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I look forward to the presentation of your testimony this morn-
ing, Chairman Ruder.

Mr. Rupgr. Thank you. -

Chairman St GerMAIN. Chairman Ruder, I really feel honored
and privileged to welcome you this morning, and looking at the
background, your achievements, your accomplishments, particular-
ly—not particularly, but at Northwestern, I think it is a very envi-
able record that you have established. With all due deference to
your predecessors, I think we would have to go back a long time to
find anyone with the credentials and the demonstrated ability that
the present Chairman of the SEC brings to the job, and certainly,
you came at the right time.

I might incidentally mention to the committee, Mr. Ruder and
the SEC’s general counsel, Daniel Gelzer, are graduates of the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin Law School, but then we on the committee are
proud of the fact that also our staff director, Lee Peckarsky, is a
graduate of that same law school.

So we are really and truly fortunate, as I say, in having you here
today in the post that you now occupy.

We will put your entire statement in the record, and you may
proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. DAVID RUDER, CHAIRMAN, SECURITIES
AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION

Mr. Rubkr. It is a pleasure for me to be here on my first appear-
ance before you. The Securities and Exchange Commission appreci-
ates this opportunlty to present its views concerning the reforin of
the Nation’s banking and financial®system. 1 am pleased that you
have put my written statement in the record. Because of the short
time period between your invitation and this hearing, not all of the
specific questions in your letter of invitation are addressed in my
written statement.

I will be pleased to answer questions with regard to those mat-
ters today and pleased to supplement a supplemental response ad-
dressing those questions at a later time.

As the Federal agency primarily responsible for regulation of the
securities markets, the Commission has a fundamental interest in
the protection of investors. Our primary concern is that our capital
markets be regulated in a manner providing protection for those
investors. A major component of the regulatory structure estab-
lished by Congress is the regulation of brokers and dealers, defined
as those entities engaged in the business of affecting transactions
anﬁl securities either for their own account or for the account of
others.

When the Securities Act was passed, banks were not heavily en-
gaged in broker-dealer activities and were exempted from regula-
tion as brokers or dealers. In recent years, however, banks have ex-
panded dramatically their securities activities, but have neverthe-
less remained outside the broker-dealer regulatory scheme. If the
Glass-Steagall Act is repealed, bank securities activities in the
broker-dealer and other areas will increase and will exacerbate the
present regulatory disparities. I use the word “disparities,” because
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the regulation of bank securities activities under banking law is
not an adequate substitute for Commission regulation.

The primary purposes of banking laws are the protection of de-
positors and the preservation of the safety and soundness of the
banking system.

In contrast, securities laws are directed to the protection of in-
vestors and the maintenance of fair and orderly markets.

Accordingly, the Commission at this time is unable to support
repeal of the Glass-Steagall Act. It is unable to do so, unless it is
given the power to regulate bank securities activities. It is the
Commission that is directly charged with protecting investors. It is
the Commission that should be able to apply its regulation to all
market participants, in order to ensure investor protection. Banks
must be required to conduct both their existing securities activities
and any new activity authorized by Congress in separate securities
affiliates, subject to Commission regulation.

The Commission recognizes some practical limitations, however,
and does not propose that banks be requlred to place Government
securities or commercial paper activities in securities affiliates re-
garding structure. Although we believe a holding company struc-
ture will be best suited to separating bank and securities activities,
we also believe it may be appropriate to permit small banks to con-
duct some securities activities through bank subsidiaries rather
than through a bank holding company or affiliate.

Bank securities activities other than broker-dealer activities also
should be regulated, if banks are permitted to underrate and dis-
tribute investment company securities, the Investment Company
Act and the Investment Advisers Act must be amended.

Concerns that must be addressed include advertlsmg, bank custo-
dy of assets of affiliate investment companies, affiliated transac-
tions and investment company borrowing from affiliated banks.

We also believe that Congress should implement the recommen-
dations of Vice President Bush’ Task Group on Regulation of Fi-
nancial Services to consolidate within the Commission the securi-
ties registration and reporting requirements for all publicly owned
banks and thrifts. _

The views that I am expressing today are not new. The Commis-
sion has long been on record in favor of functional regulation of
securities activities, with that regulation conducted by the Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, the agency that has a special man-
date and special expertise in the area of investor protection.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. David Ruder can be found in the
appendix.]

Chairman St GermaIN. Chairman Ruder, Senator Proxmire’s
proposal would allow banks to affiliate with securities funds that
deal in all manner of instruments. That includes options, futures
and strict securities. Some of these volatile instruments are cur-
rently not regulated by the SEC. Given the fact that such affili-
ations could endanger the affiliated bank, if not—if the wall isn’t
as impenetrable as we hope it will be, what reforms do you think
should be made .in the regulation of the instruments I referred to
above, to wit: options, futures and strict securities?
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Mr. Ruper. In 1982, an accord was reached between-the Com.
modities Futures Trading Commission and the Securities and Ex.
change Commission with regard to regulatory authority over fi.
tures products and option products, and that accord essentially sajq
that the Securities and Exchange Commission would regulate g}
options, all options products, and the CFTC would regulate all fy.
tures products.

Since 1982, futures products have been developed in what are
called derivative indexes and derivative index products. That
means there have been futures tradings on the stock market indi-
ces. That trading is governed by CFTC regulations, whereas options
on these derivative index products are regulated by us, and they
are traded on the Chicago Board Options Exchange.

In the course of our study of the securities market activities in
the October market break, we will be looking at the question of
whether or not there should be some regulatory reform with regard
to the way in which these products are regulated, and currently,
we have not reached a conclusion, other than to say that we think
that in current times we should develop more coordination and
contact with the CFTC, in order to have a greater amount of joint
regulation.

Now if banks engage in the very risky—in their securities affili-
ates in the very risky futures trading and options trading area in
these derivative products, they will, as the securities firms are now,
be subject to risks.

We would expect if these activities were conducted in securities
affiliates, that we would regulate—through our net capital require-
ments would regulate the securities affiliates of a bank holding
company, in a way which we think would be protected against
these risks. These risks exist now in the securities industry, and we
believe that we are able to regulate them adequately.

I may say that that is another area of interest in our postmarket
crash investigation.

Chairman St GERMAIN. In February this year, general counsel
Harvey Pitt testified before the Senate Banking Committee and
stated, “There can be little doubt that the Commission lacks both
resources and remedies necessary if the agency is to deter securi-
ties laws violations in a most efficacious manner. Saddled by budg-
etary constraints, a 6-year policy of enforced silence about those
constraints, the Commission is in danger of falling behind the
effort to police our securities markets.”

Then he said, “The Commission’s budgetary constraint should be
alleviated by permitting the agency to fund its operation from the
private sector. Findings and other fees should be utilized to fund
the Commission’s operations.”

We look at recent budget data, it appears that Chairman Shad,
that SEC was a whipping boy of the administration’s reduction ef-
forts. Every year since 1979, OMB has cut SEC’s budget requests,
only to have Congress turn around and restore budgetary resources
to the level requested by SEC, and still SEC’s budget has shown in-
sufficient growth with the tremendous increase of the stock market
taken into account.

Regarding the concept of functional regulation, the SEC will be
given an increased role as a regulator of our financial system, and
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therefore, can the SEC count on receiving additional resources over
the next 5 years, let’s say, to carry out the proposed new responsi-
pilities under functional regulation? ) ] )

- Is it realistic to assume that SEC will continue to receive the
I pe of budget increase like the 50 percent increase received in
1988, and should SEC, in fact, be funded by {fees, filings, and so
forth, and be exempt from the administration’s budget review proc-

 oeg?
3 ehi’Vhat is the present level of SEC fees and would they be suffi-
" cient to fund the operation of SEC in the future?

Mr. Ruper. There are several questions there, Mr. Chairman. Let

me take the last one first.

Our revenues for 1987, the SEC-related revenues, were some-
'thing in the range of $250 million. Our budget for 1987 was ap-
- proximately 3114 million. So during the fiscal year 1987 the
amount of revenue generated by the SEC, various statutory fees
and filing fees, was more than double our budget. Indeed, our—the
pudget which has been tentatively approved by both the House and
Senate, and we don’t know what is happening in the current legis-
lation for 1988, is roughly $142 million, and that figure again is far
exceeded by the amount of revenue which the Commission gener-
ates.

We have been asked by the Senate Banking Committee, the Se-
curities Subcommittee of the Senate Banking Committee, to receive
our revenues and expenses and to give them a report as to the pos-
sibility that we might become self-financed. We are in the process
of doing that, but we have not yet come forward with a report.

The really crucial question contained in your question is whether
we will have adequate resources to do the job.

During the period which ended, 1 think, approximately a year
ago the Commission had a rule 3(b)(9), in which it attempted to reg-
ulate bank broker-dealers, and we had registered under that 3(b)9)
rule, approximately 170 broker-dealers from the banking communi-
ty. We were—that rule 3(b)(9) was later declared invalid by the Dis-
trict—by the Circuit Court for the District of Columbia and that
regulation is no longer in place, but we found that we were able,
within our resources, to regulate the bank broker-dealers who reg-
istered with us, and I think we would have been able—we will be
able fulfill our regulatory responsibilities, should we be asked to
regulate the banks in their securities activities.

I would make two caveats to that—three, perhaps. One is that.
much of our regulation takes place through the self-regulatory or-
ganizations. We have regulatory oversight responsibility with
regard to the stock exchanges and the National Association of Se-
curities Dealers. These entities are self-regulators. They do very
much—a great deal of the inspection work. So we would expect
that the largest burden of increased regulation, should we be given
responsibility over bank securities activities, would be in the self-
regulatory agencies.

Nevertheless, we would have increased responsibilities, and that
would be parficularly true, if we were given power to regulate
bank disclosures directly, as we have suggested. In that case, we
would need fo have some additional resources, and I guess the
third caveat is that I have, as a matter of record, differed from my



148

predecessor and urged that the Commission be allocated additional
resources on the theory that we need to have more resources in
order to adequately perform our regulatory function, more re-
sources in order to do the kind of planning activities and long-
range activities that are necessary.

So my answer, in summary, is twofold. I think we can do the job
with our present resources, but we really need more resources, in
order to meet new challenges.

Chairman St GerMAIN. Thank you, Mr. Ruder.

Mr. Wylie?

Mr. WyLie. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would be pleased to rec-
ognize the presence of a former constituent and the son of a very
good friend of mine—except on the golf course—Mr. David Mahaf-
fey, who is Associate General Counsel for Mr. Ruder now.

Welcome, David. Good to see you here. Pass on my regards to
your father. ‘

I would like to follow up on a question that Chairman St. Ger-
main has asked here. Would not expanding the powers of the
banks necessarily require and assume a greatly enhanced level of
supervision by the bank regulators. Many of them have expressed
reservations about the capability of bank regulators providing the
necessary degree of supervision. You have testified that if you are
given these expanded securities powers or banks are given these se-
cui‘ities powers, that you would probably need some additional
help. ‘
Have you done any specific looking into that? You said that right
now you don’t need any additional help, but if the banks were al-
lowed to compete in the securities business. You have also said that
you favor that, as I understand it, although your statement here
right now reflects the statement in the “Wall Street Journal” is
not quite as strong.

Mr. Ruper. The statement in the “Wall Street Journal” was
taken out of context of a speech I gave in Florida, and the state-
ment, particularly the headline was not accurate. Qur statement is
that we cannot support repeal of Glass-Steagall unless we have
power to regulate bank securities activities. We have not taken a
position as to whether we favor Glass-Steagall repeal, if that event
should occur.

Mr. Wynie. I am glad I got into that, so we could have that modi-
fication, because the first paragraph was pretty strong. It simply
said that “David Ruder, Chairman of the Securities and Exchange
Commission, said banks should be allowed to compete the securities
business.”

Mr. RUDER. I would be pleased to read the entire paragraph to
you.

Mr. WyLIE. Maybe we could place that in the record.

Mr. Rupgr. All right.

Chairman St GErRMAIN. Is there objection?

[No response.]

The Chair hears none.

[The information referred to can be found in the appendix.]

Mr. WyLie. Have you been looking into what additional staff you
might need, if banks were allowed in the securities business? I'm
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referring to the line of your thinking, that they should be regulat-
ed by SEC, as to how much additional staff you might need?

Mr. RubpEer. No, sir, we have not made a specific examination as
to how much staff should be needed. I may say that I have, in my
1988 budget, 1989 budget submission, asked—already asked for sig-
nificant new staff to increase the number of people in the Division
of Market Regulation, which is, essentially, the division which reg-
ulates in the broker-dealer field, and if that—if that request is

anted by Congress, we will be in a much better situation to regu-
late in this area.

Mr. WyLie. I'm sorry I do not know as much about the SEC as I
do about the FDIC and the Federal Home Loan Bank Board, but do
you get your funding from fees like the FDIC and the Federal
Home Loan Bank Board does? Fees within the industry?

Mr. Ruper. No. We receive appropriations, although there are
statutorily generate fees which go into the general revenues. There
is a fee which is imposed on securities trading on the stock ex-
changes, and there are filing fees which are imposed by us. And
the bulk of our—the bulk of the revenues which the Commission
produces, come from the stock exchange fees and the filing fees re-
lating to public offerings of securities. ‘

We must then negotiate with the President through OMB and

with Congress as to our appropriation each year.
" Mr. WyLIE. Then my follow-up question is not quite as appropri-
ate. I was going to ask if you felt. that you should be taken off
budget like FDIC arnd the Federal Home Loan Bank Board suggest-
ed that they be taken off budget, but I don’t think it would be quite
as appropriate in your case. '

Mr. Ruper. We are looking at that question. The fact that we
may be selfsufficient in terms of revenue as against expenses is
one, of course, which is of great interest to us, because we might
possibly have an opportunity to become more self-sufficient. We do
not, however, seek relief from oversight by the various committees.

Mr. WyLie. My time has expired. I do have a couple more ques-
tions.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Mr. Annunzio.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Ruder, you have
said that you favor allowing banks in the securities business, but
only if this activity is supervised by the Securities and Exchange
Commission. I do not favor allowing banks into the securities busi-
ness, but if that is what Congress decides, then I do want the SEC
to supervise the banks, because I do not think that bank regula-
tors—and the record proves itself—would supervise the banks, but
rather will merely continue to be cheer leaders. The recent case of
Continental Illinois violating regulations with regard to lending to
its affiliate First Option, shows me that bank regulators cannot do
a good job.

My question is simply this. If your agency had the responsibility
to enforce the laws and regulations concerning bank securities ac-
tivities, what would you have done in the Continental Illinois First
Option situation? I need to know if you are going to be tough on
the banks or wave a powder puff?

Mr. Rupgr. Mr. Congressman, the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission, I think, has never had a powder puff reputation.
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Mr. AnNuUNzio. There'’s always a first time!

Mr. RubpeEr. We have the reputation—the reputation we like is
the tough cop regulation. Indeed, we frequently are castigated,
mildly, by the securities industry for failure, apparent failure to be
as great cheer leaders as the industry might want.

Our attitude regarding supervision of broker-dealers is that we
have a responsibility to protect the customers and the securities
markets. I would certainly say that we would treat a bank securi-
ties affiliate with the same tough copy attitude that we would with
regard to any securities operation.

Additionally, in our prepared testimony, we have suggested that
there must be some special regulations adopted with regard to the
interaction between securities affiliates and bank affiliates of the—
in a bank holding company structure, so we would be concerned
with that.

Mr. AxNuNzIo. Mr. Ruder, I am trying to get an answer. I have
watched these bank regulators. I have been to all of these hearings.
I have seen all of the violations. It is the integrity of human beings.
It is a frailty that is responsible for most of these—practically all of
the failures.

What would you have done in this case? Would you have fined
Continental? I would like to know, specifically, what kind of pun-
ishment would you mete out? .

Mr. Ruber. Sir, we do not have—— ,

Mr. ANNUNzIO. When these banks are shut down it is because
they made poor loans and used poor judgment. Stealing the public’s
money is what the bankers have done. You see, the only punish-
ment they get is a slap on the wrist. In fact, they get a little better
than a slap on the wrist. Wherever they shut down, the FDIC is
ready with billions of dollars to save the bank, because they are
going to save the community. They reward them for being crooks.
They give them more money. They put more money into their
banks instead of shutting them down.

That is what I want to know. What would you be doing?

Mr. Rupker. There are several areas of regulation which we
would have with regard to bank securities affiliates. We would
not—the bank holding company securities affiliates would not have
direct regulation over the banks, as such.

Indeed, we have no power with regard to the—with the First
Option Continental situation.

In general, however, I can tell you that we do have a very, very
vigorous enforcement program at the Securities & Exchange Com-
mission. I participate on a weekly basis in Commission meetings, in
which we authorize our own enforcement division to either initiate
proceedings, and those proceedings can be either administrative
proceedings against the broker-dealers or injunction actions against
the broker-dealers or injunction actions against anyone who has
violated the securities law. And we may be relatively unique, that
sense, that we do have such a vigorous enforcement arm within the
Securities and Exchange Commission, both at the Commission and
at the regional office level.

So we do look at all of the indicia of human greed, which, believe
me, is out there in the securities industry, just as it is in every area
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of life, I am afraid to say. But we step forward as strongly as we
can, when we find something wrong.

Mr. ANNUNZzIO. We have more regulation up here watching the
Congressmen than the banks have over the banks.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia?
 Mr. BARNARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

- Let me also express my welcome, Mr. Ruder, to this committee,
and our thanks for the contribution you will make in the delibera-
tions we will be taking up.

Mr. Ruder, as I have read your testimony and posture, it is that
if Glass-Steagall is repealed, we should be concerned about safe-
guards. I don’t think that any of this committee would disagree
with that. : '

Mr. RUDER. I am glad to hear that, sir.

Mr. BArNARD. I think very definitely we are looking to maintain
the safety and soundness of the banking industry as well as the se-
curities business and that we are trying to maintain the public con-’
fidence in both institutions. ‘

I think, generally speaking, most of the legislation that I have
seen to some degree—maybe not as much as your testimony dis-
cusses it, but more than most of the legislation introduced both in
the House and in the Senate—has included many of the safe-
guards. Have you found that not to be the case? _

Mr. Rupkr. I have not examined the House legislation, but the
three bills in the Senate did not go nearly far enough with regard
to our giving us power to regulate banks’ securities activities, and
we are in the process of working with the staff of the Senate com-
mittee to see if we can’t work out the legislation.

Attached to our written submission today is the Bank Broker
Dealer Act, which was introduced both in the House and in the
Senate in prior times. So, there is particularly one issue which the
bills have in common, it seems, is that they have indicated that
they only wish to have new activities of banks put in securities af-
filiates. Our Bank Broker Dealer Bill and our 3(b)9) rule, which
ivasddeclared invalid, sought to have current bank activities regu-
ated.

Mr. BarNArD. I don’t say that the market bill is not timely. I
think it is timely, but I think it should be considered in the total
context as we move toward, you know, further deregulation, of fur-
ther change, you might say, in the financial structure. But I think
as we move in that direction, I think that the market bill should
very well be considered.

Time, as Mr. Annunzio said, is very limited up here, so we have
to run from one point to another.

I noticed that you endorse the Vice President’s task force recom-
mendation on financial reform. That sort of surprises me because
nothing has ever happened to that bill. It has been 18 months in
developing the bill, and to my knowledge, Mr. Chairman, it was
never even introduced by anybody. Of course, it was changed. It
was changed significantly in the last 3 weeks before the thing was
ever reported. I don’t know how well you followed that in your pre-
vious role, but it confused all of us because they studied it for 18
months and came up with a proposal and then 3 weeks before it
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came out, it was all changed. I don’t know how much credibility we
can put into that report or not.

But let me get back to the other aspects. Somehow you singled
out in your testimony this morning commercial paper. Would yoy
reiterate that? I didn’t follow that. :

Mr. RupeEr. The banks are currently engaged in commercial
paper activities. We do not currently regulate them, and we do not
propose to regulate those activities under new regulatory environ.
ments. It would be possible for us to see that, since there are some
risks associated with commercial paper.

Mr. BarNarD. What the Bankers Trust is doing, is that really
underwriting commercial paper, the activity of the commercial
paper operation, is that really underwriting commercial paper?

Mr. Ruper. They are certainly dealing in commercial paper.
Whether they are regulating it, I would have to ask: Are they un-
derwriting? As we use the term underwriting, they are doing it in
a best-effort situation. They are agreeing that they will be the prin-
cipal promoter of commercial paper.

Mr. BARNARD. Let me ask you this. In the underwriting of com-
mercial paper today by securities firms, what is the activity of the
SEC in regulating that? The reason I make that point is because in
your testimony you said that you were concerned about the bank
use of underwriting to dispose of poor loans. So, I guess what I am
trying to say is what do you do today to guarantee that the com-
mercial paper offering of securities houses are not poor loans and
how do you address the “junk bonds,” the quality of junk bonds
and the underwriting of them?

Mr. RupEr. There are two questions. But with regard to the com-
mercial paper offerings, commercial paper, we are talking about
exempt commercial paper that is short-term—usually 3 months. It
is sold to a highly sophisticated group of buyers, and to that extent
we do not regulate it.

Mr. BArNARD. That is like the general public. You know, some-
times we forget that public and the problem is that in forgetting
that public we are concerned about public policy too.

Mr. Rupgr. We do regulate it indirectly. We have antifraud regu-
lations applicable to the commercial paper market, so that if there
are misrepresentations or half-truths, we would have regulatory
power to do that.

In the discount bond market we follow our traditional regulatory
approach, and that is that we insist upon full disclosure as we do
with regard to all underwritten securities, but we do not have what
is called merit regulation. We do not take positions as to whether
something is something that should be or should not be purchased.
We insist that the disclosure documents reveal risk. That is as far
as we go with it.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Mr. Parris?

Mr. Parris. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Just to follow up on my friend from Georgia's question, Mr.
Ruder, in your testimony you suggest that the underwriting of mu-
nicipal revenue bonds should take place in the securities affiliate
rather than the bank itself. Banks under existing law have the au-
thority to underwrite general obligation bonds directly, and I
would assume from your position that you would terminate that
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right under the new legislation fold it into this affiliate, securities
sffiliate. Is that correct? ‘

" Mr. RUDER. Our position on that is that if they continue to un-
derwrite general obligation.bonds, we would not disturb that, but if
they chose to have a securities affiliate and underwrite municipal
revenue bonds, then we would suggest that their general obligation
underwriting activities go into the affiliate.

“ Mr. Parris. That is exactly my question, Mr. Ruder. It would
seem to me that if you terminate, if you will, the current right
under existing law to underwrite general obligation bonds, if there
is the securities affiliate, then in fact there would appear to be—
and I am sure that we will hear the argument from the financial
industry that it will be—the diminution of existing powers rather
than expanded powers.

- My simple question to you is: Is there any evidence to suggest
" that municipal revenue bonds are any more risky than general ob-
ligation bonds? If the underwriting of either one of the two is mu-
tually exclusive, what is the difference between the two?

Mr. RUDER. A municipal revenue bond is different from a general
obligation bond in the sense——

Mr. Pargis. If I might, time is very—1I think I understand the dif-
ference between the two securities. What I am saying is, in terms
of the risk of the safety and soundness of the bank, what is the dif-
ference between general obligation bonds and municipal revenue?

Mr. Ruber. I am not talking—our opinion does not go to safety
and soundness of the bank, it goes to protection of investors. When
a municipal revenue bond is sold, the nmiunicipal revenue bond de-
pends on the stream of revenue from the particular activity, and
that is a riskier investment than if you have the full faith and
credit of the municipality behind the bond. So, we think the
broker-dealer part of this should be regulated. We are not at this
point talking about the general obligation underwriting function
being regulated.

Mr. Parris. The only quarrel I have with your statement, Mr.
Ruder, is that this committee’s responsibility goes to the safety and
soundness of the industry and to the individual investor and de-
positor. Talking about investors, very quickly, it is a widely held
view that since the events of October, Black Monday, and so forth,
a couple of the recent insider trading scandals that we hear about
has adversely impacted on the public perception of the securities
industry to the small investor and the safety, if you will, of the
small investors’ investment in securities themselves.

My question, Mr. Ruder, is: In the speech—and 1 suppose we all
are dealing with the Wall Street article of last week—in the Secu-
rities Industries Association talk that you gave last week, you sug-
gested that the securities firms must pay more attention to individ-
ual investors. Have the firms themselves, has the industry, come
forth with any specific suggestions as to how that might be accom-
plished? Has the SEC put any guidelines or recommendations out
in regard to the individual investors’ protection, if you will, of the
sanctity of that investment? Where are we on that situation?

Mr. Ruper. We have two initiatives underway. One has been to
urge the self-regulatory organizations, the stock exchanges, to be
more critical of the broker-dealers themselves with regard to the
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broker-dealer regulation of customer sales practices. We, in turn,
are asking the broker-dealers directly to be more concerned with
supervision of the registered representatives.

My speech to the Securities Industry Association was a bit of
chairman jaw-boning intended to alert the industry to my view
that customer sales practice were a serious matter as far as we are
concerned, that we will be looking at the brokerage firms to see
that they are engaged in the supervisory practices which we think
are mandated by our rules and by the rules of the self-regulatory
organizations.

Mr. Parnris. I congratulate you on that point, Mr. Ruder. But my
only question is: Isn't that mildly like putting a different fox in
charge of the chicken coop?

Mr. RupkR. The self-regulatory organizations, particularly the
New York Stock Exchange, have recently increased their compli-
ance personnel at our urging, and the New York Stock Exchange
particularly has initiated procedures to try to alert the industry to
the need for greater supervision. We are and will be deregulating
the broker-dealers in the same way, urging them to pay as much
attention to supervision of customer sales practices as they do to
profits.

Mr. Parris. I hope that applies to computer trading programs.

My time has expired. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. Oakar. Chairman Ruder, I am trying to get to the bottom
line of your feeling. You mentioned you were quoted out of context
in the Wall Street Journalj As to Glass-Steagall, is your only objec-
tion relative to the repeal of Glass-Steagall that you want to have
parallel power in terms of overseeing the activities of banks that,
frankly, you don’t have now, do you?

Mr. Ruper. That'’s correct. We do not have as much power as we
would like.

Ms. Oaxar. The repeal of Glass-Steagall in terms of your support
would be that you would have this contingent power relative to the
repeal, giving banks more opportunities in the securities area?

Mr. Rupkr. I will read the sentence, if I may, that expresses our
opinion—

Ms. OAKAR. I read it. I think it is on page 1 where you say——

Mr. RUDER. In the——

Ms. OAkAR. It just says——

Mr. RupeR. Prepared statement: ‘“The Commission is unable to
support repeal of the Glass-Steagall Act unless the investor protec-
tion concerns arising from bank entry into securities activities are
simultaneously addressed.”

Ms. Oaxar. The fact is that you are not satisfied with the over-
sight you have in the regulatory area now?

Mr. RubpEgr. That’s right.

Ms. Oakar. You would not be satisfied if it were repealed unless
you had current power that you don’t have and additional powers;
correct?

Mr. Ruper. We would vigorously oppose repeal of Glass-Steagall
if the banks could enter into securities activities in circumstances
that we could not regulate them.

Ms. OakAR. You are not able to regulate them now?
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Mr. Ruper. That’s right. But we would make a bad problem
worse, as far as we are concerned.

Ms. OAKAR. So, you want the power that you don’t have now,

lus the additional powers relative to the repeal?

Mr. Rubpgr. Congressman Markey has already introduced on our

yehalf——
-b Ms. Oakar. Yes or no. I just want to get to the bottom line of
whiat you are looking for.

Mr. RupkRr. Yes, we would like increased bank power over bank

securities activities now, even if Glass-Steagall is not repealed, and
we would want them, if Glass-Steagall were repealed as well, more
vigorously. .
* Ms. Oakar. Now, in your testimony this morning you mentioned
that the Commission supports the theme of securities activities
through affiliates under a bank holding structure, and you specifi-
cally propose that smaller banks be able to engage in limited secu-
rities activities.

What specifically do you mean by limited securities activities,
and how would you define a small bank?

Mr. Runer. We don’t have a number on small banks. What we
are concerned with is this, that a bank holding company with an
affiliate structure would give a greater separation between the
banking activities and the securities activities and be better suited
to preventing what we would conceive of as activities which might
injure either the bank or the securities firm.

We would permit, however, in certain—in the smaller banks, it
may be difficult for them——

Ms. OAxkAR. I guess what [ am trying to figure out is whether you
were talking about the banks in Cleveland that are moderately
lalt)rge, and we have independent banks, or are you talking
about——

Mr. Ruper. There are banks for which it would be—there are
some banks for which it would be a significant burden for them to
have to establish a separate affiliate with a separate board of direc-
tors, and what we would expect is that there could be a subsidiary
of a smaller bank in which the smaller bank would be subject to
the control of the bank board of directors. The smaller bank’s secu-

-rities activities would be subject to control of the bank board of di-
rectors.

Ms. OakAR. The larger the umbrella then you are talking about?

Mr, Rupgr. Yes.

. Ms. Oakar. Lastly, with the recent crisis in the stock market,
are you concerned that if we have more institutions involved in
these activities it would possibly lead to more difficulties? )
> Mr. RUDER. Initially, in preparation——

... Ms. OaKaAR. Does competition help the situation or hurt the situ-
ation, do you think? ‘

; Mr. Rupkr. I cannot speak with a commission position. But my
general view is that increased competition may well provide great-
er liquidity for the securities industry, and that would be positive.

Ms. Oakar. That would be positive? :

. Mr. Rupgr. Yes.

'.c' Ms. Oakar. Provided you have the control over what the regula-
ion——
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Mr. RupEr. You must understand that we regulate the broker.
dealer activities with a primary view to investor protection. We dq
not regulate their risk activities other than through the net capita]
requirements, which we require them to have a net capital suffi.
cient to bear certain risks of the business. But we do that in order
to have essentially broker-dealer solvency.

Now, the question of broker-dealer liquidity and capital is one
that we are looking at very carefully in our market study, and we
intend, I hope, to come forward with some suggestions which might
meet the problem of how the industry in general is going to deal
with the kind of events that occurred in October.

Ms. Oakar. Turf battles, which in a sense is one of the points
that you have made—and which is also common to this committee
because we feel sometimes that we have jurisdiction in areas that
we don't get the jurisdiction.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Very frankly, I could see a lot of turf
battles developing as I read the testimony last night.

Mr. Vento?

Mr. VenTo. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Ruder, one of the concerns that has come up is the issue of,
if the new powers are granted, that there would be—there has
been a lot of discussion, incidentally, about the concentration of ac-
tivities in a handful of brokerage companies today, and you might
want to talk about that. But as in Canada, there has been a
number of mergers that has occurred between banks, large banks
" and the brokerage units.

Do you feel that the existing antitrust laws are adequate to deal
with that, or do you think that the further guidance is necessary
that has been placed in some of the Senate and House legislation
on that matter?

Mr. Rupkr. Essentially, I think the antitrust laws are sufficient
to deal with concentration problems.

I am additionally—I have in mind another problem, and that is
that when you mention Canada, we have to deal with the fact that
in the overseas markets the banks and securities firms are not sep-
arate and that as we go through and have a greater globalization,
internationalization of the securities industry, we are going to find
our own industry to be, I think, at increasing competitive disadvan-
tage.

Mr. VEnTO. Most of the legislative measures I saw with regard to
the S&L’s and State-chartered institutions granting them different
types of powers, securities powers, which really present a problem.

I notice your solution, your solution in that instance, is in fact to
expand the regulatory role of the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion to those activities; is that correct?

Mr. Rupkgr. I don’t like to use the word expand. We believe that
we should regulate all securities activities in order to prevent
fraud, in order to protect investors. It is not a change in function at
all, it is simply an effort to regulate the people who are engaged in
those activities. We think it is not a correct analysis to say that
because the person engaged in the activity is a banker or a thrift,
that investor protection is not a proper goal.
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% 7e frankly don’t think that the bank regulators have enough ex-
B erience or perhaps enough will-power to regulate in the investor
Bz otion area. That is what our point is. _
EE\1. VenTo. You indicate a number of changes, of course, changes
PR <rms of bank powers you think should be—irrespective if there
B changes, you feel that there ought to be these extensions of reg-
éﬁon into these other activities, but especially, I guess, if there is
s ansion of powers in securities areas. You suggest that there be
e extension of the regulatory role on the part of the SEC in these |
slding companies or subsidiaries, the activities that now are secu-
Fities activities that would provide a clarity in terms of functions.
I In other words, you see in this, you point out in your executive
Zmmary, investment company protections, and you list a whole
jist of them: independent directors, use of the bank’s name, affili-
sted transactions, investment company borrowing from affiliated
panks—and we might get back to that one—and then you go to
protections against conflict of interest.

+ In other words, do you feel that these types of protections ought
to be articulated in the law that passes so that you have direction
with regard to those, or do you think that they just ought to be left
to rule and regulation? Mr. Ruder: Some should be articulated spe-
cifically, and others should probably be left to rule and regulation.

We have had a lot of discussion in the committee in the opening
hearings with regard to the First Options. Can you give us a re-
sponse as to your feelings about the concerns about Continental I1-
linois and First Options?

Mr. Runer. We did not approach the First Options situation as a
bank regulator. We approached First Options as a securities regu-
lator. First Options was the clearing corporation for many of the
member firms of the Chicago Board Options Exchange.

Indeed, a very substantial segment of that floor was a clearing
through First Options. That means that First Options was the fi-
nancially responsible organization with regard to settlement of
trade on the floor at that time. .

Had First Options been forced to cease business the effects on
the securities markets would have been very, very bad because es-
sentially all of the members who were clearing through First Op-
tions, whether or not they were in particular trouble, would no
longer have had a clearing member. That would have caused a dra-
matic decrease in the liquidity of that market, and might have had
resulting overflows and difficulties in our other markets.

So, from a securities point of view, the fact that First Options fi-
nally received enough capital was positive. It did so, as I finally un-
derstand it, by having substantial infusions of capital from the
holding company after the regulatory problem was solved, and
indeed as we understand it, First Options has had lines of credit
and borrowings with a great many other banks besides Continen-
tal. There was a substantial amount of liquidity afforded to First
Options from elsewhere. So, from a securities point of view, the fact
that First Options remained active and able to conduct its business
was very positive.

Mr. VenTo. Thank you.

My time has expired.

82-089 0 - 88 - &
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Mr. RotH. Mr. Ruder, with the bank entry into securities, would
you include concentration limitations; in other words, the biggest
banks merging with the biggest securities firms?

Mr. Ruper. We do not have a commission position on that. As |
have indicated earlier, I think that the antitrust laws, my own per-
sonal position would be that the antitrust laws would be adequate
to deal with concentration questions. So, we would not have a pro.-
vision of that kind. At least I would not.

Mr. RorH. You mentioned this issue of powers and regulating
people involved in this activity. We have had some instances in
this past year of insider trading and so on. What has SEC done to
bolster that action so that the public can have confidence that this
is not going to happen or a continuation will not happen of this
sort of activity?

Mr. Ruber. We have a very vigorous enforcement program in the
insider trading area, and we have recently sent to the Senate secu-
rities committee our proposed insider-trading legislation which
would codify and somewhat increase the commission’s enforcement
powers over insider trading.

In addition, we are publicly making it clear that we will enforce
the insider trading laws against anyone, and that includes industry
members, corporate people, and friends and relatives, if you will.
We get into so-called tipping chains, which I find to be a very great
indication of greed and very negative.

Mr. Rord. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ScHUMER. Mr. Ruder, I noticed in your testimony you talk
about existing securities powers which banks can do, should be put
into a separate sub. As we know, overseas banks are doing many of
the powers that you feel should be in that separate sub.

Now, what would be your view of legislation that would take the
present situation and simply put the existing bank securities
powers in a separate sub and see how that would work, before
granting any new powers?

Mr. Ruper. That would be a good step forward, sir.

Mr. ScaumMER. 1 appreciate that, and we should all be mindful of
that comment. So, just to rephrase it, if Congress were not to take
any action in changing Glass-Steagall, it would still be a step for-
ward to take bank existing securities powers, put them in a sub, "
and then let the SEC regulate?

Mr. RubER. Yes.

Mr. ScHUMER. Very good. Thank you very much.

Second question: Did the SEC encounter any instances in the
wake of October 19 which suggested certain banks were reluctant
to make loans available to securities firms? And if Glass-Steagall
were eliminated, would we find that kind of problem exacerbated
because banks would not want to make loans to competitors of
their own existing securities subs?

Mr. Ruper. With regard to the first question, we have had infor-
mation that I don’t know whether it is reliable that there was one
bank in New York which was not anxious to, which did not extend
credit to securities firms.

On the other hand, the Federal Reserve Board made it clear to
other banks that lending to securities firms would be favored.
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During the October 19 break, there was a dramatic amount of li-
uidity made to the banking industry.

Mr. ScHUMER. That was with Glass-Steagall without the direct
interests of the banks having competitors. And it still happens.
Wouldn’t it be more likely to happen in the next crash again?

Mr. Rupgr. I had that concern when we began to examine Glass-
Steagall. I was concerned first.of all that a bank might not be will-
ing to loan money to another securities firm because it had its own
securities affiliate, and I was concerned as well that if a bank secu-
rities affiliate was in trouble, that bank might not want to make
additional borrowing to other securities affiliates.

I tested both of those propositions with bank regulators and with
members of the banking industry. And those concerns were allevi-
ated substantially.

Mr. ScHUMER. Were you asking the foxes whether they were
going to eat the chickens?

Mr. Ruper. They responded as bankers sometimes do, that it
would be the economics of the loan.that would determine whether
the loan should be made.

Mr. ScuuMER. We know one person’s economics could be another
person’s good loan or bad loan, don’t we?

Let me move on to another question. 1 see you do share some of
the concerns.

Mr. Rupkr. I took out of my testimony in an earlier draft some
concerns of that kind because I felt that my concerns had been sub-
stantially met by the assurances I received.

Mr. Scnumer. We are all concerned about the safety and sound-
ness of the banking system. We all know that one of the things
some of the other regulators have told us is that you could not
pierce the corporate veil.

In other words, if the securities affiliate went under and credi-
tors were after it, that they couldn’t reach the bank because of the
corporate veil,

But you point out there are a number of other legal theories.
You mentioned equitable distribution, equitable subordination, pen-
sion {fund and tax liability, controlling personal liability could: shift
that liability to another subsidiary within the holding company
structure.

I would first appreciate a description of those theories. But, with
the Chair’s permission, I think if you could submit those in writing,
I think that would be helpful to the committee.

Mr. Ruper. I would be willing to do that.

Mr. Scuumer. Would the SEC support efforts to pierce the corpo-
rate veil based on those theories, given his obligation to represent
shareholders and get their money back?

Mr. Ruper. That would be highly unlikely. We have two areas of
investor protection. One, our so-called net capital rules in which
the primary aim is to provide customer protection for broker dealer
customers. ‘

In addition to that, we have the so-called SIPC Fund, which is
available to provide protection for customers of brokerage firms if
they become insolvent.

So, SIPC has a fund of some 3380 million plus a bank line of $500
million, plus the possibility of going to the Fed for a billion dollars.
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So there is a substantial amount of credit available there.

Mr. ScauMmER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My time is expired, |
have one little observation.

It seems—and I think the testimony we’ve had here, your ideag
are well-taken. But, every regulator that comes before us seems to
have a plan that expands their own power.

Corrigan’s plan expands the Fed's power. Greenspan’s plan ex-
pands the Fed power. Seedman and Clark want something that ex-
pands their power. You want something that expands your power,

I think, just in terms of the committee, we have to sort of take
some of these regulated positions with some of that in mind, that
everyone is out to expand their own turf and we have a lot of turf
work going on among the regulators.

Mr. Ruper. I hope you won’t consider that we are in a turf war
here because——

Mr. ScHuMER. I consider you less in a turf war than some of the
other regulators.

Mr. Rupgr. The SIPC billion dollar line of credit comes from the
U.S. Treasury, not from the Fed.

Mr. ScHUMER. Thank you.

Chairman St GERMAIN You obviously saw——

Mr. RupgR. I saw your head wagging in distress and I looked at
my notes.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Mr. Gonzalez.

Mr. Gonzargz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 1, too, want to compli-
ment Mr. Ruder. I think his prepared text, which we had available
to us for study, is clear. His positions have been stated very forth-
rightly with respect to the matter at hand.

However, there is just one thing that came up in the course of
"your testimony and that was the Senate direction of trying to make
the SEC self-sustaining. 1 just wanted to make my own personal
view that I hope it doesn’t happen because we have had the long-
time experience with the Comptroller of the Currency, where there
are no appropriated funds available.

I have been here at times when the Comptroller has come before
us and has as much as thumbed his nose at the Congress and de-
clared his independence and said it was none of our business.

I hope it doesn’t happen here because I think it will be the very
thing that will destroy the effectiveness as a police watchman or a
cop on the corner, that is necessary.

The other thing was just a question that I have had since before
the October 19 crisis. That is, to what extent do you have any
power over this stock loan activity that preceded the October 19
break in which you have this high accelerated borrowing on stock
or stock loans as a means of—that, in my book of evading the regu-
latory enactments of the thirties with respect to marginal provi-
sions.

Mr. RubEr. We have regulatory power over broker/dealers. So,
to the extent that they are engaged in stock loan activities, we can
deal with the relative risk. Under our net capital requirements, we
do not have power, for instance, with a thrift engaged in stock loan
activities.

We have been given additional regulatory power with regard to
Government securities through the legisiation adopted with regard
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Fio the—giving us some oversight responsibility with regard to Gov-
fernment bonds. ) . X .

i But, essentially, we have not been into a vigorous policy with
‘regard to that. We do not have—the margin, the regulation of mar-
‘ gins is in the Federal Reserve Board, so we do not have that power

ither.

eltMr GonzaLez. Did you note any connection between the occur-
rences on October 19 and the heightened activity in the stock loans.
or lending in the immediate year preceding October 19?

Mr. Ruper. We have not yet identified any connection between

stock loan practices and the market volatility problems of that
reek.

v We can—we have a very full plate with regard to our investiga-

tion and we certainly would report if we did find any indications

that that was a problem.

Mr. GonNzaLEZ. I would be very much interested because my un-
derstanding was that when the sudden corporate liquidity came on
some of these borrowings, you had quite a crisis, or an emergency.

But I would be most interested if, in the course of your investiga-
tion, you find that there was some contributing factor.

Mr. Ruper. There may be a settlement and clearing problem but,
again, we can look at that, sir.

Mr. GonzAvrez. I appreciate that.

Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman St GERMAIN Mrs. Roukema.

Ms. RoukeMA. Chairman Ruder, I greatly appreciate your testi-
mony today and I do want to follow up on two questions that were
previously asked.

One was Mr. Schumer’s and his questions regarding the lines of
gredlit from the banks, or withholding the lines of credits from the

anks.

I wasn’t quite sure about your response to that. And so I would
like you to clarify.

You stated something to the effect that your concerns had been
satisfied, but I didn’t quite understand how your concerns had been
satisfied and whether or not you do not believe that with some fur-
ther deregulation there is not need for a legislative protection with
respect to the relationship and lines of credit to the bank, from the
banks to the investment banks.

Mr. Ruper. There really are two lines of thought here. One is
the question of how to prevent the bank subsidiary from loaning
money to the securities subsidiary in order to protect the bank
against the undue riskiness of the loans when it is the securities
subsidiary of its own holding company.

In that instance, I think that we would support a legislative pro-
hibition against that kind of activity.

The other question is whether the Bank Holding Company would
take steps to prevent the bank or itself from loaning money to
other securities industry participants because of its selfishness with
regard to its own subsidiary, or fear that—the result of its own sub-
sidiary should lose money, that it might lose money with regard to
other securities industry participants.
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In that regard, my concerns have been alleviated, I think would
be a belter word, rather than satisfied. But I think that one needs
to be concerned about those maiters.

But I have to say that if both the bank regulators and banking
industry members tell me that the question of whether to make a
loan to a securities industry participant in the first place is a
matter of banking, economic policy, and the question of whether to
make additional loans to a bank, to a securities industry partici-
pant in times of stress, is also governed by those same questions,
then I am not so concerned with structure.

Ms. Roukema. You're still not so concerned with structure de-
spite the fact that there seems to be general agreement that we
came dangerously close to a melt-down on the Tuesday after Octo-
ber 19 because of the threat of withdrawal of lines of credit?

Mr. Rubkr. I am very concerned about the liquidity questions in
the securities industry in times of stress. One part of our study will
be—and recommendations, I hope—will be a discussion of means of
having a greater assurance of liquidity.

The problem, of course, in any—at any time in which there is
stress in a borrower, at least my experience is that the banks are
not so anxious to lend to an entity which is in negative circum-
stances.

That will always create problems. It may be that in times of eco-
nomic downturn, volatility problems and the securities markets,
then it is going to be the Federal Reserve Board, or some other per-
haps private source, which will make the kinds of liquidity avail-
able which is necessary.

Ms. RoukeMA. You're going to submit a specific report on that
subject?

Mr. Ruper. It is part of our study that we're going to deal with. I
regard that question as probably the most—I personally regard
that as probably the most important question to come out of the
market decline.

Ms. RoukemMA. Thank you very much. I appreciate that answer,
and we look forward to your study.

Second, and this really follows up on Mr. Vento’'s—one of the
problems with being so late in the questioning, it gets to be repeti-
tion.

But I do want to go to the issue of protection against conflict of
interest to which you referred in your statement. I think, in re-
sponse to Mr. Vento’s questions, you said there might be a legisla-
tive remedy or a rule and regulatory remedy.

Is there any way that you can amplify on that?

Mr. Greenspan has said that the Chinese Wall is sufficient. Is
there a way that we write the Chinise Wall into legislation?

Mr. Rupker. In our prepared testimony, we have several areas in
which we think that a Chinese Wall should be legislated. I think
we would believe that the bank affiliate ought not to be allowed to
loan money to the securities affiliate.

We ought to be concerned about taking money from the bank
and putting it into securities affiliate, or vice-versa. So that we
;:_ain—so that one of the affiliates in terms of—either one of the af-

iliates.
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Now, the question of how exactly those should be drafted is one
which we are going to be working with the Senate committees, at
least, in terms of those—the drafting.

Mr. RoukeMa. You would suggest you are going beyond the rec-
ommendations of Chairman Greenspan?

Mr. RupiR. Yes. There is some consideration in our draft, in our
testimony, which I think goes beyond that.

I'm not exactly sure where be is, but I can’t respond identically
and specifically to that.

Mr. VENTO. The pomt on the first option, if there is other credit
available, why didn’t they use it instead of going to the affiliate,
they didn’t. They chose to go to the First Options.

That is really the question that raises the conflict of interest in
all of the other concerns. Not that they didn’t need liquidity and it
wasn't a good thing.

Thank you.

Ms. RoukemMa. Thank you, Chairman Ruder.

Your testimony has been very helpful.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Chairman Ruder, did I just understand
you to say that the SEC is working with the FDIC, FSLIC, the Fed
and Senator Proxmire’s staff?

Mr. RupEr. We have been asked by Senator Proxmire’s staff to
work with, particularly with the FDIC and the Comptroller to help
to draft legislation.

C}ﬁaigman St GerMaIN. Is the Senate Banking staff participating
in that?

Mr. RupEr. Yes. Or will be.

Chairman St GerMAIN If that is the case, don’t you think it
would be delightful if the staff of this committee were involved?

We do have equal votes and equal voice, believe it or not.

Mr. Ruper. We would be quite willing to work with you. In fact
we would be pleased to work with you.

Chairman St GERMAIN. I would be pleased to have an invitation
to have our staff assigned to participate in that endeavor.

Mr. Ruper. 1 cannot commit Senator Proxmire’s staff in any
way. I can certainly tell you that we would be——

Chairman St GermaIN. We will ask you to do the same darned
thing with our staff. You can do it twice instead of once. :

Mr. Rupkr. We would be delighted to assist you in drafting legis-
lation if you desire us to do that. We think we can contribute.

Chairman St GErmAIN. We're looking to safeguards.

Mr. NEAL. A summit with the Senate. .

Chairman St GERMAIN. There is a report you're going to submit
to Ed Markey’s subcommittee on Glass-Steagall. There is also a
report or a study going on with respect to October 19, what led to it
or what the consequences were.

In answer to Mrs. Roukema’s question, I think you said that li-
quidity question is being addressed. It is being addressed in the
second study.

Mr. NEAL. In the market study. The October market crash. Not
“marquee’. [Laughter.]

Chairman St GerMAIN. When do you anticipate that? Do you
have a target date for that study?
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Mr. RupeEr. We are putting our staff through Christmas crisis
and hoping that they will be able to finish eight reports sometime
in mid-January.

Chairman St GeErRMAIN. That will be available. And that will be
available to us?

Mr. Morrison?

Mr. MorgisoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I thank you, Mr. Ruder, for being with us this morning. I have a
lot of questions. I hope we will get another round.

In your answer to Ms. Roukema’s questions, did I understand
you to say that you didn’t think that the banking affiliate ought to
be able to loan money to the securities affiliate?

Is that what you said?

Mr. Rubkr. I think that’s what our prepared testimony says.

Mr. MorrisoN. So, in other words, it is zero? Zero lending from
the banking affiliate to the securities affiliate?

Mr. RUDER. Yes.

Mr. Morrison. Did I also hear you say that you did not think
that funds should flow from the securities affiliate to the banking
affiliate?

Mr. Ruper. Yes, sir.

Mr. MorrisoN. As I understood the testimony we had from the
various industry representatives at the last hearing, the whole
reason for their support for the repeal of Glass-Steagall and the
creation of various kinds of financial services holding companies,
was that they wanted resources to flow out of the securities affili-
ate and other affiliates that they might create and into the bank-
ing affiliate in order to make the banks in some fashion more prof-
itable or more liquid or more something.

Have I missed a step in this whole process?

Mr. Ruper. Yes, you missed the bank holding company step, the
fact that the bank holding company, as I understand it, would be
the recipient of profits from both the bank and the securities indus-

ry.

Mr. MorrisoN. They were talking about so-called downstreaming
the benefits of this extra profit to the holding company.

Mr. Rupgr. I presume it would be possible for the securities affil-
iate to pay dividends to the banking affiliate—to the holding com-
pany. And for the holding company then to contribute to capital to
the securities—to the banking affiliate, or vice-versa.

It is the direct interchange of funds to which we objected.

Mr. MorrisoN. Now, do I understand that your testimony is that
you are not taking a position on whether we should repeal Glass-
Steagall, but you are saying what we must do if we repeal Glass-
Steagall?

Mr. Ruber. That is correct.

Let me indicate to you that I come to you with a Securities and
Exchange Commission position with regard to the regulation of se-
curities activities. And that we as a Commission have not yet dealt
with the question of what our position would be if we got what-
ever—if all of our wishes were granted.

Mr. MorrisoN. We should not hear you to be supporting the
repeal of Glass-Steagall.

Mr. Ruper. Not at this point.
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Mr. MorrisoN. You are saying that, in the absence of certain
kinds of regulatory protections, we definitely should not repeal
Glass-Steagall.

Mr. RupEr. That is our opinion.

Mr. MorrisON. Now, is there really any reason that you either
personally or on behalf of the Commission, to whatever extent you
can speak in either of those roles, that you can give us in support
of repealing Glass-Steagall?

Wha’t benefits, if any, are we looking to in that kind of an
action?

Mr. Rupir. 1 may seem unduly reticent to you, but this is such
an important area. The chairman of the Securities and Exchange
‘ommission is so often thought to be speaking for the Commission
when he or she speaks that I would rather have the opportunity of
having full discussion and authority from the other Commissioners
with regard to an answer concerning Glass-Steagall repeal with our
other objectives.

If I try to answer to you now——

Mr. MorrisoN. I understand why you take that position. We
have been told by others who are here asking us to repeal Glass-
Steagall that we need to enhance the competitive position of the
ba}rllks by enhancing their return on equity in one fashion or an-
other.

One of the attractive businesses that they might go into in order
to improve their return on equity is securities. Therefore, we
should do this.

Now, as I understand it, the New York Fed has done a calcula-
tion, which is somewhat instructive on that point. I wonder if you
have any comments on it. That is, if the top 17 U.S. commercial
banks were to acquire the top 10 investment banking firms, that
the banks’ return on equity would increase from what was then re-
ported to be 12 percent to 13.2 percent.

In other words, a 10 percent increase. Even though the rate of
return for the investment banks is substantially higher, the com-
bined rate of return would not rise significantly because the capi-
}:_alization of the banks is so much higher than that of the securities
irms.

This seems to me a rather small or marginal gain to justify
making the very significant change in policy involved in repeal of
the 50-year tradition of Glass-Steagall separation.

Do you have any comments on that study, or those numbers?

Mr. Rupkr. I don’t think I can comment directly on that, but I
would make an observation. I think, in analyzing what is going on
here, one ought to distinguish between the large banking—the
large banks and the competitive position of the large banks and the
small banks and the competitive positions of the small banks.

I think there are substantial differences in what you are looking
at when you are looking at the effects of repeal of Glass-Steagall
with regard to the small banks and with regard to the large banks.

In the large banking area, I do note that we are—and from the
Commission’s point of view, I can say this—we are looking at a
world explosion in the securities markets. We are looking at an in-
credlié)ly complicated environment, which is arising throughout the
world.
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We have automation, which is just revolutionizing our markets
We have at the same time bank and securities firms combined iy
overseas markets. And the same entities competing in both Eurg.
dollars, futures and securities products with our entities here.

I think that whatever legislation appears, I think it is important
that substantial attention be given to the question of the competi.
tive environment for our financial capital markets as such as they
compete, as they will be competing in the world to come.

It is not an easy question.

Mr. MorrisoN. I understand. You are saying that there are a log
of complex facts. It seems to me, with respect to those facts, one
could resolve the question in either directions. Moreover, it is not
at all clear that because these facts exist that we should move
away from the separateness rather than move toward extending
the effectiveness of the separation with respect to other institutions
that are operating in our markets.

My time is expired, and I hope to have a chance to pursue that
further.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Indeed, you shall.

Mr. Ridge. Wait a minute. Mr. Price. I'm sorry.

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Ruder, as you know, in considering bank regulatory reform,
we are dealing on this committee with two broad approaches that
have been proposed, the first being a Glass-Steagall repeal of sec-
tions 20 and 32, which would open up broad new powers for banks
and would also, in most versions, locate securities activities in a
separately-capitalized and separately-regulated affiliate.

Second, a granting of specific powers which would open up a
more limited range of powers but, in many proposals, leave those
powers within the bank itself.

Am I correct in concluding from your testimony this morning
that, in general, you would prefer that first approach?

Mr. RupEr. That is correct.

Mr. Price. Although you would go further than many of those
proposals in the wall of separation which you would require?

Mr. Rubgr. I think that is correct, although probably not to an
enormous degree.

Mr. Price. The requirements that you laid out on pages 13
t-hr01f1‘gh 21 of your testimony would seem to be a rather stringent
set of —

Mr. Rupkr. If you characterize it that way, I would accept it.

Mr. Price. I wonder, looking at the limited powers approach,
how far you might be willing to go in that direction.

You indicate that Government securities, and commercial paper
would not have to be located in a securities affiliate under your
proposal.

But, when we get into municipal bonds, you would want to move
general obligation bonds as well as this new revenue bond activity
into an affiliate.

Mr. Rubper. Only if a securities affiliate were established for
other reasons.

Mr. Price. Yes. Well, could you elaborate a bit on that? What is
the criterion that you are applying in separating the permitted
from the nonpermitted bank activities?
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‘Mr. Ruper. The U.S. Government securities and the commercial
-'"a'.per markets have not been regulated by us in the past. Both of
E{i‘lose markets involve quite sophisticated purchasers.
¥ What we are talking about with regard to municipal revenue
‘ponds and general obligation bonds is a difference in, probably in

‘the purchasing public. )
" Here we are talking about regulating the broker-dealer part of
this rather than talking about the underwriting part of it.

We are not talking about asking municipalities to register their
municipal revenue bonds or their general obligation bonds with us
in the same way that a corporation would.

‘What we are talking about is regulating the broker-dealer activi-
ties of the banks when they are selling these instruments to the

ublic.
P There, we think that our rulemaking powers and our net capital
powers are regulatory, provide regulatory avenues for us to provide
greater public protection.

Mr. Price. Now, exactly what is your position with respect to
municipal revenue bonds?

Are you opposed to proposals that would permit banks as pres-
ently constituted to engage in this activity?

Mr. Ruper. The underwriting of revenue bonds is something
upon which we have not taken a position. We believe that if they
are engaged in—when they are engaged in dealing trading in those
bonds, they should be regulated by us as broker-dealers.

Mr. Price. That implies separate——

Mr. RUDER. A separate subsidiary, that's right.

Mr. Price. And you are saying that once such a subsidiary is re-
quired that general obligation bonds——

Mr. Rupgr. Then it would make sense to regulate—the regula-
tory burden would not be substantially greater. We think then that
it would make sense to regulate the other activity in the broker-
dealer sub.

The problem of trying to regulate an activity inside the bank as
though it is a broker-dealer activity is that you get dual regulation,
two agencies coming in and attempting to regulate the same orga-
nization.

You get at that point questions of bank requirements as to cap-
itz;ll and our net capital requirements perhaps conflicting with each
other. :

You may have—you have insolvency questions, whether FDIC or
SIPC is the right regulator to deal with insolvency questions.

So there are regulatory problems which can be solved by putting
the activities into a sub and letting us regulate them.

Mr. Price. My time has expired. I would hope that, in later ques-
tions, we could explore the logic of the exception, the limited excep-
tion, you are apparently willing to grant for smaller banks.

But my time has expired for now. -

Thank you very much.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Mr. Ridge. -

Mr. RinpGe. 1 would like you to assume a financial market where
the bank’s affiliates offer security products. I would like you to
assume the investor can avail himself or herself, or their institu-
tion, of this service in the bank itself.
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What kind of disclosure should be made by that securities affili-
ate operating under the same roof of a bank to that potential inves-
tor, if any.

Should there be any disclosure?

Mr. RubpEeRr. Regarding the affiliation with the bank?

Mr. RipGE. Yes.

Mr. Rubpgr. I would rather go the other direction myself. I think
that ‘the securities affiliate should probably have a different name,
and the securities affiliate should not be in the position of being
able to advertise itself as though it were a bank.

There are safety and soundness, there are customer protection
features, as you well know, in a bank which don't exist in a securi-
ties affiliate.

Indeed, one of the regulatory problems we have is that there
doesn’t seem now to be an adequate separation of what are really
securities activities with a greater deal of risk associated with them
than there are in bank activities which don’t have—which are his-
torically not such risky activities.

Mr. Ripge. Assuming the financial marketplace did not take
your suggestion, or did not follow your lead in this regard, and per-
mitted activities, securities services to be provided within the bank,
permitted cross-marketing, did not require separate affiliates, sepa-
rate buildings, different names—assume that.

Should there be a disclosure requirement? What should the re-
quirement contain?

Mr. Ruper. Of course there should be no circumstances. I would
expect that there should be both disclosure of the affiliation and
disclosure of the various risks that are involved, and particularly
disclosure of the fact that they are not regulated by the Securities
and Exchange Commission if that should be the case.

Mr. Ringe. Thank you very much. That is helpful.

Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding that five dealers place
about 90 percent of all dealer-placed commercial paper. The five
largest underwriters of domestic corporate debt account for almost
70 percent of the market.

The five largest underwriters of public stock issues account for
almost % of the market.

So, clearly, in the securities industry, you have a much higher
concentration than you do in the banking community. I am think-
ing in terms of the smaller, independent banks of Pennsylvania.
And in a very parochial way, the smaller, independent banks of
northwestern Pennsylvania.

I have enjoyed the exchange you have had with some of my col-
leagues about the ability for banks to offer municipal revenue
bonds, the broker-dealer situation that you mentioned, the ability
to underwrite.

I have in the process of drafting some legislation that would
permit banks of $500 million or less to be agents of municipal
funds and to offer and underwrite municipal revenue bonds.

Would you care to comment?

Mr. RuDER. Yes, sir. Particularly at the local level, we frequently
encounter sales practices and advertising practices which are bad.
We find that it is at the local level that individuals may do things
that are not acceptable in terms of public protection.
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What we are concerned with is that the banking industry does
not have the same kinds of registration, educational and superviso-
ry activities with regard to sales practices that occur in the securi-
ties industries.

This is particularly true in the offering and selling of mutual
fund products. :

Mr. RinGge. I want to focus in a little bit on the municipal reve-
nue bond side of it, if I might, for a moment.

The concerns that you have based upon the experiences you have
observed, do you feel that they can be addressed to legislation or
regulation? Or will you insist on this being, these kinds of activi-
ties, being under-taken by a qualified securities affiliate rather
than the bank itself?

Mr. Rupgr. That is our current position.

Mr. RipGge. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My time is expired. I have
a couple of additional questions that I would ask permission to
submit in writing.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Without objection.

Mr. Ripce. Thank you.

[’I“ihe questions and answers referred to can be found in the ap-

endix.]
P Chairman St GERMAIN. Mr. Kennedy.

Mr. KENNEDY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is nice to see you
again, Mr. Ruder.

Mr. RupEr. It’s good to see you.

Mr. KenNEDY. Sir, I wonder, your testimony, I think, is very en-
couraging in the sense that you are the first regulator that 1 think
has come before this committee and really detailed some of the po-
tential abuses that could take place, given the possibility of ex-
panding bank powers.

One of the things that comes to my mind is the fact that, as a
regulator, you come in regulating an industry that has a great
many transactions.

Yet, in comparison to the overall banking industry, it is obvious-
ly much smaller in the total size of the assets.

It just seems to me that one major question would be whether or
not you should be reporting to the existing committee that you
report to, or whether or not you ought not to be reporting to this
committee on a permanent basis if, in fact, new bank powers ar
provided. :

Mr.- Ruper. Well, I greatly respect this committee and its over-
sight responsibilities. I think that there is merit, however, to sepa-
rating the regulation—of the regulators—just as there is merit in
the regulators having regulation over separate activities.

What we are talking about is our ability to regulate the securi-
ties activities banks, not the banking activities of banks. If the
structure we would propose is followed through, what we would be
dealing with primarily would be a new securities—a new entrant
into the securities business.

In that sense, we would not be regulating a bank, we would be
regulating a securities industry participant.

Mr. KexNEDY. Certainly, the activities from bank to bank would
have to be regulated in order for you to stay on top of the potential
abuses that you list on your table of contents.
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Mr. RupER. One of the suggestions put forth in the Senate bills, |
believe it is Senator D’Amato’s bill, is that there be an informal, o
perhaps formal group of regulators who meet for purposes of deg].
ing with inter-industry problems.

I think that has merit. So that we can—we could as a group of
regulators deal with the problems which arise which may involve
some potential for conflict between regulators.

Mr. KENNEDY. I hear you with regard to the problems regulator
to regulator. But, it does seem to me that, fundamentally, you see
the differentials between these committees going back to Glass.
Steagall, and what you've got now is the elimination of Glass-Stea-
gall, or a part of that.

Therefore, you are coming back to where we were back in the
1920’s and that seems to me that you don’t want you on one hand
reporting to one committee that doesn’t, in fact, have the jurisdic-
tion that oversees the banks themselves.

If you've got inter-bank relationships, it seems to me that you
are just opening the door for the kinds of greedy abuses that you
alluded to earlier.

I just don’t see how it works unless you, in fact, have direct lines
of communication between one committee and the regulators, so
that they oversee this new entity.

Mr. Ruper. We are subject to oversight by your committee at
present, as I understand it. Certainly, investigatory oversight. And
we would clearly be willing to cooperate in providing information
and to listen to suggestions.

I may, without appearing to be more independent than I am, say
that we are an independent regulatory agency. And we are—we
are charged by Congress to maintain our independence.

Mr. KeNNEDY. I just want to make sure that you do, sir.

Mr. Rupgr. I find it interesting to be dealing with you and your
grandfather was the first chairman of the agency that I represent,
an event I regard as of historic importance.

Mr. KENNEDY. I appreciate that very much, sir, and I'm sure that
grandpa is looking down on us right now making sure I'm doing
my job and you're doing yours. [Laughter.]

Just a final observation. I think you did lay out a lot of the con-
cerns at least that I have had with regard to this whole set of
transactions and potential abuses.

But, if I could just read to you your opening line—for instance,
just as an example of misuse of confidential information, you say,
quote:

“Congress should consider whether and to what extent the shar-
ing of nonpublic information between banks and their securities af-
filiates should be prohibited.”

You go on for another few paragraphs about that. The conclusion
then is these new combinations of activities present opportunities
for use of client information for the benefit of the bank board or
securities affiliates that Congress may wish to prohibit. Quote:

“If we are focusing on new bank powers and legislation, then we
have got to have much more specific recommendations out of regu-
lators such as yourself and the SEC in general in order to provide
the kind of detailed answers to questions like Bruce Vento’s and
Mrs. Roukema’s as to whether these are rules or not.”
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Fndeed a project underway to try to put our concerns into legisla-
tive language.

g Mr. KENNEDY. Thank you very much, Mr. Ruder.

¥ : Mr. RupgRr. You're welcome.

" ; Chairman ST GERMAIN. Mr. Neal.

Mr. NeaL. Thank’s, Mr. Chairman.

-+ Chairman Ruder, have you had a chance to look at Senator Prox-
mire’s bill yet in terms of how adequately it addresses questions of
‘safety, soundness?

. Mr. Rupir. I have looked at Senator Proxmire’s bill, but my
focus has been on questions of investor protections. I have exam-
ined the bill. I could respond to some extent, if you wish.

Mr. NeaL. Please do respond.

Mr. Ruper. The bill does have safety and soundness features in
it. It is somewhat limited in the amount of new competition that it
would permit, since with its 80 percent requirement, it would not
permit—it would not permit a securities industry participant who
had real estate or insurance or commercial interests of any sub-
stantial size to own a bank.

So, in that sense, the bill is more limited and 1 think arguably
is—because it is more limited, it is closely directed to soundness,
safety and soundness.

But I do not speak as a bank regulator nor with a really great
comprehension of what that phrase means. So I don’t want to move
too far in that direction.

Mr. NeaL. But that is an essential part of your job, isn’t it?

Mr. RubpEr. Safety and soundness of banks?

Mr. NEAL. No. The system. Consumers. Market participants, and
S0 on.

Mr. Ruper. My job consists of carrying out the regulatory policy
of the securities acts. The primary focus in those securities acts is
on investor protection and the preservation of fair and orderly
markets.

In the market part of my responsibility, I do think that I have an
obligation to look in a broader way with regard to where the finan-
cial markets are operating.

I responded to Congressman Morrison earlier that I am some-
what hesitant to take—I'm very hesitant to take positions regard-
ing the overall policies involved in Glass-Steagall reform without
havéng had a Securities and Exchange Commission position devel-
oped.

We have not yet developed that position. I learned in my experi-
ence as chairman that sometimes the things that I say are thought
of as being positions of the Commission. ‘

In this case, I don’t want to be too broad.

Mr. NeAL. I understand. Are you all working on that?

Mr. Rupkr. Yes, we are. -

Mr. NEAL. Maybe you answered this earlier, but have you set
some sort of deadline? Is this the deadline you set for mid-January?

Mr. Rubpkr. No, it is not. We do not presently have a deadline for
consideration of our ultimate Glass-Steagall position.

Mr. NEaL. May I ask you to, please, give that consideration soon?
The reason I'm asking, there is a moratorium that will end on

F:Mr Ruoer. We are happy to work in that direction. We have
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March 1. This committee is committed to some kind of mark-up
before that time.

Your advice would be useful to us.

Mr. RUDER. Yes.

Mr. NEeaL. I understand you to say——

Mr. Ruper. We are looking at the question. We wouid like the
assurance that our investor protection concerns would be met with
those, and then we could go a long direction toward reaching a con-
clusion regarding the rest of it.

In the absence of that, T think we are going to be stymied on it,
on coming to a coenclusion about what the rest of Glass-Steagall
should be.

Chairman St GErRMAIN. Has the SEC ever propounded or come
forth to say that we would like to see Glass-Steagall repealed?

Mr. Ruper. The farthest it has gone is to say that it favors func-
tional regulation, but it has not taken a position on Glass-Steagall,
to my knowledge.

Mr. Nzar. Another subject if I can. I know that this is not your
specific responsibility. But you have some experience in the area.

I am just curious what you think about the adequacy of current
margin requirements for commodities and futures and other finan-
cial instruments.

Mr. Ruper. The question of margin requirements is one that
we're looking at in our October market break study. We are con-
cerned with the question of whether margin requirements on deriv-
ative index products futures are adequate as compared to margin
requirements on stocks.

That is something that I think we will have a recommendation
about when we finish our study.

Mr. NEAL. When do you think that will be?

Mr. Ruper. Qur study is currently targeted for mid-January,
staff report to the Commission. The Commission itself will then be
looking at that report as well as other reports which are going to
be completed, including a Brady Task Force Report and others,
with the hopes of reaching conclusions as to what should be done.

Mr. NEAL. Let us have them, please.

This Domestic Monetary Policy subcommitiee of this committee
has some responsibility in the area of margin requirements because
the g‘ederal Reserve has that responsibility and will be very inter-
ested——

Mr. Rubpkr. One of the things we are concerned with is whether
or not the margin requirement should be consolidated in one
agency or organization. That is a matter of concern to us.

Mr. NEaL. What is your opinion?

Mr. RubDER. Again, we are not at the resolution stage.

Mr. LEacH. First, let me welcome Mr. Ruder.

In reference to the gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr. Kennedy,
I would say, sir, that your grandfather might have been the first
chairman, but the father of my grandson, or my God-son, is the
current chairman.

David, you make the suggestion that, in your testimony, that the
securities and reporting requirements of the banking and thrift in-
dustry ought to come under the jurisdiction of the SEC.
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'you suggest that this would enable investors to receive the same
+ slosure protection that other publicly-held companies provide.
‘nv that request, are you implying that, today, the disclosure is
adequate or impr_oper? o

1f you are, how big a problem is it? L )
?Mr Ruper. The problem is one of providing comparative infor-
.fﬂation for investors with regard to bank activities. As you know,
fvhen a bank holding company structure is involved, then the bank
‘holding_company is—will be providing information to the Securi-
‘ties and Exchange Commission, which, in turn, is available for in-
yestors.
'v??t is only when the bank is not in a bank holding company struc-
ture that the disclosure obligations are not the same.
. :We do think that the comparative—that it would be beneficial if
we were able to have comparative information available to inves-

rs.
to] don’t think that our—I don’t think that cur testimony is in-
tended to say that things are terrible, only that we think they
could be better.

- Mr. LEACH. Let me define that somewhat.

There is some concern, for example, that the thrift industry is in
some difficulty today.

Are you implying that the people at the SEC have done studies
that indicate that new kinds of disclosure should be made that are
not b)eing made? Or that this is just a uniformity of jurisdiction
issue?

Or is it a problem issue?

Mr. Rubgr. It is much closer to the latter, Jim. Uniformity of ju-
-risdiction. The conclusion comes out of a Commission-endorsed po-
sition in the Bush task group study, which was endorsed on.the
theory—it was really one that says that uniformity of disclosure is
of great advantage.

We have not done a detailed study on whether a thrift industry
disclosure is adequate, nor have we done a detailed study on
whether bank disclosures are adequate.

Mr. LEAcH. One follow-up question, a follow-up on the gentleman
from North Carolina’s query.

On the margin requirement issue, there is a question of where
the authority for setting margin requirements should reside.

One argument is that financial instruments should be under the
jurisdiction of the Federal Reserve Board.

Does that strike you as appropriate or inappropriate?

Mr. RubEr. Again, we are looking as a Commission and in the
staff as well at the question of margin requirements and where
they should be set. -

I think-—and I just cannot respond to you at this point except to
say that I do have concerns over the uniformity, over having the
correct regulators, the same regulator, setting margins which may
give a chance to have a more uniform, or at least——

Mr. LEach. The regulator should be the SEC or the Federal Re-
serve Board?

Mr. Ruper. As you know, the CFTC has some authority over
margin regulations for futures. We have some authority over, indi-
rect authority, over some of the margin regulations in the options,
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in the derivative product options market; and the Fed has authgy.
ity with regard to options—with regard to stock markets.

It may very well be that, somehow or other, there should be 4
look at the margin situations in some unified way.

Perhaps it is not necessary to have the same regulator setting
them, but there should be coordination and a uniformity of viey.
point regarding this.

Mr. LEacH. I agree with you on that concern. I am just not clear
where the institutional bias should be. But there does seem to be
some implicit conflict of interest to having the same people that
control the exchanges set its requirements.

Mr. RubpeEr. The stock margin requirements were set—came in
the 1934 act regulation and basically dealt with credit environ-
ment, the credit environment of the country in terms of national
markets; whereas, the so-called margin in the futures industry is
essentially described by the participants as a deposit intended to
make sure that the participants would be able to pay up.

So it is not a credit-oriented margin requirement. In that sense, I
think that one needs to look at all of the margin requirements and
see if they are instigated for the same reason.

Mr. LEacH. Thank you.

Chairman St GErmAIN. Looking at the SEC figure as of August
1987, the number of firms listed is 9,328.

Mr. RupkR. Broker dealers.

Chairman St GERMAIN. There are 500 New York Stock Exchange
firms that do about 80 percent of the wholesale business; is that
correct?

Mr. Ruber. I do not have that figure in mind. That would sound
correct.

Chairman St GerMAIN. Do you have some of your pundits with
you today?

Mr. Runger. My pundits say yes, it sounds right.

Chairman St GERMAIN. We have the monks in the monestery so
we will give pundits to the SEC, very brilliant people.

Mr. Runir. We have a brilliant staff at the SEC.

Chairman St GERMAIN. I mean that.

Now, to the best of my knowledge, I don’t recall at any point in
time the SEC saying we need to repeal Glass-Steagall so that we
can have more broker dealers in the field.

Is that accurate?

Mr. Rupkr. I think that’s accurate.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Now, do you feel, in view of the 9,328
firms as of August 1987, that there is a shortage of broker dealer
firms out there?

Mr. Rupkr. No.

Chairman St GERMAIN. All right. And then, as I said, you have
500 New York Stock Exchange firms doing 80 percent of the busi-
ness. That's a pretty substantial amount of firms, isn’t it?

Mr. RuDER. Yes.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Of the wholesale business?

Mr. Rupgr. I would guess that the number would be smaller
than that actually doing a very substantial amount of business.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Oh, there are larger tirms that do a good
part of it. But I am saying that 500 members, the 500 members of
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I New York Stock Exchange do 80 percent of the wholesale busi-

IeSO-

= Which business is more profitable? Wholesale or retail? )
“¥Mr. RupER. I don’t have an answer to that question. I think it
Gy depend upon the firm’s structure. Some of these firms have
iifferent kinds of structures.

k¢ Merrill-Lynch, for instance——

iE‘ ‘Chairman ST GERMAIN. Does both?

¥ Mr. RUDER. Solomon Brothers does not have——

¢ ! Chairman St GERMAIN. Isn’t the wholesale business more profita-
‘ple than the retail business?

< ~Mr. RupER. In recent years, it has been my understanding, and I
‘don’t know how accurate this is, but it's been my understanding
‘that the profits from the large firms have come through their arbi-
trage activity through 1 think activities you would describe was
wholesale rather than dealing with retail customers. _

.Chairman St GermMAIN. Now, if financial institutions, banks,
were allowed to go into the retail brokerage business around the
country—there are 14,000 I think commercial banks—they would
be competing with 9,328 broker dealers out there already. Correct?

Mr. RUDER. That is right. They already are in many ways.

Chairman St GERMAIN. In some ways, yes.

Is there that much business out there to add another 14,000
firms? :

Mr. Rubkr. I cannot really answer that question. I will tell you
that I come from an environment in which competition is a word
that I like. So we will find out. If it happens, we will find out
whether there is that much business for them to survive.

Chairman St GERMAIN. In the competition, about the only thing
the;; compete in would be the fee they charge to the customer. Cor-
rect?

Mr. Ruper. There are services. There is the matter of giving in-
vestment advice. There is the execution capability of the broker
dealer firm. There are other kinds of—— .

Chairman St GERMAIN. Are you telling me that the firms out
there are not providing efficient service in those areas?

Mr. RupEr. There are firms offering different kinds of services.
You have discount brokerage——

Chairman St GERMAIN. It does not give you all of the—all they
do is execute the transaction.

Mr. RuDEr. There are different kinds of services provided by. dif-
ferent entities. :

Chairman St GERMAIN. As a matter of fact, sir, if there were to
be a repeal of Glass-Steagall, what would be more attractive to the
large money center banks? The wholesale or the retail? Their
broker dealer business?

Mr. Rubper. I would expect that——

Chairman St GERMAIN. Or would they have both?

Mr. Ruber. I would expect, and this'is pure conjecture, that the
money certer banks would want to be in the wholesale business. If
you include in that in the equity underwriting business, they would
want to be in that.

The smaller banks might want to be in the underwriting of
mutual funds sales business on a local level. ‘
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Chairman St GERMAIN. In order to do that, those large mone
center banks, it would take a while to be able to compete with the
Solomon Brothers or Goldman-Sachs or Morgan-Stanley if they
were to go into it de novo, wouldn’t it?

Mr. RUDER. 1 don’t know if that’s true. When the Big Bang took
place in London, it did not take too long for both the brokerage
firms and the banks to get over to London with subsidiaries which
were very well capitalized and very well staffed, and engaging in
competition over there.

Chairman St GerMAIN. Where did they get the staff?

Mr. Ruper. They took it from the United States in most cases,

Chairman St GERMAIN. From firms here.

Mr. RuDER. Yes.

Mr. VenTto. What types of firms? Do you mean investment?

Chairman St GerMAIN. Investment banking firms.

Mr. RUDER. Yes. Well, they were banks with securities affiliaties
overseas and investment banking firms with securities affiliates
overseas, in London.

Chairman St GERMAIN. They were already doing it there.

Mr. Rubpkr. Some were and some weren’t.

Chairman St GERMAIN. My point is what would happen here in
the United States if legislation were enacted to repeal Glass-Stea-
gall? I'm trying to figure out how these large banks could set them-
selves up to compete with Goldman-Sachs, Morgan-Stanley, the
new E.F. Hutton, Merrill-Lynch, American Express, Shearson.

Mr. Rupir. On the wholesale level, I would be very surprised if
they were not able to compete quite quickly. Whether they would
be able to set up a large retail, so-called warehouse operations, is
another thing. That requires a much more extensive network and
different kinds of organizational structure.

Chairman St GeRMAIN. Let’s go back one step and then I can
yield to somebody else on the wholesale business.

What has prevented more firms from getting as big as Goldman-
Sachs, Morgan-Stanley, Merrill-Lynch, and so forth? We're looking
at about eight big firms, right?

Mr. Ruper. Right.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Why are there only eight instead of 15 or
30? Is it the same reason that you have got 10 big super banks in
the country? A lot of regional banks that are small?

Mr. RUDgR. I don’t know how well you can compare them, but
the consolidation of the broker dealer industry took place after
May Day, 1975, May 1, 1975, in which the Commission rates, the
fixed Commission rate structure was abolished. You had substan-
tial increase in competition. You had a decrease in subsidization
for some of the firms that were able to survive with the fixed Com-
mission rates.

That was followed by a substantial amount of consolidation of
brokerage firms. And you have seen that since; you are witnessing
it still, that the need for large capitalized brokerage firms is driv-
ing the firms to combine so that they can have the efficiencies of
operation which are available through large capitalizations.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Do you feel that there is a shortage of
large firms right now?

Mr. Rupkr. I don’t have a judgment on that.
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- @hairmﬁn St GeErMAIN. By the way, you can speak for yourself
By you're here. You don’t have to—as in your answer to Mr.
BeZ ricon, just as with the Federal Reserve Board. We don’t antici-
Wier-, the Fed chairman to tell us what is going to happen with the
= .ount rate. He usuall}f circumvents that, although he's asked
‘1_ time, or which way interest rates are going to go. ,
& Tlowever, he does, and members of the Fed—whether it be the
Pmairman or other members—are asked for their own personal
%’Bijinions as opposed to Federal Reserve Board opinions.

#-We get.that on a regular basis. You are entitled. Don’t make
yourself 2 second class citizen because you are a chairman. You
‘bave a lot of ability and knowledge and we want to draw upon it.
_~-Mr. Rupgr. I am quite willing to use my authority and position
a5 chairman on almost every issue. But, Glass-Steagall is one on
‘which I feel reticent. So I can answer most of your questions.

Chairman St GERMAIN. If you want to answer on your own as an
jndividual as opposed to answering for the Commission, that is

roper.

P Iphave to go to Mr. Wylie because my time is expired, and we
will get back again.

Mr. WyLiE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I hope that you won'’t
feel reticent about answering this. But I think that there may still
be some confusion on the part of some Members—maybe on my
part—as to the SEC'’s position on expanded powers for banks.

1 want to give you another opportunity to explain your position.

As T understand it, the SEC is not taking a position on whether
or not new powers should be given to banks. Rather, the SEC is
saying that banks are already engaging in a number of securities
activities and that these activities, as well as any new activities,
should be placed in a separate affiliated and regulated by the SEC.

Mr. Rupkr. That is correct.

Mr. WyLIE. I know you don’t speak as a bank regulator. You said
that. But, we got into this a little bit on the first round and it is a
fascinating concept, it seems to me, as to bank regulation by the
Securities Exchange Commission. ‘

We, on the banking committee, are very familiar with the regu-
latory structure of the banking industry. Could you summarize for
the?committee the structure used to regulate the securities indus-
try?

As T understand it, the SEC regulates the broker dealer, but it
does not regulate the parent holding company.

You also rely heavily on the industry self-regulation, so-called
SROs, self-regulatory organizations.

So this is an approach that is not used in the banking industry;
examination of banks is the primary tool of bank supervision.

Does the SEC examine securities firms? 1 think a better under-
standing of the regulatory structure would be helpful. Would you
write the rules by which banks are governed if given expanded se-
curities powers? Do you think banks would agree to that? ‘

I am giving you quite a few——

Mr. Ruper. The answer to that last question is no. We would not
attempt to have any interest in regulating the banking industry
and their banking activities.
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Related to that is that the Securities and Exchange Commission
does not regulate the parent in a holding company owning a secyy;.
ties affiliate as the Fed regulates the bank holding company iy ,
bank holding company situation.

So there is a significant difference there as to the way in whicy,
we regulate.

Our regulation is directed solely at the registered broker dealer.
The way we get at that is to require that any person or entity en.
gaged in the buying or selling of securities as a business, either a5
grincipal or agent, is required to register with us as a broker

ealer.

Once that person is registered with us, then the broker dealer
has responsibilities. The broker dealer has responsibilities to report
to us regarding a whole range of matters, including their capita]
position and financial structure.

Then, typically, that broker dealer will also become a member of
a self-regulatory agency organization. That is, it will become a
member of a stock exchange which regulates the trading of securi-
ties and it becomes a member of the National Association of Secu-
rities Dealers, which regulates the over-the-counter market.

Those two—the stock exchanges and the NESD have broker
dealer inspection responsibilities. They do the regular inspections
of the brokerage industry with very large compliance staffs. And
they supplement our activities.

We do not undertake to supervise, to do inspections on a regular
basis of the broker dealer firms. We let the self-regulatory agencies
do that and then we supervise the self-regulatory agencies.

We do do two kinds of inspections. We do follow-up inspections.
We follow the inspections of the self-regulatory agencies to see
whether they have done their inspections correctly on some occa-
sions; and we sometimes do what we call cause inspections, in
which we will go in and make an inspection of a broker dealer,
which we think has violated the law in some respect.

But, essentially, we have a layered kind of broker dealer supervi-
sory activity with the self-regulatory agencies regulating the
broker dealers. .

We, on the other hand, can write rules for the broker dealer
community. We review all—for the self-regulatory agencies, we
review all of the self-regulatory organizations, rule proposals and
w? conduct surveillance inspections of those organizations our-
selves.

We periodically send letters to them saying we have looked at
the way you are regulating the broker dealer community and we
think your regulations and your activities need to be increased in
certain ways.

We talked a little earlier about telling or encouraging the New
York Stock Exchange to increase their surveillance activities.

Mr. WyLiE. My time has expired. If you want to expand on that
for the record, that will be helpful.

Mr. Ruper. We are preparing a written statement.

Mr. WyLie. Also, if you would speculate as to how the banks
would accept a rule regulating them.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Mr. Vento.

Mr. VenTo. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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uder, I think that you kind of glossed over the holding com-
icsue, but there are two different types of holding companies
e talking about here, aren’t there? And that seems to have

ne.
oghxer words, bank holding companies and other holding com-
s. We have no experience with bank holding companies other
the 5 percent rule that they are invested in, some 578, 20 dif-
t financial nonbanking activities, according to the study I
i ver:. Rupkr. Bank holding or non-bank holding?

1. VeENTO. Being distinct and different.

G, my point is: What are the rules with regard to the fact that
& holding company or a bank holding company becomes—has to

iquidated? -

e don’t know because we haven’t had, you know, bank holding

mpanies with affiliates.

that correct? That had to be liquidated in the same way?

b¥Mr. Rubper. You do have bank holding companies with affiliates.

iAnd some of them in the brokerage business, as you may know.

{The question of what you will do in liquidation is one apparently

‘you have not had.

' Mr. VENTO. That’s what I'm talking about. We have not had the

fire wall. If the fire wall doesn’t work, I might point out, if it

‘doesn’t work, it adds fuel to the fire.

Mr. Ruper. We have extensive experience in the public utility
holding company area, and we have substantial regulatory respon-
sibility there. We also have bankruptcy jurisdiction which allows
us to enter into the bankruptcy of any——

Mr. VEnTo. How would this work? If there is a bankruptcy pro-
‘ceeding and a holding company that is affiliated under the Bank
Holding Company Act, A,B,C, how will it work? Where do you
stand in line? What type of resources do you get? Who gets paid
off? Who doesn’t get paid off?

I think these are the types of questions that we’re going to have
to answer. If we set up some sort of a subsidiary or whether we set
it up under the existing holding, I think that we are mixing basi-
cally oranges and apples here, is what is going on consistently
during these hearings, not just——

It is not a criticism of you or anyone else, it is just that I think if
we're going to get to those questions, they’re going to have to be
answered. And there are no answers right now.

Mr. Rupgr. It is important to recognize that the Bank Holding
Company Act has set up a system so that the Federal Reserve
Board will directly regulate the Bank Holding Company Act. .

Mr. VENTO. You have a special interest. We have a whole differ-
ent ballgame. We are not just talking 5 percent limitations any
more, are we? .

Mr. Ruper. If a securities affiliate is owned, let’s say for exam-
ple, by American Express, we don't regulate American Express. We
regulate the subsidiary. ‘

Mr. VEnTO. Is that the bank holding company? Or that’s the
other holding company? _

Mr. Ruper. It is a non-bank holding company.
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Mr. VENTo. I know. I am just suggesting that the rules are not
necessarily the same. ot

Mr. Rubpgr. Of course they're not.

Mr. VENTO. Let me ask you about anti-trust because my tjny, is
limited and other Members want to shout here, too.

I want to lay these questions out. In Hutton-Shearson-Layman
merger, do you have any rell in terms of anti-trust there? Are vou
going to be reviewing that or what? -

Mr. Runkr. No, sir.

Mr. VENTO. In a merger between a large bank holding company
and investment banker, which would obviously occur—that is the
way that they're going to go. They’re not going to go de novo. We
heard that. In other words, they’re not going to start from anew-
there are going to be all sorts of mergers, as occurred in Canada
And you would have no role in that particular instance.

Mr. Runer. Other than the regulation of the disclosures.

Mr. VeNnTO. You are saying that the anti-trust laws the way they
are are fine if the largest brokerage merges with the largest bank,
that the existing anti-trust laws are all the protection we need.

Mr. Ruper. We do not have jurisdiction to examine.

Mr. VenTo. I know you don’t. I'm talking about the ideal world,
I'm talking about what you want, what you need.

Mr. Rupkr. I think the anti-trust laws are a satisfactory means
of dealing with mergers.

Mr. Venrto. I think you should look at what this administration
has done. They have not come into the 19th century as far as I'm
concerned.

One of the criticisms and one of the concerns has been the profit-
ability, the return on equity of banks. It has been pointed out
that—we had some great charts that pointed out that they dropped
from 12 percent to 8 percent.

I think, largely due to price deregulation. I think that would
be—they claim it is due because they are not in investment bank-
ing. That is the total basis.

Their portfolio of commercial loans, while being reduced in per-
centage, has grown in aggregate to over $300 billion. It has grown
consistently.

Now, tell me about investment banking today. What is the profit-
ability in it? What is the hope for the future?

In other words, if we expand this power, is this going to be a cor-
nucopia of profits for the banks in terms of risks? Are we going to
attract all sorts of new capital, or redistribute the existing capital
in terms of investment in the near future?

Mr. Ruber. I don’t have a crystal ball here, sir, but I should note
for you that the major Wall Street banking brokerage houses are
in the process of cutting back, because they see their profitability
declining. And I simply—my guess is that if Glass-Steagall were re-
pealed, we would not see an addition of 15,000 to 9,000 to create
24,000 competing institutions. We would see some mergers.

Mr. VENTO. The question is, if we see these types of mergers, do
we lose a certain degree of stability in terms of the marketplace
that we now have today?
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. mngt’s the $64,000 question. Do we lose a certain element of sta-
,“qt‘h}aby combining these all into one big snowball in terms of what
ptty 9
9 Z"mtgignwhere we're moving. Do you gain or lose stability by in-
Ba s ing the size of these and tying these markets together.
cress if the stock market has a problem, the financial institutions
so’oing to have a problem on the other side. And they’re going to
atebgcked up by the national government.

rn other words, do we want a free economy over here, or do we

ant the whole thing covered by Federal insurance?

This is an instance where I think we want to fight for free enter-

rise and fight for the national government not being involved in
gu of this, and let free enterprise work, which involves risk and it
volves loss and it involves profit.
Chairman St GERmAIN. Mr. Morrison.
Mr. MogrrisoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Let me take you to a completely different place for a minute.
Mr. Rungr. All right.
Mr. MogrrisoN. 1 believe that your regulatory role is not in the
area of safety and soundness except that you have minimum cap-
ital requirements and you have the SIPIC protection.

But, beyond those protections, and those are really investor pro-
tections, too, you are basically regulating the market and the infor-
mation in that market for the protection of the investors.

Mr. Ruper. We are against fraud.

Mr. MoRRIsON. You are for open markets. Fair markets. Fully in-
formed markets. And let the losses and gains fall where they will.

Mr. Runer. We do not engage in merit regulation.

Mr. MorrI1sON. Among the things that you don’t make safety
judgments about are commercial paper and similar investments.
You have no safety or soundness role with respect to that.

Mr. Rupgr. Correct.

Mr. MorrisoN. You have somewhat less of a role—in fact, you
are at the base fraud level in the regulation of short-term commer-
cial paper.

Mr. Ruper. To the extent that we regulate the dealers, we do
have regulatory responsibility. And to the extent that there is
fraud in that market, we have anti-fraud enforcement powers.

Mr. MorrisoN. One of the phenomena of the late seventies and
the eighties has been the creation of deposit-like accounts by firms
like Merrill-Lynch, which, in fact, are invested in commercial
paper and short-term Government securities.

Mr. Ruper. The money market funds are quite strongly invested
in commercial paper.

Mr. MorrisoN. As I understand it, their share of financial assets
has gone up from 2 percent in 1976 to something like 8.3 percent in
1986, a fairly dramatic increase.

Now, one of the things that banks complain about is the competi-
tive disadvantage that these kinds of accounts create .for them—in
comparison to the depository accounts of banks which are loaded
with two costs that are not involved with respect to these accounts.

One of them is the FDIC premium—and a second is the require-
ment to maintain reserves.

in
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Mr. Rupkk. As I understand it, the money market funds p,
contractual arrangements with banks, and that when you Write
check in connection with a money market called Cash Ma,
ment Fund account, if you look and see what is happening t
check is being written on a bank. ’

Mr. MorrisoN. But the funds are not held in the bank. The fyy,
are held in a mutual fund.

Mr. Ruper. That's right.

Mr. MorrisoN. As such, those funds—they are not deposits ag
matter of law.

Mr. Rupkr. They are more like a comingled trust account.

Mr. MorrisoN. But they are like deposits and they are useq
the customers in many ways in the fashion of deposits-because yq
can write a check on them.

In other words, they function much like demand deposits, eve
though, as a legal matter, they are not demand deposits.

Mr. Ruper. That’s right. You do not have the right to get ty
money back in the same sense——

Mr. MorrisoN. You have a market risk.

Mr. Ruper. You do not have the right to say: Give me my mone
tomorrow.

Mr. MorrisoN. However, they are marketed as similar i
demand deposits. One of the advantages one gets by opening a cas
management account with Merrill-Lynch is that they tell you:
" “Hey, pay your bills. You can write these checks, just like a banl
account.”

Mr. Rubpkr. In fact, you do write them on a bank account.

Mr. MorrisoN. That is correct, but the money is not a deposit]
Legally, it is not regulated in the same way.

In a minute, you will understand where I'm going with my ques
tion, but there is a point.

The equivalent demand deposit in a bank is, number one, in
sured by the Federal Government, which these acccunts are not
Number two, they are backed by reserves which are part of that
insurance system that do not pay interest for the bank. For some|
kinds of deposits, I believe it can be as high as 16 percent.

Both of those things raise the cost of funds for the bank.

Mr. Rubkr. Some of the insurance costs are paid by the U.S.
Government.

Mr. Morrison. It is a self-insurance. The taxpayer has not yet
been asked to pony up money on the FDIC.

Let me get to my point and maybe I can get an answer. The
point is this:

If you compare these two accounts, these two kinds of ways of
holding money, what we have is in the one case in the demand de-
posit in the banks. The cost of funds includes the cost of insuring
those funds against loss. We have securities firms that are market-
ing to the public demand deposit-like accounts, the CMA type ac-
counts, which do not bear those costs and, in fact, do not have that
safety.

They are really at risk. Do you have any concern about the dra-
matic growth of those accounts, the creation of a kind of loophole
for what are pretty much the same kinds of accounts for which de-
posit insurance was needed in the first place.
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deposit insurance, it seems to me, for two reasons. First,
he individual depositor against the loss of his or her
ond, to protect the system against runs on those funds
af-perceived lack of safety. _

te deposit insurance. And now we have 8 percent of fi-
sssets in the uninsured funds compared to 81 percent in in-
mmercial banks. .

- we not to be worried about those same concerns that led
ecate the FIDC when we have people who essentially have
think are checking accounts that are neither insured for
fit of the individual investor nor insured to protect the
against runs? And on top of that, have the competitive ad-
e that they do not cost the security firms the safety premi-
you will, that is paid by the banks?
ht we not to be concerned about that? Are we sure that the
& who are putting their money in these accounts think that
have demand deposits and will never make a run on these ac-
in the same way as people did with banks in the thirties?
palize it is a complicated question. I took all of my 5 minutes
k it, and I apologize to the chairman.
.-RupEr. The mutual fund industry that you are talking
t, the money market mutual fund industry, is one which re-
s a prospectus to go to the purchaser, so the purchaser knows
gh the prospectus that there is risk involved.
acond, I think that there is a distinction to be made between
-type of investor that is in a Merrill-Lynch money market fund
the kind of investor that is putting money in the bank.
r. MorrisON. Do you have data that demonstrates that?
r. RUbER. We have data that indicates that—no, I don’t have
istical data.
r. MorrisON. Then you are speculating about that. We should
careful about speculating if we don’t know. You might be right,
but I don’t think we could make policy based on that.
*Mr. Rupkr. I will give you a piece of information I do have, and
that is that the number of securities holders, stockholders, in the
United States of any kind is far, far smaller than the number of
people who are depositors.

That statistic is one which I can put to you without fear of con-
tradiction.

Let me go on. The mutual fund, if you deal with a broker dealer
who holds your securities, as is the case with the Money Market
muiual fund, I believe, if the—if Merrill-Lynch is holding that for
you, there are insurance features which are involved in that.

We have our SIPIC fund. If Merrill-Lynch is holding your money
market mutual funds securities, and Merill-Lynch itself, what-
ever—— : .

Mr. Morrison. That is protection against the insolvency of Mer-
rill-Lynch. It is not protection against the loss of principal value of
the securities.

Mr. Ruper. It is not a protection against loss of risk.

Mr. MorrisoN. It is fundamentally different from the FDIC in-
surance, which is an insurance of the principal.

Chairman St GERMAIN. I'm sorry. Mr. Barlett.
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Mr. BArTLETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to go back ang
follow up to a lot of questioning that Chairman St Germain begap
and began with the admonition that you be ruder and speak fo
yourself, and we prepared you that you are not prepared to speak
for the Commission, since they do not have a position on Glass.
Steagall.

In your judgment, can a legislative and/or a regulatory frame.
work be developed that would, in essence, repeal Glass-Steagall or
permit banking affiliates to be associated with owned or either
owned by banking securities affiliates that would protect investors
and that would meet the other concerns that you presented in your
testimony?

Mr. RubpEr. Yes, I believe that can be done.

Mr. BArRTLETT. Do you believe that the pursuit of this committee
and Congress as a whole is a worthy pursuit, do you think that we
should then pursue this matter?

Mr. RupEr. Personally, I think that it is time for the Congress to
look at the question of Glass-Steagall repeal, to look at the question
of competition between the securities industry and the banking in-
dustry.

We have seen, as you know, a fairly large amount of banking in-
dustry activities performed in terms of our last colloquy by securi-
ties industry participants, and we are seeing securities industry ac-
tivities performed by banks.

The moratorium that is set for March 1 is a quite good point to
look at because it really is there because of this increasing competi-
tion.

I think that the effort to look at this problem is not only—is es-
sentially, important. I may say that I do feel a responsibility as a
regulator to enter the fray and present my own opinions; if I
cannot get the Commission within the next 2 months to have a po-
sition on this, you will hear from me individually.

Mr. BarTLETT. You have examined the—we all do appreciate
your candor on that, and that is very helpful to this committee.

As you have examined the Proxmire-Garn Bill, introduced in the
Senate, taking a special note of the investor and other protection
concerns that you raise, do you believe that legislation then is gen-
erally in the right direction? _

Or, put another way, do you believe that they have satisfied half
of your concerns, or more than half? Or do you have a percentage?

Mr. Rubper. In terms of investment protection, I can say only
some of the concerns. There is a great deal to be done before any of
that legislation would be acceptable to us. But, that is not to say
that it can’t be done with appropriate drafting.

Mr. BarTLETT. Does the structure itself satisfy you, in your judg-
ment, many of the concerns are not yet addressed?

Mr. Rupkr. I don’t mean to express an opinion, but I think one
has to look very carefully at the very minimal types of competition
which the Proxmire-Garn Bill seems to permit to the securities in-
dustry participants.

Essentially, if a securities industry participant wants to enter—
wants to own a bank, it has to be regulated by the Federal Reserve
Board.
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ition, they would have to get rid of many of their commercial ac-
Hivities, another probably unacceptable condition.

i Mr. BARTLETT. It sounds like you would tend to expand the Prox-
ity N . . ap e

e e Bill, at least in that regard, to permit additional activity.

it Mr. RUDER. I don’t want to go any further than that.

i+Mr. BARTLETT. That goes a long way, so I will let you off the hook
with that. Let me then pursue some of the specific concerns that
you did raise and ask you the general question as to if you were in
our shoes how you would, in general terms, address these concerns,
either by—and it seems to me there are essentially three mecha-
nisms for addressing the concerns that you have testified to, or
there may be others you could prohibit these types of transactions.

You could require full disclosure to all parties of the transac-
tions, or you could require an arm'’s length transaction, or a Chi-
pese Wall or some combination.

Let me tell you specifically the kinds of transactions I am inquir-
ing about:

gl‘ransactions of the securities affiliate being the underwriter and
the bank being the lender, or using underwriting to pay off a
bridge loan is one specific example you used with that in general;
or providing the bank affiliate, providing credit to the purchasers
of securities and the securities affiliate. Or the securities affiliate
selling stock to the bank customers, or the placement of underwrit-
ing in controlled accounts, or other kinds of conflicts.

My general question is, as you would have us address those,
would you prohibit those transactions? Would you require fuller
disclosure of the transactions? Or would you simply require the
transactions be made at an arm’s length kind of.basis or something
different? Something else? )

Mr. Rubpkr. For the most part, I would prohibit the activities. In
some regards, I might be willing to allow disclosure. In certain re-
gards, I might be willing to get to what would be an arm’s length
approach.

One of them has to do with the pricing of certain offerings. The
NESD right now is concerned about the pricing of offerings which
are used essentially to pay off debt of a holding company, and they
are trying to be sure that there is an independent pricer—inde-
pendent person who comes in—to look to see whether the offering
prices are appropriately priced.

There may be kinds of regulatory initiatives that way, which
would meet some of the objections that we have.

Mr. BARTLETT. A quick follow-up.

What I'm hearing you say is that you would begin in your own
mind with a prohibition.

Mr. Rupkr. 1 would.

Mr. BartLETT. Unless you could demonstrate to yourself that a
disclosure or an arm’s length would be more appropriate.

Mr. Rupgr. I think that is a fair characterization of where
would be. ;

Mr. BARTLETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman St GERMAIN. In other words, when you say that the
Proxmire-Garn Bill needs a lot of working over before the Commis-
sion could support it, what you're saying is that, in the area that

? That may be an unacceptable condition for many of them. In ad-
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would come within your jurisdietion, investor protection, there i
good deal of work to be done. >4

Mr. Runkr. That’s right.

Chairman Sr GerMmaIN. I think there is no secret some of thy,
legislation was designed in such a manner as to avoid you.

Mr. Ruber. If that is true, then I have to make a vigorous stand

Chairman St GerMAIN. Because they want to avoid the commjt.
tee across the hall, you know, named Energy and Commerce
You’ve heard of that committee? )

Mr. RuDER. I certainly have.

Chairman St GERMAIN. They tried to avoid jurisdiction there g
perhaps that is why the legislation as drafted leaves a bit to be de.
sired as far as the SEC is concerned.

Mr. Rupzr. 1 would say this very strongly. If the banking indys.
try wants to be engaged in securities activities, they must submit
themselves to our jurisdiction. And we will with all the power we
can muster make that point in every form that we can.

Chairman St GerMAIN. They are complaining about the Feq.
They come and complain to me privately about the Federal Re.
serve Board. They say they’re tough. Just wait till they get you,
huh?

Mr. Ruper. I gave a speech in Florida warning or telling the
broker dealer community that we were going to be looking at their
supervisory practice and their customer sales practices matters
very vigorously.

After I made that speech, I said:

Before I switch to Glass-Steagall discussions, perhaps if the mem-
bers of the banking industry had heard this speech, they might not
be so interested in entering the securities industry.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Let me ask you this, Chairman Ruder.

Would the repeal of Glass-Steagall and the addition of X-
number—we don't know how many—broker dealers around the
country, would that satisfy a need that is out there?

Is there a need out there? John Q and Jane Q citizen, have they
been calling the SEC and saying, Yes, we are short of brokerage
firms out here, do something about it?

Mr. RupEer. No. But what you do have is that, at the local level,
considerable confusion I think between bank activities and small
bank activities and small broker dealer activities.

That confusion—the elimination of that confusion would prob-
ably be in the public interest.

Chairman St GErMAIN. Wouldn'’t you still have small brokerage
firms functioning in those small communities?

Mr. RupEer. You would have the banks acquired brokerage firms
or the broker firms acquiring the bank and would eliminate the
competition.

Chairman St GerMAIN. Eliminate the competition so all you
have is a new owner and a new name.

Mr. Rubkr. It might be. But better regulation if we’re in the pic-
ture.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Are you regulating well now?

Mr. RupEr. Not in bank activities. We are regulating wonderful-
ly with regard to broker dealers.
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. irman ST GERMAIN. So, isn’t the answer to give you the juris-
: “over those activities now being performed by banks that are
ing properly regulated?

- Ruper. If you could undertake to have our bank broker
Hor. act passed now before Glass-Steagall, that would be an ad-
{6 as far as we are concerned.

ifairman ST GERMAIN. Would that increase or decrease the pas-
rom the SEC for repeal of Glass-Steagall?

. Ruper. It would require us to say now that we have jurisdic-
“over existing bank activities, don’t now take away what you
just given us and create new bank activities which aren’t sub-
to our regulation.

e would still want to look at Glass-Steagall reform to see what
going to be suggested with regard to new bank activities.
hairman ST GERMAIN. But, in reality, do you feel there is a big
eed for the repeal of Glass-Steagall? You, Mr. Ruder, not chair-
of the SEC, but just——? . :

‘Mr. RuDER. I am reluctantly going to have to tell you that I
twouldn’t want to answer that question until I had spoken with my
-fellow commissioners.

‘. Chairman St GERMAIN. Mr. Vento, do you have further ques-
‘tions?

't='- Mr. Vento. Following up, I think the small bank thing is espe-
cially perplexing. The suggestion here seems to somehow say that
small banks are going to go into the primary agents in terms of
broker, I think that most of them are really looking for the oppor-
tunity to compete for the dollars through mutual funds and other
types of instruments.

So it might be through a banker’s bank or some other vehicle.

Mr. Rubper. The mutual fund aspect is one of great concern to us
currently on the local level. _

Mr. Vento. I understand that it is. I would not suggest that you
should not have a voice in that. I think it hardly the type of con-
cern—one of the industry figures I have in front of me says:

“Such extension of powers would leave less than % of the Na-
tion’s dollar volume of financing restricted to traditional stock and
bond dealers only.”

It would absorb a tremendous amount of the dollars, that would
then be in the financial institution kind of holding company, or in
the banks.

That would be of concern, I expect, that you would have this tre-
mendous shift, especially if it was done without the types of credit-
worthiness and objective credit-worthiness tests weighing in?

Mr. Ruper. If I understand what you are saying, you are dealing
with banking concerns. We would of course want the broker dealer
operations to be subject to our net capital rules, so we would want
full disclosure of activities. We would want to deal with sales prac-
tices.

Mr. VENTO. Are we by virtue of this reorganization—I think the
question is a rhetorical by virtue of this type of extension of
power—going to expand the total capital, equity capital base, in
terms of money ready for investment to stocks and bonds, or other
types of equity?
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Are we redistributing it among the various agents that are going
to be in the marketplace?

Mr. RubpEr. I don’t know the answer to thai. If I did, I coulg
probably——

Mr. VEnTO. I don’t know why it would expand it myself. If yoq
have 9,000 dealers and 14,000 banks and, all of a sudden, you com.
bine them, you do not necessarily increase it.

Mr. Rubper. I do not know what will happen to total dollars. Yoy
may have some efficiencies coming from these——

Mr. VenTo. The only choice would be this type of financial con-
figuration would be so advantageous that we would have global
bases, people running here to dump the money in.

Mr. RubpEgr. Perhaps.

Mr. VENnTo. The chairman says, and 1 hear it, what about the
saving rate? What happens to the savings rate?

Chairman ST GerMAIN. If the gentleman would yield, in this
morning’s paper, Mr. Greenspan says the big problem is savings.
We're not saving enough. The problem is that the savings we do
have are overseas. They come from overseas.

Well, would repeal of Glass-Steagall encourage more savings de-
posits in financial institutions, do you think?

Mr. VenTo. I think the question is, if it is not—the point is, in
the ideal world, obviously, if this could occur, you would have a
completely objective and there would be market forces. Stock and
securities activities would be as free-flowing as today and with
proper regulation by the SEC and others that are involved.

But I think it points out that if we end up with less than the
present configuration of regulation, or a different configuration of
regulation, it might impede or reflect the flow of that capital in the
free enterprise system in the marketplace that has produced, I
guess, sort of the connective tissue that holds the whole economy
together.

Mr. RUDER. An argument can be made for the fact that we have
two industries, neither of which is very happy with their current
situations. And that by coming the two industries, you may have a
more efficient and more competitive environment in the financial
services area.

That is an argument that can be made. The argument can also
be made that by repealing Glass-Steagall, you are going to create
inefficiencies.

Mr. VeNTO. I'm looking for facts to support the arguments one
way or the other. If you can provide the committee with any, I
would be most interested in reviewing them.

I think we ought not to go through this just because we want to
juggle balls in the air, but because it’s going to have a positive
effect. If that answer were to come down that we don’t know, 1
think then maybe we'd better wait until we do know before we
take action, because, obviously, the economy and the circumstances
of our economic circumstance are not such that we ought to just
say: Well, let’s try this.

This isn’t exactly a time for another River Boat Gamble with re-
gards to financial institutions, with regard to investment banking.
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Po you regulate today, Mr. Ruder, the function of the security or
s estment banking activities of banks, United States banks over-
TR

s:gﬂﬁ}. RupEer. No, we do not.

fr. VENTO. I notice the Federal Reserve Board has the role in
Ethat case. And you did not address that in terms of bringing that
?E‘ﬁhder any type of regulatory role, or disclosure role in your state-

Lt

g t.
‘m‘f: that just not addressed? Or is it something that you think you
" would like to address further, after some contemplation?
" Mr. Rupgr. If a broker dealer chooses to participate in an over-
‘geas market using a subsidiary, we could regulate through the
proker dealer.
- If the broker dealer is owned by—in a holding company situa-
tion, and the holding company creates a different sub overseas, we
do not have jurisdiction. Indeed, there are enormous problems in
terms of our attempting to assert jurisdiction over entities in for-
_ eign countries in which we have no other contact.

Mr. ViENTO. They are treated the same as investment bankers
would be that are regulated in the United States and have affili-
‘ates overseas as well.

Mr. Runer. We do not—as I say, the only people we regulate are
the broker dealer firms themselves who have activities overseas. If
it is a bank, or if a bank has a securities affiliate overseas or a se-
curities affiliate has a sister company overseas, we do not have reg-
ulatery jurisdiction.

Mr. VEnTo. The Federal Reserve Board does exercise some sur-
veillance on that.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MorrisoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I will not try to return to our discussion except to ask you if you
would please respond to whatever degree you feel capable of doing
in writing to the point that I have raised about these demand-like
accounts that are held by securities, that are administered by secu-
rities firms.

Mr. Ruper. We would be glad to. We will describe and respond.

Mr. MorrisoN. I would like you to just think about and respond
to my concerns about the extent to which their attractiveness to
the depositor, if I can call them that, includes the higher rate of
return that is in part available because of the lack of what I will
call the safety premium that the bank has to pay in order to
ensure deposits.

The extent to which you are comfortable that neither the indi-
vidual security that insured deposits give nor the system’s security
against a run that insured deposits give are not concerns with re-
spect to these types of accounts. :

I know that given the point of view of the SEC and what you
have already said, that your instinct would be to say that if there
is a prospectus in that, people are on notice.

But, before you give me an answer, 1 would like you to at least
look at what happened in Maryland and Ohio, where people went
and put their money in nonfederally-insured accounts, largely be-
cause they paid better rates of return and then, lo and behold,

82-082 0 ~ 88 - 7



190

when the moment came that it was clear that those insurapg, -
funds did not in fact adequately——

Mr. Ruper. Weren't those S&Ls?

Mr. MorrisoN. That’s not the point. I'm just pointing out to yg,
that when you gave me—the first answer you started to give me o
this subject was that there is a prospectus. Those people haye
notice.

But, before you glibly say the same thing in response to my con.
cern, I want you just to look at Ohio and Maryland and remembey
that those were inadequately insured accounts where people put
their money. The depositors knew that these accounts were not fed.
erally insured, but they were willing to overlook that fact.

They were attracted to the higher rate of return. In fact, those
types of institutions competed for their money on the basis of those
higher rates of return.

Mr. Ruper. You may call it glib, but I can give you an answer
right now. When people put their money with a broker, they know
that they are putting their money in a riskier situation than they
do when they’re putting their money with a bank.

Chairman ST GERMAIN. Mr. Ruder, let me make an observation.
A few years back, the State insuring fund in Maryland failed,
when I first got to Washington.

Lo and behold, 20 some odd years later, the same scenario. And a
lot of people, believe it or not, Rhode Islanders had their money in
these institutions in Maryland because of an extra % of a point or
¥ a point. _

They knew that it was a State-insured fund. A lot of them—I
don’t know how many—remembered the fact that that State-insur-
ing fund had failed once before and a lot of people lost a lot of
money.

With all due respect to you, sir, the fact that a prospectus goes
out, there are a lot of little people out there who put their money
in these accounts. And they—-—

Mr. Ruper. In mutual money market funds?

Chairman St GerMAIN. Who put their money in these savings
and loans here, because they saw the high rate of return and they
put their money in the money market funds the same way. All
that they really careé about is that they are getting a higher rate of
return.

Frankly, if you were to do a study on how many read the pro-
spectus, I think it would be shattering to find out that very, very
few read the prospectus. That’s the way it is.

Mr. Ruper. I must say I will speak for Ruder right now. I find
that the analogy between the savings and loans and the securities
money market funds is simply one that I cannot follow.

Mr. MorrisoN. Let me try to help you follow it.

Mr. Rubper. I will reassert, although you will ask me for statis-
tics, I will reassert to you that the people who are engaged with
broker dealer accounts, by and large, are not those trusting individ-
uals that are taking their life savings with safety and soundness
objectives and putting them into these accounts.

Mr. MogRisoN. Let me first tell you that if you're right, if in fact
we shouldn’t worry about this, fine. I'm not raising this because I
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something new to worry about. But I am raising it because,

blush, I think it hasn’t been looked at that carefuily.

-are two real issues with these accounts. You could be cor-
hat if somebody is foolish enough not to read the prospectus

“Jerstand the risk they are taking with their money, and they

- well, we really can’t protect them. That it is not our job to
i them from their own lack of care.
¥t.it may be of concern to protect a system against runs that
used by a systematic failure to understand what is involved.
might call it a paternalistic responsibility of Government.
are some things that we protect people from because we find
‘information alone just does not work. ‘
BWe bar certain kinds of things from being sold in the market-
Blace which some people could buy safely, because we just don’t
EPink information is enough.

EThe second thing that I hope you will look at when you examine
Lifis analogy between the savings and loans and the money market
iinds is the shift of funds that occurred when savings and loans
were given new opportunities to create money market deposit in-
siruments. After the huge flow of money out of the savings and
[b4n industry into the money market funds during the seventies, a
fiot of money actually picked up and came back over to insured in-
stitutions.

So I think that is a bit of evidence that, to some degree, these
‘people are the same, that they were shopping between those two
finstitutions.

b “Now, maybe those people were all the safety-oriented people.
-And as soon as they got a safe haven for a good return, they went
back. But I don't think that our analogy is completely without .
some historical evidence, and that maybe we can come up with
data which will tell us where the line is.

- But you were just a little bit quick to tell me that I'm just off in
left field when I think that I am at least in center field.

" Mr. Ruper. The chairman asked me to say what I wanted.

" Mr. MorrisoN. I have one more set of questions.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Set? [Laughter.]

Mr. RubkR. You asked that complicated question. But I want to
make sure I understand it. You have asked really two questions.
You have asked a safety protection principle, which is akin to a
bank deposit, insured bank deposit. And you have asked a risk of
capital safety question, which has to do with whether or not there
is a market, a market risk for the person that puts his money into
these accounts.

With regard to the first one—that is, the safety of capital—we do
have an insurance feature in the securities area through the SIPC
organization.

We do have another customers securities feature through our net
capital requirements. Both of these requirements are intended to
protect the customer against risk loss.

So that if you are asking whether there is a comparison with
regard to the safety of the, “deposit”, if you want to use that word,
there is an equivalent level of safety in the securities situation

when the securities broker dealer holds these money market ac-
counts.

qu
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The difference is that there is a risk of loss of capital which
comes from the nature of the investment. That is, that it is in 4
commercial paper or money market kind of risk. And that is tp,
risk that I think is meant by the use of a prospectus.

I can go one further point for you, that in the broker dealer regy,.
latory area, we require our broker dealers to inform their custon,.
ers when they engage in their investing activities.

So that if our system is working right, the registered represents.
tive will tell the investor in the money market fund that there g
risk in addition to sending the prospectus.

Mr. MorrisoN. I asked you to give me something in writing
Before you do that, I will send you a piece of paper that says exact-
ly what I would like you to respond to.

With the chairman’s indulgence, I will be very brief on this last
point. I will try to be. I realize I wasn’t at all brief in the last one,

Earlier in your testimony, you indicated that you had initially
had concerns about the conflict of interest problem of lending by
banks if those banks also had affiliated securities businesses.

In other words, there were two kinds of concerns. One was a fa-
voratism toward one’s own securities affiliate. And a disfavoring of
competing securities dealers.

That those were two concerns. Your concerns had been allayed to
a significant extent by information that you got from industry
people and regulators who said that it was not a problem that you
needed to worry about.

Mr. RupEer. Not a problem to which I felt—a problem that I did
not need to address particular attention to at this time.

Mr. MorrisoN. Leaving aside the kind of breaches that do exist
in Glass-Steagall for the moment, because there are obviously
some, in the overseas activities and the rest, but focusing on the
separation that currently exists, it seems to me that we are cur-
rently relying on market forces to give us the protection against fa-
voritism so that we will have an arm’s length credit judgment
being made by the bank when it was making a decision as to
whether or not to loan money to a securities dealer.

That is what we really want, I take it. We want the bank to
maximize its rate of return, to be thinking only of how good a pro-
posed loan is.

Mr. Rupgg. That’s what I understand the banking people do.

Mr. MorrisoN. The regulators told you they're going to do that
anyhow.

Mr. Ruper. That it is likely that a bank in the holding company
affiliate situation with a securities affiliate will make its credit
judgments without regard to the fact that there is a sister securi-
ties affiliate there.

. Mr. MorrisoN. Wouldn’t you agree that what you are making is
a statement of faith? Or is it a statement that credit decisions will
beh aq?equately controlled by regulatory oversight or one of the
other?

Mr. RupEr. The former.

: Mr.?MORRISON. Statement of faith. So you're not relying on regu-
ation?

Mr. Rubpkr. No.
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B 1r. MORRISON. As betwee_n those two concerns, wouldn’t we be
just to leave in place in the market discipline that currently
gei:ts rather than take a promise that people, even though they
&2 e a structure that inherently has a conflict built into it, will
have in accordance with the market principles that exist today?
‘Why should we breach that when we have the protection already
B isting from the market incentives?
£'rMr. RUDER. I guess one has eventually some definition of what
the market is. I don’t believe, if I hear what is happening, the judg-
& jent is that, even if we change the structure, the market will con-
e 1o operate . i
+~Mr. MORRISON. You have really changed the allegiance because if
“you think about this in structural terms, now we have bank stock-
‘holders to whom 1, as the bank lender, owe allegiance.

In the new structure, my allegiance is to the holding company
stockholders, who have a interest in profitability and viability of
the securities affiliate as well as the bank.

Now the market forces or the fiduciary forces, or whatever you
want to call them, that are on me as a bank lender are inherently
in conflict.

Mr. Rubkr. The holding company is not a bank lender.

Mr. MorrisoN. The holding company stockholders are the only
stockholders around. There are no other stockholders. They are the
only people.

Mr. Rupkr. The question I was dealing with was the question
that they might not lend.

Mr. MorrisoN. That's the same kind of behavior. In order to
favor your——

Mr. Ruper. What the concern was was that the lender might not
lend money to competitors. That’s the concern that was alleviated
by my discussion with people who are bankers, who make these de-
cisions more {requently than I do.

They said, look, that is not the way we work. That is not the way
we would operate.

Mr. MogrisonN. You have told us that you want to outlaw lending
between the affiliates. So, if we go down your road, we don’t have
to worry about the lending.

I think I have made my point, and perhaps you just don't agree
with it. It does seem to me that when you have a structure that, by
its structural characteristic, prevents a conflict of interest, you
have to have very good reasons to create a new structure that has
the conflict builf in and then take assurances about how people
will behave as an adequate substitute for the structural protections
we currently have. :

That’s my point.

My time is expired.

Mr. Ruber. My aides tell me that banks lend to banks. Maybe
that’s the answer to the question.

Chairman St GermAIN. Chairman Ruder, as to the cooperation
among the regulators with the SEC, concerning US&B of San
Diego, had not the regulators and the Comptroller listened to the
SEC, that situation could have been brought to a halt at least a
year ahead of time.

Mr. Rupkr. That was before my time at the SEC.
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Chairman St GErMAIN. I will have my staff send you a fey
cerpts to make it very easy for you.

Then you go to Penn Square and Oklahoma City, where the yq
gi%na] offices of the Comptroller’s office were not talking to each
other.

Now, the regional office in Dallas had called in the board of g;.
rectors, and so forth, and never told the regional office in Chicag,
and New York. As a result thereof, this little hayseed bank with 5
fellow who wore Walt Disney hats, Nazi helments, drank beer oyt
of his boots, he took the big city bankers for a big ride, because the
Comptroller’s office was not talking to itself.

Now I just mention that because if the SEC is going to place
faith and confidence in colloquy and communications, we can give
you innumerable instances where it doesn’t happen.

The same thing on money laundering. When we had the wit.
nesses out here from the Comptroller’s office and Justice, and so
forth, again, people in the same office were not talking to each
other. They seemed to have a problem communicating.

Franklin, FDIC, the Fed put $3 billion in there before FDIC
knew that there was a problem there. We want you to know that
there is a big problem with communications.

For that reason—do your best.

Mr. Ruper. I am at this point concerned with communication at
the global level that I think we need. I mean, at the top regulatory

evel.

But, I think, as well, we need to increase communication at the
enforcement level. Our current interaction is with the CFTC and
we also have interaction with NASA, the Association of State Secu-
rities Regulators, in which we need to exchange enforcement regu-
lation, enforcement information. And, we have even a communica-
tion problem sometimes within our own agency between our Wash-
ington office and our regional offices.

We are constantly trying to get that improved.

Chairman St GErMAIN. Let me ask on NASD, if Glass-Steagall
were repealed and the small banks would have their little broker
dealer firms, would they be regulated by NASD? Or watched over
by the State associations?

Mr. RupEkr. It would be subject to State regulation as well.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Do you defer to them in great part?

Mr. Rubper. Not with regard to broker dealer regulation.

Chairman St GerMAIN. How about enforcement?

Mr. RunEr. We cooperate with them.

Chairman St GErRMAIN. They have their rules and their enforce-
ment capability, and you have yours?

Mr. Rubkr. Right.

Chairman St GerMAIN. There have been experiments by the
FDIC where they allowed in a few States to let the State banking
superintendants do the exams and everything.

Mr. Ruper. We conduct our own examinations through our self-
regulatory organizations. We do cooperate and it is important that
we cooperate.

Chairman St GERMAIN. You went way beyond the prepared testi-
mony that we got ahead of time. You have been a very refreshing,
helpful witness. I am so happy that you were able to come before

e
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today and we want to continue working with you and your staff
+ this vé\.ry critical. area. '

inf ¢ by God almighty, you really do the SEC proud as a witness
be]ff:;é this committee, I can tell you. So we are very, very grateful
“’Iygu' sorry we kept you so long, but let’s face it. You are interest-

and you are in an area that is very crucial to the subject

ing 5
efore us.

;,titerl:mER. Thank you very much.

Chairman ST GERMAIN. This Chair would like to announce—by
the way, there will be written questions, and without objection,
from other Members who could not be here, as well as some of the
Members who are here. _

Mr. Ruper. We will be glad to receive them and respond.

[The questions and answers referred to can be found in the ap-

sndix.
pbghair]man St GErMAIN. Tomorrow, our witnesses will be Mr. S.
Parker Gilbert, who will be accompanied by Robert Girard from
the firm of Morgan-Stanley. I would like to point out, make it clear
for the record that I have attempted—and done a great deal in at-
tempting to have some of the large international banking organiza-
tions before us this week.

But I guess they are all tied up with their Christmas shopping
because they all had calendar problems. I could say more, but I
won't.

I just wanted to make it clear that the opportunity for them to
testify prior to the Christmas recess was afforded them. We made
every effort, myseif and our staff.

The subcommittee will be in recess until tomorrow morning.

[Whereupon, at 1:22 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.]
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Housk oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS, SUPERVISION,
REGULATION AND INSURANCE,
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, FINANCE AND URBAN AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met pursuant to call at 10 a.m., in room 2128,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Fernand J. St Germain
[chairman of the subcommittee] presiding.

Present: Chairman St Germain, Representatives Annunzio, Bar-
nard, Vento, Schumer, Lehman, Kanjorski, Gonzalez, Neal, Morri-
son, Erdreich, Carper, Patterson, Price, Kennedy, Wylie, Shumway,
Parris, Roukema, Roth, McCandless, McMillan, Saxton, Swindall.

Chairman St GErmAIN. The subcommittee will come to order.
Today we continue our discussion of the need to repeal or substan-
tially modify Glass-Steagall. The subcommittee has endeavored to
secure counsel and advice from all segments of our economy. Cer-
tainly, large international financial organizations are in a special
position for the evaluation of globalization issues, including inter-
national regulatory concepts related to technological developments
with immense safety and soundness ramifications for the world’s {i-
nancial market systems.

We are privileged this morning to have the counsel of S. Parker
Gilbert, chairman of Morgan Stanley which is one of the world's
foremost investment banking firms and as such, has been a major
contributor to the development of our sccurities marketing system
justifiably recognized as the world’s most efficient distribution
system.

Mr. Gilbert will be accompanied by Robert A. Gerard, who is
managing director of Morgan Stanley and Company. I believe that
Mr. Gerard continues to serve as chairman of the Municipal Fi-
nance Committee of the SIA, a clear indication of the respect that
he enjoys from his peers in that industry.

I might at this point ask unanimous consent to put my entire
opening statement in the record in view of the fact I have abbrevi-
ated it this morning. Is there objection? The chair hears none.

[The opening statement of Chairman Fernand J. St Germain can
be found in the appendix.] '

Chairman St GErMAIN. Mr. Wylie.
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Mr. WyLIE. I want to join you, Mr. Chairman, in welcoming ou
distinguished witnesses today. Nice to see you again, Mr. Gilbery
and Mr. Gerard.

In the past, the banking industry has been divided on most of the
major issues, powers and interstate banking and may I say tha it
seems we are getting mixed signals from the securities industry
well now. Some are arguing for the status quo and for extendip,
the moratorium and others seem to be hinting that they woulg
accept a limited laundry list of powers and strengthening the g,
called fire wall and now still others are arguing that the whole
system should be dismanteled, the Financial Services Council ¢
Mayflower Group approach.

I am particularly pleased that we have Mr. Gilbert and My,
Gerard with us this morning. Both are very distinguished in theijr
field and I know that they will be forthcoming with some very in.
teresting and helpful testimony. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman St GERMAIN. We are being summoned to the floor for
a vote on the journal, I imagine, but I must—it is my duty to state
that the Chair is very disappointed with the situation this morn-
ing. The rules of the committee are very clear. We require copies of
testimonies to be delivered 24 hours ahead of time.

The reason for that is so that the Members might have an oppor-
tunity to review the testimony and not have to stay into the wee
hours of the night. The testimony of these witnesses before us this
morning did not arrive until 6 o’clock or thereafter last night. We
don’t think it is a great deal to ask and we are very disappointed.

As a matter of fact, if anyone wanted to, they could just object to
the testimony this morning and we won't be able to hear you.
Hopefully that will not occur.

The subcommittee will be in recess for about 5 minutes in order
to vote on the approval of the journal, at which time we will return
and resume our sitting.

[Recess]

Chairman St GeErMAIN. Mr. Gilbert, we will put your entire testi-
mony in the record, and you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF S. PARKER GILBERT, CHAIRMAN, MORGAN STAN-
LEY AND CO., ACCOMPANIED BY ROBERT A. GERARD, MANAG-
ING DIRECTOR, MUNICIPAL FINANCE DEPARTMENT, MORGAN
STANLEY AND CO.

Mr. GiLBeRT. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It is indeed a
privilege for me and Bob Gerard to be with you and your commit-
tee today to express our views on what we believe is a critical issue
and to respond to your questions. If I might be permitted to just
give a very brief description of Morgan Stanley, to put in context
our views on this matter, I would say that from the standpoint of
services, Morgan Stanley views its principal function to raise cap-
ital around the world through primary markets for our corporate,
Government and agency clients.

A related and equally important function is our activity in the
secondary markets. We have found over a long period of time that
it is necessary and desirable to distribute and trade securities in
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tcondary market and that is an important function which
ljments our. primary markethg activities.

reach is throughout the major capital markets of the world.
ve approximately 6,500 people in our organization. Of that
per, approximately 1,000 are located in London. Over 500 are
sd in Tokyo, and we have other smaller offices in Switzerland,
ger any, Canada and several offices in the United States.

jiar capital is approximately $1.6 billion. We are a public firm.
= old securities in the public market in March 1986. The em-
o_\;;ees of the firm own approximately 80 percent of our stock at
3 5point in time and the public owns approximately 20 percent.
public firm we report our results on a quarterly basis and
B firm in 1986 achieved a level of profitability of approximately
530 million. For the first 9 months of this year, we are at about
¢ level of profitability. We think the matters that you are re-
wing are critical because the real issue is what type of a finan-
- system serves and will serve our national interest in the best
).,think as a starting point we would all believe a banking system
t is safe and sound is at the heart of any financial system. We
e a system in place and has been in place for some time that is
igned to accomplish these objectives. Our testimony outlines a
Fiumber of privileges given to banks so that they can carry out the
‘tole of the safe receiver of deposits and an independent provider of
‘credit and liquidity to the system.

= These privileges include Federal deposit insurance, access to the
discount window and the payment system, sources of funding at
rates that are unavailable to other financial institutions and ac-
counting treatment which permits assets to be carried at cost
rather than current market value to cushion the bank’s financial
statements against significant market fluctuations.

The Banking Act of 1933 did recognize there were distinct differ-
ences between the needs and requirements of the banking system
and the securities industry and provided a sensible separation of
powers. The basic concepts embodied in Glass-Steagail have served
us well. I think there is little doubt that the United States over a
]ongldperiod of time and today has the finest capital markets in the
world.

The largest capital market, if you simply value the market value
of outstanding equities, is Japan but the two capital markets are
roughly the same size on that value standard. It is interesting to
note that in Japan they have a financial system that is very com-
parable to the system that we have in place in this country.

[ think it is clear that the securities industry does not operate
under a Federal safety net. Availability of credit is critical to a se-
curities industry and the banks are major providers of credit and
liquidity to our industry. We are important customers of the banks.

We have to be able to succeed in volatile markets. Our financial
statements are marked to the market every day. We live with the
market risk that volatility of the markets produces and the success
or failure of Morgan Stanley or any other firm in our business is
dependent upon our ability to assess correctly market risk.

So while we are all part of a financial system, it is my sense that
we occupy different places in that system and for that reason we

37
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are treated differently. Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that the,
right starting point in your deliberations is to test what is in p,, S
and to come to some conclusions as to whether it has served th '
country well and as to whether it should in the future. N

My own judgment is that it is a sound system. I do not believe it
is sensible to merge these financial functions. The Federal safet
net does not need to be cast in ever broader circles. I think the ip.
herent privileges that banks are accorded requires that they maijy,.
tain the greatest possible degree of independence and a clear yy,.
derstanding of what their powers are.

If as you go through this debate Congress believes it is importan
to consider expansion of bank powers, we think you should do it i,
a way which promotes the safety and soundness of the system ang
is fair. Our judgment is that this requires the establishment of 5
separate securities affiliate which should be set up under a bank
holding company.

We think that the right and necessary first step is that the secy-
rities activities of banks be placed in that securities subsidiary.
When I say that I mean the existing securities activities. I think
that you all who are charged with the responsibility of designing
the best system should see what the impact of placing power in an
existing subsidiary actually is.

The testimony that we have provided describes what we believe
are minimum requirements to insulate securities activities from
banking. We believe that this framework should be tested and ob-
served and dealt with to your satisfaction before new powers are
granted. 1 think this is an important point because today, as we
look both in the United States and around the world, there is no
question that banks do have considerable securities activities and
we really don’t know very much about how they work and whether
it is possible to set up a fire wall that accomplishes the kind of in-
sulation we feel is appropriate.

So, Mr. Chairman, those are the principal points that I would
like to make at this time. Bob Gerard and I would be happy to re-
spond to your questions.

[’I:ihe prepared statement of Mr. Gilbert can be found in the ap-
pendix.]

Chairman St GeERMAIN. Thank you, Mr. Gilbert. I am sure that it
has been brought to your attention that many witnesses have testi-
fied before this committee as to the heavy concentration that pre-
dominates in the securities industry today.

Chairman Greenspan of the Fed stated to us just recently, and I
quote, “The five largest underwriters of commercial paper account
for over 90 percent of the market. The five largest underwriters of
all domestic corporate departments account for 70 percent of the
market, and the five largest firms account for over 75 percent of
mortgage bank securities and the largest five underwriters of
public stock issues account for almost half of the market.”

Would repeal of Glass-Steagall reduce the level of concentration
in the securities industry, number one, and second, if Glass-Stea-
gall were repealed, what would really occur, in your opinion?
Would the banks merge with securities firms already in existence
in order to enter the securities business with a running stock or
would the trend be to establish securities operations de novo?
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e GILBERT. Mr. Chairmaq, on the concentration issue certainly
tistics are clear that in some parts of our industry, major
ants have a very large market share. I think there are a lot
ns for this. In many cases, it requires enormous distribu-
ystems and analytics and a significant infrastructure to put
ce the skills to deal with some of these financial instruments.
m our standpoint, I think one of the most valid tests on con-
ration is the profit margins in the business. These products to
¢h you have referreq are not the most profitable businesses in
ch we perform, and in some cases the profit margins are razor
. I'think that has been borne out recently from some of the
ts from businesses such as the commercial paper business.

It is clear that any institution that is not a federally chartered
ank is able to enter the securities markets and there are many
mpetitors that we have that are part of large insurance or indus-
al. companies so that we have never felt that our business is
sharacterized by lack of concentration.

t is a hard business. Now, what would happen if Glass-Steagall
repealed, I think you obviously understand it is a purely specula-
tive question. But our view, we have been in the securities business
now for 52 years, having been founded in 1985, is that the business
as.a whole is a very difficult business to build. However, one of the
interesting facts about our industry is that it is extraordinarily di-
verse.

There are great numbers of firms who are not necessarily full
service and engaged in various parts of the business and each of
them has an opportunity and an option to expand their reach if
they see fit. But I would think that there would be significant pres-
sures for further concentration if Glass-Steagall were repealed.

One can look to Canada as a possible indication of this. They
went through a process late last year and early this year, of in
effect, doing just that and the major Canadian securities firms are
in the process of either being controlled or being acquired by
banks. Most of them are the large Canadian banks, but there are
several—at least one U.S. bank that has announced a significant
interest in one of those firms. g

I think there is a very distinct possibility that should Glass-Stea-
gall be repealed entirely, one would see a combination or a series
of combinations. It certainly is not out of the question at all that
the large money center banks would wish to join forces with the
large global securities firms. That would be the most powerful com-
bination that one could envision.

Mr. Gerarp. Mr. Chairman, could I add one observation on the
concentration?

_C}éairman St GeErMAIN, If it is brief, because my time has ex-
pired.

Mr. GERARD. Simply, concentration, per se, is not the issue. You
have to look at the impact of——

Chairman St GeErMaIN. You may not think it is the issue, but a
lot of the Members of the committee and a lot of witnesses have
zeroed in on the concentration aspect of it, so it is an issue.

Mr. GerArp. I understand, and I am saying per se it is not the
issue. Concentration is bad if it has an adverse impact on the pric-
ing structure, and there is no evidence in the 3 years you cited, as
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are treated differently. Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that tp,
right starting point in your deliberations is to test what is in pla
and to come to some conclusions as to whether it has served tp,
country well and as to whether it should in the future.

My own judgment is that it is a sound system. I do not believe j
is sensible to merge these financial functions. The Federal safet
net does not need to be cast in ever broader circles. I think the in.
herent privileges that banks are accorded requires that they main.
tain the greatest possible degree of independence and a clear ypn.
derstanding of what their powers are.

If as you go through this debate Congress believes it is important
to consider expansion of bank powers, we think you should do it in
a way which promotes the safety and soundness of the system ang
is fair. Our judgment is that this requires the establishment of 3
separate securities affiliate which should be set up under a bank
holding company.

We think that the right and necessary first step is that the secu-
rities activities of banks be placed in that securities subsidiary.
When I say that 1 mean the existing securities activities. I think
that you all who are charged with the responsibility of designing
the best system should see what the impact of placing power in an
existing subsidiary actually is.

The testimony that we have provided describes what we believe
are minimum requirements to insulate securities activities from
banking. We believe that this framework should be tested and ob-
served and dealt with to your satisfaction before new powers are
granted. I think this is an important point because today, as we
look both in the United States and around the world, there is no
question that banks do have considerable securities activities and
we really don’t know very much about how they work and whether
it is possible to set up a fire wall that accomplishes the kind of in-
sulation we feel is appropriate.

So, Mr. Chairman, those are the principal points that I would
like to make at this time. Bob Gerard and I would be happy to re-
spond to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Gilbert can be found in the ap-
pendix.]

Chairman St GErMAIN. Thank you, Mr. Gilbert. I am sure that it
has been brought to your attention that many witnesses have testi-
fied before this committee as to the heavy concentration that pre-
dominates in the securities industry today.

Chairman Greenspan of the Fed stated to us just recently, and I
quote, ‘“The five largest underwriters of commercial paper account.
for over 90 percent of the market. The five largest underwriters of
all domestic corporate departments account for 70 percent of the
market, and the five largest firms account for over 75 percent of
mortgage bank securities and the largest five underwriters of
public stock issues account for almost half of the market.”

Would repeal of Glass-Steagall reduce the level of concentration
in the securities industry, number one, and second, if Glass-Stea-
gall were repealed, what would really occur, in your opinion?
Would the banks merge with securitie= firms already in existence
in order to enter the securities business with a running stock or
would the trend be to establish securities operations de novo?
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" GILBERT. Mr. Chairman, on the concentration issue certainly
sstatistics are ‘clear that in some parts of our industry, major
cipants have a very large market share. I think there are a lot
reasons for this. In many cases, it requires enormous distribu-
systems and analytics and a significant infrastructure to put
place the skills to dea] with some of these financial instruments.
om our standpoint, I think one of the most valid tests on con-
Sentration is the profit margins in the business. These products to
B hich you have referred are not the most profitable businesses in
ich we perform, and in some cases the profit margins are razor
Ethin. I think that has been borne out recently from some of the
F.vits from businesses such as the commercial paper business.
% It is clear that any institution that is not a federally chartered
ibank is able to enter the securities markets and there are many
‘competitors that we have that are part of large insurance or indus-
‘irial companies so that we have never felt that our business is
‘characterized by lack of concentration.
* It is a hard business. Now, what would happen if Glass-Steagall
is repealed, I think you obviously understand it is a purely specula-
tive question. But our view, we have been in the securities business
now for 52 years, having been founded in 1935, is that the business
as a whole is a very difficult business to build. However, one of the
interesting facts about our industry is that it is extraordinarily di-
verse. .

There are great numbers of firms who are not necessarily full
service and engaged in various parts of the business and each of
them has an opportunity and an option to expand their reach if
they see fit. But I would think that there would be significant pres-
sures for further concentration if Glass-Steagall were repealed.

One can look to Canada as a possible indication of this. They
went through a process late last year and early this year, of in
effect, doing just that and the major Canadian securities firms are
in the process of either being controlled or being acquired by
banks. Most of them are the large Canadian banks, but there are
several—at least one U.S. bank that has announced a significant
interest in one of those firms. "

I think there is a very distinct possibility that should Glass-Stea-
gall be repealed entirely, one would see a combination or a series
of combinations. It certainly is not out of the question at all that
the large money center banks would wish to join forces with the
large global securities firms. That would be the most powerful com-
bination that one could envision.

Mr. GErArD. Mr. Chairman, could I add one observation on the
concentration?

.Clcliairman St GERMAIN. If it is brief, because my time has ex-
pired. .

Mr. GERARD. Simply, concentration, per se, is not the issue. You
have to look at the impact of——

Chairman St GErMAIN. You may not think it is the issue, but a
lot of the Members of the committee and a lot of witnesses have
zeroed in on the concentration aspect of it, so it is an issue. '

Mr. GERARD. I understand, and I am saying per se it is not the
issue. Concentration is bad if it has an adverse impact on the pric-
ing structure, and there is no evidence in the 3 years you cited, as
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Mr. Gilbert mentioned—and certainly in one of the areas there ig
strong evidence to the contrary—that there is anything like oligop.
olistic pricing in any of these marketplaces. And that is a function,
among other things, of alternatives.

You wouldn't, if it so happened coincidentally that one automo-
bile company made 85 percent of the blue cars in the country, yoy
wouldn’t say it had a monopoly on blue cars because people could
buy other sorts of products. For example, there are worldwide al-
ternatives to financing through commercial paper. That is why the
commercial paper market, even though five firms may control 90
percent of it, is a market where you can’t charge even break even
prices, much less monopolistic prices.

Chairman St GerMmaIN. Mr. Wylije.

Mr. WyLiE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I mentioned in my opening statement that we seem to be getting
mixed signals now from the security industry. Some are in favor of
maintaining status quo and some are suggesting maybe it would be
time to accept the limited laundry list of powers and strengthening
the so-called fire wall with a separate affiliate. Others are suggest-
ing maybe it is time to merge the investment banking with other
banking interests. :

I want to make sure I understand your position, because I do re-
spect your judgment. You have shown you have good judgment
throughout trying times of the stock market here. But you are in
favor of maintaining the status quo, as I understand it, but if Con-
gress decides to act, you favor an incremental approach.

First, transfer all currently permissible bank securities activities
to a separate affiliate that would be funded independently, and I
would assume that would be foreign operations as well?

Mr. GILBERT. Yes.

Mr. WyLIE. Second, functional regulation would be required.

Third, after all of the above has been done and objectively tested,
Congress should consider extending a limited number of new
powers to banks. These might include commercial paper, revenue
bonds and mortgage backed securities. Is that an accurate summa-
tion of your material?

Mr. GiLBERT. Yes.

Mr. WyLie. Why didn’t you include mutual fund authority?

Mr. GiLBerT. We certainly recognize right from the outset that
you all have the tough call if you get to that point of deciding what
is appropriate and why. I think the why is a very important ques-
tion. The list that we suggested is not meant to be definitive, be-
cause we recognize that is not our province.

Mr. WYLIE. Are you representing the SIA position, or is that the
position of just Morgan Stanley, Mr. Gilbert?

Mr. GiLBeRT. No. I am here for Morgan Stanley.

Mr. WyLIE. Many proponents of expanding banking powers have
argued that the globalization of financial markets might require
change in our domestic structure imperative if U.S. firms remain
competitive. You seem to turn that around—that the increasing
globalization, the high velocity international financial environment
in which we live argues against further deregulation or expanding
powers for banks.
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e it possible, over the long run, to stand agains_t_market driven
%5, and don’t we run a real risk by not modernizing or updating
own statutory framework? We may be permanently relegating
country to the status of a second class financial citizen? I ask
“question advisedly because it is one on which I need some help
tanswer.
ﬁl;_s\‘E}ILBERT. I think you have to start, Congressman, with the
question as to Whether_ our major _ﬁna1_1cial institutions are not
indeed world class competitive. My view is that the U.S. institu-
i ns that have elected to participate in a major way in global mar-
ts are indeed world class competitive under the system that oper-
‘ates today, and in fact, most of their major competitors and the
‘ones that are most often cited as ones the firms are to be concerned
'with are the Japanese that as, I said earlier, are operating under
virtually the same set of ground rules.

So I think if you have the opportunity to take a survey around
the world of competitive institutions, that you would find a lot of
U.S. institutions both on the banking side and on the securities
side that would fall into that very competitive category.

I don’t think it is an issue of second class, becoming a second
class institution, and I think the most important issue sitting here
in the United States is what is right for this country. Because it is
likely what is right for this country is likely to produce a set of
competitive dynamics that works around the world.

Mr. WyLie. Well, Japan is mentioned frequently as a nation
which is our primary competitor in this area of delivery of finan-
cial services on an international scale. On page 5, you state in your
testimony that the Japanese have their own version of the Glass-
Steagall. You just mentioned Japan again. Is it possible you could
tell us some similarities and differences in the Japanese version of
Glass-Steagall and ourselves?

Mr. GiLBert. Yes. I think that is a very fair question and per-
haps deserves a response that is more detailed and complete than I
am capable of giving now. It is one of those areas I think on which
we should provide the committee with some information. But es-
sentially, as they started to develop after the war their own finan-
cial system, it, not surprisingly, was modeled very closely on the
system that we have today, and had in the United States at that
time.

Now, when you get into an area like banking, they didn't have
some of the constraints on interstate banking that we have had in
the' United States, but there is a very clear separation between
what securities firms are allowed to do and what banks are allowed
to do. The powers are clearly and carefully separated.

Now, what has happened in the banking system? If you measure
competitive capability by just plain sheer size the Japanese banks
do run larger balance sheets than the large American banks. The
large Japanese securities firms are also significantly larger than
the major securities firms. ‘

The markets change and all of that, but I can tell you that at
one point not too long ago, the market value of the equity of the
largest Japanese securities firm was over $40 billion. That market
valuation in fact is larger than the market valuation of all the se-
curities firms and the money center banks put together.
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But we have found that while they are very significant competj.
tors that we can compete with them and 1 think the Americap
banks can compete very successfully against the large Japanege
banks.

Mr. WyLlE. My time has expired, and I am sure the chairmap
will permit you to expand on that for the record.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Without objection, you may submit g
more detailed reply for the record, to be inserted in the record ag
this point.

[The information referred to can be found in the appendix.]

Chairman St GErMAIN. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Annunzio
for questioning. After your questioning, we will go to vote and
return immediately.

Mr. ANNUNzI0. I was tremendously pleased to read your state-
ment. It is an outstanding statement. I have underlined what I con-
sider to be some very, very important information which the com-
mittee will have. I was one of the conferees, and the only conferee
back in 1981 that voted against deregulation. I am no fan of de-
regulation. I have never changed my mind. But in your statement,
deregulation has brought a blurring of the lines between bank and
security activities and insurance.

During the past several years we have had increases in pressure
with some banks and regulators for authority to expand banking
activities beyond the traditional role of depositing and lending.
They are asking for these new powers at a time when last year we
had 148 bank failures. There will probably be more failures this
year. I don’t have the record before me of the number of S&Ls that
have gone under, the billions and billions of dollars that have been
lost, and we are afraid to say, you know, on the record that deregu-
lation was the cause.

I won’t make a flat statement that deregulation is the cause, but
it sure didn’t help it any, because when they got the bank powers,
these bankers didn’t know what the hell to do with it. The only
reason they want banking powers is to make more money, and you
know the purposes of banks is to receive deposits, to make loans, to
play a vital and important role in communities, in our economic
system. ’

I am Chairman of the Consumer Affairs and Coinage Subcommit-
tee of this particular committee. Naturally, I have a deep interest
in the consumer views on expanding bank powers, as well as my
own views that have been created by experience after 22 years on
this committee. I think I have seen a lot of legislation. Witnesses
that come before us speaking of what is going to happen. All I have
seen over the years is our financial institutions get deeper and
deeper into trouble.

Sometimes I think we shouldn’t worry if we didn’t legislate since
1981. If we don’t legislate for 10 or 20 more years, people would be
better off. I am, of course, interested in the consumer views on ex-
panding bank powers. Surveys have shown that consumers don’t
want the banks in the new businesses, and last week the major
consumer groups testified against any new powers.

Is there, in your opinion, a ground swell of support for new bank
powers among your own customers?
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8 tr. GiLBERT. Well, I have to preface that comment, Congress-
S hy saying that one of the reasons 1 wanted to tell you a little
=t about Morgan Stanley at the outset is that our firm, with very
fir.ted exceptions, deals predominantly in the institutional mar-
Piihlace, and with corporations and governments.

& ilaving made that comment, I can tell you _that I am not aware
#fat we have gotten a whole lot of pressure from the people with
R hom we deal to support repeal or major extension of powers.

& «Mr. ANNUNZIO. Say that again. You have gotten a lot of——

*- Mr. GiLBERT. We are not feeling pressured from our constituents.
”’I"-‘-a’m not aware of pressure.

7 'Mr. ANNUNzI10. To expand the banks?

""" Mr. GiLBERT. To expand the banks.

Mr. ANNUNzIo. All right. I thank you.

“ Now, the committee will stand in adjournment until after the
te.
'YOChairman St GErMAIN. The gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. BARNARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Gilbert, welcome

to the panel this morning.
" Certainly all of us recognize Morgan Stanley is one of the old,
reputable well-recognized investment houses in the country. We ap-
preciate your being here this morning. I understand you are speak-
ing only for Morgan Stanley this morning and not the Security In-
dustries Association as a whole. Would you say your testimony was
representative of the major investment houses of the country?

Mr. GiLert. I have not had the opportunity to check nor have 1
received any comments, Congressman.

Mr. BARNARD. Do you attend SIA meetings?

Mr. GILBERT. No, sir, I do not.

Mr. BARNARD. You don’t go to any of the SIA meetings?

Mr. GiLBeRT. No.

Mr. BARNARD. Are you a member of the SIA?

Mr. GiLBERT. Morgan Stanley is a member.

Mr. BArNARD. Does your organization participate as a member in
the conventions and so forth?

Mr. GiLBerT. We have extensive participation. )

Mr. BARNARD. Wouldn't you, though, know whether or not your
view points fairly represent the opinions of the major investment
houses without having to check with them individually?

Mr. GILBERT. My surmise would be that major investment houses
would not disagree in a significant way with what I have said and
the major retail firms could see things differently.

Mr. BArNARD. How do you differentiate retail firms and .invest-
ment houses? I mean, you wouldn’t include Merrill Lynch, Shear-
son Lehman, Goldman Sax, E.F. Hutton, First Boston, Prudential
Bache? How do you describe them? Retail houses?

Mr. GiLBeRT. Our industry is a combination of a lot of activities.
We would view ourselves as being quite comparable in the line of
business that we do with Goldman Sax and Salamon Brothers and
First Boston. ‘

We compete on a very internse basis with Merrill Lynch, Shear-
son and other firms. o

Mr. BARNARD. Is it not true some of these firms which 1 have just
identified see a benefit in the repeal of Glass-Steagall whereby the
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investment community would be able to get into the banking busj.
ness just as the banking industry would be getting into some secy.
rities investment?

Isn’t your opposition sort of 50 percent of the issue rather thap
100 percent of the issue? I am sure Morgan Stanley has not seen fit
to ally themselves with the banking industry; but when you look at
Merrill Lynch, Shearson Lehman, Goldman Sax, Drexel Burnham,
E.F. Hutton, E.F. Hutton Bank, First Boston, Universal Trust Co,,
Payne Webber, Payne Webber Trust Co., Prudential Bank, Pruden-
tial Bank with Prudential Bank and Trust, wouldn’t you say they
are somewhat taking advantage of the privileges that you spoke of
that banks have?

Mr. GErARD. I can address that, Mr. Barnard.

Mr. BARNARD. Let’s talk about this question.

Mr. GerARD. Let’s talk about it. I think those firms you cited
really fall into two categories.

Mr. BARNARD. They are members of SIA?

Mr. Gerarp. They are all members of the SIA as is Morgan
Guaranty, Chase Manhattan and some of the commercial banks as
well. One category are firms primarily, as Mr. Gilbert indicated,
retail firms as we would characterize them in Wall Street, doing
business with the general public who have insured institutions
which perform some banking functions.

A number of the firms on that list have acted in a way that I
would characterize as prudent, knowing that the law with respect
to the so-called non-bank banks has been influx for some period of
time.

Mr. BarNaRD. Would you excuse me terribly for interrupting? I
don’t mean to, but you see what constraints of time are. I haven't
got that much time. The point I am making is the financial struc-
ture of the country has changed.

You don’t identify that, Mr. Gilbert, in your testimony, but
whether it was right, wrong, or indifferent, the financial structure
of the country has changed and it has permitted change. From
what I can see, I don’t see anything detrimental coming about be-
cause of that change.

We have closed the non-bank bank loop hole. All well and good.
That, in itself, now has put investment houses—and I think these
are pretty representative—in a position to unfairly compete in the
marketplace with commercial banks.

Mr. GiLBERT. Reasonably people can disagree on those issues.

Mr. BarNArD. That is true. I am looking for new arguments to
support not repealing Glass-Steagall. I can go back 2 or 10 years
ago when the banks were seeking one little small power to under-
write municipal revenue bonds. If you had offered the same testi-
mony then as you did today, it would have had the effect—I would
have had deja vu all over again.

I am hearing the same arguments without recognizing what is
going on in the financial marketplace and what is going on in the
financial structure of the country. I am sorry my time has expired.
I will stick around.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Did you finish your question?

Mr. BARNARD. Well—

Chairman St GermaiN. Did you get an answer?
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one. . . ’ .

The question is, Number one, don’t you agree the financial struc-
ture of the country has changed? Number two, don’t you agree the
financial marketplace has changed? Number three, don’t you rec-
ognize the fact that security houses would have equal advantage
over banks if Glass-Steagall was repealed?

Mr. GiLeerT. That is a longer series of questions. The financial
world has changed. Has the system that we have in place allowed
it to change? Permitted competition and provided competitive serv-
jces to consumers of those services? I believe the answer is, yes.
That is my testimony.

Have U.S. firms—whether banks or securities firms—been suc-
cessful competitors on a global basis? I believe the answer is, yes.
There are some fundamental concepts, I think, at the heart of our
system, which is the safety and soundness of the banking system.

If that is not the case, everything else is going to fall. There is
going to be a domino effect. I think the most important challenge
that you all have is to try and come to a conclusion on what is nec-
essary and desirable to have a banking system that is safe and
sound. We feel it is a competitive banking system.

It has its privileges and we have a certain degree of flexibility
because we are not part of it.

But the system works and has worked well. Changing it is some-
thing that has to be done.

Mr. BARNARD. May I just—in other words, you support then,
your brothers in the industry disenfranchising themselves from
t-hese?: banks? You support them getting out of the banking busi-
ness?

Mr. GILBERT. I will only speak for myself.

Mr. BarNARD. But, we talk fairness in the marketplace. If you
did not want to see the banks get into investment houses, you
would advise that members of the SIA who are in the banking
business would have to get out of the banking business? I know
Morgan Stanley said that before.

Mr. GEragrp. That is an issue for them to decide. I think the prin-
cipal we are talking about——

Mr. BArRNARD. Oh, no. It is an issue for us to decide, Mr. Gerard.
We will determine what is fair in the marketplace.

Mr. GERARD. Mr. Barnard, I would suggest that what we are not
addressing today is the question of competitive equality. The funda-
mental issue of credit is critical to the functioning of the financial
system. The commercial banks in this country because of Glass-
Steagall are the independent arbiters of credit for the domestic and
international financial system.

If you put them into the competitive environment outside the
provision of credit, they will be in a position where they will be
able to control lending to entities that are their competitors, both
domestically and internationally. We are unconvinced, and we
spent a lot of time thinking about this, that there is a way to sani-
tize that process without, at a minimum—and we are not even sure
this would work—substantially more in the way of Federal regula-
tion.
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If you want the Fed to take over the functions that money centey
banks, both domestically and internationally, now provide in termg
of the world’s financial markets, that is an issue we can consider
and debate whether you want to in effect have the Government he
the arbiter and provider of credit to that system. _

We think that is not the right way to go. We think the free
market has functioned extremely well and made our market the
strongest in the world. But if you change the system so that the
independent arbiter of credit at the same time becomes a major
participant and a major competitor of those who are dependent
upon that credit, you are going to have an entirely new world.
That is really the concern. Sure, you can structure legislation that
will provide level playing fields, competitive equality, functional
regulation and everything else.

The question is can we have a banking system that performs the
traditional banking functions upon which the financial markets
rely in that environment. We have struggled with it. We don’t
think it can.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Mr. Parris.

Mr. Parr1s. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Gilbert, in your statement, on page 4, you allow as how com-
mercial banks are able to perform the role of providing needed li-
quidity to the system at the urging of the Federal Reserve.

On page 8, you say we, meaning investment bankers, are re-
quired to have access to credit for market making activities in
large amounts and so forth, all of which is certainly self-evident.

In his testimony yesterday, the Chairman of the Securities and
Exchange Commission, Mr. Ruder, said, among other things, we did
not have enough buying power in the market as of the Black
Monday, and he is alleged to have suggested “that what we need is
a creation of an emergency system to provide additional capital to
brokerage firms during financial market panics.”

I assume that you are reasonably familiar with the ABA propos-
al of expanded powers in the federally insured institutions and the
creation of subsidiaries for securities, real estate and insurance,
and other activities with what has come to be euphemistically
termed to be a fire wall between the deposit taking, lending facili-
ties of the bank vis-a-vis those other activities.

It seems to me that if we have responsible Federal agencies
urging—including the Federal Reserve Board—urging commercial
banking institutions to press capital on to securities firms in times
of market panic, with those financial institutions being backed by
the full faith and credit of the United States and unlimited access
to the credit window, and so forth, doesn’t it—would you suggest
your interpretation of whether or not that fire wall is liable to
melt when the heat is on?

You make the point in your comments, I think on page 8, again
that recent experience indicates in financial times of crisis banks
will contract credit to the securities industry and can be expected
to favor their own securities activities over independent firms. Is
that your principal concern, that this is in fact a Maginot Line—
which is what some of us would call it. It is a paper protection be-
tween the credit window and the taxpayers of the United States? Is
that a fair summarization of your position?
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My GILBERT. Yes sir. I think it is fair to say we are concerned
whether that fire wall will operate on a long term continuing basis
the way in principle, in theory, it might be constructed. )

Mr. PARRIS. Then are we left with two untenable alternatives:

"(a) Present conditions, current circumstances under existing law,
or 01 gather th1_s is prefe;'able, if not pret_'erable to the status
quo—in doing so, in some kind of an unaffiliated basis, with the
regulation by SEC and so forth? That is basically our position in
the testimony this morning?

Mr. GiLBErT. If I understand the question correctly, Congress-
man, what we have said is that there should be some serious doubt
and concern as to whether a system can be structured where there
are effective fire walls.

Mr. Pagrris. In terms of one, two, three: (one), your preference is
to do nothing, is that correct?

Mr. GiLBERT. That is correct.

Mr. Parris. Number (two), if we are going to do this unholy act,
we ought to do it in the—consistent with the outlines you provided
us with in your testimony this morning?

Mr. GiLBERT. That is correct. Set it up. See if it can work.

Mr. Parris. Number (three), would be the subsidiary arrange-
ment, with perhaps the uninforcible limitations on tie-ins and ex-
tensions of credit and all that. Is that a fair statement?

Mr. GiLBERT. Number three is really take a look at it after you
set it up, and consider the issue of expanded powers. If you are sat-
isfied, if it works to your satisfaction, fine.

Mr. Pagrris. Thank you very much.

1 yield back the balance of my time.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Mr. Schumer.

Mr. ScuuMeR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Just a couple of brief comments quickly, before my questions.

In reference to my good colleague, sometimes ally, sometimes
friendly adversary, from Georgia, first, to ask Mr. Gilbert if he
speaks for the SIA would be equivalent to asking Citibank if it
speaks for the ABA? Both are broad organizations with many dif-
ferent concerns. We have seen that in the years we have been here.

Second, to talk about securities firms having some banking ac-
tivities is certainly fair. I would be for getting rid of all of them.

Let’s also talk about banking firms having securities activities as
well, something my good colleague from Georgia didn’t quite men-
tion.

Finally, just one little comment. I agree with the gentleman from
Virgina’s comment. It is very difficult to construct a fire wall. But
if you work by that premise, I would just ask my colleague to think
about whether we will end up with a system—since we have a fake
fire wall, no fire wall—that really re-regulates everything because
we have the Fed guaranteeing everything for everybody, risky and
non-risky activities. Is that the way we who do believe in the free
market believe is the most competitive way?

I submit not. That is the direction we are headed in if we feel we
can’t build a tough fire wall.

I have a few questions for whoever chooses to answer them. The
first question relates to denial of credit. You mentioned in your tes-
timony that if we give those new powers so that banks have their
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securities firms fairly when they are competing with those firmg y
very logical assumption. )

I asked that of Mr. Ruder yesterday. He said he was W°!‘ried‘
about it. Then the answer he gave sort of surprised me. He Saidg
that would be a natural worry, but I went to some of the banks ahd,
asked them if it would really occur and they assured me it “'Ouid‘.
not. 1

What is your view, as a practical businessman, as to those asgy,.
ances? ‘

Mr. GiLsgrt. It certainly puts you in a funny position when opg
of your principal suppliers is also one of your principal competitors

Mr. ScHuMER. Particularly when some of the supply—I woylq -
add for the record—some of that supply comes at the beneficence of
the Federal Government. Federal insurance gives them the money
to be able to lend.

Second question: What would be your view as to what might
happen if an affiliate of a bank were subject to the kind of rumorg
that circulated concerning E.F. Hutton after October 19? Under
those conditions, wouldn’'t other market participants draw back
from doing business with the securities firm? But furthermore,
isn’t there a great risk people would avoid doing business with the
bank, fundamentally threatening the safety and soundness of the
bank, regardless of how tough a fire wall there was? If I were an
European, Arab or Israeli investor wouldn’t it be logical for me to
say not only do I not want to do business with “X’ bank’s securi-
ties firm, but I am going to take my hundreds of millions of depos-
its out of the bank, because who knows what can happen? What do
you think of that possibility?

Mr. GiLBerT. At the very least, it would certainly heighten con-
cerns.

One of the clear changes in the system with which we are all
living is the speed and velocity at which interest sensitive funds
can move. We certainly saw that in the case of the Continental Illi-
nois some years ago.

Mr. ScHuMER. Final question. Well, we have a few more, but |
am getting close to the end of my time, since my colleague from
Georgia took some of mine.

If Glass-Steagall is repealed, wouldn’t the most logical benefici-
ary as to who would move in and take over the securities firms be
the various people who are cash rich, looking to get into the securi-
ties firms, unable to do it in their own country, that is, the Japa-
nese banks? .

Let’s say tomorrow, assuming Morgan Stanley has stock out in
the market, who would be the most logical person—and Glass-Stea-
gall were abolished—who would be the most logical institution to
bid for those? Would it be American banks or Japanese banks?

Mr. Gieert. Today it would be Japanese banks.

Mr. ScHuMER. So we might find the effect of repealing Glass-
Steagall would be for Japanese banks to come in and take over
most of our securities firms? Is that a wild possibility, or a very
real one?

Mr. GiLBerT. It is somewhere in between.

Mr. BARNARD. Will the gentleman yield?

own securities subsidiaries, banks will be reluctant to treat oth ‘i
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puMeR. With the Chair’s permission, I would be happy to

BarNARD. I think the record will show Sumitomo has al-
ught 12 percent of Goldman Sacks. Now they are talking
oint venture in London. .
answer to your question is it is not only possible it is, yes.
ScuuMER. I would say to the gentleman, the reason it is 12
t, aside from the fact Goldman is a privately held company,
Yasudo, the people who buy the Van Goghs, if there was no
Steagall and they could buy 51 percent, they would go right
do it.
: i:iald back the balance of my time.
chairman ST GERMAIN. Mr. Price, do you have any teriyaki?
. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
r. Gilbert, I am somewhat puzzled by the account in your testi-
ny of the events of October 19. I wonder if you could clarify that
it. On page 4, for example, you say “the system worked.”
At the urging of the Federal Reserve, commercial banks were
e to perform their role of providing needed liquidity to the
stemn.”
4 our pages later, you cite a story in the Wall Street Journal
ing, “Recent experiences with the October 19 crash reinforced
sur earlier concerns that in times of financial crisis, banks will
contract credit to the securities industry . . .”
' There seems to be a discrepancy in those two characterizations.
Could you clear that up?
-~ Mr. GiLBERT. I think the best way to clarify it is to say that at
the time of the crisis on October 19 and 20, the Federal Reserve
‘acted in a very persuasive and encouraging way to put liquidity
into the system and to encourage commercial banks, whose natural
inclination was to either become more difficult or less responsive to
the credit needs of the industry. The Federal Reserve encouraged
the banking system to be as supportive as they possibly could be.

One of the concerns we have, all other things being equal, if the
question is funding a related activity, a securities activity within a
bank or funding a competitor, we think that that will present us
some very difficult choices.

Mr. Prick. You say, though, that in this instance the Federal Re-
serve was able to exercise its powers of persuasion and alleviate
the situation?

Mr. GILBERT. Yes.

Mr. Price. Do you see any prudent reason why a bank would not
have wanted to lend to you in this situation?

Mr. GiLBerT. To Morgan Stanley, no. I don’t want to give you too
quick an answer on that. Clearly, we are suggesting that banks
should be independent evaluators of credit. When you have the
kind of situation that we had on October 19 and 20, it is perfectly
reasonable for them to be careful in their evaluations.

Mr. Price. What are you exactly suggesting, though, for the Fed-
eral Reserve? In your own recommendations you stressed the im-
portance of—let me cite it exactly—you stress the importance of
implementing safeguards to preserve credit and liquidity to non-
bank affiliated firms during times of financial stress. What kind of
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measures do you have in mind? What kind of role ought to be man.
dated?

Mr. GiLeerT. That is more of a concept at this point than a harg
series of recommendations. I think what T am very clear on in that
section of recommendations is that it should be an absolute that
banks should not be able to extend credit to their own securitieg
affiliates, because in doing that, it really brings into the Federsa]
safety net the operations of the securities affiliate.

Mr. Prick. Is it the possibility of favoritism and inequity that
concerns you?

Mr. GiLeerT. Together with the extension of the Federal safety
net.

Mr. Price. Were the banks on the occasion of October 19, in ex-
tending this credit and in preventing the further ripple effects
though the economy, were they extending credit from federally in-
sured deposits?

Mr. Gerarp. Well, the answer is yes in two senses. One, directly
in the sense that all banks, including the largest banks, were the
principal providers of credit do depend to some degree on federally
insured deposits, directly.

But mere importantly, given the scale of the iransactions we are
talking about, there is the safety net concept, the safety net con-
cept basically saying there are a number of banks in this country,
whether 10, 12 or 13—the Fed has never defined—that it is in the
national interests never to allow to fail. Therefore, investors—and
Congressman Schumer mentioned this earlier—particularly foreign
investors are comfortable providing large deposits well in excess of
$100,000 limit, to those banks on the assumption that irrespective
of what happens, they will be paid in full with interest, and on
time. That was the money obviously that provided the primary
source of liquidity in the system.

So, again, the answer to your specific question is yes.

Mr. Price. Thank you.

My time has expired.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Mr. McMillan.

Mr. ALex McMILLAN. Let me come back to that same line of in-
quiry, Mr. Gilbert, with respect to a statement on page 4, in which
you state “with a market drop of 23 percent and panic selling, the
country’s financial structured stood firm in no small measure be-
cause banks were not market participants.”

Would you say that they were a substantial participant, however,
in cfr(;viding stability on October 19 through the extension of
credit?

Mr. GILBERT. Yes.

Mr. ALEx McMiLLAN. That extension of credit in terms of magni-
tude of risk and capital employed far outweighed any other direct
market exposure that they ordinarily would have had or might
have had?

Mr. GiserT. Not necessarily. A great deal of the extension of
credit is on a secure collatéralized basis.

Mr. ALex McMiLLAN. Let me put it this way. Could you give us
some idea of the magnitude of the credit that might have been ex-
tended, loaned on securities at that point in time relative to the
net capital of the securities industry in the aggregate?
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Mr. GILBERT. I don’t have that information.

Mr. ALEx McMiLLaN. That, to me, is one way of measuring the

tyisk of exposure on October 19. There is a credit exposure which
i {he banks have anyway. _ ’ .
“'Mr. GILBERT. I can tell you from Morgan Stanley’s standpoint,
*our credit requirements were not dramatically greater over the
19th and 20th than they were prior to that. So the issue there, for
us, was whether the same credit that we had been using to conduct
our business would be available to us on a continuing basis in view
of the significant market deterioration.

1 think other firms found themselves in somewhat different posi-
tions, which I really can't answer, except in the most general way,
put it would depend on the mix of their business and the level of
their inventories.

Mr. ALEx McMirLaN. T guess I am trying to look at this in a
proad sense on the assumption that Glass-Steagall did not exist on
that date, what additional risks would the banks then have in-
curred that they didn’t?

Mr. GILBERT. Let me put it this way. We all deal with risk. There
are really two types of risk that we have to assess very carefully.
Market risk, which is interest rate level of securities prices and
how we deal as we do, in a market to market system, where every
security that we own at the end of a day has to be priced according
to its price in the market?

Our ability to do business, to access credit, to meet the regula-
tory standards depends on our ability to assess that market risk
correctly and to have enough capital to stay in business and to
earn a reasonable return.

Earning a reasonable return is important because that is at least
one part of the important other equation, which is your access to
credit. Credit risk most importantly deals with the issue as to
whether somebody who has received credit has the capability to
pay it off on the terms on which it was lent. Both are extremely
important, but by their nature, both are also quite different.

The point we are trying to make here—and it is really funda-
mental to our testimony—is that the banking system, by virtue of
the powers that Congress wanted it to have, has the key credit
function. Our industry deals routinely across a broad range of secu-
rities around the world on market risk.

Now, banks deal in market risk too, and we deal in credit risk to
some extent. But there is an order of magnitude here. The point on
October 19 and 20 was that the banking system had to come to its
conclusions on the credit risk, but they were not exposed to a broad
spectrum of equity products around the world, broadly on the
market risk.

In this case, one plus one can be a heck of a lot more significant
when you are trying to measure safety and soundness than just the
credit risks themselves.

Mr. ALEx McMiLLAN. My time has expired. I would like to exam-
ine that more in depth. I think I understand the conditions in
which the market dropped 23 percent, the credit extension against
securities converts very quickly from being strictly a credit decision
to one based on market considerations, and that risk then really is
assumed by the creditor.
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Mr. GiLBerT. No sir. I respectfully would say that that—a 1ot of
the credit is collateralized and the value of the collateral does fly,.
tuate and is justifiable.

There are elements to be sure, I mean, in assessing credit rigk
One has to be acutely aware of what is happening in the market.
place, but the two are not completely linked on that basis.

Mr. ALex McMiLLAN. Thank you.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Mr. Hiler.

Mr. HiLer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Gilbert, do you think commercial bank management is ip.
capable of dealing with the kind of issues you deal with?

Mr. GiLeerT. I find it very hard to answer that question. What |
could say is that we have been in the business for a long time. We
have gone through an enormous period of growth and change in
this business. It is a business where judgment and experience are
important. It is a difficult business.

If you look at the changing nature of the securities firms in the
business, those that have been acquired or gone out of business, if
you look at an old, what we call tombstone, which is an advertise-
ment on a public security offering 15 or 20 years ago, and you look
at one today, you notice some extraordinary differences.

So that I think it is fair to say that management that is not ca-
pable can have a significant and rather traumatic effect on the
abillift'y of a securities firm to deal with the world in which it finds
itself.

Now, having said that, I find it very difficult to comment on how
bank management could deal in these kinds of dynamics.

Mr. HiLer. 1 gather you are not saying that bankers intrinsically
are incapable of dealing with these kinds of issues. Based on the
person, experience, and so forth, that someone who is heavily in
Morgan Stanley—for instance, you have been involved in your in-
dustry for the last 20 years. Chances are they would have gone
through that same learning curve?

Mpr. GiLBert. That is a perfectly reasonable assumption.

Mr. HiLkr. There is nothing intrinsically deficient about folks
who work in banks that makes them incapable of dealing with the
kinds of issues you are dealing with?

Mr. GiLBerT. I would be hard pressed to take that seriously.

Mr. HiLer. Would you say in your experience in going toe-to-toe
with some of the U.S. banks, international banks in foreign securi-
ties markets that there has been any evidence those banks have
tended to take more risks than you might or make pricing deci-
sions that are just way out of line? Something that would lead us
to believe that where they are dealing in some of these areas out-
side the United States, that there are problems developing?

Mr. Gi.rerT. That is a complicated question. I think there have
been some indications where some degree of success has been
achieved. There have been other areas where I think it has been
extremely difficult. For example, when we went through the big
thing of deregulation in the London market, the gilt market, treas-
uries securities, was opened up for anybody that wanted to compete
in it.

Twenty-seven or 28 firms became recognized dealers, primary
dealers. There were banks and some securities firms that went into
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B [ think that experiment has not been successful at this point
g ny but just a very few over a market that—— ‘
HiLer. A few being defined as banks and securities firms or

"on the banks side? N -

gy, GiBERT. This is those participants that went into that

e ket. Banks and securities firms.

o Mr. HiLer. When you say it has only been successful for a few,

S-ho are the few? Not by name, but some of each group? Only one

ggﬂ’f GiLBerT. I don’t know. You would have to find out the infor-

l"mﬁlr? HiLer. I wasn’t sure exactly what your answer was.

“Mr. GiLBerT. Nobody breaks it out separately. The reason the

question is a difficult question is that there is very little financial
information or profitability information available to assess whether
this has been success from a standpoint of enhancing profitability,

and there are lots of different—I think your question was really di-

rected to the international market.

There have been areas where people have taken significant
Josses. There have been areas where they haven’t. So it is very
hard to generalize on this issue, particularly in the absence of in-
formation. I think that is perhaps one of the advantages that would
come out of putting into a separate subsidiary information that re-
lates to banks insofar as their securities acfivities are concerned.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Mr. Carper?

Mr. CarpER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to welcome our guests. Thank you for your testimony. Let
me start off by asking do you believe—do 1 understand it from your
testimony, Mr. Gilbert, you are saying that if we proceed toward
enhanced securities powers for banks, you think it is appropriate
for gar?xks to own securities firms but not for securities firms to own
banks? ‘

We have a number of proposals before us. We have Senators
Proxmire and Garn saying we should repeal Glass-Steagall so
banks can own securities companies and vice-versa. We have other
proposals that say banks could own securities companies, but there
could be no reciprocal activity.

If we are going to move in that direction—and my hope is that
we will—which in your judgment is appropriate?

Mr. GiLBerT. Well—

Mr. Carrer. Which policy is appropriate?

Mr. GiLeerr. [ think if you go move in that direction, it ought to
be possible for either side to own something on the other side. Then
the issue becomes whether that produces a system that is better
than the one we have, more competitive, or more concentrated.

Mr. CarpERr. Let me just ask about probations on lending be-
tween a bank and its securities affiliate. Trying to think of a way
to insulate the one from the other, what do you think of the idea of
simply saying that a bank cannot lend to its securities affiliate?
That securities affiliate is simply going to be forced to go out into
the market and make its credit arrangements elsewhere.

Mr. GiLBert. I think that is the essence of what I am recom-
mending. We talk about fire walls and insulation. You will, un-
doubtedly, get all kinds of testimony on this subject, but another

1
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point to keep in mind—and it is related to the question about w3
are the issues on safety and soundness. If you have a large secuﬁﬁ
ties affiliate that gets into trouble I think we should keep in mi'\di
when we are talking about some of these macro changes, aboy !
holding company that owns various activities, and we are sayiy,
that it may be possible, although extremely difficult and controve,,
sial, to set up a fire wall system that satisfies you.

But one thing that I think will be extraordinarily difficult to g,
is to have a holding company that has access to capital markeg
which may indeed, certainly on the equity side, be the principy|
provider of equity to that system. It is very difficult to insulate
that holding company from the results and achievements or prob.
lems of its parts.

Mr. CarPER. Some of our earlier testimony from witnesses talkeq
about whether or not some kinds of securities activities can be con.
ducted within the bank. As I understand it now, our general obliga.
tion tax exempt bonds can be underwritten, handled within the
bank itself, not within a subsidiary of the bank or—by the holding
company.

There have been recommendations certain activities could be
done within the bank that are securities related. We heard some
say that more risky activity should be either undertaken within an
affiliate of the bank or within an affiliate of the holding company
itself.

From your testimony, I think I read it basically should all be
done outside the bank in a subsidiary of the holding company; is
that correct?

Mr. GrLBeRT. Yes.

Mr. CarpErR. Why? Have we had problems with banks underwrit-
ing general obligation bonds within the institution?

Mr. GiLrert. I think that obviously back at the time that the
1933 Act was put in place, Congress saw {it to extend some limited
securities powers for reasons that probably were importantly relat-
ed to liquidity of the market at that time,

As this issue continues to develop and as banks engage in addi-
tional securities activities—and the international activities are a
perfect example of that—the Federal safety net and everything we
have been discussing starts to extend to a broader and broader and
broader framework of activities that is related to the securities
business.

What we have testified to, or what I have testified to today, is
that the point has come when it is certainly something that could
be and should be considered and that was something that we would
support.

Mr. CarPer. Thank you, sir.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Mr. Vento?

Mr. VENTO. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Gilbert, welcome to the committee. I understand we have
been interrupted by a lot of votes. I have a lot of questions.

I note in your statement on page 5 you talk about Japanese
banks and the need for being competitive internationally. As I
recall, Japanese banks domestically are not able to do investment
banking, are they?
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¢, GruBeErRT. Congressman, that is correct. We did discuss this a
jittle pit earlier. We have agreed to provide a summary of what the
ers are.
P xﬁrBVdENTO. Of course, I think, too, the Japanese economy is one
;xch' more controlled by the Japanese Government. That is to say,
"ﬁ v artificially hold down interest rates.
t 1 guess the whole question that comes to us as we compare this
international and global competition is whether we ought to parrot
;he symmetry of the German or Japanese or other institutions. Ob-
~ously, the German economy is completely concentrated in banks.
You cannot tell where the_ government ends and the banks begin.

That goes all the way right down into serving specific areas of
the economy, whether it be electronics, or chemical production.
{sn’t that true, Mr. Gilbert? Is that your understanding? It certain-

; is mine.

b ﬁr. GiuBeRT. [ think if you wanted the other side of the coin in
its starkest form—and I am not suggesting that—you would look to
the German situation. The German banks are engaged in the full
range of banking activities.

Mr. VenTO. I think to put it on the table in front of us, isn’t this
what we are talking about when we talk about bringing these to-
gether? We are talking about limiting the significant aspect of our
economic structure?

The significant modification of the way that our economy works
in terms of the commercial and banking sector?

Mr. GiLBERT. Congressman, I was going to—maybe just my tone
wasn’t strident enough. I was going to get there.

The fact is in Germany that the banks control the extensions of
credit, the securities markets. They have a significant ownership
position in major German industrial enterprises. Quite often a
senior banker is chairman of a supervisory board.

Mr. VENTO. That is the way the Germans like it. T don’'t know
that the Americans like if.

Mr. GiLBERT. The bottom line point is if you compare our capital
markets from the standpoint of breadth, liquidity, creativity, inno-
vation, any standard that I think is significant to the consumers, I
think you will see there is also a very significant difference.

Mr. VENToO. I think that that is what we are talking about when
we talk about the Federal insurance and the national Government
being involved. We are involved with banks. We give them a fran-
chise, a license to do business at the State or national level. We do
it the same, I guess, for brokerage with self-disclosure and so forth.

There are additional restrictions and protections placed on ac-
ccunts out of the experience we have gained through history. We
tried a couple of attempts and banks that didn’t work out. The
thirties led to other incentives that occurred such as the Federal
deposit insurance programs.

The concern here is to try to separate that. Insofar as we can
separate it, that would mean that part of that insurance is ex-
tended to investment banking; is that correct?

Insofar as we could not stop it, it would be extended to invest-
ment banking, it is extended today insofar as we cannot prevent it
to deposits over $100,000. We all started out with good intentions
here, but now we are extended to prevent any bale out of anyone,
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for instance, that loses money. The road to this particular realjty
paved with a lot of good intentions, but we have to look at it th
way the economy works, protection of the Hunt Brothers, protée
tion of other things that get involved. e

I think the question here is that we would be inviting, I think
without the proper limitations. So what can we do if we are gojpq
to extend these particular powers to banks to do this, you knowg
There are holding companies and then there are bank holding cop,.
panies and we have got special rules for them.

One of them is, for instance, merger and anti-trust type of actiy;.
ty. Everyone who comes before the committee says the anti-trygt
laws are wonderful. They are working. They are there. There are
other books and nobody pays any attention to them, and we go
down the line and pretty soon we are going to have three airlineg
instead of 12 major airlines.

That is just the way they are administered. So I am concerned
about that because I think that we might end up doing what hap.
pened to the north of us up in Canada. You think that is likely to
happen or you think these banks are going to start these stock bro-
kerage and investment banking on their own from scratch?

Mr. GiLBerT. Well, I think what you have outlined is really the
substance of my testimony, although not eyerybody is going to do
exactly the same thing. There will be variations on the theme. But
we are dealing in a world where there are an awful lot of banks,
an awful lot of securities firms, but there are relatively few money
lender banks and there are relatively few global world class securi-
ties firms.

Mr. VEnTO. The bottom line is are we going to establish or in-
crease the total equity capital available or are we just redistribut-
ing it under this. Are we going to have less in investment banking
and more in bank holding companies? Are we going to attract more
}rilone‘:’y with this on a global basis or are we redistributing what we

ave?

Mr. GiLBeRrT. I think it is closer to the later.

Mr. VEnTo. Mr. Chairman, thank you. My time has expired.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Now, certainly, I don’t usually wear this
hat, let’s say I am a multi-national, General Motors, Ford, one of
those biggies. Won’t my corporation benefit from the repeal of
Glass-Steagall and won't there be more competition for my busi-
ness if banks are allowed to enter the arena?

Mr. GuL.eerT. Well, Mr. Chairman, again, I think it is a little pre-
sumptuous of me to speak to somebody like General Motors or
Ford, but from our perspective——

Chairman St GErRMAIN. You are overly polite. Come on. You are
testifying before a congressional committee, and you have got to ex-
press your opinions. Don’t worry about being presumptuous.

Mr. VENTO. There have been a lot of people speaking for them,
Mr. Chairman.

Chairman St GErMAIN. You will be surprised if you read the
transcripts of the hearings to date. They don’t mind being pre-
sumptuous. It is a question of giving your opinion.

Mr. GiLBERT. My opinion is that the large global corporate enter-
prises that you mentioned have already in both the banking side
and the securities industry side initiated, supported and encour-
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1 intense competition and I can’t imagine a situation that could
ore competitive than institutions with financial services trying
Bk: - vide them to large sophisticated corporations. X
LB éy have a number of different sources to choose from. They
e 55 business in whatever part of the world produces the best re-
8% for them and that is to some of the things that were done in
& market by the SEC with respect to registration statement and
s~ they can move instantaneously and they will find a large
£ ber of firms who are willing to bid extraordinarily aggressively
g1 i ndertake business for them.
BrChairman St GERMAIN. Would the entry of additional partici-
7 nts, banks, again, into this arena, serve to lower the cost to Gen-
sgar:l Motors, Ford, the other multinational giants of borrowing
P ?
ggl‘l)\f[lﬁyGILBERT. I would think not.
' Chairman ST GErMAIN. Why not?
Mr. GiLBERT. Because the profits are already down to a razor
thin margin. The only sort of doubt that I have is at any point in
time somebody may be trying to buy market share and be prepared
to break even or take a level of risk that most others felt was inap-
ropriate.
p'rCIl;"nairman St GERMAIN. In advocating reform of Glass-Steagall
quite a few of our witnesses, including Under Secretary Gould,
have stated that such reform would enable banking organizations
to diversify their earnings, attract new capital, better meet the
needs of their customers.

They contend that underwriting and dealing in securities could
substantially reduce risk to the banks and they indicate that secu-
rities underwriting is no more risky, probably less risky than com-
mercial lending. Is security underwriting just as, less than or more
risky than commercial lending? If not, why not? Be presumptuous
now.

Mr. GiLBeRT. The correct application of underwriting is to assess
market risk. One knows in a matter of days or hours whether that
is a correct assessment and if the markets go against you, the
losses can be enormous. Any major securities firms that come
before you can cite examples where significant losses in a particu-
lar underwriting have occurred. The extension of credit, as I tried
to explain earlier, requires a different set of dynamics and at the
time of the extension of credit, one would think that there shouid
not be elements of market risk in that decision.

The credit decision is a decision as to whether credit can be ex-
tended safely and whether there is an opportunity or probability or
high probability of repayment over the term of that credit. Credit
can go back, as we all know, over a long period of time. The impor-
tant thing to recognize, I think, goes back to my initial comments
this morning, that we are operating systems that have significant
differentiating characteristics.

I also said at that time that to be an important factor in the un-
derwriting marketplace one had to be an important factor in the
distribution and trading of those securities. It is absolutely clear
that it is very difficult and probably unwise to do one without the
other so that when one talks about underwriting and the risk of
underwriting one gets into the question of market risk both from a
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standpoint of the actual underwriting event itself and from th,
standpoint of a market-maker in like securities which is my cor,.
plete conviction an underwriter has to be in order to have any
chance of managing the market risk from underwriting.

I don't now if I answered your question, Chairman, but the tw,
dynamics are different and I think that we have proved beyond 5
shadow of a doubt that volatility in our marketplaces exposes secy.
rities {irms to significant risk and significant loss.

One can find that in mortgage backed securities. One can find jt
in Government securities. One can find it in clearing operations,
One can find it in the market-making and underwriting activities,
There are lots of ways to experience market risk.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Is your answer that securities underwrit-
ing is riskier than commercial lending? Yes or no?

Mr. GiLBerT. I have been trying to avoid the yes or no because |
think that is arguable depending upon where you are coming from.
Securities underwriting is an immediate risk. Credit is a longer
term risk if it does not live up to the expectations at the time the
credit was granted.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Over the years, sitting up here as Chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Financial Institutions, as chairman of
the full committee, particularly when we have looked into bank
failures, people have sat at that table and we up here and we have
used the term, “the prudent rule”.

The banks, because of their special privilege, that is the fact that
their deposits are covered by deposit insurance, are charged with a
responsibility when making judgments as to whether or not they
will extend credit to a borrower, be it a corporation or an individ-
ual, and at all times one of the elements included is the exercise of
the prudent man rule for making that decision.

Often times when we have seen failures, we have seen that pru-
dent man rule was thrown out the window, was not exercised and
so this is why I ask you, do you have a prudent man rule in the
securities business?

Mr. GiLBeRT. We try. We try and act like prudent men, but other
than some of the fiduciary responsibilities we have, we do what we
think is best. It is not a test to which we are subjected.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Isn’t securities underwriting a little
more speculative?

Sometimes do you really know whether the collateral you think
is there is really there because you have to make a judgment as to
whether or not the public at large is going to agree that that prod-
uct is a product that is worthwhile?

Mr. GiLBerT. Yes, and the market. You have two judgments at
all times. What is the right price at the moment and then what
can come up and beat you is how that market may change at the
next moment. Now, I certainly, to get back to your original ques-
tion, would not accept the comment that our business and the un-
derwriting and securities business is less risky than the banking
business, nor would I accept that entrance into this business is
going to be a panacea to help the profitability of the banking
system.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Mr. Morrison.
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Mr. MorrisON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Mr. Gil-
“pert and Mr. Gerard, for being here today. I apologize if some of
-my questions are repetitive of ones that you were asked earlier.
How dependent is the securities industry on commercial banks for
the funding of its activities?

Mr. GiLBERT. I am not aware, Congressman, of a general sort of

lobal comment on that, though there could well be information
that I haven’t seen that gets to that question.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Would Mr. Gerard as a result of his pre-
vious experience other than Morgan Stanley have an opinion on
that one? i

Mr. GERARD. Again, I would comment generally. I can’t give you
specific facts, but by and large, as we have discussed earlier this
morning, the structure of our financial system is-such that the
commercial banking system is the primary supplier of credit. In
recent years prudent—if you will pardon the expression, Mr. Chair-
man, prudent securities firms have chosen to fund a portion of
their day-to-day liquidity requirements outside the commercial
panking system.

For example, Morgan Stanley as a public company is able to
issue commercial paper as a bank holding company wouid be as
well and relies upon that, but on a day-to-day basis, to varying de-
grees, depending on the firm, much of the liquidity to perform
market-making and underwriting functions is provided by what are
called globally broker loans, which are collateralized loans from
commercial banks to securities firms.

The availability of that credit on an instantaneous basis, given
the existence of sound collateral, is critical to the functioning of
the financial markets.

Mr. MogrisoN. So would it be fair to say that we should worry
about the independence of judgment of the banking sector to pro-
vide that kind of credit in order to maintain stability in the securi-
ties market?

Mr. GERARD. That is a concern which, in our judgment, must be
addressed in connection with any modification of existing law. The
message I think that your colleagues 50 years ago sent out is that
there are certain judgments or functions that are so fundamental
to human nature and ordinary business judgment that the risks
were too great. That the concern, the potential conflict, that is, of
being on the one hand the principal suppliers of credit to an indus-
try, and on the other hand being a competitor.in that industry,
couldn’t be dealt with by regulation.

That is what Glass-Steagall tells us. We have spent a lot of time
thinking about it, because, like many Members of this committee,
we abhor needless regulation, and we have spent a lot of time
thinlléing about whether there is a regulatory structure that could
work.

Mzr. Price earlier asked Mr. Gilbert about a line in our written
testimony regarding that subject and we said that all we could do
was express the opinion that we had spent a lot of time talking
about it, and we could not come up with a regulation that would
insure that the banks would perform their traditional functions as
an independent arbiter of credit, and at the same time, allow them
to participate freely as competitors in the financial markets.

82-089 0 - 88 -- 8
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Mr. MorrisoN. Would you say that the decision that we hayg
made and we made perhaps on behalf of the Japanese, but that de.
fines the Japanese system as compared, say to the German ap.
proach, is that these are in fact two different types of businesseg
That is, the credit extension business of banks and the market
driven securities business.

Is it your advice to this committee that that distinction in fact
ought to be maintained? Is fundamentally departing from that
Glass-Steagall tradition or decision, if you will, a mistake?

Mr. GiLBERT. Our advice and judgment is that there are two fun-
damentally different systems here. The credit risk and market risk
are different and that is something that has been taken into ac-
count throughout the last 54 years and it is something that should
be taken into account today.

Mr. MoRRISON. One last questicn, and that is, I understand your
testimony to say that one step we might properly take is to estab-
lish a holding company structure in which current securities
powers of banks would be placed in a separately capitalized subsidi-
ary. Why isn’t that undermining the point that you have just
made? Why isn't the existence of that kind of a structure just an
invitation to continue to enhance the securities powers of such a
securities subsidiary in violation of the very principle that you
have just defended?

Mr. GiBERT. I am having a hard time understanding that ques-
tion. ’

Mr. MorrisoN. I guess the question is, if we are right about
Glass-Steagall and we really ought to have a separation, either the
securities power banks currently have are really banking functions
that just happen to be what somebody has labeled securities, or
they are securities activities they shouldn’t be doing anyhow, but
the kind of halfway answer to say that these particular securities
powers don’t undermine this fundamental difference—I am having
a hard time understanding where you have drawn the line, and
why putting these into a separate subsidiary solves the problem,
y(\;hen enhanced powers in a separate subsidiary would be a bad
idea.

It seems to me both of those can’t be true. At least that is what
the question is trying to ask.

- Mr, GERARD. Well, I am tempted to say, Mr. Morrison, that law-
yers participated in the drafting of this testimony and that arguing
in alternative is entirely appropriate. I think that is basically the
point. We have some very fundamental concerns about this Con-
gress doing anything in this area. But we are also realists and we
also understand that there are strong political forces for some form
of change. We felt it would be responsible in coming before this
committee not only to express our fundamental concerns, but also
to attempt, to the best of our ability, to suggest a framework if the
committee and the Congress as a whole, rejects our judgment as to
the fundamental problems. I think that is where the testimony lies.

What we have done is, we have taken another step as well. We
have said don’t change things. In fact, it may be appropriate to
take a look at some of the existing things. If the forces of change
are so great and if the forces of change tell you that there are ways
of building in the protections so that you won’t destroy the system,
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= 1 out whether that is true or not. Go ahead and build the protec-
= s in, with respect to the existing activities. Test it out for
< hile, see whether the fire wall can work in times of crisis.

mean, there is good evidence on the record—2 weeks or 3 weeks
¥z, it is now almost 2 months ago—that the fire wall doesn’t work
8% 1 mes of crisis. Perhaps it was appropriate in the Continental sit-
Egation for the officers and directors of that company to break the
taw. If they hadn’t, T think there was a very real concern on the
tart of many that there would have been a run on the bank, and
* who owns the bank? The taxpayers happen to own that bank.

¥ What we were trying to do was build a fire wall which doesn’t
exist today with respect to existing activities, test it out. If it works
in times of crisis, and then the pressures for political change are so
great, or I should say the political pressures for change are so

reat—then and only then consider any new powers whatsoever.

So I don’t think the testimony is inconsistent, but we didn’t
think it would be entirely responsive to the request of this subcom-
mittee for our testimony merely to come in and say no, and as a
policy matter here are the reasons.

We wanted to try to work with some of the other issues that we
know you had on the table.

Mr. MogrisoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman St GERMAIN. Mr. Price, I understand you have some
more questions.

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

1 would like to return to the line of questioning that Mr. McMil-
lan and 1 were pursuing earlier.- As I understand your interpreta-
tion of the events of October 19, you are saying the systenr worked,
the banks did extend credit although with some increased risk, and
some exposure of insured funds.

You gave a great deal of credit for this to the Federal Reserve.
You say that the Fed did act to prevent the denial of credit to secu-
rities firms and therefore the system worked. What I am trying to
get at is how that system would have worked differently in the ab-
sence of the Glass-Steagall framework. Would there have likely
been a substantially greater risk to the safety and soundness of the
banking system? Would there have been greater risks to various se-
curities firms? What did Glass-Steagall have to do with the way
things went on on October 197

Mr. GiLBerT. Well, it certainly, to an important degree, insulated
the banking system from the market risk. Let me make that point
by saying that if we had a portfolio of equity securities that was
worth a million dollars and the collateral worth of that from the
standpoint of getting credit from the system, from the banking
system to finance those securities was 50 percent, and had that
package of securities declined in value from $1 million to $500,000,
the collateral value would have been $250,000.

We would have had the loss on the value of the package of secu-
rities, the bank would have extended less credit because there was
less collateral there against which it could extend credit. So in that
example the bank is not exposed to the market deterioration of the
collateral.

Mr. ALEx McMiLraN. Would you yield to me?
Mr. Prick. Yes.
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Mr. ALex McMiLraN. I think we are on the same point. Suppoge
Glass-Steagall had not been in effect then, but any securitieg
broker dealer subsidiary of a bank holding company had to con.
form to the same net capital rules that the industry does today,
Would the banks then have been in a more risky situation than aec.
tually occurred on that date?

Mr. GiLeerr. If the bank itself had had a security company?

Mr. ArLEx McMiLLAN. Yes. Let’s just presume that there were re.
strictions against extending credit to its own subsidiary and its sub-
sidiary had to conform to the same net capital rules that currently
exist?

Mr. VenTo. Would you yield?

Mr. Prick. I would be happy to yield.

Mr. VENnTO. The point is though that by that basis if the banks
are going to be using their money, their capital in other areas, the
banks would be considerably restricted in terms of size. They
wouldn’t be able to provide the credit in any case, especially be-
cause of the money multiplier effect of bank deposits versus securi-
ty deposits.

Mr. GLeerT. Certainly in that particular case that you men-
tioned, if the fire wall was absolutely working at 100 percent effec-
tive, the lending of the bank to the securities industry would be
comparable, whether or not it was to a bank affiliate or to an inde-
pendent securities company.

One of the issues that is very hard to judge is what happens to
that bank and that group if that securities affiliate gets to the
point where it is in serious trouble. How does it affect the holding
company, how does it affect its access to the capital itself, how does
it affect the safety and soundness issues in the minds of depositors,
and those are depositors who control enormous amounts of money
that move very quickly.

Mr. GeraARD. Can I add one more to that? It really gets back to a
question that Mr. Schumer asked. Put yourself in the shoes, for a
moment, of the chairman of a bank holding company which has a
commercial banking affiliate and which also has a full scale securi-
ties affiliate. One way to look at his responsibility is that it is to
maximize shareholder value. Implicit in maximizing shareholder
value, is not only the performance of his company in the abstract,
but the performance of his company relative to its competitors.

Nobody ever talks about Morgan Stanley and its stock as an ab-
stract number. They talk about where we stand in the securities
industry, what we are doing better than our competitors, what we
are doing worse than our competitors, and it is the same for any
bank, and that is the way it should be. That is the way the market
system works. If you get into a situation—forget October 19, al-
though it certainly heightens the issues—but if you get into a situ-
ation where the management of a private company which controls
two separate financial institutions—one that supplies credit to the
securities industry as a whole, the other that competes in that se-
curities industry—if you get into a situation where the manager
can give his subsidiary, and therefore his overall company, a com-
petitive advantage in the marketplace by the way in which another

~subsidiary treats competitors, it is human nature, and it would
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robably be a breach of the chairman of the holding company’s ;.
duciary responsibility, not to employ that competitive advantage,

Even the most stringent set of laws that we have been able to
devise or to think up, cannot effectively provide that any bank that
has a securities affiliate has to stand willing to provide credit to
the securities industry on fair and comparable terms. These are
subjective judgments. No banker you will get before this committee
will tell you anything other than the lending judgment is a subjec-
tive judgment. There are decisions at the margin and there are de-
cisions not to lend in the heat of the moment, at the time of the
crash, or whatever. That is the concern that we have, the concern
that people will act in the way that they should act, as prudent
businessmen, protecting their stockholders’ interests.

The result of those actions will have an adverse effect on those
firms that don’t have the dual benefits of access to depositors’
funds and participation in the securities industry. .

Mr. Price. So your basic conclusion on recommendation number
seven as to the implementation of safeguards is basically pessimis-
tic, that they could never be adequately implemented?

Mr. GERARD. Precisely.

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I know we have a vote on the floor.

Chairman St GERMAIN. At the request of Mr. Vento, if there will
be no objection, we will have placed in the record at this point an
article from the Wall Street Journal indicated November 20, 1987,
entitled “Terrible Tuesday.”

At the request of the mortgage bankers, immediately following
that article, I ask unanimous consent, if there be no objection, we
will insert the letter from the Mortgage Bankers Association of
America relative to mortgage bank securities.

[The article and letter referred to can be found in the appendix.]

Chairman St GERMAIN. Gentlemen, we want to thank you for
your appearance this morning. I am sorry about the delay, because
of the infighting that was going on on the floor, the uncertainty of
the voting schedule, but we did indeed manage to get your testimo-
ny in and a good amount of questions and answers.

We will have some additional questions that we will forward to
you to be answered in writing. We would appreciate your coopera-
tion in that.

The committee will be in recess until the call of the Chair.

[Whereupon, at 1 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, subject
to the call of the Chair.]



