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now the Coast Guard says it is 86. We
can’t get a straight answer.

This gets to the base of the problem,
which is that we don’t know what we
are doing down there in the Gulf of
Mexico. The Federal Government is not
putting the focus and attention on this
issue that it should be. When I met
with Admiral Allen, I asked him about
the 2,000 skimmers he had reported
were available in this country and why
those skimmers weren’t in the Gulf of
Mexico now, some 65 days after this
disaster first started. I got answers
ranging from, well, some are obligated
to be other places in case there is an
oilspill—to me, that is like saying your
house is burning down and we can’t
send a firetruck because we may need a
firetruck for another house that might
burn down—to this answer: They are
legally constrained. This is what I
heard from the Navy yesterday when I
met with them. Some 35 skimmers
they would like to bring down are le-
gally constrained.

I asked this question yesterday: Why
aren’t we approaching this issue with a
sense of urgency? Why doesn’t the
President sign an Executive order
waiving any legal constraints? Why
aren’t we doing everything possible to
marshal those resources into the Gulf
of Mexico?

I have received a new piece of infor-
mation from the U.S. Coast Guard. It is
the National Response Resource Inven-
tory of skimmers and capabilities
throughout the whole country.

This document shows the different
districts in this country. I will get this
blown up and, hopefully, come to the
floor tomorrow and show this in great-
er detail. It has the country broken up
by area into districts. Florida is in a
district with Georgia and South Caro-
lina. That is district 7. These are Coast
Guard districts, for the most part. It
shows how many skimmers there are.
These are not skimmers offshore, of
foreign countries, which we will talk
about in a moment. These are skim-
mers here in this country.

In district 7, Florida, Georgia and
South Carolina, there are 251 skim-
mers—251. In the Texas district, dis-
trict 8, there are 599. So between the
gulf coast of Texas to Florida there are
850 skimmers, and we have somewhere
between 25 to 86 to 108, depending on
whose number is right. Perhaps they
are all incorrect, but given the best ac-
counting possible, there are 108. Where
are the other 742 skimmers, and why
aren’t they being deployed? And that is
just in the gulf coast.

In the district that includes Cali-
fornia, there are 227 skimmers. In the
district that includes Washington
State, there are 158. In the district that
includes Michigan and other Great
Lakes States, there are 72. In the dis-
trict that includes Maine, New Hamp-
shire, and Vermont, there are 160. In
the district that includes the mid-At-
lantic, there are still another 157. Why
are these skimmers not headed to the
Gulf of Mexico? Why are they not there
already?
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It is not a good answer that they are
needed for another oilspill, because we
have an oilspill—the worst oilspill that
we have ever seen in this country, and
one that is washing sheets of oil this
morning onto the beaches of Pensacola
in my home State of Florida.

That is the national picture. Inter-
nationally, the State Department came
out with a report which I talked about
yesterday—it came out last Friday—
that talks about all the offers of assist-
ance from foreign countries, offers that
were made by Belgium on June 15, the
European Maritime Safety Agency on
May 13, by the Republic of Korea on
May 2, by the United Arab Emirates on
May 10 to give us skimmers, and all of
them are still under consideration.
Months have gone by and the U.S. Gov-
ernment hasn’t returned a phone call
to these offers of help.

It is amazing to me that we would
not be accepting these offers of assist-
ance to bring in these skimmers from
foreign countries. When there is a dis-
aster around the world, whether it is a
tsunami in the Far East or an earth-
quake in Haiti, the United States of
America is the first to answer the call.
We, because of the goodness of our peo-
ple, go in and help these countries, as
we should. Now they are offering to do
for us what we have done for the world
and give us assistance, yet we are say-
ing no. That is also beyond belief. The
State Department, as of last Friday,
reported 56 offers of assistance from 28
countries or international groups. We
have accepted 5—5 out of 56—BP has
accepted 3, and 46 remain under consid-
eration.

I want to talk about one of these of-
fers specifically. This ship is a Dutch
ship from a company called Dockwise.
This ship is the Swan. This is a huge
vessel that, when equipped with skim-
ming equipment, can suck up 20,000
tons of water and 0il—20,000 tons. It
was offered to the United States on
May 6—May 6—and we never answered
the call. Instead, a ship that has one-
twentieth of its capability was accept-
ed by the Coast Guard.

I received some followup information
yesterday, and here is the response as
to why the Coast Guard did not accept
this superskimmer for use in the Gulf
of Mexico. The response was that it
was going to be equipped with arms—
sweeping arms, which are what skims
the oil into the boat—and BP was able
to purchase two sets of these arms
from another company and, therefore,
the ship wasn’t needed. The arms sweep
the oil into a ship; the ship holds the
oil. The arms are only half of the equa-
tion. And if this ship holds 20,000 tons
of oil and water mixture, it is certainly
needed.

Saying that we didn’t need it because
we got the arms and we put them on
another ship makes no sense. The ship
that was used instead has one-twen-
tieth of the capability. That is an
American ship, and I am glad we are
using it, but we should be using both of
them. We should be using every ship
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possible. And why should we be using
every ship possible? Because oil is
washing up on the shore of my State
and the Federal Government seems
anemic, at best, in its response.

What is this doing to our oceans, our
waterways? The Mote Marine Labora-
tory in Sarasota—which I had the
privilege to visit a couple of weekends
ago—does wonderful work with marine
life and has these unique, almost tor-
pedo-like automated vehicles that go
out in the water to check to see wheth-
er the oil has spread. It is one of the
vehicles that helped us determine that
this plume of oil, in fact, does exist be-
yond what you see on the surface. They
are reporting yesterday, in an article
that was published, that rare plankton-
eating sharks are moving toward the
coast of Florida. Ten healthy whale
sharks were found Friday about 23
miles southwest of Sarasota. They are
moving away from the oil—this oil
that is growing not just on the surface
but underneath.

What will be the long-range implica-
tions of this disaster, not just on our
economy but on our environment? It is
hard to tell. This morning, Florida
State’s marine biologists are reporting
that the fish population has been se-
verely damaged in the Gulf of Mexico.

Mr. President, I will continue to
come to the floor every day we are here
to sound the siren, to ring the bell and
call for more response and a better ef-
fort to protect my State of Florida, as
well as the other States in the gulf.
This response is anemic, and our fail-
ure to act is outrageous. This govern-
ment must do a better job.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor to my friend and colleague from
New Hampshire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

THE NATIONAL DEBT

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, first, all
of us express our deepest concern for
what the Senator from Florida, the
people of Florida, and those along the
gulf coast are going through. It is an
unconscionable situation going on
down there. I think the Senator has
correctly indicted the failure of the
people responsible to bring the re-
sources that are available on site in
order to try to address at least the
skimming of as much of the oil as pos-
sible. I appreciate his doing this on a
daily basis until we can get something
done. This is critical, obviously.

I want to speak today, however,
about an issue that is equally threat-
ening to our Nation—although not as
ominous, in many ways—and that is
our debt and the continued spending by
this Congress in a way that ignores the
fact that we are on the path to passing
on to our children a nation which they
will not be able to afford as a result of
the massive debt which is being put on
their backs.

We heard today from a number of
Senators from the other side of the
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aisle how we have to pass this extender
bill. There is some irony in this, in
that they are claiming that it is nec-
essary in order to address what are sig-
nificant stresses on Americans who
find themselves confronted with this
economic slowdown. What they do not
address, of course, is the fact that in
passing this bill in the way they have
structured it, they are going to put
even greater stress on the next genera-
tion of Americans by creating even
more debt for them to pay off.

There are some legitimate ideas and
programs in this extenders bill, but
they should be paid for. They should all
be paid for. They shouldn’t simply be
put on the credit card and passed on to
the next generation. These are issues
which address costs of today—unem-
ployment insurance, the tax extenders.
They are issues which affect today’s
spending and they should be paid for
with today’s dollars. We shouldn’t bor-
row from the next generation in order
to pay for this problem—the problems
and the issues which this bill tries to
address.

Yet that is the proposal that comes
to us. Three times now they have
brought these extender programs for-
ward. Once they were going to add $79
billion—$79 billion—to the deficit, and
it failed on a point of order brought by
myself on the issue of budget fiscal re-
sponsibility. Then they brought for-
ward a proposal to spend $50 billion
that was not paid for, and again it
failed. Now we are going to get a third
proposal today, and I suspect it will
also be a deficit proposal where we add
to the debt and pass the bill on to our
kids for something we want to do today
that is politically attractive.

But this is just a small tip of the ice-
berg for what has been happening
around here. Since we passed pay-go
legislation and we heard all these gran-
diose statements by the President and
by the Democratic leadership of the
Senate and the House that they were
going to use pay-go to discipline spend-
ing around here so we would not be
passing these bills on to our kids, since
we passed that bill—mow almost 2
months ago—we have spent or put in
the pipeline to spend $200 billion—$200
billion of new spending that violates
the pay-go rules, that adds to the debt
of this country.

But that, again, is only a small tip of
the iceberg. When we look at what is
happening to the Federal debt, this is
the line. This is where Federal debt is
going as a percentage of gross national
product. Historically, our Federal
debts have been about 35 percent of
gross national product. But since the
Obama administration came into office
and this Democratic Congress took
control of fiscal policy in this country,
that debt has gone right through the
ceiling, and there is no stop to it. It is
going up and up, to the point now
where total debt as a percentage of
GDP has passed the tipping point.

What is the tipping point? That is
what Greece found. That is what Ice-
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land found. That is what, regrettably,
maybe Spain may be finding. It is when
you get so much debt on the books that
people stop believing you can really
pay it back in an effective and efficient
way. People in the world who are sup-
posed to lend us this money—regret-
tably, it is other countries now: Saudi
Arabia, China, Russia—they start ask-
ing themselves: Can they really pay
that debt back? Shouldn’t I charge a
lot more to lend them money because I
am not too sure they can pay the debt
back? That tipping point is 60 percent
of GDP. When your debt to the gross
national product exceeds 60 percent of
GDP, it is generally accepted in the
world community that you passed the
tipping point. When it gets up to
around 90 percent of GDP, you are in
junk bond status. You are on your way
to bankruptcy. You are on your way to
becoming Greece. We have an advan-
tage over Greece. We can do something
called monetizing our debt. But we still
have the same problem.

We passed 60 percent this year. Why
are we doing that? Because we are
spending a lot of money we don’t have
on the extender program and on the
other $200 billion of spending that has
come to this floor on pay-go, on the
stimulus package, on the health care
bill. The health care bill expanded the
size of this government by $2.5 trillion.
All of that is an expense which grows
the government at a rate we cannot af-
ford.

Under the President’s own budget as
he sent it up here—and where is the
budget, by the way? Did I miss some-
thing? Isn’t the Congress of the United
States supposed to do a budget? Isn’t
that what we are supposed to do as a
responsible steward of our financial
house and of the American taxpayers’
dollars? Where is the budget? Under
the desk here? Maybe it is down where
that paper was that just fell. Nobody
can find it. Why is that? Because the
other side of the aisle does not want to
show the American people what the
deficits are, how much spending they
are planning to do that they do not
plan to pay for—not only in this year
but for the next 10 years.

The President at least had the integ-
rity—I guess under law he had to do
it—to send up a budget. His own budget
projects a $1.4 trillion deficit this year.
That is 4 times larger—3.5 times larger
than the biggest budget under the Bush
administration—biggest budget deficit.
It is the largest budget deficit in our
history, $1.4 trillion. But that is not
the end of it. For the next 10 years, the
President’s budget projects a $1 trillion
deficit on average every year for the
next 10 years. The practical effect of
the President’s own budget is that the
debt of this country doubles in 5 years
and triples in 10 years. These are stag-
gering numbers. These are numbers
that lead to bankruptcy of our Nation
from the standpoint of fiscal policy.
You don’t have to look too far to see
what these types of numbers mean.
Just look at what is happening in
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Greece and other countries that have
grossly overextended their debt. Dou-
bling the debt in 5 years, tripling it in
10 years is an unacceptable action.

The numbers are so big, it is hard to
put them in context. But to try to put
them in some sort of context, if you
take all the debt rung up by Presidents
since the beginning of this country
starting with George Washington
through George W. Bush, that is $5.8
trillion. That is all the debt of all the
Presidents who came before President
Obama and this Democratic Congress.
Under the budget sent up by the Presi-
dent, the debt that will be added will
be three times that, almost three times
that. The amount run up over all these
232 years we have been a nation—in 10
years, we will be adding more debt
than occurred in the first 232 years by
a factor of almost 2v2—over 2%.

It is incredible. Yet nobody around
here says anything or does anything
about it on the other side of the aisle.
What we hear from the other side of
the aisle: Let’s bring out another bill.
Let’s game the entitlements. Let’s
game the pay-go rules one more time,
as the extender bill does—or tries to
do—and let’s spend some more money
we don’t have and add it to the deficit
and the debt. Bill after bill is brought
to this floor to do that—spend money
we don’t have and add it to the debt.

What does it mean in real terms?
Children born at the beginning of
President Obama’s administration and
this Democratic Congress, this liberal
Congress—it should not even be called
a democratic Congress because it is so
liberal—had an $85,000 debt on their
backs—think of that—when they were
born. However, as of today they have a
$114,000 debt on their backs. That
means kids born just 4 years ago—not
even 4 years ago; 112 years ago—have
had added to their burden—and they
are going to have to bear this burden.
This is not theoretical. This debt is
owed. It is owed to China. It is owed to
Russia. It is owed to Saudi Arabia.
This debt has to be paid back by these
people, our children. Just in the last
1%, years, it has gone up by almost
$30,000. By the end of this Presidency,
should the President be reelected—or
even a little bit past that—by the end
of the budget projected by this Presi-
dent, that debt on these children will
be $196,000. That is what they will have
to pay. How are they supposed to buy a
home, buy a car, send their kids to col-
lege if they have to pay off this debt,
which they will have to do through the
tax burden? It is inexcusable what we
are doing.

Then you have to couple it with the
larger picture. Is anything being done
to improve this situation? Here are the
President’s own numbers. Historically,
taxes have been about 18 percent of
GDP. You will hear a lot of people on
the other side of the aisle say we just
need to raise taxes more. Under the
President’s own budget, they are pro-
jecting that taxes are going to go up
rather dramatically, to almost 20 per-
cent of GDP. What they don’t tell you
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is that spending has historically been
about 20 percent of GDP. If we had the
tax revenues they are projecting, we
wouldn’t have hardly a deficit at all.
We would be in pretty good shape.

But that is not what is happening
here. As a result of the President’s pro-
grams—note here how this line goes up
sharply during the depression. It is es-
timated to come back down because of
the stimulus being taken out of the
spending stream—a very badly flawed
decision, by the way, to pass the stim-
ulus in the form it was passed—but
then it goes straight back up. If we
were to extend this line, it is way up
here. What is that caused by? That is
caused by the health care bill, $2.5 tril-
lion of new spending, and by the aging
of the population. There is no attempt
to take this line and bring it down
where it should be going, so we close
that figure.

No, this area in here is a structural
deficit that has been grossly—not
structural. It is a created deficit that
has been grossly aggravated by the
policies of this administration and is
being aggravated by the policies of this
Congress, as we have seen more and
more bills brought forward which are
unpaid for and end up adding to this
red line going up. It is not a tax issue.
It is not a revenue issue. The Presi-
dent’s own budget—these are the Presi-
dent’s own budget numbers—shows
that it is not a revenue issue. Reve-
nues, they project, will be very robust
and will be well above the historic
highs fairly soon.

Why would they do this? Why would
people be doing this to our Nation, run-
ning us into bankruptcy like this, put-
ting this burden on the next generation
that is so extraordinary? I think there
is a philosophy here. The philosophy is
pretty simple: This administration is
very committed to moving the Amer-
ican model. They want to take us down
the road of a European-style social wel-
fare state democracy where you actu-
ally have cradle-to-grave coverage of
all sorts of social concerns and you
have an ever-expanding, dramatically
expanding public sector. The President
is very honest about this. He said that
the way you create prosperity is to
grow the government. I don’t think
anybody ever believed he would grow it
quite this much, but he was honest
about it, at least. But the implications
of it are that because of the fact that
we do not have the capacity to pay for
this government, we are driving our-
selves right into a ditch as a nation.
We are putting ourselves into a totally
unstable situation which will inevi-
tably lead to some sort of fiscal crisis
which will be cataclysmic for our coun-
try and will lead to a lower standard of
living. That is what this inevitably
leads to—a lower standard of living,
not a higher standard of living for the
next generation.

The European model is not a good
model for us to pursue. It simply is
not. Look at what is happening in Eu-
rope—anemic growth, lack of cre-
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ativity in the area of economic growth,
very little productivity, and basically
countries wallowing in a debt structure
they cannot get out from under be-
cause they are not willing to make the
tough decisions. Are we going to take
that path also? It appears that way.
Under this administration, in this Con-
gress, that appears to be the choice.
But it is the wrong choice.

There are ways to address this. To
begin with, we could stop spending—
very simple. Stop spending money we
don’t have. Stop bringing bills to the
floor that have high deficits attached
to them.

We need to address the entitlement
programs and recognize that they are,
in their present structure, not afford-
able.

We need to address our tax laws,
which are not structured in order to
create an incentive for productivity
and capital formation but are instead
replete with special benefits to special
interest groups. We can reduce the
rates on all Americans, and especially
we can reduce the rates on the produc-
tive side of the ledger, on our corporate
rates which are now the second highest
in the world, and still generate signifi-
cantly more revenues if we do a total
tax reform along the lines of what Sen-
ator WYDEN and I have actually pro-
posed.

We need to change our energy policy.
We have to stop shipping all this
money overseas and buying energy. We
need American production of energy.
We need more nuclear; we need more
natural gas; we obviously need more
conservation; we need better cars—hy-
brids, electric; and sure, we need re-
newables, but renewables are not going
to solve the problem. It is in produc-
tion of American energy that we need
to solve the problem, primarily, and in
conservation.

Most important, we need to abandon
this idea that we should follow the Eu-
ropean model because it stifles produc-
tivity, entrepreneurship, risk taking.
We need a model that says to the
American people: Be creative. That has
been at the essence of what has made
us strong as a nation.

It has always been one of our unique
advantages over the rest of the world—
willing to take a risk, willing to make
an investment, willing to go out and
push the envelope. As a result, they
have created jobs in the most pros-
perous Nation in the history of the
world. But that is all at risk now be-
cause we decided to depart on this path
of massive deficit and debt in order to
recreate the European form of govern-
ment: a social welfare state, which is,
first, not sustainable, and, secondly, is
not a model for prosperity.

It is time to change, and let’s begin
the change right here right now by re-
jecting any extender bill that comes to
this floor that is not fully paid for.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. KAUFMAN. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. KAUFMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

———

RECOVERY ACT

Mr. KAUFMAN. Mr. President, I rise
today to remind my colleagues that
the Recovery Act has worked and is
still working. It has been almost a year
and a half since I took office and since
President Obama was sworn in. Re-
member, we came into office in the
midst of the worst economic crisis
since the Great Depression. Our finan-
cial system was collapsing. We had al-
ready lost millions of jobs and were
losing millions more at a truly fright-
ening pace.

We had roughly a $2 trillion hole in
our economy, and instead of a surplus
of $710 billion that was projected in
2001 for 2009, we wound up with a $1.6
trillion deficit.

Remember back in 2001 when the
Bush administration came in? One of
the problems was our surpluses were
growing too fast. We had projected a $5
trillion surplus through 2009.

What did we end up with? We ended
up with $5 trillion in deficits during
that period, a $10 trillion turnaround.
In 2009 where we had projected a sur-
plus of $710 billion, we ended up with a
$1.6 trillion deficit.

Fortunately, the Recovery Act
brought us back from the precipice of
disaster. It saved us from another full-
blown depression and allowed us to re-
build our economy and add jobs.

The nonpartisan Congressional Budg-
et Office just recently completed an
analysis that demonstrated what a big
impact the Recovery Act has had. The
CBO, nonpartisan CBO, indicated that
in the first quarter of this year, the Re-
covery Act accounted for anywhere be-
tween 1.8 million and 4.1 million more
jobs, 2 to 4 million jobs. I would call
that a success.

The CBO also told us unemployment
was .7 percent to 1% percent lower be-
cause of the Recovery Act. Our gross
domestic product was 1.7 percent to 4.2
percent higher. The CBO is not the
only one telling us this story. The Con-
ference Board reported the latest
version of its Leading Economic Index.
The chart I have shows this index since
last January, since the President and I
took office. This is when we passed the
Recovery Act.

As my colleagues can see, it bot-
tomed out in March 2009, shortly after
passage of the Recovery Act, and has
been steadily climbing ever since.
Other major economic indicators tell a
similar story. Take the Dow Jones In-
dustrial Average. Now, take the Dow
Jones Industrial Average as a guide to
the health of our financial markets.

This chart shows that shortly after
passing the Recovery Act, the markets
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