
 

 

 

RALPH NADER RADIO HOUR EP 306 TRANSCRIPT 

Steve Skrovan: Welcome to the Ralph Nader Radio Hour. My name is Steve Skrovan along with 

my co-host, David Feldman. Hello, David. 

David Feldman: Hello. Good morning. I'm really looking forward to learning about this subject 

today. 

Steve Skrovan: Yeah. And to help us learn about that would be the man of the hour, Ralph Nader. 

Hello, Ralph. 

Ralph Nader: Hello, everybody. Yeah, you'll hear about a lot of subjects you don't hear or see on 

radio and television that is critical to understanding the whole function of money in [the] American 

economy. 

Steve Skrovan: That's exactly right. And it's been a little over 10 years since the Crash of 2008-

2009 that marked the beginning of what's known as the Great Recession. And one of the 

institutions that was called upon to help pull the country out of this economic downturn was 

America’s Central Bank, known as the Federal Reserve. Now, the Federal Reserve has tools at its 

disposal that perform a number of functions, such as setting interest rates to manage inflation, 

regulating and providing banking services to other banks, and stabilizing financial markets. So 

today, the stock market is at an all-time high and unemployment appears to be an all-time low. 

How much credit does the Federal Reserve get for that? And is it truly a recovery for all? It's 

certainly been good for the global financial system, but what about people on Main Street, 

especially for those who lost their homes in the crisis and still struggle to make ends meet? On the 

show to help us answer that question is Sarah Bloom Raskin.  

Ms. Raskin has been a state bank regulator, a Governor of the Federal Reserve [member of the 

Board of Governors], and the first female Deputy [Secretary] of the U.S. Treasury Department. 

She has had a ringside seat to most of the decisions that have guided monetary policy since the 

Great Recession. So we look forward to getting her take on all of that. And of course, our corporate 

crime reporter, Russell Mokhiber, will as always, fill us in on the latest crime in the suites. But 

first, let's find out if what's been good for the banks has really been good for the rest of us. David? 

David Feldman: Sarah Bloom Raskin has been a Commissioner of Financial Regulation for the 

State of Maryland, who then went on to serve as a Governor at the Federal Reserve from 2010 to 

2014.  From there, she became the first female Deputy Secretary of the United States Treasury 

from 2014 to 2017. A graduate of Harvard Law School, Ms. Raskin is currently a Rubenstein 

Fellow at Duke University. Welcome to the Ralph Nader Radio Hour, Sarah Bloom Raskin. 

Sarah Bloom Raskin: Happy to be here.  

Ralph Nader: Welcome indeed, Sarah. Let's start with the Federal Reserve. Bill Greider in 2009, 

well after he wrote his book, Secrets of the Temple on the Federal Reserve in 1987, was asked a 

question about the Federal Reserve when he started writing about it and he said he found most 

people thought that the Federal Reserve was the place where they guarded the gold; they didn't 



 

 

know much about it. Can you explain some of the various functions of the Federal Reserve, which 

is our central bank, briefly for our listeners so we can dig into the details? 

Sarah Bloom Raskin: Of course. And first of all, let me say that it's a pleasure to be able to talk 

about these topics because as you say, Ralph, these are things that are of significance, deep 

significance to people's well-being, and yet people know so little about this institution. And of 

course, the institution of the Federal Reserve is meant to be helpful, to be useful, to actually be 

helping all corners of the economy thrive. So the fact that you're shedding light on it, I think is 

really, really important in helping people learn to bear witness to the economy. And I'll say, you 

know, also on Bill Greider, and you know, we're sorry to have lost him because he really provided 

such an important breakthrough in his book, Secrets of the Temple, which was really one of the 

first plain-spoken discussions of what the Fed should be doing and what in fact it was doing. And 

there was and, you know, I would argue continues to be, a gap in terms of the aspirations of what 

a central bank should be doing and how the central bank should be accountable to the people in 

this country versus what in fact that central bank has produced. So, as you say, it was something 

that was meant to work for all, but frankly, I'm not sure it is. And if you think about the economy 

and you're pointing to the metrics, first of all, that this president likes to point to, which is a 

booming stock market and a low unemployment rate. Well, unfortunately, there are more metrics 

that go to economic well-being. And one of the first orders of the day is to make sure people 

understand that there's more to measuring the economy than just market performance or the 

unemployment rate. And we can talk about some of those missing measures. But if you think that 

those two measures alone can underscore for Americans some of the real anxiety and hardship that 

different communities are feeling right now, I think you're like on another planet! 

Ralph Nader: Let's talk about the Fed’s power over interest rates. The Fed, by the way, is the most 

powerful regulator in the federal government. And I've never heard a right-wing Republican worry 

about over-regulation. [laughter] The Fed, they might disagree, but the Federal Reserve regulates 

interest rates; so much for the free market, by the way. And recently it has been lowering interest 

rates and since the 2008 collapse, interest rates have been very low. They went from 5%, for 

example, 4, 3, 2, and savings banks were given as little as two tenths of 1% interest on people's 

savings. So Donald Trump did something no other president has done. He beat up on the Federal 

Reserve mercilessly--drive down interest rates, drive down interest rates, because he wanted to 

pump up the stock market among other things. And Jerome Powell is the Chairman of the Federal 

Reserve, as you know, and the Federal Reserve has treasured its so-called independence from 

politics except for the influence of banks. It actually supplies its own budget. It doesn't ask 

Congress for money; it supplies its own budget, which it gets from assessments on the banks. And 

all this was upside down when Trump came in and by name and by slander and by nicknames and 

everything, he pushed the Federal Reserve to push interest rates down. Do you think he intimidated 

the Federal Reserve? Do you think it worked? 

Sarah Bloom Raskin: [laughter] Well, he certainly got what he wanted, right? I mean, he has 

been, as you said, really berating the Fed in, I would argue, quite an unprecedented way. I mean, 

certainly, there have been times when presidents have let their views be known, but not with the 

character and the intensity and the repetitiveness that this president has. You'll recall he actually 

wanted them to go into negative interest rate territory. But regardless of, you know, whether or 

not, you know, the Fed yielded to pressure, your point is well taken, Ralph, because interest rates 

are critical to the experience of the economy, both from the perspective of borrowers and the 



 

 

perspective of savers, right? So when interest rates are lower, the economic, sort of the neoclassical 

economic idea here, is that those lower interest rates will help, in essence, borrowers; that 

borrowers will be able to borrow and have access to credit at lower interest rates. 

Now, you know, we can pause on that and ask are lower interest rates, you know, the sole criteria 

to have access to sustainable, safe credit. And of course, we know there are many more factors that 

go into the ability to borrow and the ability to borrow on sustainable terms. For example, we know 

that there are predatory payday lenders and other kinds of players out there who prey really on 

people's inability to break out of any kind of debt trap. So there's notions here that go beyond really 

the level of interest rates. And of course that level of interest rates has no bearing on payday 

lenders.  

Ralph Nader: Yeah. That's a very important point because even though they lowered the interest 

rates for the banks borrowing from the Fed, that doesn't mean that credit card debtors don't get hit 

with huge interest rates spiking to 10, 20, 30%, payday loans, rent-to-own rackets, et cetera. But 

you mentioned savers. You know, over the years, every time the Fed reduces the interest rate, I 

think of tens of millions of American savers, people who have their savings in savings banks, 

people have money market accounts; we're talking trillions of dollars here--Fidelity, Vanguard, 

money market accounts, and they're getting less than 1% interest year after year after year. Nobody 

speaks for them in the Congress. I don't know anybody who when they hear Trump saying the Fed 

must reduce interest rates, that he's cutting out critical supplementary income for tens of millions 

of people. Many of them quite low income. Who defends these people? 

Sarah Bloom Raskin: That's right. It's a skew towards an inflated stock market bubble, right? 

Because what it does is essentially people need to save. They know that they need some retirement 

security. They need some kind of nest egg to prepare for the future, say for education or for 

healthcare. They need some kind of economic security and these low interest rates just don't cut it. 

They're not going to be the mechanism for people who actually have a little money to save, to be 

able to accumulate much. And that is a real problem because that goes to the future of how our 

economy is going to perform. And it goes to the investments that we're able to make in the next 

generation. 

Ralph Nader: Well, you know, all these tax cuts for corporations that have been going on, all this 

reduced interest rates, the rationale is it will help increase investment in jobs and productive 

activities, but it's total nonsense because the corporations are drowning in their own cash. And 

they have bought $7 trillion of stock buybacks, which won’t create a single job and are not 

investments in the traditional sense of the word other than to increase the metrics for the 

compensation of the bosses in the last 10 years--$7 trillion. And yet they got away with arguing in 

Congress for this massive Trump-supported tax cut, including tax cut on his own family's wealth 

and the Democrats really never rebutted it. And so what's happening is that people are paying in 

so many ways and not understanding how they are being defrauded by hifalutin bank jargon day 

after day. Let's talk about corporate crime in banking. Wells Fargo is a premeditated corporate 

criminal. It's been reported. They know. They told their salespeople that under quotas and coercion, 

they had to sell auto insurance policies and credit card accounts to the customers without the 

customers even knowing it. And some executives had to resign, but there still hasn't been criminal 

prosecution of Wells Fargo. How do you account for that? Are the laws too weak? 



 

 

Sarah Bloom Raskin: I think that the enforcement is too weak. So I would argue, look, there is a 

basic law on the books, Section 1818 (b), which is that banks have to operate in a safe and sound 

condition. What Wells Fargo and other banks that have engaged in wrongdoing do is that they 

don't. That is not safe and that is not sound. So I think the laws are clear, but what is missing is the 

enforcement piece. And with this sort of new regime here in place, the people who are the enforcers 

right now, have absolutely no background or incentive to do anything from an enforcement 

perspective. But I would argue that certainly in the case of banks, I would say the law is quite clear 

that we don't need new laws. What we need is more enforcement and better enforcement and timely 

enforcement. By the way, there's quite a bit of wrongdoing in the financial sector outside of 

banking, outside of banks per se. There are other kinds of lenders that might not fall under the 

current legal regimes. And for those cases, we clearly do need some specificity around what kind 

of behavior is going to be permitted. You'll see just recently on the payday lending side, you know, 

the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau, you know, this latest group has pulled back on doing 

anything on the payday lending front. That's an issue. 

Ralph Nader: Well, they essentially have shut down the agency.  

Sarah Bloom Raskin: Correct. 

Ralph Nader: They've dismantled the agency, which is refusal to faithfully execute the laws--an 

impeachable offense if I ever saw one. But the House banking committee is now chaired by Maxine 

Waters, African-American member of Congress from Los Angeles, a very safe district. What 

should she do in terms of dealing with the lack of enforcement in the banking and financial 

institution area that she's not doing? 

Sarah Bloom Raskin: So I'm not 100% sure of what she has planned going forward, but I can say 

that if I were a staffer to her right now, I would be urging her to bring in some Americans who are 

experiencing real setback and real pain from what is happening in their communities and with their 

jobs and what their economic experiences have been. And I think she should try to understand 

what they are experiencing. And then she should tie it to the structure and performance of our 

banking sector and try to understand why we have a banking sector that has been, you know, we've 

been told, is highly profitable and operating in a safe and sound way and yet is not serving the 

needs as well as creating paths of prosperity for many Americans. 

Ralph Nader: Well, we're wondering what's holding back this Banking Committee in the House. 

I mean, when the Democrats took control of the House, we thought there would be a whole flurry 

of investigative hearings after years of not doing anything by the Republicans and really not getting 

underway. It usually takes a while to start up in January, February. But you know, we're now a 

year and we're looking forward to Chairperson Maxine Waters really getting underway. Obviously, 

she has enormous material to work for and she has experience. Now let's move to some good 

proposals to reinstate the Postal Savings Bank, which was closed down in 1968 by the pressure of 

the banks. All kinds of people would go to the post office, put their savings in; it was honest and 

simple. And now there are over 30 million unbanked low-income people. The banks don't want 

them, and they need to have a place to put their savings and conduct simple financial transactions 

like paying bills and so on.  And the other proposal is public banking led by an economist, Ellen 

Brown; I'm sure you know who has written a lot about the need to take the trillions of dollars of 

municipal and state funds, which are now managed by Wall Street under huge fees and mistaken 



 

 

priorities. And basically, you have public banks as almost got through in California last year in 

[the] Sacramento legislature. And the idea is that you'll cut back on huge fees and not a little 

corporate crime; and you will be free to apply public interest priorities to these trillions of dollars. 

These involve operating funds; they involve municipal and state pensions and so on. Sarah Bloom 

Raskin, what do you think of those two proposals? 

Sarah Bloom Raskin: Okay, well, I think they are fantastic proposals. I think there is a real thirst 

right now, particularly given that our infrastructure is in such poor shape and in complete disarray, 

for a public bank to step up and make a significant investment on behalf of the public in building 

out some of our, you know, broken bridges and our climate-decimated areas and really taking an 

important step to moving us into what would be part of the foundational elements of a much 

stronger economy. At this point, I think people's sense that a public bank could move us to a better 

place is I think very real and palpable. So I think the moment is very sharp and needed right now 

in terms of the public bank concept.  

The postal bank concept is, you said that's something that idea has been around for a while and 

you know, plain and simple, it presents an easier way of accessing basic banking services 

particularly in big parts of our country now where people are unbanked and underbanked. And 

because of the lack of safe alternatives for people to do basic banking functions like have a savings 

account and have a checking account, what has happened is that the vacuum has been filled with 

more predatory players, which are not good for people and not good for their ability to just engage 

in basic transactional work in our economy. So I think both of these proposals are proposals that, 

you know, as you said, they've got some deep historic roots here, but the rationale for them is just 

as strong, if not stronger now. 

Ralph Nader: You know, you mentioned historic roots. Chris Shaw, who has a PhD in history 

from University of California Berkeley just put out a book published by University of Chicago 

Press on the history of banking and banking reforms and grassroot efforts. It's really quite 

impressive what our forebears have done. They were much more literate in the 1890s and the 1900 

in the populist progressive surge about what we would now consider esoteric discussions about 

money and banking. And they had this idea on the sub treasury plan, which would provide credit 

to farmers and free them from the stranglehold of the banking giants when they had to borrow 

before they could harvest their crops. And Chris Shaw's book I think illustrates, we should be a 

little ashamed of ourselves; that we're far more passive, far more overcome by a sense of 

powerlessness than our forebearers were. So, you know, I have to relate right now, Sarah, a letter 

we got from Paul Lebow who heard that you were coming on and he said, “ I'm excited to hear 

that Sarah Bloom Raskin will be on talking about the Federal Reserve. Know that her husband and 

my Congressman, Jamie Raskin, is a progressive hero. Ask her if she can explain how money is 

created in our economy.” 

Sarah Bloom Raskin: Right. Sure. Okay, well, thanks, Paul. And a shout out to you. Thank you 

for that great question. So the way money is created basically is through something that the Fed 

does called “open market operations”, right? So what the Fed does, the way it injects money into 

the economy is in essence by buying up Treasury Securities, treasury bills, government debt, right? 

So in essence, if more money, if the Fed determines that there needs to be more money in the 

economy, essentially what it does is it buys treasuries and in exchange for those treasuries, it's 

buying them, right? So it's putting money out and it does this operationally through… it uses the 



 

 

New York Federal Reserve to actually engage in the operations. But essentially, that's it. That's 

the money creation mechanism. Similarly, if the Fed were deciding to contract to do a more 

contractionary policy, what it would do, it would sell Treasury Securities, right? So it would in 

essence put securities out in the market and in exchange for those securities take in funds and that 

would bring the money supply down. So that's the basic operation--the basic buy-sell of how 

money gets created and how it actually gets diminished. 

Ralph Nader: Yeah. Paul Lebow, who you may know, he's a director of the Alliance for Just 

Money and his contact is monetaryalliance.org. He added in his question, Sarah, “that all money 

except coins is created by private commercial banks when they lend and then you'll know she's the 

real deal if she agrees with that.” 

Sarah Bloom Raskin: [laughter] Right.  

Ralph Nader: Do you? 

Sarah Bloom Raskin: Yes. So there is--in addition to the money-creation operation I was 

describing in terms of open-market operations--the lending function that banks engage in, that Paul 

is describing, and he describes in his book. And that is a fairly standard explanation as to also the 

creation of money via the bank's balance sheet. What I talked about was the creation of money via 

the Fed's balance sheet, but Paul is correct. 

Ralph Nader: You know, whenever I go around the country talking Sarah, there's always someone 

in the audience, almost invariably, who starts proposing a monetary-reform theory and afterwards, 

they come up and we have a little discussion and I say the same thing to them. I  say, unless you 

can make in plain language what you're talking about, you're never going to provoke a public 

discussion. You're never going to provoke a congressional hearing. You're never gonna have 

presidential candidates talk about it. And as long as the U.S. has been the U.S., there are these 

advocates for monetary reform that say it would change the whole way our country operates in 

terms of its priorities and its economic preferences for the public. And it would take away power 

from the big banks and the Federal Reserve. Can you give us some explanation [laughter] of what 

these people are talking about? 

Sarah Bloom Raskin: [laughter] Sure I can. It brings to mind actually a kind of funny episode 

that I had while I was a Fed governor, you know, which was from 2010 to 2014. So it was during 

the days where the Fed had clearly realized that it needed to respond to the financial crisis. It was, 

you know, putting in place massive numbers of liquidity facilities and had opened the discount 

window way wide, had essentially engaged in massive amounts of monetary accommodations 

through QE. And we'll talk about that later, I hope. And different sort of unprecedented use of 

monetary policy. And at the same time this was happening, there were protestors outside the Fed 

building. The Occupy Wall Street movement was also at its height during these years. And I 

remember saying to Fed economists inside, here we are discussing how essentially the Fed needs 

to respond to the crisis. And we've got outside here and in New York and in other places massive 

amounts of perspective on what is really happening. And you know, I'm curious, I said to the Fed 

economists just in an offhanded way, “What's your take on all of this?” And they looked at me like 

I was from another planet essentially. Like, oh, well, those are political issues. Those aren't issues 

that essentially are related to what we're doing here. Well, that's completely wrong, Ralph. I mean, 



 

 

that is to me, like absolutely wrong. But it was interesting to me to see essentially, that there is a 

whole host of issues that are viewed as political and these so-called political issues, the Fed 

believes have nothing to do with their own mandate. And one obvious thing that was coming out 

of the Occupy Wall Street movement was, this notion of income inequality and wealth inequality, 

right? What in essence was the Fed doing to address this? Were the Feds’ approach even working 

when we had such wide disparities of income and wealth?  These struck me as completely relevant 

questions. And when I raised them internally at the Fed, and this goes to your point about how do 

you talk about new ideas, and this was believe it or not, a new idea. It sounds kind of basic to us 

now, but it was considered very edgy to ask about income and wealth inequality inside the Fed at 

this point in time. I remember the reaction being that we were not going to go there. And I said to 

myself, okay, we have to go there. We have to figure out a way to talk about these issues. But I'm 

here one person, so how do I do this? And I realized that I needed to put on the mantle essentially 

of the econometric economist. And so I looked at it from the perspective, I rephrased this as a 

perspective of how do the models work? And do the assumptions that go into the models reflect 

what may be income and wealth disparities that have changed since the models were created? And 

sure enough, when I did this, I actually made progress. I wasn't able, you know, I didn't talk about 

it, I didn't use it as, I didn't call it income and wealth inequality. I had to call it “income and wealth 

heterogeneity”, which is kind of a mouthful. It's certainly difficult to communicate with the public. 

But when I talked about it that way, I was able to sit down with economists there and say, “Well, 

tell me, let's look at the consumption function.” The consumption function that is part of this 

massive Federal Reserve set of equations that are used. “Let's look at what assumptions are 

embedded here and ask ourselves whether they're realistic, whether they match, what is in fact a 

changing set of income and wealth in our economy.” And when I did that, there was progress. So 

this is, I mean, it's this to you and your listeners will sound like just absolutely minor stuff. I mean 

another instance that comes to mind, which is also like kind of extraordinary, is this idea of actually 

going out and observing the way economies are working. So for example, I went to a job fair, 

right? Here, we have, you know, very high unemployment. I was very curious about what kind of 

jobs were getting created and I went to a job fair. I can talk about that and what that…  

Ralph Nader: You know, what you were trying to do… 

Sarah Bloom Raskin: But it was, it was bringing back, it was a different way of looking at things 

that was not typical for the Fed. And it was only in doing things that way that I was actually able 

to break through with some of these very challenging questions. 

Ralph Nader: You point to a very important phenomena about the Federal Reserve. They have a 

language of avoidance and they try to appear professional and they're not affected by the tides of 

politics, when in fact they are completely affected by the tide of political power by the banks. And 

so they have their own jargon and sort of like a force field between them and the public. And you 

were trying to change the language, change the kind of yardsticks and go out to the people that 

bear the brunt of Federal Reserve banking policy. I remember when I was an economics student 

at Princeton, my professor was Professor Chandler who just happened to be on the Philadelphia 

branch board of the Federal Reserve, the regional board. And one day we walked in the class and 

he said, “We're going to study the Federal Reserve.” And he had us pass out a paperback, about 

180-page paperback on the Federal Reserve, printed and promoted by the Federal Reserve. 

(laughter) And play that all over the country, and generations of students learned about the Federal 

Reserve from the Federal Reserve. You really created a dust-up in terms of the Federal Reserve’s 



 

 

handling of the mortgage crisis. When you were on the Federal Reserve Board of Governors, it 

was reported that you tried to overturn the Fed's approval of the controversial $25 billion mortgage 

settlement on the grounds that it didn't have sufficient protections and redresses for harmed 

consumers. This was right after the crash in Wall Street and you fought the good fight, but you 

lost. Can you tell us just how rancid and how cruel and how deceptive the financial industry 

reflected in its relations with homeowners? 

Sarah Bloom Raskin: So when you look at the response that the Fed did to the financial crisis 

and that Congress did and the reforms through Dodd-Frank and really what was put in place 

afterwards, it really was a financial-sector-first approach, right? The idea really the animating 

forces were let's fix the financial sector first and then homeowners will come second. And it will 

be a secondary focus point--the homeowner and what the foreclosure and the lost job and the 

inability to move and the loss of wealth has done to the homeowner. So that was kind of the 

momentum of everything when you think about it. It was really a “Wall Street first” kind of 

response. And you know, we can debate whether, you know, I'm not claiming that that part of the 

relief was not necessary, but it was prioritized. It was what got out the door first. What got out the 

door second, and I would argue in a much weaker form with any kind of valuable, meaningful 

assistance to homeowners. Homeowners, you'd recall could not modify mortgages. They couldn't 

modify the principle terms of mortgage. That was just a… I mean, now you couldn't even utter 

let's have principal reduction. That would not even be tolerated to hear anything about reducing 

principal amounts owed. And yet, at the same time that there was such a black curtain dropped 

over those kinds of discussions, which were done because of this idea of “moral hazard”. Well 

clearly, some homeowners, don't deserve to have their principal reduced on their mortgage. At the 

same time, those conversations are being heard, you've got a massive groundswell of people 

saying, “But wait a minute, moral hazard doesn't apply to these financial institutions some of which 

were already in significantly weakened shape before the financial crisis and are getting floated  

through the use of this massive government intervention”. So there was a real dichotomy, right? 

This moral hazard issue didn't seem to apply to the large financial institutions but did apply to 

homeowners and so homeowners were put on their back foot. 

Ralph Nader: The banks were bailed out and the homeowners took the brunt, but it's worse than 

that. It's something that we would never have dreamed would have been allowed by the rule of law 

when we were at law school. These banks and other financial institutions actually forged 

signatures. They forged signatures, they fabricated documents, and as one reporter said, “They 

pursued foreclosure for years affecting millions of homeowners. Recordkeeping had become so 

bad that some homeowners were evicted without even missing mortgage payments. Many others 

who could have preserved their home by working with competent professionals lost them due to 

widespread ineptitude. The mortgage settlement, which you objected to, left much of the process 

of meting out restitution, in the hands of the very banks that had systematically botched the 

foreclosure process in the first place.” This was an article in November 2013 by Zach Carter [in 

the Huffington Post]. So you're seeing the breakdown of the rule of law by the rich and powerful 

right across the land. I mean, I wrote an article for Lapham’s Quarterly on land of the lawless. I 

even asked your own mater, Harvard Law School, that has split the curriculum between normal 

commercial practice of law preparation and call the other curriculum, “Harvard Lawless School” 

to study massive lawlessness perpetrated by the strategic thinking of corporate law firms. I mean, 

we're seeing a real crisis here. Where does the Federal Reserve get its authority to participate in 

bailing out banks the way it did with Citi-Group over a weekend? 



 

 

Sarah Bloom Raskin: Right. So that, and this is like again, a point that I think is missed by most 

of the American public, which is of course the Fed is much more than about monetary policy alone. 

It's about regulatory policy. It's about enforcement over fair lending. It has a whole panoply of 

tools, of regulatory and enforcement tools that clearly, it holds back on; it does very little with. So 

I think there is a a sideshow here. And by the way, this regime, and I know people just like love, 

this low-interest-rate regime. That is only part of what's going on with today's Fed. There is also a 

much more, I would say, dangerous, hidden story here, which is all of the deregulatory efforts and 

the removal of safeguards that have been coming off in the last several years.  

Ralph Nader: Elaborate that. 

Sarah Bloom Raskin: So the point on, you know, what particular safeguards have come out or 

just the fact that there's a regulatory? … So, there's a regulatory side to what the Fed does, right? 

It is the leader in figuring out essentially whether a bank is well-capitalized, what those ratios 

should look like in terms of capitalization and also whether the bank is engaged in fair lending. 

Those responsibilities are still in place. And yet we see very little. 

Ralph Nader: Most people don't know the Federal Reserve, under the law, is supposed to have 

consumer protection obligations and pursue full employment. Isn't that correct? 

Sarah Bloom Raskin: Right. So the mandate, the formal mandate of the Fed is to maximize 

employment and ensure price stability. The Fed also has a consumer-facing function, which I 

would argue, is entirely marginalized. It's not at all the findings that this group kind of uncovers 

are very rarely incorporated into the economic and regulatory decisions that the Fed undertakes. 

So you have inside the organization different silos which have different status, right? And the 

consumer affairs silo is not a silo that speaks regularly with the same force into the monetary affairs 

silo. So these are, you know, structural problems that the Fed has that keep it from being able to, I 

would say, you know, respond effectively, timely, and correctly to a lot of wrongdoing. 

Ralph Nader: Well, you know, the one thing people probably will never understand is how does 

the Fed in a policy called quantitative easing, how in a few years can the Fed pump all this liquidity 

and put itself in the red by $3 trillion to in effect subsidize the banks and pump up the stock market? 

And people are saying $3 trillion, that could renovate all the public work needs of our country: 

rebuild and remodel public transit, bridges and highways and schools and community health 

critics. What are they doing with that $3 trillion and how can they create it? Where does it come 

from? Can you answer that? 

Sarah Bloom Raskin: So, the Fed’s use of quantitative easing was quite unconventional at the 

time. It had not been done prior to the financial crisis. It was one of these break the glass kind of 

solutions that had to be; that it was argued needed to be used because how deep the financial crisis 

was. So essentially, what it was, and it's popularly called QE or quantitative easing. But inside the 

Fed, it was called “large scale asset purchases” (LSAPs). Large scale asset purchases. Essentially, 

it was the use of the buy-sell of treasuries, but on a large scale. So instead of buying, say maybe 

$10 million, $5 million worth of treasuries per quarter, it was going to ramp it up and put it, 

essentially, put that operation on steroids. So that it was massive amounts of treasury purchases in 

exchange for massive amounts of money. And QE, you'll remember, Ralph, had different rounds, 

right? It started with kind of one big injection, right? Well, then that didn't seem to do much. That 



 

 

was QE one. So then there was another massive injection, and the second time, it was like, let's 

pump it up and let's signal that we're going to keep it pumped up month after month after month. 

We're not going to do it like one shot. It's going to be several inoculations, over and over again. 

Ralph Nader: Some people called it a “narcotic for Wall Street”.  [laughter] Where did the Fed 

get $3 trillion? That's what people want to know, to buy these securities. Where does the Fed get 

this money? 

Sarah Bloom Raskin: Right. So the Fed is, in essence, directing Treasury to create the money that 

essentially it needs to push out to buy the treasuries from the primary dealers. So essentially, it's a 

printing operation. Because this is again, massive sort of massive amounts. But remember the 

dollar is, you know, it's “In God We Trust”; it's considered the safe-haven currency. It's backed by 

the full faith and credit of the government. So this can be done is the idea. But when you think 

about how much was done, it really was a massive amount, which goes to how deep and painful 

our financial crisis was that it took so much to actually bring the economy back. And by the way, 

bring it back, I would say, in a very imperfect form, right? I mean, it's not as if what we got at the 

end of this is some green, sustainable, debt-free kind of economy. We didn't get that at all. 

Ralph Nader: They're at it again. They're engaging in these multi-tiered derivative speculation. I 

mean, they're business as usual because they know that socialism will always bail out corporate 

capitalism. Always. They actually talk about it. They say, don't worry, we're making money this 

way, making money for money, not producing anything of value for the necessities and wants of 

the American people. But if it gets out of hand, you know, we’ll just go down again to Washington; 

they’ll allow on the back of taxpayers throughout the country. I mean, we know the drill. But it is 

stunning to people that the Federal Reserve can somehow come up with $3 trillion and pump it 

into Wall Street and its affiliates. But you notice how even Elizabeth Warren can't get the 

vernacular the way you just described it to start the discussion going. It's like all the presidential 

candidates on these debates are at zero ignorance about money and power in the U.S.. except for 

things like the payday loan racket.  

Now before we close, I want to go back to your early comment on metrics or yardsticks. Whoever 

controls the yardsticks that measure what is considered progress in our economy controls the 

agenda. That's quite clear. And that's been true for hundreds of years. And when Alan Greenspan, 

Chairman of the Federal Board, would go up every year to the Joint Economic Committee and 

deliver his State of the Economy speech, he would say, our economy is in good shape. And then 

he would talk about profits. He’d talk about employment levels and he talked about inventory, but 

he wouldn't talk about child poverty. He wouldn't talk about consumer debt. He wouldn't talk about 

the ravages of corporate crime on homeowners and borrowers and consumers. He wouldn't talk 

about tens of millions of people under insured or not insured in health care and the thousands of 

people who die because they can't afford health insurance to get diagnosed and treated in time. I 

think the latest figures about 40,000 a year. He wouldn't talk about other yardsticks whose 

revelation would challenge the power structure and how the economy is evaluated. 

Now the fallout from this is it reduces the expectation of voters of what they should expect from 

the government and from the Federal Reserve in terms of managing the economy. For example, 

the Trump voters basically have such low expectations of what a president should be doing, that 

they basically accept Trump's speeches and then go, rah, rah. So how do we expand the yardsticks 



 

 

so that they include the poverty, the state of tenants in the country? The lowest rate of home 

ownership, since they were recorded, by African-Americans is now. It's the lowest rate of home 

ownership. How do we break the grip of the plutocratic control of yardstick measurement that 

favors them? But for example, they talk about the stock market going up, but they don't talk about 

$10 trillion of corporate debt, which is an all-time record and it's very risky if there's a downturn 

and interest rates go up. How would you suggest we broaden the yardsticks? I know this is part of 

the responsibility of the economics profession, but I'd like to hear your response. 

Sarah Bloom Raskin: Right. And I think it's too important to leave at the doorstops of the 

economics profession, I'm afraid. Because I think a lot of those statistics you so eloquently recited-

-those statistics exist, right? And the question is how do they become relevant to policy debates? 

How do they become relevant to all the questions that we've been talking about in terms of doing 

something meaningful and effective to improve economic wellbeing? So those statistics are plenty 

of groups compiling them and making sure they're rigorous and underscoring particular 

methodologies and using them. I think that's all happening. The question is how do they become 

part of the policy debate, which I think they have to. And one way I would humbly suggest is that 

policymakers try to move outside their sort of provincial narrow constraints and look at what really 

impacts well-being, particularly economic well-being, right?  In other words, it's part of the reason 

why we've become so fixated on these two very narrow measures--the unemployment rate and 

inflation. It’s just because those are two things that people seem to be able to grasp. But again, 

they fall so far short of essentially what people are experiencing. I can't help but point out that just 

today, we now see that rising energy prices have driven consumer prices higher and workers’ 

earnings just can't keep up. So many American families now cannot afford to pay their energy bill. 

Why is that not a relevant discussion point in how we conduct monetary policy, how we conduct 

oversight over the financial sector, over the utility sector? Why are these discussion points not 

considered relevant? So this is the challenge and, you know, I think we need to figure out ways to 

bring those observations into discussion. And I think this is kind of an easy lift. And I'll just close 

by saying, this visit that I had to a job fair where I wanted to see what kind of jobs were being 

created because of course, everybody's so happy that we've got so many jobs. Well, what's the 

point of a job if essentially it doesn't pay enough to pay your utility bill? So I looked at what the 

kind of jobs work that were being offered at this job fair. And what I heard and what I saw was 

something that I brought back into the discussion of the Federal Open Market Committee. And in 

this particular case, I was seeing jobs that were, lifeguard jobs, swimming pool jobs, bank teller 

jobs, dog walking jobs. 

Ralph Nader: Dog walking jobs. 

Sarah Bloom Raskin: But this was at a college; this was a college job fair, right? So  you would 

have expected the jobs to be something that required, that justified a college education. And I was 

about to leave with those observations intact, when I saw a job/a banner and it said “jobs in 

cybersecurity”. And I thought, ah, here we go. This is a job for a college graduate. This is a job, 

this must be a job of the future. And I sort of took note of it and I lingered around the booth there 

and a woman came out from behind the banner and she said, “Are you looking for a job?” And I 

said, “Yes, I'm actually looking for a job. What is this job?” And she told me what the job was, 

and  said, “What you're going to do is you're going to put your resume into this data bank and then 

we'll contact you.” And I said, “Well, okay, but what's the job?” And she said, “Oh, well, this is 

the way it works. You put your resume in and other people put their resumes in and then we're 



 

 

going to see what's there and maybe try to get a contract and then we'll contact you.” I said, “Wow, 

I had no idea that's how it works now. I am so clearly educated by your description here, so can 

you tell me what the job likely pays? Like what the range is?” And she said, “Well, it would be an 

hourly salary; it would be hourly.” And I said, “Oh, and what about benefits? What about health 

insurance?” She said, “Oh, you would buy that on your own, but your hourly rate would 

compensate you for that.” And I thought, huh. And I thought I was being like super smart and 

collaborative here. I said, “So I can put my resume not just into your database, but I can like just 

put it now into all different databases and see kind of what I get?” And she said, “No, oh no, can't 

do that because you're going to sign something that says that you agree to only put the resume into 

ours. This is going to be a binding contract.” And I said to myself, this is extraordinary; how in the 

world are people supposed to get jobs that pay that are going to be sustainable going forward? So 

I went back to the Fed and I talked about this. I was part of like, pardon me…at the Fed they are 

not going to like to hear it. This is like not the stuff they talk about. They argue about footnotes in 

quantitative studies and that kind of thing. This is not going to be of interest to them. But then I 

thought to myself, you know what? I'm going to do it. I'm going to talk about it. And I did talk 

about it and you would have thought that I essentially had said, I went to Mars and this is what I 

saw in there. It was so completely disconnected from how essentially they are looking at things. 

So that's just an idea of what you can do. 

Ralph Nader: Another way of putting it is the Fed people in the open market operations are 

deliberately empirically starved. Deliberately. And they surround themselves with jargon s and 

abstractions and validate what they're doing. Even the conventional yardsticks, look at the 

unemployment yardstick; the unemployment yardstick is around three and a half percent or 

whatever. But if you are working 21 hours or more a week, you're considered employed. So if 

you're a part time worker at Walmart, you're considered employed if you put in 21 hours or more 

a week. So that figure is more than a little bogus. And the quality of jobs, which you're alluding 

to, is now being put forward by some groups that you can't just talk about jobs. You've got to talk 

quality jobs. Are they steel-maker jobs or are they McDonald's jobs? And so all I say to the people 

out there is latch on to the yardsticks that measure the ups and downs of an economy that's 

supposed to work for all the people. Don't get sucked in by yardsticks that come out of professional 

corporate economists and Wall Street because if you accept their yardsticks and the same holds 

true for politicians, if you accept their yardsticks, you are subordinating yourself to their power. 

We have to have democratic yardsticks and as Sarah Bloom Raskin just pointed out, there are a lot 

of statistics that are already around--for child poverty, for example, for the decline in 

homeownership among minorities, for example, for the inadequacy of public transit--where we 

can start getting these yardsticks in the political process, focusing on those 535 members of 

Congress. A lot of what you said should be the subject of congressional hearings in the House of 

Representatives with one chair after another being quite progressive people. We're still waiting for 

these hearings. We've been talking with Sarah Bloom Raskin who has great experience in the upper 

echelons of the Federal Reserve and the Treasury. We hope she'll write a book about it someday. 

And we hope she will be given a feature role in upcoming House of Representatives congressional 

hearings. Thank you very much, Sarah.  

Sarah Bloom Raskin: Thank you. It's been a pleasure being on your show. 

Steve Skrovan: We have been speaking with former Fed Governor and Deputy Treasury 

Secretary, Sarah Bloom Raskin. We will link to her work at ralphnaderradiohour.com. Now we're 



 

 

going to take a short break and check in with our corporate crime reporter, Russell Mokhiber. 

When we come back, Ralph is going to do a tribute to William Greider. You're listening to the 

Ralph Nader Radio Hour, back in a minute 

Russell Mokhiber: From the National Press Building in Washington, D.C., this is your Corporate 

Crime Reporter Morning Minute for Friday, January 17, 2020. I'm Russell Mokhiber. Boeing 

released more than 100 pages of documents to Congress last week detailing internal messages that 

reveal how, during certification of the 737 MAX, company employees spoke of deceiving 

international air-safety regulators and Boeing's airline customers; and successfully fought off 

moves over several years to require anything but minimal pilot training for the new airplane. That's 

according to a report in The Seattle Times. The documents include derogatory references to the 

Federal Aviation Administration and foreign regulators to simulate a supplier, TRU, and to airline 

customers. “This airplane is designed by clowns, who are in turn supervised by monkeys.”, one 

Boeing pilot wrote to another in a 2017 exchange. Boeing issued an apology as it released the 

documents and promised to take disciplinary action against the individuals involved. For the 

Corporate Crime Reporter, I'm Russell Mokhiber. 

Steve Skrovan: Thank you, Russell. I wanted to take a moment here to acknowledge the passing 

of the great political and economic reporter, William Greider, who apropos to this particular 

episode, has already been mentioned, wrote about the Federal Reserve in his book, Secrets of the 

Temple, as well as subjects like American democracy, the military industrial complex and 

globalization. And Ralph, as a young reporter writing for The Washington Post in the 1960s, he 

was the one who coined the term “Nader's Raiders”, wasn't he? 

Ralph Nader: Yes. All you say about Bill Greider is true and there's much more. He was a great 

reporter because he read a lot. He knew about the political economy. He bridged politics and 

economic writing. His groundbreaking book, Secrets of the Temple, blew the cover off the Federal 

Reserve and his book a few years later in 1992, Who Will Tell the People? [The Betrayal of 

American Democracy] was the subject of a public television series, which made of course the book 

a bestseller--something that PBS doesn't do much anymore. He's really a great loss. He became 

the political correspondent for Rolling Stone [magazine]. I asked him, why Rolling Stone? He said, 

“because that's the audience you want to reach”. And then he became later the political 

correspondent of The Nation magazine. He’s a fellow Princetonian. We're going to miss him in 

more ways than one. There are very few William Greiders in journalism today.  

Steve Skrovan: Thank you for that, Ralph. Well, that's our show and want to thank our guest s 

again, Sarah Bloom Raskin. For those of you listening on the radio, that's our show. For you 

podcast listeners, stay tuned for some bonus material we call the Wrap Up. A transcript of this 

show will appear on the Ralph Nader Radio Hour website soon after the episode is posted.  

David Feldman: Subscribe to us on our Ralph Nader Radio Hour YouTube channel, and for Ralph 

Nader's weekly column, it's free, go to nader.org. For more from Russell Mokhiber, go to 

corporatecrimereporter.com.  

Steve Skrovan: And Ralph has got three books out: the fable, How the Rats Re-Formed the 

Congress; to acquire a copy of that, go to ratsreformcongress.org.; To the Ramparts: How Bush 

and Obama Paved the Way For the Trump Presidency and Why It Isn’t Too Late to Reverse 



 

 

Course, and Fake President, which he wrote along with Mark Green. We spoke about that a few 

weeks ago. We'll link to all of those.  

David Feldman: The producers are the Ralph Nader Radio Hour, Jimmy Lee Wirt and Matthew 

Marran. Our executive producer is Alan Minsky.  

Steve Skrovan: Our theme music, Stand Up, Rise Up, was written and performed by Kemp Harris. 

Our proofreader is Elisabeth Solomon.  

David Feldman: Join us next week on the Ralph Nader Radio Hour when we speak with Lori 

Wallach of Public Citizen’s Global Trade Watch. She’s going to give us the rundown on the newly 

minted trade deal that replaced NAFTA with the USMCA [United States-Mexico-Canada 

Agreement]. Thank you, Ralph.  

Ralph Nader: Thank you, everybody. Congress is in the news. That means How The Rats Re-

Formed the Congress needs to be read. It's how you can empower yourself and your friends and 

neighbors to be a very important factor on your two senators and representatives, and you can 

laugh yourself seriously in this book.People are ordering at five-at-a-time. Go to 

ratsreformcongress.org and tell young people, Readers Think, and Thinkers Read--the Precursor 

to Democratic Action!  

 


