June 17, 2009

ends up selling it on the secondary
market so, again, it has no further ob-
ligation. This system goes on and on
and on. So I think the President is
right about requiring everyone along
the chain to have a financial interest
in the ultimate health of the mortgage.

Since last spring, the Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee, of which I am the ranking
member and Senator LIEBERMAN is the
chairman, has held a series of hearings
on the roots of the present financial
crisis. One problem consistently raised
by the experts is the fact that asset-
backed securities allowed lenders to
sell their loans to investors and there-
by avoid the risk that borrowers might
default on these loans. That encour-
aged looser lending standards, and led
to the boom and ultimately the bust in
the housing market.

I understand the ability to sell those
loans gives more liquidity and allows
for additional mortgages to be made.
But I think if you required the lenders
to retain an interest in the loan, they
are going to have more at stake when
it comes to the financial security of
the loan and, indeed, whether the loan
should have been made in the first
place.

Third, I am intrigued by the Presi-
dent’s proposal to reform the role
played by credit rating agencies. I am
deeply concerned by the failure of
these agencies to provide meaningful
warning of the riskiness of investments
backed by subprime loans, even after
the market’s downturn. I am very trou-
bled by the way the system works now,
where essentially there is an auction,
there is ‘‘ratings shopping,” and there
are conflicts of interest inherent in the
system.

Fourth, I support the President’s pro-
posal to regulate and bring trans-
parency to the derivatives market, in-
cluding the over-the-counter market.
This is a large, complex market where
some companies are trying to enter
into legitimate hedging contracts, but
other financial institutions have been
engaged in a tangled web of inter-
locking contracts that are extremely
difficult to properly evaluate.

The lack of regulation and trans-
parency in this area led to the near
failure of AIG, which had engaged in
hundreds of these contracts in the form
of credit default swaps. As the finan-
cial crisis deepened, the American tax-
payer was forced to bail out AIG with
at least $70 billion due to the uncer-
tainty of the impact of these credit de-
fault swaps on the economy as a whole.
But AIG’s experience should not be
used as an excuse to alter the tradi-
tional authority of States to regulate
insurance.

It was a noninsurance financial sub-
sidiary of AIG that led to the debacle.
AIG’s insurance business remained
pretty healthy. The problems were in
the financial services unit, and I do not
think it is a coincidence that unit was
regulated by the Office of Thrift Super-
vision, primarily, which has been long
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recognized as the weak sister when it
comes to bank regulators. That is why
both my bill and the effect of the Presi-
dent’s proposal is to do away with that
regulator and to have a consolidated
regulator.

Fifth, I need to learn more about the
President’s proposal to consolidate
consumer protection for financial prod-
ucts into one agency. The current fi-
nancial regulatory agencies—whether
the bank regulators or the Securities
and Exchange Commission or the
CFTC—all have an important role to
play in consumer protection, a role
that has not always been played ade-
quately in the last few years. Is the an-
swer, however, to the problems we have
seen simply to remove consumer pro-
tection from the bank regulators’ re-
sponsibilities? I am not sure that is the
right response. I think we need to look
very closely at this issue.

Finally, I welcome the President’s
proposal to provide Federal regulators
with resolution authority over holding
companies and other nonbank financial
institutions similar to the kind the
FDIC has over banks. This lack of au-
thority presented Federal regulators
with a Hobson’s choice with respect to
nonbank financial institutions such as
AIG: bail them out or allow them to
fail, notwithstanding the damage to
the economy as a whole.

Madam President, let me conclude
my comments.

As a former Maine financial regu-
lator, I am convinced that financial
regulatory reform is absolutely essen-
tial to restoring confidence in our fi-
nancial markets and to preventing a
recurrence of a crisis such as the one
we now face.

I applaud the administration for
making this reform a priority.

America’s Main Street small busi-
nesses, homeowners, employees, savers,
and investors deserve the protection of
an effective, new regulatory system
that modernizes regulatory agencies,
sets safety and soundness requirements
for financial institutions to prevent ex-
cessive leverage, and improves over-
sight, accountability, and trans-
parency. I look forward to working
closely with the administration to
achieve these goals.

————

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

————

TRAVEL PROMOTION ACT OF 2009—
MOTION TO PROCEED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the motion to
proceed to S. 1023, which the clerk will
report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A motion to proceed to the bill (S. 1023) to
establish a non-profit corporation to commu-
nicate United States entry policies and oth-
erwise promote leisure, business, and schol-
arly travel to the United States.

S6683

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PARIS AIR SHOW

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I
rise today to draw attention to an
event that is going on across the At-
lantic Ocean and how it impacts thou-
sands of good-paying family-wage jobs
right here in the United States.

As some of my colleagues know, the
Paris Air Show Kkicked off this week.
The air show showcases many impres-
sive displays of aviation, technology,
and innovation.

But there is something else that is
going to be on display at this year’s air
show: the fruits of some 30-plus years
of direct cash advances and illegal sub-
sidies to the European aerospace com-
pany Airbus.

For more than three decades now,
the European governments that cre-
ated Airbus to specifically compete
with the United States have aggres-
sively funded, protected, and promoted
their venture.

Since 1969, the European govern-
ments of France, Germany, Spain, and
the UK have supported—the govern-
ments have supported—Airbus’s com-
mercial aircraft development with over
$15 billion in launch aid. Those are
high-risk loans at no- or low-interest,
with repayment contingent on the
commercial success of the aircraft.

According to the USTR, the amount
of launch aid Airbus has received dur-
ing the lifetime of that company—if it
was repaid on commercial terms—is
well over $100 billion.

Such massive, market-distorting sub-
sidies to a private company are today
allowing Airbus to offer incentives for
airlines to buy their planes. Airbus is a
mature company, with more than half
of the market for large commercial air-
craft. But Europe is still treating it as
a company with kid gloves.

In fact, last week, Bloomberg News
reported that Airbus is seeking ap-
proximately $5 billion in launch aid
from the governments of France, Ger-
many, Spain, and the UK to now fund
the development of the Airbus A350.
Reports indicate that the deal could be
completed within the month.

If we want to keep a strong aerospace
industry in America, we cannot let
that happen. Every time European gov-
ernments underwrite Airbus with sub-
sidies, our American workers get pink
slips.

If we want to lead the world in com-
mercial aerospace, our message to Eu-
rope has to be strong and clear: No
more illegal subsidies to prop up Air-
bus. And Airbus has to compete in the
marketplace just like everybody else.

I am deeply troubled that Airbus is
considering pursuing now additional il-
legal, trade-distorting subsidies that,
in effect, have caused adverse effects
on the American aerospace industry at
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