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Barragan, Casar, Torres, Polanco, 
Escutia, Jimenez, Vargas, Napolitano, 
Vela, and the list goes on and on and 
on. 

I have been blessed, and I hope and 
pray that whatever I have done or 
whatever I do, I can be some kind of a 
positive example and help bring bless-
ings to others. It is an honor to stand 
before you today and to share their 
story, our story, an American story 
and to celebrate the rich heritage and 
contributions of Latinos and Latinas 
throughout the history of our country. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

f 
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MAJOR ISSUES OF THE DAY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 9, 2023, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
GROTHMAN) for 30 minutes. 

Mr. GROTHMAN. Well, it has been 
about 6 weeks now since Congress last 
met, and I think it is time to review 
some of the major issues of the day 
that I do not feel the mainstream press 
is doing an adequate job of covering. 

We continue to have people stream 
across our southern border. The Biden 
administration has made some changes 
after 31⁄2 years mildly reducing the 
amount. Nevertheless, in the most re-
cent month available, we still have an 
estimated 145,000 people crossing the 
southern border per month. 

It is not difficult to go back to the 
prior administration and find monthly 
numbers 4 years ago of about 8,000 peo-
ple a month. You can say that is due to 
COVID, but if you go back even before 
COVID, you would have monthly fig-
ures of about 11,000 people crossing the 
southern border, so we go from 11,000 to 
145,000. That is despite the fact that we 
are pausing, waiting for another 30,000 
a month to cross as they redo their pa-
role program, so we will have an extra 
30,000 from Cuba, Haiti, Nicaragua, and 
Venezuela. In addition to that, we have 
another 6,000 to 7,000 a month in an-
other program coming across from Af-
ghanistan. 

Why do we not talk more about this, 
the scope of the problem that we 
have—even after the reduction—10 or 
12 times as many people crossing the 
southern border compared to the last 
administration? And that is just the 
numbers coming here. 

In addition to that, we have the 
human tragedy of people coming here, 
the people drowning in the Rio Grande 
which they don’t report, the people 
drowning in the Pacific Ocean, which 
they don’t report, the people dehy-
drating in the Arizona desert, which 
they don’t report. 

The last time I was down there I 
asked one more time the woman who 
was in charge of vetting, or meeting 
the new people crossing the southern 
border, and she admitted a high num-
ber of women were being sexually as-

saulted as they came north, north 
through the lands that are controlled 
by the Mexican drug cartels. 

Where is the party that purports to 
be the party of women as these women 
are being sexually molested? 

These are issues that should be cov-
ered daily in the newspapers in this 
country, but the scope of the problem 
is not covered. There is no reason why 
this 140,000 a month, 150,000 a month 
should not be reduced down to 10 or 
11,000 a month as it was 4 years ago. 

I would like to see a little bit more 
coverage about that in the newspapers. 

The next thing that should be talked 
about is while we were out, Mark 
Zuckerberg talked about the degree to 
which he was leaned on to restrict 
speech in his business. 

Freedom of speech is something a lot 
of us have taken for granted, although 
I am a little bit afraid that the average 
American is beginning to waver on 
their commitment to free speech. Nev-
ertheless, it is something that should 
be brought up as we head toward the 
elections in November. 

Is it appropriate that Mark 
Zuckerberg’s huge company, one of the 
wealthiest people in America, should 
be leaned on by the Federal Govern-
ment to restrict the free flow of infor-
mation? 

And, by the way, the more this hap-
pens, the more the American public be-
gins to accept it, which is really scary. 
The share of U.S. adults that say the 
Federal Government should restrict 
false information—and, of course, who 
is going to determine what false infor-
mation is?—has gone up from 40 per-
cent to 55 percent. Over half of Ameri-
cans think the Federal Government 
ought to weigh in on restricting false 
information. 

I think this is particularly a prob-
lem, sadly, with the Democratic Party. 
When I was a child, the Democratic 
Party prided itself on unfettered free 
speech, and they got into things like 
pornography and that sort of thing. 
Now, it becomes the Democratic Party 
who is more in favor of restricting 
speech compared to Republicans, 70 
percent to 40 percent. 

Americans have to wonder: Do we 
want to turn this country into a coun-
try more similar to the Soviet Union 
or Maoist China in which the govern-
ment decides what is truth and what is 
not truth? 

This is one of the things that makes 
America unique, one of the reasons 
why we are proud to be Americans, and 
now people are beginning to say that 
this is perhaps not a good idea at all. 

But now I will deal with the third 
issue that I think is incredibly impor-
tant, maybe other than the southern 
border, the most important issue fac-
ing America today, and that is the 
breakdown of the family. 

There have always been people—peo-
ple that say mom and apple pie is 
everybody’s favorite, they are 
profamily and wish they could have a 
mom and a dad at home. In fact, there 

have always been powerful people in 
history beginning with the radical left-
ists in the mid-1800s who felt the fam-
ily was restricting and felt that it is 
something that we should break away 
from, destroy. This is one of the things 
that began to come out of the French 
Revolution in the 1780s, and to this 
day, some people view the French Rev-
olution as something that should be 
looked upon favorably. 

In 1848, Karl Marx—and many people 
read Karl Marx to this day—believed 
there was a need to abolish the family. 
He put that in ‘‘The Communist Mani-
festo.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, 50 years later with the 
rise of the feminist movement, or 100 
years later, radical feminist, Kate 
Millett, said that destroying the Amer-
ican family was necessary to bring 
about the cultural revolution that she 
wanted. Powerful feminists in the 
1960s, a time of upheaval in America, a 
time when changes were made in Amer-
ica, the radical feminists wanted to 
weaken the American family. 

A lot of times people aren’t that out-
spoken about it because I believe the 
majority of Americans believe strong 
families are good, but there is a small 
minority, a very powerful minority, 
who wants to break down the family. 

Angela Davis, a powerful radical, 
well respected by the hard left, in the 
sixties, seventies, and eighties came 
out against the traditional family. 

Later on, Black Lives Matter, which 
exploded on the scene about 5 years 
ago, called for an end of the western- 
prescribed nuclear-family structure. 
Think about all the businesses that 
gave money to Black Lives Matter. 
Think of all the prominent politi-
cians—many of them in this room. 
Now, they may say, oh, I wasn’t for 
that part of their program. Think 
about that, people wanted to get rid of 
the ‘‘western-prescribed nuclear fam-
ily.’’ Black Lives Matter were all on 
board and presented it to be a positive 
thing. 

Now, to what degree has this institu-
tion, the American Government and 
the U.S. Congress played in weakening 
the American family? 

Beginning in the 1960s with the Great 
Society, Lyndon Johnson—who I think 
was the worst President we ever had 
certainly until now—began a program 
in which an ever-expanding number of 
entitlements were doled out almost 
conditioned upon not having two par-
ents, usually not a father, in the house-
hold. 

George Gilder in the late seventies 
wrote a book ‘‘Wealth and Poverty’’ 
about this program. And what he 
pointed out is that certain segments of 
society felt it was great when some-
body got pregnant out of wedlock be-
cause they would be eligible for all 
sorts of government benefits, be it food 
stamps, in particular; be it the low-in-
come housing tax credits, which also 
benefited the very rich; be it the 
earned income tax credit, which is 
much easier to get if both parents are 
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not living together; be it the TANF 
grants, which also seem to be dis-
proportionately doled out to families 
in which they get the man out of the 
picture. If you add up all these pro-
grams—I am told there are over 70 pro-
grams which, in essence, penalize cou-
ples who decide to get married. It var-
ies from person to person, obviously, 
how many different programs they 
take advantage of, but it certainly is 
not unusual to have people suffer a 
$20,000 penalty if a couple who have had 
a child get married rather than living 
apart. Perhaps in the first couple years 
of these programs people were not 
aware of the effect of them, but they 
have unquestionably, over the next 30 
to 40 years, greatly reduced the number 
of children without a mother and fa-
ther at home. 

There was some progress made dur-
ing the Clinton administration when 
Newt Gingrich forced Bill Clinton re-
luctantly to pare back some of these 
programs, but the programs are taking 
off again. Again, in his proposed budg-
et, President Biden, and presumably, 
certainly KAMALA HARRIS, have tried 
to grow these programs which are kind 
of conditioned upon not having two 
working adults in the home. 

I hope the press talks about this mar-
riage penalty and forces our candidates 
to take a side one way or the other as 
to whether this is a good thing or a bad 
thing. In any event, it has fundamen-
tally changed the American family. I 
think in many ways it has made Amer-
ica a less livable place since these pro-
grams went into effect, since the Great 
Society went into effect, and the ques-
tion is: Should Congress, when they re-
turn in January, consider the fact that 
we are spending so much money to try 
to destroy the nuclear family as the 
great feminists thought we should, as 
Karl Marx thought we should, as the 
French revolutionaries thought we 
should, or should we step back from 
these programs, try to tailor them a 
little bit more to not display the hate 
for the old-fashioned American, west-
ernized, nuclear family? 

I would hope that we would get some 
commitments that we are going to 
look at these programs. 

One more thing I want to address 
here for the American public that I 
think we have not dealt with to the de-
gree to which we should is a lot has 
been said about the so-called Inflation 
Reduction Act. For whatever reason, as 
we write the history of the last 4 years 
in this building, we have focused on the 
Inflation Reduction Act but not on 
other acts that also passed during that 
time period that are responsible for the 
huge amount of inflation that Ameri-
cans are dealing with—inflation that I 
think is weakening American families 
because in an old-fashioned, American 
family you would have a house with 
backyard for the children to play in. 
Now it has become increasingly dif-
ficult to afford a house, much less even 
afford food. 

So we have to remember there were 
actually three programs that were 

passed. Under normal circumstances 
every year in this institution we pass a 
regular appropriation bill or what peo-
ple back home would refer to as a budg-
et bill of about $1.7 trillion. That is 
really too much because we keep driv-
ing our country more and more into 
debt. But in addition to the regular $1.7 
trillion program, there were three 
other bills that were passed: an Amer-
ican Rescue Plan of $1.8 trillion; an in-
frastructure bill—and a few irrespon-
sible Republicans voted for that as 
well—of $1.2 trillion; and an Inflation 
Reduction Act of another $1.2 trillion. 

What is not reported on and should 
be reported on is as outlandish as these 
spending bills were, the Inflation Re-
duction Act was originally called the 
Build Back Better Act, and that asked 
for $3.5 trillion. If it weren’t for the 
Democrat Senator from West Virginia 
paring that $3.5 trillion down to $1.2 
trillion, it would have been literally $2 
trillion more. 

I think our slumbering press corps 
ought to be asking the people in this 
building: Do you wish that that act 
which started out at $3.5 trillion and 
was reduced to $1.2 trillion, should we 
be adding another $2 trillion to that 
figure or not? 

Do you think it was a good or bad 
thing that Senator MANCHIN wound up 
weighing in and reducing that act to a 
still irresponsible $1.2 trillion? 

I think it is important for the Amer-
ican public to know there was not reti-
cence among the Democrat Party in 
passing it. They wanted a significantly 
higher spending amount, and I can’t 
imagine what the cost of a house or the 
cost of a dozen eggs or whatever would 
have been had they gotten that $3.5 
trillion that they all seemed to want at 
that time. 

In any event, we have covered five 
issues that all candidates should be 
asked to respond to, issues that the 
press corps should be bringing forth so 
that they force Congress here to deal 
with these issues. 
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I think when our forefathers wanted 
a free press, they anticipated the press 
doing a little bit of work on their own. 
So we hope when we return next week 
we read a little bit more on the dif-
ference in immigration laws for immi-
grants coming across our southern bor-
der between today and where we were 
at 41⁄2 years ago. 

I wish we would have more discussion 
as to whether penalizing people over 
$20,000 per couple for getting married is 
good public policy. 

I think we should be asking people if 
they come back here next January: Are 
they going to want to add the other $2 
trillion that Senator MANCHIN pulled 
out of the Inflation Reduction Act or 
Build Back Better Act? 

Is there concern that a growing num-
ber of Americans, including, by the 
way, the Biden administration, have 
apparently leaned on Mark Zuckerberg 
to restrict free speech? 

Additionally, are we going to see any 
more of this from those politicians who 
get re-elected and are returned here in 
January? 

Hopefully, over the weekend some of 
these members of the press corps can 
wake up and cover these issues. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. GROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord-

ingly (at 12 o’clock and 47 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, Sep-
tember 16, 2024, at 4 p.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

EC–5279. A letter from the Deputy Assist-
ant Secretary for Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting a report of a violation of the 
Antideficiency Act, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 
1351; Public Law 97-258, Sept. 13, 1982; (96 
Stat. 927); to the Committee on Appropria-
tions. 

EC–5280. A letter from the Principal Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary of Defense for Indus-
trial Base Policy, Department of Defense, 
transmitting an interim response for a re-
port on the Defense Production Act (DPA) 
Title III Fund for Fiscal Year 2023, pursuant 
to 50 U.S.C. 4534(f)(3); Sept. 8, 1950, ch. 932, 
title III, Sec. 304 (as added by Public Law 
111-67, Sec. 7); (123 Stat. 2017); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

EC–5281. A letter from the President and 
Chair, Board of Directors, Export-Import 
Bank of the United States, transmitting a 
report involving U.S. exports to India, pursu-
ant to 12 U.S.C. 635(b)(3); July 31, 1945, ch. 
341, Sec. 2 (as added by Public Law 102-266, 
Sec. 102); (106 Stat. 95); to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

EC–5282. A letter from the President and 
Chair, Board of Directors, Export-Import 
Bank of the United States, transmitting a 
report involving U.S. exports to South 
Korea, pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 635(b)(3); July 
31, 1945, ch. 341, Sec. 2 (as added by Public 
Law 102-266, Sec. 102); (106 Stat. 95); to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

EC–5283. A letter from the President and 
Chair, Board of Directors, Export-Import 
Bank of the United States, transmitting a 
report involving U.S. exports to Morocco, 
pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 635(b)(3); July 31, 1945, 
ch. 341, Sec. 2 (as added by Public Law 102- 
266, Sec. 102); (106 Stat. 95); to the Committee 
on Financial Services. 

EC–5284. A letter from the Assistant Sec-
retary for Legislation, Department of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting the De-
partment’s reports titled ‘‘Community Serv-
ices Block Grant Report to Congress for Fis-
cal Year 2021’’ and ‘‘Community Services 
Block Grant Performance Measurement Re-
port’’; to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

EC–5285. A letter from the Executive Direc-
tor, Southeast Compact Commission for 
Low-Level Radioactive Waste, transmitting 
the Fiscal Year 2023 Annual Reports of the 
Southeast Interstate Low-Level Radioactive 
Waste Commission that include the Annual 
Commission Audit; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 
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