included as independent variables, impacting 
the economy through a variety of time series equations. Such 
models are always plagued by problems of misspecification, 
measurement error and reverse causality. However, in this case, 
the biggest problem probably relates to the time frame over 
which the equations are estimated. Put simply, if the 
relationship between short-term interest rates and aggregate 
demand varies significantly depending on the level of interest 
rates and the model is estimated over a period of time in which 

Raising short-term rates from near zero should boost 
economic demand, although raising rates from higher 
levels could reduce it
EXHIBIT 1: NON-LINEAR RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM 
INTEREST RATES AND OUTPUT

Source: J.P. Morgan Asset Management. Data are as of October 13, 2015. The chart 
above and the charts, graphs and tables herein are for illustrative purposes only.
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Raising interest rates should be a big net positive for 
household income
EXHIBIT 2: INTEREST-BEARING ASSETS AND INTEREST-BEARING 
LIABILITIES AS A PERCENT OF GDP

Source: BEA, FRB, J.P. Morgan Asset Management. Data are as of October 13, 2015.

interest rates are relatively normal, the model cannot be 
trusted to provide accurate answers when interest rates are 
very far from normal. 

An alternative approach is to open the hood and take a look  
at the ways in which short-term interest rates should actually 
impact the economy. While there may be other minor effects, 
the following six transmission mechanisms should capture most 
of the important relationships:

•  The income effect: Higher interest rates increase the 
interest income of savers while increasing the interest 
expenses of borrowers. In the household sector, in 
particular, short-term, interest-bearing assets are far larger 
than variable rate interest-bearing liabilities so that 
increasing short-term interest rates should boost income 
and thus aggregate demand.

•  The price effect: Higher interest rates make it more 
rewarding to save and more expensive to borrow. In theory, 
raising interest rates will encourage households to save 
rather than consume and cause some businesses to forgo 
investment projects because they are unlikely to generate 
the cash flow to justify the higher interest cost. Higher rates 
could also reduce the number of families that qualify for 
home mortgages, thus slowing the housing market. All of 
these effects should reduce demand in the economy.

•  The wealth effect: The value of an asset is generally 
determined by the discounted value of future cash flows 
that that asset will produce. Higher interest rates increase 
the discount rate in these calculations and thus could reduce 
wealth and thereby consumption through a negative  
wealth effect. 

•  The exchange rate effect: Short-term capital flows are 
important in determining exchange rates. In theory, 
currency traders like to park their money in currencies with 
higher overnight interest rates. In this way, higher interest 
rates could increase the demand for dollars, thereby 
boosting the exchange rate and, by doing so, suppress 
exports and slow the economy.

•  The expectations effect: When a central bank begins to 
raise rates and signals an intention to gradually increase 
them further, households and businesses may try to borrow 
ahead of further rate hikes, boosting both consumption and 
investment.

•  The confidence effect: When a central bank raises rates 
from a low level, it is generally interpreted as an expression 
of confidence in the economy that may prompt consumers 
and businesses to spend more. By contrast, when they raise 
rates from a high level, it may well be seen as fighting 
against an inflation problem and the private sector may cut 
back its spending in anticipation of weaker growth ahead.

The income effect: A powerful positive for  
aggregate demand 

So much for basic economic theory — how would these effects 
actually operate in the American economy of 2015?

In the case of the income effect, rising rates should be a 
powerful stimulus. As can be seen in Exhibit 2, the American 
household sector has levered up in recent decades with both 
interest-bearing assets and interest-bearing liabilities 
increasing steadily relative to GDP. However, importantly, most 
of the growth in interest-bearing assets has come in the form 
of relatively short-term instruments such as CDs, money 
market funds, short-term bonds and interest-bearing deposit 
accounts. The growth in liabilities, by contrast, has been 
focused in long-term liabilities. In particular, more than 90%  
of mortgages issued in recent years have been fixed rate 
mortgages. Even other consumer debt is largely fixed rate —
student loans are overwhelmingly fixed rate and auto loans, 
although currently lasting an average of just 65 months, are 
generally fixed rate as well. 
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To see the immediate effect of an increase in short-term 
interest rates, we start with the financial assets and liabilities 
of the household and non-profit sector from the Financial 
Accounts of the United States for the second quarter and 
estimate the fraction of both1 assets and liabilities for which 
interest rates adjust within a year. Largely because of the 
dominance of fixed rate mortgages in household liabilities, we 
estimate that, in 2Q 2015, $9.1 trillion in assets but only $2.5 
trillion in liabilities carried interest rates that would adjust 
within a year. Thus, in rough terms, a 1% increase in short-term 
interest rates could be expected to increase household interest 
income by $66 billion within a year (that is 1% x ($9.1T – $2.5T), 
or 0.4% of personal income.2

The price effect: Not a huge deal at super-low 
rates 

In theory, rational consumers should react to higher interest 
rates by saving more and borrowing less. However, as is shown 
in Exhibit 3, the personal savings rate actually appears to be 
inversely related to interest rates. To a large extent, of course, 
this reflects the fact that falling interest rates usually coincide 
with a weak economy when households may feel it is more 
prudent to spend less. However, another reason may be the 
well-known investor aversion to selling principal. As yields have 
fallen, those who want to maintain a higher income stream 
may have stock-piled income-bearing assets.

More significantly, it is frequently argued that raising short-
term interest rates will sink the housing market. This might be 
true at much higher rates but not at today’s super–low rates. 
The key to seeing this is to recognize that potential home-
buyers essentially need to overcome three hurdles to qualify 
for a mortgage. They need to be able to accumulate a down 
payment, achieve an acceptable credit score and prove that 
they can make the monthly payment. 

1Assets with assumed duration less than one year are: Money market mutual funds, private foreign deposits, time and savings deposits, and 11% of Treasury securities. 
Liabilities with assumed duration less than one year are: Trade payables, 18% of mortgages, 8% of auto loans, 8% of student loans, and 36% of personal and credit card 
loans. Home, auto and credit card loan assumptions are based on the sensitivity of applicable interest rates to changes in short term rates. Student loan assumption is the 
gross amount of student loan issued in the latest year as a percent of total outstanding student loans. 
2This powerful income effect is driven by the fact that American households have more financial assets than financial liabilities and their liabilities are of longer duration than 
their assets. Of course, this implies that other sectors of the economy must be net borrowers and have a duration mismatch in the opposite direction. In particular, businesses 
and the government tend to be net borrowers and the Federal Reserve’s liabilities are of far shorter duration than its assets. However, most corporate debt is of fairly long 
duration and corporations are currently holding record cash balances themselves, so net business interest costs would only likely rise slowly in response to rate hikes. In 
addition, the federal government is unlikely to curtail its spending either because of smaller remittances from a less profitable Federal Reserve or higher interest costs on the 
new debt it issues. Consequently, we believe almost all the important income effects are concentrated in the household sector.
3Apart from regulatory concerns, the Federal Reserve’s huge purchases of mortgage securities may be impeding mortgage supply by holding mortgage rates at artificially low 
levels. If banks believe the Fed’s current projection that the long-run average level for the federal funds rate will be 3.5% and if long-term mortgages continue to be funded 
by short-term money, it is hard to see any long-term profitability in issuing mortgages at their current 30-year fixed rate mortgage rates of less than 4%.

Rising rates haven’t boosted the savings rate in the past
EXHIBIT 3: FEDERAL FUNDS RATE AND 6-MONTH MOVING AVERAGE 
PERSONAL SAVINGS RATE

Source: BEA, FRB, J.P. Morgan Asset Management. Data are as of October 13, 2015.

However, as is shown in Exhibits 4, 5 and 6, making the 
monthly payment is, at this time, by far the easiest of those 
hurdles to surmount. Credit scores for approved mortgages 
remain extremely high, reflecting a much tighter regulatory 
environment and a perceived lack of profitability on long-term 
fixed rate mortgages3, while down payments, even assuming 
constant loan-to-value ratios, are well above average levels 
relative to income. Monthly principal and interest mortgage 
payments, by contrast, are well below average levels, with an 
average 30-year fixed rate mortgage rate hovering below 
4.0%. Because of this, mortgage payments are generally not a 
binding constraint on home purchases — increasing them by 
0.5% or 1.0% from current levels would not generally crowd 
out many home buyers who could meet the other two criteria. 
This would, of course, be a different matter if mortgage rates 
were at 6% or 7% to start with.
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Increasing rates from low levels is associated with rising 
stock prices
EXHIBIT 7: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN WEEKLY STOCK RETURNS AND 
INTEREST RATE MOVEMENTS

Source: FactSet, Standard & Poor’s, U.S. Treasury, J.P. Morgan Asset Management. 
Returns are based on price index only and do not include dividends. Markers 
represent monthly 2-year correlations only. Data are as of October 13, 2015.

Similarly, although much harder to analyze, on the corporate 
side, there are probably very few projects that would be 
abandoned due to an increase in interest rates from current 
levels. When interest rates are this low, it is likely that the 
binding constraints on business investment spending are views 
on the growth in markets, taxation and regulation, rather than 
the cost of financing.

The wealth effect: Non-linearity in the real world 

In theory, higher interest rates should reduce asset values by 
increasing the discount rate applied to their cash flows. In 
practice, it is a little more complicated. In Exhibit 7, we show 
the correlation between weekly movements in short-term 
interest rates and the stock market over the past 50 years. 
What is clear is that interest rate increases from low levels 
tend to be associated with increases in stock prices while 
increases in interest rates from higher levels tend to be 
associated with declines in stock prices.

Sources: Census Bureau, Federal Reserve, McDash, J.P. Morgan Securitized Product 
Research, J.P. Morgan Asset Management. Monthly mortgage payment assumes  
the prevailing 30-year fixed-rate mortgage rates and average new home prices 
excluding a 20% down payment. Down payment assumes 20% of home purchase 
price paid upfront. Data are as of October 13, 2015.

Monthly mortgage payments are well below average levels
EXHIBIT 4: AVERAGE MORTGAGE PAYMENT AS A % OF HOUSEHOLD 
INCOME

Down payments are well above average levels
EXHIBIT 5: DOWN PAYMENT AS A % OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME

Credit scores for approved mortgages remain extremely high
EXHIBIT 6: AVERAGE FICO SCORE BASED ON ORIGINATION DATE
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Why is this? There are probably two basic reasons. First, when 
the Federal Reserve raises rates from low levels it is generally 
taken as a sign of economic confidence — that the economy no 
longer needs the Fed’s help — and that rising confidence is 
generally positive for stocks. When, by contrast, the Fed raises 
rates from higher levels, it is a sign that it is fighting a battle 
against inflation and is trying to slow the economy down, 
neither of which is a particularly positive message for stocks.

In addition, in recent decades, the Federal Reserve has openly 
and deliberately pursued a policy of gradual changes in 
interest rates both when raising them and when lowering 
them. Consequently, as bond market investors get burned by a 
first few rate increases, they suspect, rightly, that there are 
more to come and therefore shift assets away from bonds and 
toward stocks. At higher levels of interest rates, fears of 
further rate increases should diminish, reducing these flows. 
Thus, while the later stages of a rate-hike cycle could induce a 
negative wealth effect through the stock market, the early 
stages, based on history, should produce a positive one.

Of course, while increasing interest rates from a low level may 
be associated with rising stock prices, households would see a 
loss in wealth from falling bond prices. However, again in the 
real world, market declines in the bond market are so much 
milder than in the stock market that the initial few increases in 
rates from super-low levels still likely boost financial asset 
values overall. This is particularly the case if, as is widely 
expected, long-term interest rates rise less than short-term 
rates as the Fed begins to tighten.

The exchange rate effect: Buy the rumor, sell  
the fact 

In theory, the value of the U.S. dollar could rise as the Federal 
Reserve raises its policy rate. Short-term rates help determine 
a country’s foreign exchange because, all things equal, global 
currency traders park their money overnight in currencies with 
higher overnight interest rates. Buying an asset denominated 
in a foreign currency requires first buying that currency, so 
higher interest rates in the U.S. should theoretically create 
higher demand for the U.S. dollar. A strengthening U.S. dollar 
naturally beats down inflation and can drag on economic 
growth. 

In practice, however, the U.S. dollar has not increased in 
reaction to the start of the last three rate hiking cycles. As 
shown in Exhibit 8, when the Fed began to tighten in 1994, 
1999 and 2004, the dollar strengthened in the six months 
before the first rate hike and weakened in its aftermath. 
Foreign exchange trading is an incredibly large market with 
over $5 trillion in daily transactions according to the Bank for 
International Settlements. The frequency of trading and 
resulting efficiency of the market means that appreciation 
caused by rate increases is priced in long before the actual 
event. In fact, Exhibit 8 shows that in recent rate hiking cycles 
the dollar exhibited “buy the rumor, sell the fact” behavior.

This wasn’t the case in 1983 or 1989. However, given that the 
U.S. dollar has appreciated by more than 13% over the past 
year against the currencies of our major trading partners, and 
the U.S. is now running a large and growing trade deficit, the 
dollar seems just as likely to fall as it is to rise in the aftermath 
of a first rate hike.

The U.S. dollar has not increased in reaction to the start of 
that last three rate hiking cycles
EXHIBIT 8: VALUE OF THE U.S. DOLLAR: INDEXED TO 100 IN THE MONTH 
OF FIRST RATE HIKE

Source: FRB, J.P. Morgan Asset Management. Month zero for each cycle was May 
1983, March 1988, February 1994, June 1999 and June 2004. Data are as of October 
13, 2015.
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The expectations effect: Borrowing ahead of  
higher rates 

In recent decades, the Federal Reserve has followed a policy of 
moving interest rates in small increments while clearly 
signaling that further rate changes are planned in the same 
direction. While clear guidance on what the Fed intends is 
probably a positive for economic efficiency, this strategy 
actually undermines the very stimulus or drag that the Fed is 
trying to impart. If the Fed succeeds in lowering mortgage 
rates, it is cheaper to borrow money to buy a house. However, 
if the Fed succeeds in lowering mortgage rates and promises a 
further potential cut in another six weeks, a rational borrower 
may want to see how low rates might go before acting.

Conversely, if the Federal Reserve raises short-term interest 
rates but then promises to raise them further in the months to 
come, someone who wanted to buy a house would have every 
incentive to do so now before rates rose further. Today, there is 
huge uncertainty about when the Fed might raise rates and the 

pace of rate increases thereafter. However, once it begins to 
raise rates, it will be a clear signal to borrowers (and home-
sellers for that matter) that it is best to get going now before 
rates rise further.

Interestingly, this is also an effect that is much more powerful 
with the first few rate hikes than the last few. The expectations 
hypothesis of the term structure of interest rates espouses that 
long-term rates depend on expectations of future short-term 
interest rates. A steeper yield curve implies that market 
participants anticipate increasing rates. As shown in Exhibit 9, 
on the first day of each of the last five rate-hiking cycles, the 
term structure of interest rates curved healthily upward. 
However, the yield curve had risen and flattened substantially 
by the end of the cycle in each instance. By the end of a rate 
hiking cycle when the yield curve is much flatter, many 
borrowers may feel that they have missed their opportunity to 
borrow cheap this time around and might as well wait until the 
Fed feels compelled to lower rates again5.

The yield curve has historically risen and then flattened by the end of the rate-hiking cycle
EXHIBIT 9: 3-MONTH T-BILL TO 10-YEAR TREASURY BOND ON THE DAYS OF THE FIRST AND LAST RATE INCREASES OF A HIKING CYCLE

Source: FactSet, J.P. Morgan Asset Management. Data are as of October 13, 2015.

5While this is easiest to see in the case of home buyers, exactly the same effects should occur in the business sector.
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There are, of course, many other problems with a zero interest 
rate policy. It may, over time, lead to growth in both debt and 
asset prices that exacerbate inequality in the short run and can 
end badly when rates return to more normal levels. More 
fundamentally, interest rates play a crucial role in the 
allocation of resources in the economy. Artificially low interest 
rates lead to credit being assigned inappropriately, whether, 
for example, through the application of unreasonably tough 
lending standards on small business loans and or unreasonably 
easy ones on student loans.

However, the most urgent point is simply that, right now, the 
economy could do with a little more demand. We believe that 
the positive impacts of income, wealth, confidence and 
expectations effects are only slightly offset by negative price 
effects and thus the first few rate increases would actually 
boost demand. 

It is immensely disheartening that, in 2015, this point is not 
only not generally accepted but has to be argued on each 
occasion. Federal Reserve officials ponder the effectiveness of 
monetary stimulus in helping the economy but never consider 
that, at near-zero interest rates, the question is not one of 
degree but rather of direction. Politicians either assail the Fed 
for too much stimulus or too little, but never contemplate 
whether the supposed stimulant is actually a sedative. 
Academic economists largely avoid the messy arithmetic of 
positives and negatives on this crucial issue in favor of more 
mathematically challenging inquiries into more obscure topics.  
Meanwhile, most media coverage, often aimed at the lowest 
common denominator of financial understanding, feels little 
compulsion to advance beyond the assumptions of Econ 101.

But the dismal recent history of monetary stimulus demands a 
more thoughtful analysis. Japan has wallowed for 20 years with 
zero interest rates without showing the slightest evidence of 
“stimulated” demand. The mild U.S. recessions of 1991 and 
2000 were followed by anemic economic recoveries, even 
though the Federal Reserve in both cases lowered rather than 
raised interest rates even as the economy was healing. Perhaps 
most damning of all has been this miserably slow expansion — 
the slowest of all the economic recoveries since World War II. 
While some will argue that this is due to extensive damage to 
the financial system, it isn’t. American financial institutions 
have been very well capitalized for years. Rather, America’s 

The confidence effect: What does the Fed know 
that we don’t? 

Nothing is more important to the health of a free-enterprise 
economy than confidence. Confident consumers and 
businesses, at the margin, spend a little more, hire a little 
more and invest a little more. If this causes demand to exceed 
supply in the economy even by a small amount, it helps the 
economy grow. Because of this, one of the biggest drawbacks 
of the Fed’s aggressively easy monetary policy in recent years 
has been its negative impact on sentiment. On each occasion 
when the Fed announced a new quantitative easing strategy, 
hesitated to taper bond purchases or postponed a movement 
from zero interest rates, it undermined confidence. The typical 
question has been: What bad thing does the Fed know that  
we don’t?

Conversely, when the Fed raises rates from very low levels, it 
generally acts to boost confidence. The table below shows 
consumer confidence in the 12 months following the first rate 
increase in each of the past five rate-increasing cycles. In each 
instance, confidence increased as consumers reported feeling 
positive about business, employment and income conditions.  
By contrast, at the end of tightening cycles, when rates were 
higher and the Fed was fighting a perceived inflation threat, 
confidence appears to have been negatively impacted by the 
Fed’s tightening.

In other words, the relationship between interest rate increases 
and consumer confidence changes as rates rise. Increasing 
rising rates from low levels lead to positive movements in 
sentiment, while raising rates from high levels has a negative 
effect.

  Rate increasing cycle 
First

increase
Last

increase

May 1983 - August 1984 19.5% -2.1%

March 1988 - February 1989 4.2% -11.6%

February 1994 - March 1995 24.4% -1.4%

June 1999 - June 2000 0.1% -19.8%

June 2004 - July 2006 3.3% -0.1%

Source: FRB, Conference Board, J.P. Morgan Asset Management. Data are as of 
October 13, 2015.

12-month change following:

Rate increases from very low levels generally acts to  
boost confidence
EXHIBIT 10 : CHANGE IN CONSUMER CONFIDENCE INDEX 12 MONTHS 
AFTER THE FIRST AND LAST RATE INCREASES OF A CYCLE
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recovery may well have been hobbled by repeated bouts of 
monetary “stimulus” that have starved households of interest 
income, undermined confidence and undercut any incentive to 
borrow ahead of higher rates. 

We do not propose a complete rejection of traditional 
economic assumptions. Steadily, if the Federal Reserve raised 
rates to normal levels and beyond, the effects of rate hikes on 
wealth, confidence and expectations would turn from tailwinds 
to headwinds and the price effects of higher rates would 
become more biting. Beyond a certain level, rising rates would 
slow demand and the economy could, with some luck, achieve 
a “growth” equilibrium, where the economy grows at its 
potential pace, facilitated by a normal level of interest rates. 

However, today after almost seven full years of a zero interest 
rate policy, this seems like wishful thinking. Sadly, it is probably 
more likely that we get stuck in a “stagnation equilibrium” 
where a zero interest rate policy actually reduces demand in 
the economy, prompting the Federal Reserve to prescribe even 
further doses of a medicine that, for a long time, has been 
impeding rather than promoting economic recovery.

It is unlikely that policy-makers will recognize this but it still 
doesn’t mean that the situation is hopeless. In the fall of 2015, 
while demand is still only growing slowly in the U.S. economy, 
very low labor force and productivity growth are producing 
both further labor market tightening and some mild upward 
pressure on core inflation. If this continues, the Fed may feel 
an obligation to follow its latest guidance to raise interest rates 
to slow the economy. We don’t believe this would actually slow 
the economy, but in order for interest rates to regain their 
normal role as an efficient allocator of capital and a governor 
of aggregate demand, interest rates will have to rise through a 
region where they could actually help the economy grow faster. 
Besides, as the economy weathers the impact of slow global 
growth, a high dollar and an inventory cycle, it will likely grow 
a little more slowly over the next few quarters anyway. 

If the Federal Reserve does finally tighten this year, Chair 
Yellen will likely argue that the economy is strong enough to 
handle it. In short, we believe the Fed should hike rates not 
because the economy is strong enough to handle it but 
because it is still weak enough to need the help that the first 
few rate hikes would provide.
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