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Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I ask unanimous 

consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado). Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

f 

CONTINUING EXTENSION ACT, 2010 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 

have listened to the debate in the last 
few hours, yesterday, and today. I have 
heard these debates for years about un-
employment compensation, unemploy-
ment insurance. In the end, some of my 
colleagues vote for extension of unem-
ployment benefits for hard-working 
Americans, Americans who have had 
jobs and are trying to find jobs but 
have lost their jobs. 

When I saw what happened a month 
ago when Senator BUNNING, time and 
time again, single-handedly for a pe-
riod of time—because of the peculiar 
rules of this institution, one Senator 
representing a State that has less than 
1 percent of the population, one Sen-
ator representing a State which makes 
up less than 1 percent of the country— 
granted the minority leader is in that 
State too—one Senator can block the 
extension of unemployment compensa-
tion to millions of Americans, to peo-
ple in Youngstown, Lima, Mansfield, or 
Chillicothe and Toledo. Now we have a 
handful of his colleagues doing the 
same thing. 

Sometimes I think they don’t under-
stand unemployment compensation. 
They believe unemployment is welfare. 
It is called unemployment insurance. 
That doesn’t mean people are looking 
for a handout. It means workers, as 
virtually everyone does who is work-
ing, pay into an insurance fund when 
they are working. The whole point is, if 
they lose their job they collect unem-
ployment insurance. 

It is like you buy car insurance, hop-
ing you don’t have to use it. But if you 
get in a car accident, you use the in-
surance to pay for it. Many people 
don’t ever have to collect unemploy-
ment insurance. They are the lucky 
ones. It is the same with health insur-
ance. You buy health insurance and 
you hope to not use it, but if you get 
sick, then you use your health insur-
ance. Whether you are a worker in 
Boulder or Pueblo or Trinidad or Co-
lumbus or Dayton, you need that un-
employment insurance as a backup. 

So many of my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle, so many con-
servatives think it is a welfare pro-
gram: I got laid off. I can draw unem-
ployment and stay on it, and I don’t 
have to work. I can enjoy my time off. 

It is not vacation. The New York 
Times had some articles the other day 

about the number of people who can’t 
find jobs and how it affects their 
health. It affects their mental health, 
their relationships with their children 
and spouses. It affects their views of 
themselves and their self-worth. It is 
not a welfare program. It is not enough 
money to get by comfortably. It is 
enough to keep them going with the 
hopes that they will find a job pretty 
soon. 

There are, of course, requirements 
too. They don’t just sit home and draw 
unemployment. They are required to 
actively seek work in most States. I 
know of people in my State, as does the 
Presiding Officer, in Colorado, who 
have sent out 20, 30, 50 résumés a week. 
Most of them are not even answered or 
the answers are curt and negative over 
and over. 

My colleagues, all of whom dress up, 
men and women both, wear decent 
clothes, are paid $170,000 a year. Many 
more come from great wealth. They 
probably don’t experience what unem-
ployment compensation is like. I will 
not be personal, and I will not mention 
any names, but for them to stand on 
the Senate floor—I know what they 
really think sometimes—for them to 
come up with all kinds of reasons to 
block the extension of unemployment 
benefits—not to mention COBRA, the 
program, the government helps people 
continue to get health insurance after 
they have lost their job, when they 
have almost no money to spend on it— 
don’t know how important that is to 
people’s lives. I hear some of my col-
leagues say: I am voting against an un-
employment extension because we are 
not paying for it. 

First, unemployment insurance is 
considered emergency spending. This is 
a little bit too much beltway talk, but 
it has always been considered emer-
gency spending. We don’t have to find a 
way to compensate for it, to pay for it, 
any more than when there is a flood in 
North Dakota or there is a hurricane in 
Louisiana or, unfortunately, there is a 
war in Iraq which had always histori-
cally been paid for. Senator Simpson, a 
former Republican Senator from Wyo-
ming, said the Iraq war is the first 
time he ever knew about in American 
history when we didn’t pay for a war. I 
hear these lectures—and that is what 
they are—from our conservative col-
leagues, preaching to us, talking to us 
like we are children because we are not 
paying for an unemployment exten-
sion. 

In the last 10 years, they voted for a 
war that they refused to pay for. Only 
$1 trillion it has cost. They voted for 
the giveaway for drug companies and 
insurance companies, all in the name 
of Medicare privatization. That was 
$100 billion or more. They didn’t pay 
for it. Then they voted for tax cuts 
that went to the richest Americans. 
They just forgot to pay for that too. 

We do tax cuts for the rich; we do 
giveaways to the drug companies and 

insurance companies. Tax cuts for the 
rich, not paid for; giveaway to the in-
surance companies and the drug com-
panies, not paid for; a war in Iraq, not 
paid for. Yet they are all of a sudden 
shrinking it down to: We are not going 
to let workers in this country who are 
laid off get their sustenance—just a few 
dollars for rent, for food, kids’ school 
supplies—we are going to block that. 
That is, frankly, why people around 
the country are angry at Congress. 

They say: Why can’t you just do the 
right thing here instead of making it 
political? They have made it political 
by saying: This is where we are draw-
ing the line. We are not paying for un-
employment insurance extension. If 
you are not going to pay for it, we are 
not going to do it. 

It is the same over and over. Offer 
another drug company giveaway or tax 
cuts for the rich, they will say: Where 
do I sign up? That will help the coun-
try. Their way of thinking is a bit pe-
culiar. 

Senator KAUFMAN, who has such in-
sight on preventing another disaster on 
Wall Street—if people would have lis-
tened to him a few years earlier, we 
would be in a better situation. He is 
waiting to speak. I will read a few let-
ters I have received. 

Marianne from Lorain County, the 
county I live in, says: I am a single 
mom of a 4-year-old. I have been unem-
ployed for over a year. I have never 
been unemployed before. I have worked 
since I was 15. It is a terribly difficult 
situation. I am at the end of my rope, 
not knowing what do I have to give up 
next. Do I have to give up my home, 
my car, my son’s preschool. I am writ-
ing to ask you to push another unem-
ployment extension, please. 

How can that not be an emergency. 
How can they stand on this floor and 
say: Sorry, can’t do it, just can’t do the 
unemployment extension? This is ex-
actly the kind of person who is so often 
afflicted by this situation. She works 
and she has worked since she was 15. 
She has a 4-year-old. She is making a 
choice: Do I give up my home? Do I 
give up my car? 

I live in Lorain County. Unless you 
are lucky and you live in exactly the 
right place, you have a lot of trouble 
getting to work if you don’t have a car. 
So we are going to say: You get rid of 
your car, but we want you to find 
work. Or if she gives up preschool, we 
know, by any measurement, if we are 
going to get this country competitive 
economically, internationally, and do 
what we need to do, we need to do bet-
ter with education. The Presiding Offi-
cer understands that preschool edu-
cation is such an important component 
for children for preparing for the fu-
ture. 

Let me read a second letter from Ste-
phen from Tuscarawas County, a coun-
ty south of Canton, west of Youngs-
town, a fairly small county. 
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Stephen writes: 
I am a union electrician who started my 

apprenticeship in 1992. I have been an elec-
trician ever since. I have never been at a loss 
for work until September 2009. As much as I 
wish I didn’t have to collect unemployment, 
I am terrified it will run out. I will have no 
means to take care of my family of five. I 
will have no idea what to do if that happens. 
I am the sole breadwinner for my family. My 
wife has had to have surgery twice in the 
past year and a half. She broke her knee and 
currently can’t walk. 

She is a mother of five and busy 
doing what she is doing taking care of 
this family. For many families, there 
are two breadwinners. In Stephen’s 
case, with electrician’s wages, he has 
had enough income for a wife and three 
children. 

He continues: 
I just ask that you take into consideration 

our situation. We need this extension. 

I will not share other letters. I want-
ed to share those two from a single 
mother who has worked all her life, 
and an electrician in Tuscarawas Coun-
ty who has, for more than 20 years, 
been a well-paid union electrician. We 
know those are good jobs with good 
benefits and contribute a lot to our 
country. 

I will close with this: Again, I plead 
with my colleagues, my conservative 
colleagues, put aside your ideology for 
a minute. Put aside your ideology that 
says that unemployment is welfare be-
cause it is not; it is insurance. People 
have paid into it. They should collect 
when they have paid into it and when 
they have done well; they collect from 
it when they have done badly. It is an 
American concept of insurance, social 
insurance, private insurance, whatever. 
Put aside your ideology, put aside your 
politics that you want to score points 
by saying: We will not do this because 
we have to ‘‘pay for it.’’ 

If they had shown us they cared a lit-
tle more about the budget deficit 10 
years ago, when we had a huge budget 
surplus, soon after the Presiding Offi-
cer came to the House—he was part of 
the effort that put a budget together 
and we had economic growth and we 
had a budget surplus. They took that 
surplus and put all that money to their 
contractor friends in Iraq and put all 
that money into drug companies and 
insurance company subsidies, put all 
that money into tax cuts for the rich-
est Americans. Now they want to take 
it out on those people who have lost 
their jobs. It is unconscionable. It is 
not what the American people stand 
for. It is not American values. 

I ask them to reconsider what they 
are doing. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. KAUFMAN. I ask unanimous 

consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

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

f 

TOO BIG TO FAIL 

Mr. KAUFMAN. Mr. President, I have 
spoken twice on the floor in the past 
few weeks on the problem of ‘‘too big 
to fail.’’ This is a critical issue for any 
financial reform legislation. Each Sen-
ator must ask whether this issue is ef-
fectively addressed in landmark legis-
lation the Senate will soon consider. I 
will limit my remarks today to the 
central aspect of the challenge we face, 
‘‘too big to fail.’’ In particular, does 
this bill take the necessary steps to re-
duce the size, complexity, and con-
centrated power of the behemoths that 
currently dominate our financial in-
dustry and our economy? 

If not, what is the justification for 
maintaining their status quo, what is 
the risk that one might fail, and—if 
that were to occur—what is the likeli-
hood that the American taxpayer will 
once again have to bail them out? 

The answer is that there is little in 
the current legislation that would 
change the behavior or reduce the size 
of the Nation’s six megabanks. 

Instead, this bill invests its hopes in 
two ideas: First, that chastened regu-
lators—who, we must remember, failed 
miserably in preventing the crisis—will 
this time control these megabanks 
more effectively—today, tomorrow, 
and decades into the future. And, sec-
ond, that a resolution authority de-
signed to shield the taxpayers from yet 
another bailout will be able success-
fully to unwind incredibly complex 
megabanks that are engaged across the 
globe. 

In the midst of the Great Depression, 
Congress built laws that maintained fi-
nancial stability for nearly 60 years. 

Through the Glass-Steagall Act, 
which included the establishment of 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora-
tion, Congress separated investment 
banks, which were free to engage in 
risky behavior, and commercial banks, 
whose deposits were federally insured. 

As I described in a previous speech, 
during the last 30 years, that division 
was methodically disassembled by a de-
regulatory mindset, leading to the 
reckless Wall Street behavior that 
caused the greatest financial crisis and 
economic downturn since the 1930s. 

What walls will this bill erect? None. 
On what bedrock does this bill rest if 

the Nation is to hope for another 60 
years of financial stability? Better and 
smarter regulators, plain and simple. 

No great statutory walls, no hard di-
visions or limits on regulatory discre-
tion, only a reshuffled set of regulatory 
powers that already exist. Remember, 
it was the regulators who abdicated 
their responsibilities and helped cause 
this crisis. 

Thus far, on the central aspect of 
‘‘too big to fail,’’ financial reform con-

sists of giving regulators the authority 
to supervise institutions that are too 
big, and then the ability to resolve 
those banks when they are about to 
fail. 

Upon closer examination, however, 
the former is virtually the same au-
thority regulators currently possess, 
while the latter—an orderly resolution 
of a failing megabank—I believe, is an 
illusion. 

Unless Congress breaks up the 
megabanks that are ‘‘too big to fail,’’ 
the American taxpayer will remain the 
ultimate guarantor in an almost cer-
tain-to-repeat-itself cycle of boom, 
bust, and bailout. 

The first question is how big must a 
financial institution be to be ‘‘too big 
to fail’’? 

Let us examine how concentrated 
some of our giant financial institutions 
have become. 

Only 15 years ago, the six largest U.S. 
banks had assets equal to 17 percent of 
overall gross domestic product. 

The six largest banks today in the 
United States now have total assets es-
timated to be in excess of 63 percent of 
our gross domestic product. 

Three of these megabanks have close 
to $2 trillion of assets on their balance 
sheets. 

Their gigantic size, and the percep-
tion in the marketplace that they are 
indeed too big for the government ever 
to permit them to fail, gives these 
megabanks a competitive advantage 
over smaller financial institutions. It 
also instills a dangerous willingness to 
engage in excessive risk taking. 

As Federal Reserve Chairman Ben 
Bernanke recently stated, 

[I]f a firm is publicly perceived as too big, 
or interconnected, or systemically critical 
for the authorities to permit its failure, its 
creditors and counterparties have less incen-
tive to evaluate the quality of the firm’s 
business model, its management, and its 
risk-taking behavior. 

As a result, such firms face limited market 
discipline, allowing them to obtain funding 
on better terms than the quality or riskiness 
of their business would merit and giving 
them incentives to take on excessive risks. 

In other words, with a taxpayer safe-
ty net beneath them, these Wall Street 
firms will continue to have an irresist-
ible incentive to keep walking across a 
financial high-wire of speculative in-
vestments in search of ever greater 
profits. 

Some might say that Canada and 
other countries also have large banks 
and didn’t encounter serious problems. 
But this ignores the obvious facts that 
our economy is about 10 times the size 
of Canada’s and our financial eco-
system is far more complex. 

It also ignores that Canada’s largest 
banks rest on a bedrock of government- 
guaranteed mortgages and a social 
compact between those banks and their 
regulators. 

To adopt a Canadian-type model in 
the U.S., we would need to merge our 
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