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the bill. We wrote the bill with their 
voice. We did it in a manner I like to 
call from the outside in. 

Too frequently and often in this 
Chamber, we write legislation that is 
inside out. We gather a handful of so- 
called experts here on Capitol Hill to 
write these bills, and then we take 
them outside the beltway of Wash-
ington and try to convince everybody 
it is the best thing since sliced bread. 
That doesn’t always work out. 

We did this bill from the outside in. 
We traveled the Nation. We heard from 
the very people who provide us food 
and fiber and building materials. 

We heard from vulnerable popu-
lations who need nutritional assist-
ance, the families that are living in 
poverty. There are way too many of 
them living in poverty today. That is 
why the cost of the nutrition title is so 
high. It is reflective of the fact that 
there are way too many American fam-
ilies living in poverty today. 

This bill can help change that be-
cause within the moneys that are in-
vested, as I talked about in the nutri-
tion title, quite frankly, we invest in 
employment, education, and career and 
technical education, helping them 
reach the next rung on the ladder of 
opportunity so they can wake up one 
morning and don’t need this type of as-
sistance because they found the great 
American Dream, which is oppor-
tunity. 

I often say, Mr. Speaker, if you are 
not at the table, you are probably on 
the menu, and it has been a truly re-
warding experience to see so many ad-
vocates for our agricultural industry at 
the table as we crafted this bipartisan 
bill. 

When I became chairman of the 
House Committee on Agriculture, I 
took seriously my mandate to protect 
our food supply and enhance the im-
pact of our Nation’s agricultural value 
chain. 

As I have just highlighted, across 
each title of this bill are new and bet-
ter tools and resources for our farmers 
and rural communities. From produc-
tion and processing to delivery and 
consumption, this bill strengthens the 
rural economy across every region, 
State, and district. 

The farm bill has long been an exam-
ple of consensus, where both sides must 
take a step off the soapbox and have 
tough conversations. I do not draw red-
lines. I do not close the door to con-
versation. I do not keep anybody from 
coming to the table to work on legisla-
tion, and we certainly didn’t do that 
here. I have encouraged everyone to 
come to the table with this farm bill. 

Finally, let me be clear, we continue 
to have productive conversations 
across the aisle and across the Capitol 
Building. The stakes are too high to 
get this wrong or to fail to deliver, and 
I firmly believe the four corners of our 
Agriculture Committees agree on this. 

Working together, we can pass a bi-
partisan, bicameral, and highly effec-
tive farm bill. Quite frankly, coming 

out with the bipartisan bill for the 
Farm, Food, and National Security Act 
of 2024 that passed out of committee is 
a huge step in that direction. 

Mr. Speaker, I so appreciate the op-
portunity and the privilege of speaking 
on this floor about America’s number 
one industry, which is agriculture, the 
industry that every American family is 
so dependent on, and not just those 
three times a day when they pick up 
the tools of American agriculture, be it 
a knife, fork, or spoon, but when it 
comes to the economy, when it comes 
to jobs, when it comes to economic im-
pact, when it comes, quite frankly, to 
the taxes that are paid by these hard-
working members of the agriculture in-
dustry, processors and producers, at all 
levels of government. Significant tax 
dollars get paid to pay for what we 
hope are the essential services at all 
levels of government. 

This industry and the tools around it 
make a better environment and a 
cleaner climate. I always like to cite 
data that I was so excited to read here 
that shows that our American farmers 
are the climate champions of the 
world. They sequester 6.1 gigatons of 
carbon annually. That is 10.1 percent 
more than what they emit. 

Nobody does it better when it comes 
to a cleaner climate than the American 
farmer, rancher, and forester, and our 
processors, as well, with the processes 
that we use and the products that are 
developed. 

Mr. Speaker, let me be clear, Amer-
ica is in a farm and food crisis. If we 
don’t have farms, we don’t have food, 
food security, national security. A na-
tion that cannot feed itself will not 
exist. 

I am hoping that all of my colleagues 
will join me, as many have, in sup-
porting the Farm, Food, and National 
Security Act of 2024. I look forward to 
getting this bill to the House floor in 
the lameduck session. I know I have 
the support of the other three corners, 
which is the leadership of the Senate 
and the House Agriculture Commit-
tees. They have made a commitment to 
do that. 

We don’t see a need for an extension. 
We see a need for Congress, that being 
the House and the Senate, to do our job 
and get the work done on behalf of the 
American people. 

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

f 

FOCUSING ON PRIORITY ISSUES 

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. Mr. Speaker, there 
are a variety of issues that I think 
ought to be talked about, at least once, 
before we leave for our districts this 
Friday. They are topics I don’t think 
the press is paying enough attention 
to, so one more time, I beg them to pay 
attention to these topics. 

The first one is the border. Our fiscal 
year wraps up on September 30. Right 
now, we have 11 of the 12 months in the 
books for fiscal year 2024. 

Now, something that I think has been 
underreported, we have one more time 
hit the all-time high of the number of 
people coming into this country who 
are—other than traditional means, I 
will say—coming across the southern 
border, in August, with 154,000 people. 
We have now hit 2,700,000 people for the 
year as a whole. 

This is by comparison with Donald 
Trump in his last entire year, which 
was a little under 100,000. Part of that 
year was COVID, but nevertheless, 
even the next year after that was well 
under the million total. 

It is a difficult number to get an 
exact count on. It includes people who 
have been released at the border. It in-
cludes what they call got-aways, which 
are a more dangerous class of people. It 
includes people who have entered the 
country on what we call the CBP One 
app, which is something I don’t think 
President Biden had the ability or con-
stitutional authority to do. It includes 
other people who he has allowed across 
under the Cuban, Haitian, Nicaraguan, 
and Venezuelan program. 

Nevertheless, 11 months in with 1 
month to go, we are at 2,700,000 people 
entering the country, breaking the pre-
vious record in the third year of the 
Biden administration, giving us a total 
of what appears to be 20 times as many 
people entering the country than Presi-
dent Trump’s last year. 

I think it would be useful at this 
time to deal with the argument that 
we have to allow some people here. An-
other number that I don’t think is 
talked about enough, if you look in 3- 
year increments, we recently hit the 
all-time high—and we monitor when 
the new numbers come out—the all- 
time high of the number of people who 
were sworn in as legal citizens in the 
United States. 

In the last 3 years, we have had an 
average of just under 900,000 people 
sworn in as legal citizens. By compari-
son, in both the Clinton and Bush 
years, we were around 700,000. In the 
1960s, when I grew up, we were only a 
little over 100,000. 

The reason I point that out is, people 
who think we should ignore the laws 
kind of imply that it is very difficult to 
come here and that we are desperately 
in need of more people from other 
countries. 

Again, I repeat, in the last 3 years, 
we have had an average of just under 
900,000 people sworn in, something that 
is the all-time record. 

We now should combine that with the 
2,700,000 people, who—it is not exactly 
the same thing—have come across our 
southern border or are allowed in under 
these special programs by President 
Biden. 

It is important to remember the 
human cost of all these programs. In 
addition to changing the United States 
and having a lot of people who aren’t 
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used to abiding by and necessarily re-
vering or understanding our Constitu-
tion, the growing number of people 
coming across the southern border is 
where our fentanyl crisis comes in. 

I have to repeat, from illegal drugs, 
twice as many people are dying every 
year as died in 12 years of the Vietnam 
war. Mr. Speaker, 110,000 people are 
dying from fentanyl, which I think is, 
in part, a function of the current ad-
ministration and the Vice President 
when she was in charge of the southern 
border and allowing everything to 
come across. 
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I also want to point out that the last 
time I was at the border, I talked to a 
woman who was kind of in charge of 
talking to the women who were coming 
across the border, and she spoke in 
hushed tones over all of them that are 
being sexually assaulted. 

I know President Trump tried to 
bring this to the fore, and of course, he 
was attacked for being racist, for 
pointing out that there were a lot of 
sexual assaults done on the southern 
border. 

Another problem we have here is we 
are making the drug gangs, which are 
doing so much to control Mexico, 
wealthy. 

Every time I have been at the border, 
Border Patrol is under the impression 
that these brutal drug gangs that are 
responsible for so many murders in 
Mexico are making more money bring-
ing people across the border than they 
are from selling drugs. 

I also point out as part of the over 2 
million people who come here every 
month, 8,000 are unaccompanied mi-
nors. 

Of all the ridiculous ways the Biden 
administration is ignoring our south-
ern border, the idea that we are letting 
8,000 or 9,000 children come across the 
border without their parents is maybe 
the most outlandish thing you can 
think of. 

In this country, if a 10-year-old child 
is moving about the country, and we 
didn’t know who their parents were, we 
would consider it a scandal, but that is 
what is routinely done at the southern 
border. 

Sometime in the next month, num-
bers will be released for the amount of 
people coming across the southern bor-
der in September. 

We already have the all-time record. 
I hope the press gives banner coverage 
to the new total of people coming into 
this country when the numbers are out 
for September, and we have the final 
fiscal year taken care of. 

Now, the next issue I don’t think we 
have talked about. People do talk 
about inflation, and inflation is a big 
problem, and we know inflation is 
brought about when you spend money 
that you are not taking in. 

We know there were two big bills 
that were what we call supplemental 
bills, in addition to the regular bloated 
budget we pass around here. 

President Biden and the Democrats 
here passed something called the 
American Rescue Plan and an infra-
structure bill. 

That infrastructure bill had some 
spending, which would have been done 
otherwise, but nevertheless, between 
the two, we were well over $2 trillion. 

What isn’t talked about enough, and 
I wish the press would point it out 
more, is there was another program 
called the Inflation Reduction Act. 

Now, the spending there was about 
$1.2 trillion; it is sometimes forgotten 
that it was the goal. From what I can 
see of every Democrat around here, ex-
cept for the Senators from Arizona and 
West Virginia who held it up, they 
wanted that program to be about three 
times the normal size of what it is. 

Frequently in this Chamber, even 
from Republicans, they blame this in-
flation on the 1.2—it is hard to believe 
around here that they still don’t have 
an exact number, but the 1 to 1.2 tril-
lion in the Inflation Reduction Act. 

Actually, virtually every Democrat 
wanted that number to be three times 
as high, $3.5 trillion. I think given that 
that was the mainstream thinking of 
the Democratic party at the time, the 
press ought to talk a little bit more 
about that proposed bill that would 
have passed out of this House if it 
weren’t for two brave Democrat Sen-
ators, KYRSTEN SINEMA, and Senator 
MANCHIN from West Virginia, who held 
it up. 

Things could have been a lot worse if 
you didn’t have two moderate Senators 
stand up to the ultraradical, main-
stream Democrats that we now have in 
the House and the U.S. Senate. 

Let’s see a little bit more discussion 
about the high level of spending that 
people really wanted at that time. 

The third issue, which I think should 
be one of the major issues of the cam-
paign, but because we have a comatose 
press corps, they don’t talk about it, is 
the war on marriage and the degree to 
which the U.S. Government today has 
passed program after program—largely 
exploding in the sixties, but since then, 
many of these programs have been ex-
panded and no new programs added to 
them—in which a single parent gets 
government money as long as they are 
not living with the other parent. 

As a practical matter, these pro-
grams have caused countless children 
to be raised without a father in the 
home because that is apparently what 
the U.S. Government wants to do. 

Whether you look at the food-share 
program, the low-income housing pro-
gram, the SSI for handicapped children 
program, the earned income tax credit, 
the daycare program, the Pell Grant 
Program, they all give significantly 
more money to a family if both parents 
are not around, and I say that if a 
working spouse is not around. 

Usually this means that if a man 
joins the mother and children and has 
a decent job, a $30,000 or $40,000 or 
$50,000 a year job, all of a sudden, the 
mother would lose all of these other 
programs. 

That is why we have gone from very, 
very tiny amounts of single parenthood 
in the sixties to over 40 percent in the 
nineties, and we are now on the march 
again. 

This has fundamentally changed life 
in America, it has fundamentally 
changed what it is like growing up in 
America, and it is something that is 
not questioned. 

Our conservative commentators 
should talk about it, and if they really 
cared about the future of society, our 
journalism professionals ought to be 
talking about it. 

People sometimes wonder why the 
mom and dad at home is now so rare, 
like it was a mystery as to why that 
happened or an inadvertent effect of 
the Great Society pushed by Lyndon 
Johnson, in my mind, until now, the 
worst President we have ever had. 

Let’s not forget that Karl Marx, who 
still has a lot of influence in academia, 
said that we had to abolish the Amer-
ican family to have the communist 
heaven that he wants. 

Actually, this thinking went before 
Karl Marx. It was also the thinking in 
the French Revolution where people 
who wanted to get rid of the church 
felt that one of the things they should 
do is try to break up the family. 

During the sixties, this thinking was 
again out there. They weren’t things 
that everybody read, but they were the 
type of things the intellectuals who 
sometimes decide the course of history 
have read. 

Feminist Kate Millett said that de-
stroying the American family was nec-
essary to bring about a leftwing cul-
tural revolution. 

Later on, Angela Davis, another 
prominent radical at that time who 
was a communist, also came out 
against the American family and par-
ticularly the role of men in the family. 

More recently, Black Lives Matter 
called for ending the Western pre-
scribed nuclear family structure. We 
all know that some of the major busi-
nesses and corporations in America 
gave money to Black Lives Matter 
even after that was put on their 
website. 

Two of the three co-founders of Black 
Lives Matter prided themselves on 
being Marxist and wanted to get rid of 
the American family. 

This did not stop Black Lives Matter 
from being a group that many politi-
cians wanted to associate with, and 
they would show up with their signs at 
a rally. Just horrible. 

It is obvious to me that a goal of the 
new administration, whoever is sworn 
in this January, ought to look at 
whether it is time to change the rules, 
to change the formulas so that we no 
longer have an apparent policy in the 
United States of keeping both parents 
away from the children at the same 
time. 

Here is another quote, which I think 
is illuminating, and this quote comes 
from a member of the Wisconsin Su-
preme Court. 
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A lot of people don’t know people 

who are on the Wisconsin Supreme 
Court. The Wisconsin Supreme Court is 
nominally nonpartisan, but neverthe-
less, races for the Supreme Court clear-
ly have one person backed more by the 
Democrat Party and one backed more 
by the Republican Party. 

Recently in a case, and this was just 
dicta, one of the liberal judges, Jill 
Karofsky, wrote a concurring opinion 
in which she said, ‘‘The notion that 
marriage serves as the foundation of 
society is at best outdated, and at 
worst misogynistic.’’ In other words, 
overtly anti-father. 

It is a scary quote because she kind 
of implies that marriage is already 
done. It is over with. The left has won. 
She can say that marriage is at worst 
misogynistic, anti-male. 

It is something I want the American 
people to think about. I want the peo-
ple in Wisconsin to think about it. I 
want the journalists in Wisconsin to 
think about it. 

Is Justice Jill Karofsky right? Is it 
already the end of the American fam-
ily, or can we fight and bring it back 
and make it the norm like it was 50 or 
60 years ago? 

In any event, I think it is something 
that should be brought up and has not 
been brought up anywhere near 
enough. 

The third topic that I think we ought 
to discuss is the Biden administration’s 
policy of giving preferences to one 
more ethnic group, something that no-
body back home knows has happened. 
The reason they don’t know it is hap-
pening is because it hasn’t been cov-
ered in the press. 

The DEI effort, the idea of judging 
people by their ethnicity, judging peo-
ple by their sex is something that has 
been around for over 50 years now, but 
the Biden administration, I think, 
keeps trying to push it more to the 
fore. It is something else that ought to 
be talked about in this campaign. 

The Biden administration last year 
changed the policy, as a practical mat-
ter, to create preferences for people 
who come here from the Middle East or 
North Africa. 

Now, we know there are already 
other groups that if they apply for a 
government job, they may be given 
preferences. 

If they own a company and want to 
receive a government contract, they 
will get preferences over Americans of 
European descent. 

By the way, you also get preferences 
for jobs if you work for a company that 
does over $10,000 of business with the 
Federal Government each year. 

In any event, we are now adding peo-
ple from Morocco, Egypt, Iran, and 
Syria to this list. We are adding people 
who come here from Gaza to this list. 

Is that a good idea? Do we think 
when people are fleeing Gaza with all 
their wonderful anti-Semitic ideas and 
coming to this country that they 
should also be given preferences? 

Apparently, I believe that is what 
will happen now unless somebody does 

something and prevents that from hap-
pening. It is something most Ameri-
cans don’t know about. It is something 
that should be talked about. 

The next thing that should be talked 
about, and I brought five issues here. 
Obviously, we are giving them to the 
chair but also anybody in the press 
corps, and that is as we look to hire 
new people to run this government in 
January, are we committed to the 
First Amendment, which should be ob-
vious. 

In August, it came out that Mark 
Zuckerberg, owner of Facebook, was 
apparently threatened in some way or 
cajoled into keeping things off some-
thing, which presumably was supposed 
to be kind of a wide-open medium that 
you could pursue and find out what was 
going on in America today. Instead, 
the people in the current administra-
tion decided to weigh in and say there 
are certain ideas that Americans ap-
parently shouldn’t be able to know 
about. 

At the time, a lot of it was con-
cerning COVID, and, of course, dif-
ferent people had different opinions on 
social distancing, on the treatments 
that people received when they went to 
the hospital, on the vaccines, on all 
these things. 

Apparently, the past government 
didn’t feel that Americans could handle 
all the information, so like maybe a 
government in the Soviet Union or 
China, there were some things that 
they felt had to be removed from peo-
ple’s computers, and that is why they 
weighed in with Mark Zuckerberg. 

We know before that, there were peo-
ple who weighed in, the same political 
party, because they felt information 
regarding Hunter Biden was not some-
thing that the Americans could handle 
on their own, so we had to remove it 
and keep Americans in the dark. 

Maybe that was significant enough, 
it changed who won the last election, 
but in any event, it is another example 
of people of importance in America 
who kind of view the First Amendment 
with contempt. 

I would like to know, going in for the 
next election, where the people running 
for public office stand on the First 
Amendment. 

b 1345 

The final issue I would like to bring 
up which seems to be dropped is, in Au-
gust when we were not in, like many 
other politicians, I rang doorbells in 
my district to see what was on people’s 
minds. 

I ran across two grandmothers who 
had grandchildren who had tried to go 
down this transgender route. It was ob-
viously very disturbing for both grand-
mothers. One of them only had one 
grandchild, and I could tell it broke her 
heart that her granddaughter, who she 
loved so much, had decided to go down 
the transgender path. 

This is obvious that we have far more 
of this than we had when I was a child. 
Most people who have what they call 

gender dysphoria will grow out of it. 
Unfortunately, we have a policy right 
now pushed by the Department of Edu-
cation in which we have to, I would 
say, encourage or tell people that this 
is an acceptable way to behave. 

Right now, the Department of Edu-
cation is threatening to withhold funds 
from school districts who don’t, say, 
allow transgender guys into the girls’ 
bathroom or such. In other words, this 
part of the culture is kind of, I believe, 
encouraging an increase in this sort of 
behavior. 

It is not something that affects many 
Americans, but if it affects Americans 
like the grandmothers I talked to, it is 
devastating. I would hope in the future 
that politicians who talk about this 
issue realize that when they, as Presi-
dent Biden is, talk about it like it is a 
very positive thing, the result is, I 
think you are going to have more and 
more people go down this path, and you 
are going to have more and more peo-
ple who would have come out of it 
eventually stay in it. 

It is something else that should be 
talked about. Is the reason we have 
such a big increase in transgenderism 
because it was always there or is it be-
cause our culture is making it a more 
a permissible lifestyle and, as a result, 
encouraging children to go down this 
path? 

In any event, that is five issues that 
I wish the press would take up in Octo-
ber. I wish they would publish, as it 
comes out, the new all-time record for 
people coming across the southern bor-
der. I wish they would focus on not 
only the excessive spending that leads 
to the inflation but the even more ex-
cessive spending that virtually every 
Democrat in this Chamber was pre-
pared to vote for about three times 
more than what became the Inflation 
Reduction Act. 

I hope that going into the election 
the press weighs in, should the United 
States continue the current policy of 
greatly increasing Federal benefits if 
you don’t have both a working man and 
woman at home. In other words, the 
policy of encouraging single parent-
hood at the expense of having two par-
ents at home. 

I hope the press focuses a little bit in 
the next election on are we going to 
have people who will stand with the 
First Amendment or are we going to 
have people who like to lean on our so-
cial platforms and say that there are 
certain things that Americans 
shouldn’t know and are we going to see 
whether we are going to use America’s 
schools to continue to encourage the 
transgender lifestyle. 

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

f 

LAMENTING THE DEATH OF 
COMEDY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CISCOMANI). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 9, 2023, the 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
California (Mr. KILEY) for 30 minutes. 
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