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were relied upon for the construction of
some of our Nation’s most renowned edifices
and monuments including the White House,
the Capitol building, and the Washington
Monument.

In truth, their sacrificed lives provided the
genesis of our Nation’s economic pre-
eminence. These sacrificed human beings,
men, women, and children, were the greatest
contributors to the American foundational
economy . . .

Why would I say they were the great-
est contributors?

Because for more than 240 years—it
has been estimated to be about 246—
but for more than 240 years they sac-
rificed their lives. Their lives were sac-
rificed. They didn’t do it willingly.
They were forced into slavery. They
were enslaved, and it was intended that
this would go on ad infinitum. It was
never intended at the genesis of slavery
that it would be for just a few months
or a few years, maybe a few decades,
one century—no, it was to be forever.
Their lives were sacrificed to make
America great.

So if you are in this country today,
regardless as to why you are here or
how you arrived, know that you are
standing on the sacrificed lives of more
than 10 million people who were
enslaved. And their enslavement is
what has made this country what you
see and what you experience today.

Let me continue:

Yet their contributions are almost univer-
sally forgotten, under-recognized, ignored,
overlooked, and/or undervalued.

For these and countless other jus-
tifications—this is what I said to my
colleagues in the letter I sent to them
asking for their support.

For these and countless other justifica-
tions, I am beseeching Congress as a matter
of conscience to award a Congressional Gold
Medal collectively to the human beings who
are the foundational mothers, fathers, and
children that toiled as slaves without rec-
ompense or recognition for their unparal-
leled contribution to the infrastructural and
economic development of the nation we
enjoy today.

We have awarded similar Congres-
sional Gold Medals to others. My pray-
er is that we can do it for them. But we
haven’t.

That doesn’t mean that what we did
on Wednesday should not have oc-
curred. I supported it. I believe that
people of good will should have the
courage to support the victims of the
Holocaust and the heroes of the Holo-
caust.

Just as I believe it strongly, I believe
equally as strongly that people of good
will, the same people that signed on to
the legislation so that we could have
the vote on Wednesday, I believe people
of good will such as these people can
sign on to a bill to accord a Congres-
sional Gold Medal to the enslaved per-
sons, the economic foundational moth-
ers and fathers of the country whose
lives were sacrificed for more than 240
years to make America great.

Yes, I thank all who have signed on.

I have to be candid. I regret that we
didn’t get 290 signatures so that we
could pass this legislation in this Con-
gress. I regret it.
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It is a painful thing to say we didn’t
get those 290 signatures. We made the
appeals. It is a painful thing to say we
didn’t get 290 people to honor them just
as we honored the victims of the Holo-
caust, just as we honored the persons
who were heroes of the Holocaust.
Some 60 of them have been honored as
of Wednesday. I believe that we can do
a similar thing for the persons of Afri-
can ancestry who suffered here in this
country.
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Mr. Speaker, I want you to know
that notwithstanding the fact that it
didn’t pass, hasn’t passed in this Con-
gress, and I don’t think it will, I would
love to think that we could push it
through now. I don’t think we will.
However, I plan to file it in the next
Congress. If it is God’s will, I plan to do
it and ask my colleagues to sign on to
it again, and maybe we will get the 290.

Nevertheless, it is a painful thing to
know that we could not get the 290 in
this country in this Congress, which
means we have to start all over again
with the bill to honor the persons who
are the economic foundation, the
mothers and fathers, of the country.
We have to start again in a new Con-
gress next year, a new House, a new
Senate, and a new President and push
forward.

I just hope and pray that the 290 per-
sons plus who signed on to the legisla-
tion to accord the Congressional Gold
Medal to the heroes of the Holocaust
posthumously, I just hope and pray
that they will sign on to this legisla-
tion to honor persons who were the
foundational mothers and fathers.

They never received any recompense,
they never received any remuneration,
and they never received any kind of
thank you for your sacrifice.

The country has not been fair to
them. The Congress has not been fair
to them, but I still have hope. I will
still come back and present the bill
again. As long as I am breathing and I
am in this Congress, I will be pushing
for this legislation to pass.

I just want to know that people treat
all crimes against humanity similarly,
maybe not exactly same, but similarly.
I just hope that we will treat this
crime against humanity the same way
we have treated the crime against hu-
manity that we respect as the Holo-
caust.

Two crimes have been committed
against humanity. One has been treat-
ed fairly in terms of what we are doing
here in the House, the other has not.
However, I believe in second chances
and third chances.

So I close with these words, Mr.
Speaker: I think it is difficult for peo-
ple in this country to embrace what
happened to the enslaved because it
happened here. It is easy to look
through the window of life and take a
principled, conscience, and laudable po-
sition. It is difficult to look into the
mirror of life and be equally as prin-
cipled and conscience and laudable.

December 6, 2024

It is difficult because when you look
through the window of life, you are
looking at someone else and what they
have done and you can see the horrors
and you can speak with fervor about
those horrors. However, when you look
into the mirror of life, you are looking
at yourself, and I believe that it is dif-
ficult for a good many people in this
country and in this House, the House of
Representatives, and in the Senate to
look into the mirror of life and speak
truth to yourselves about what hap-
pened and what we ought to do to show
respect for some 246 years of suffering
and sacrifice that made America great.

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

————

THE WAR ON THE NUCLEAR
FAMILY

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, obvi-
ously, we are about to begin a new ses-
sion, and one more time I would like to
review what I think are some of the
major mistakes that this body has
committed over the last 50 or 60 years
that we should be revisiting now, now
that it is apparent the American public
wants some change.

It is a goal of this body, and really
even a constitutional mandate, that we
treat everybody equally and that we
don’t prefer one group of people or eth-
nic group of people over another group
of people, people of one lifestyle over
another lifestyle.

Nevertheless, one more time I think I
have to bring up that it is very appar-
ent that we are treating people dif-
ferently and that is particularly with
regard to people who elect to raise chil-
dren in marriage and people who, for
whatever reason, sometimes their fault
sometimes not their fault, elect to
raise children out of marriage.

Mr. Speaker, if you look at almost
every single government program, they
are conditioned or based upon percent
of poverty. If you are below a certain
income level, then you are eligible for
that program, and if you are above a
certain level, then you are not eligible
for benefits under that plan.

Since in a household with a man and
woman both there and both parents of
a child, it is overwhelmingly likely
that one of them is working full-time,
they will be making $40,000 or $50,000 or
$60,000 or more, that couple will almost
never be considered to be in poverty.

Mr. Speaker, if you have another sit-
uation in which the mother and father
are in different households, if one of
these people is not working or working
minimally, making maybe $15,000 or
$16,000 a year or less and the other per-
son is working full-time, then that is
considered to be not in poverty.

As a result, financially, there is an
incentive to make a household in
which the mother and father are not
both there the norm.
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Now, almost all of the programs that
began with the so-called war on pov-
erty in the 1960s gave grants or money
to people who did not have both a man
and a woman in the household. Some of
these programs at the time were
known as food stamps, some were
healthcare, what is known as Medicaid,
or different States have different words
for it. In Wisconsin we call it
BadgerCare.

We have low-income housing which
is, again, available only to people with
low income. As a matter of fact, in a
lot of these low-income housing
projects one of the goals they have
when they hire managers is to make
sure that there is not a man in the
household or a father in the household
because then you shouldn’t be able to
take advantage of the program.

There used to be cash grants called
AFDC which were eliminated during
the Gingrich/Clinton years, and they,
again, gave cash basically to people in
situations where you did not have a
mother and father at home. It has
since been replaced by TANF grants.

If someone does decide to work 14, 15,
or 20 hours a week there are grants for
daycare that are not eligible for situa-
tions in which you have both parents
at home. If you want to go to college,
there are grants called Pell grants
available, but not available to people
in which you have both the mother and
father at home.

This should concern us all. It is not
difficult to come up with
hypotheticals. Another program which
kind of discourages full-time work is
called the earned income tax credit
program where a family can wind up
with $5,000 or $6,000 that you won’t get
if you are making say more than
$40,000 a year or married to somebody
with a normal income.

We have to revisit this problem.

These programs have changed Amer-
ica such that in 1965 before these pro-
grams kicked in, only about 5 percent
of children born in America were born
to a family without a mother and fa-
ther at home. That number is now over
40 percent.

Other programs have become more
popular. Something I think we ought
to remember is that it is not the cost
that bothers me as much as it is what
it is doing to America.

At the turn of the century, we had
about 17 million people on FoodShare,
what people call food stamps. That
number is now 42,000. In other words,
we have over doubled the number of
people on food assistance. America is
very generous. I tour my food banks all
the time. They do a fantastic job. Mr.
Speaker, I love those food banks.

America does have to cover people,
but in order to get on food stamps, Mr.
Speaker, you need a lower income, and
I think we ought to be spending more
time wondering why.

Right now, unemployment is almost
nonexistent, but despite the fact that
we have almost nonexistent unemploy-
ment, we skyrocketed up from 17 mil-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

lion to 42 million people on food
stamps. So it is important.

I want to dig into these programs be-
cause some of these programs give peo-
ple on the programs benefits that peo-
ple not on the programs would not use.

Mr. Speaker, if you talk to your
clerk in the local food store they will
comment, if you ask them frequently,
that people on the government benefit
are buying things that the people be-
hind the counter would not think of
buying.

We have to ask ourselves: Is that
right?

There is a housing program called
section 42 which, in my opinion, does
more to benefit property tax devel-
opers than it does to benefit the people
living in the housing. There is a pro-
gram in which because the government
pays for 70 percent of the cost of the
housing, the housing built for so-called
low income is frequently nicer or more
lavish.

If you look at the kitchen counters
and if you look at where they build the
properties, they are more lavish than
the average American finds.

I had a staffer a little while ago who
got married, and when she and her hus-
band were looking for housing, they
were disappointed to find that the
nicest housing was all low income and
they would not be able to afford such
nice housing.

I talked to a property developer, and
he found it difficult to buy new land for
new apartment projects because he al-
ways got outbid by the developers who
were having 70 percent of their projects
paid for by the government.

I have got two problems there. One is
the general marriage penalty associ-
ated with the programs and the other
is whoever put the program in there
and supports the program appears to
me to be more concerned about making
money for property developers than
even the people who need the low-in-
come housing.

I should point out that some low-in-
come housing is going to be a neces-
sity. We have people on Social Security
whose incomes are so low that they
can’t even afford an apartment. I can
understand the reason for this housing.
Overall, the point is that we, right
now, are operating a policy in this
country and have been operating the
policy for 50 years that says: We don’t
want both mom and dad in the home
with the children.

George Gilder has written a lot about
this problem. Robert Rector has writ-
ten a lot about this problem.

There is no question that one of the
reasons we have gone from 5 percent of
the children born without a mother
and father at home to now over 40 per-
cent is that the problem is the govern-
ment is encouraging this.

Mr. Speaker, I want to point out, you
may say, well, that is sure surprising.
This is not something that we wanted.

However, there are a lot of people
who actually view the American nu-
clear family as a problem. Karl Marx,
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which seems kind of strange, 170 years
ago felt a goal of the hard left, the pro-
gressive left, whatever you want to call
it, was to abolish the family.

There are names that maybe are for-
gotten, but in the sixties, we had the
radical feminists like Kate Millet, who
was a well-known person, talked about
destroying the American family. She,
for whatever philosophical reason,
didn’t want men in the household. So
there are people who want this.

Two of the three people who founded
Black Lives Matter called for ending
the so-called Western prescribed nu-
clear family structure. There is no
question that about 5 years ago around
here Black Lives Matter was perceived
to be a very powerful institution, and a
lot of people spoke about it positively.
So it is important to remember they
wanted to get rid of the nuclear family.
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How are we going to get back to
where we used to be, where almost all
children had a mother and father at
home unless there would have been
some catastrophe and one of the par-
ents would have died?

I think that is something that we
should be looking at unquestionably
over the next 3 months.

This is a totally artificial thing.
When I talk to people in other coun-
tries, such as Korea and India, it is al-
most unheard of all of this not having
the father in the home.

Why did it happen in the Western
countries and the United States? No
question, I think the reason is govern-
ment policy has encouraged it.

I hope that, in the next 3 or 4 or 5 or
6 months, as we look at government
programs, we have as our goal not dis-
criminating in favor of families that
don’t have a mother and father at
home and, even more importantly, stop
discriminating against and displaying
hatred and inequity against families in
which both mother and father are at
home.

One other anecdote of a program,
Pell grants, which I mention just brief-
ly. I have been talking about this, even
before I got here, for 25 years of my
life, and once I talked to a young gal
who must have been 23 or 24 about the
marriage penalties associated with col-
lege scholarships, what she thought
about this.

She said she and her husband got
married before they were having chil-
dren, but none of her friends were get-
ting married because they got free col-
lege. In other words, they wanted to
have the government pay for their col-
lege, and they realized that whoever
puts together this Food Stamp pro-
gram had, whether it was intentionally
or unintentionally, put together one
more program in which you were dis-
criminated against if you were married
and actually were discriminated
against if your parents were married.

It is another problematic situation
here, and I hope that the American
public and conservatives around this
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Capitol and throughout the country de-
mand a situation in which we stop dis-
criminating against the old-fashioned
nuclear family.

I think that is the most important
problem facing America and the next
Congress. It is a difficult issue to deal
with because you don’t want to be la-
beled mean or cruel. On the other hand,
as a public policy, I think coming up
on 60 years, maybe 55 years, brazenly
discriminating against a nuclear fam-
ily with a mother and father at home
has to end.

We should stop treating the mother-
and-father family at home so poorly.
We should stop penalizing them by
keeping the newer apartments off the
market for them. It is not right that
they can’t afford things in the food
store that maybe people with poten-
tially lower income are.

As far as health insurance is con-
cerned, we discriminate against mid-
dle-class America. They frequently
have big, $15,000 to $20,000, deductions
on their healthcare, deductions that we
would not give to somebody who, under
normal circumstances, does not have
both parents in the home. This is an-
other example of discrimination and
another example of policy in which we
try to destroy the American family.

I think the first step here is to have
more and more people talk about it. I
think the American people should be
aware of it. The American people
should not be supportive of any pro-
gram that so brazenly discourages hav-
ing a mother and father at home. I re-
alize it can happen.

I will finish with this. When this was
first brought to my attention, there
was a great author by the name of
George Gilder, who wrote books about
this family situation in the late 1970s
and the early 1980s, and he actually
studied what was known as the ghetto
at the time in Albany, New York.

He followed around a young couple, a
man and a woman, after the young
woman got pregnant, was going to be-
come a mother.

George Gilder was probably born
around 1940. He felt at the time that
that would be cause for concern and
alarm, that the young woman was
pregnant. In fact, he found out that, at
that time in Albany, New York, it was
not considered a bad thing, but it was
considered a good thing because now
they would be eligible for food and eli-
gible for medical care and finally be
able to get out from under their par-
ents. They were given their own apart-
ment.

By the way, I find that in my dis-
trict, too. When I talk to people admin-
istering the low-income housing, it is
not unusual that people get into low-
income housing because they are leav-
ing their parents’ house, which a lot of
young people want to do, but I guess
one way to get your own apartment is
to have a child. I am not sure that is a
good thing.

In any event, George Gilder, looking
at things, found a certain subset of so-
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ciety that felt it was monetarily bene-
ficial to have a child without the fa-
ther legally around. As a result, we
were probably shifting society away
from and discriminating against the
mother and father at home.

George Gilder made another observa-
tion as he studied this class of people.
Traditionally, in our society, the pur-
pose of the father has been to support
the family, and George Gilder found
that, frequently, fathers’ income went
up and responsibility level went up as
he got married and had children and
assumed the role of being the bread-
winner and responsible for paying the
mortgage, that sort of thing.

As we got away from having the fa-
ther in the home, they lose that moti-
vation or that purpose in life. As they
lose that purpose in life, they are more
likely to do drugs and more likely to
not be as productive citizens. In other
words, the dad becomes more produc-
tive after he gets married, not before
he gets married.

Not only is this, I think, the current
policy, a problem for children, but I
think it is a big problem for men, as
well. It is something that isn’t talked
about nearly as much as it should be,
but sometimes people wonder why
there is such a higher percentage of
men incarcerated than women, a high-
er percentage of men dying of drug
overdoses compared to women. I think
part of it is because it has been the pol-
icy of the Federal Government to chase
men out of the household.

In any event, I leave my conservative
friends around the country with this
desire: over the next couple of months
or 3 or 4 months, we talk about the per-
verse incentives and the apparent ha-
tred of the American government for
households with a man and woman
both available to raise the children,
and we work toward an equitable gov-
ernment in which we at least treat the
two-parent family equally in the eyes
of the government, as we do families in
which both parents are not available.

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

———

$37 BILLION MUSK DOGE COIN
SCANDAL

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

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, we are
told that Trump has a mandate and
that, as a result of this election, the
Republicans have a mandate to outlaw
interstate travel by pregnant women,
to deport 20 million people, to trash
NATO, trash the dollar, and slash So-
cial Security.

Let us look at this mandate. Let’s
try to see the size of the mandate.
There it is, that little area there.

Mandate, my ass. This is the smallest
possible differential between the two
parties.
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If we can put up the next chart.

Let’s compare this mandate histori-
cally.

Calvin Coolidge, that is a mandate.
He won the popular vote by 25.2 per-
cent. Joe Biden, 4% points. Mr. Speak-
er, that is three times the mandate
that is being claimed by the Trump ad-
ministration. This chart shows an edge
for Trump of 1.7 percent.

Since we created that chart, Cali-
fornia has finally counted its votes. We
in California, we take a month to vote,
and then we take a month to count the
votes. They are still valid. So it is real-
1y 1.5 percent difference.

Compare that to Hillary Clinton’s
mandate. In 2016, she beat Trump by 2.1
percent of the popular vote. That
might be a mandate, but this here, that
is a squeaker. That is like saying you
watch a football game and one team
beats the other 48 to 47 because of a
missed extra point, and that is a blow-
out? Hardly.

There is no mandate to outlaw inter-
state travel by pregnant women or to
trash NATO or deport 20 million peo-
ple.

If anything, we will see the reason
people voted the way they did, not only
here in the United States, but around
the world, although we would want to
put this right side up.

Here we go.

Yes, inflation peaked at about 9 per-
cent in the United States, and the
Biden-Harris administration was held
responsible by voters. Keep in mind
this was a post-COVID effect. We saw it
in the U.K., where they had 11 percent
inflation; in the EU area, 11.5 percent,
but people were pretty angry at that
inflation, and you do have a mandate
to bring it down, but I have good news
for the Republican Party.

We Democrats have already done
nine-tenths of the work. You see, it
was about 9 percent. It is now down to
2.6 percent inflation, and every econo-
mist will tell you that you want about
2 percent inflation. Some would argue
even higher, but the real hawks say 2
percent inflation in the economy.

We brought it down from 9 percent to
2.6 percent. It is your responsibility to
get it down that last 0.6 percent, but
you do not have a mandate to deport 20
million people.

Now, let’s talk a little bit about an
aspect of cryptocurrency that hasn’t
come up, and it also relates to the ad-
ministration of the Federal Govern-
ment. You see, we have a number of de-
partments in the Federal Government,
and we name them. We don’t name
them after companies. It is called the
Department of Transportation. It is
not called the Pepsi Cola Department.

Think of how much money a tobacco
company could make if we took that
big canyon in Arizona and renamed it
the Marlboro Man Canyon. We don’t do
that, except once.

We now have a commission. We have
had other commissions designed to
study the efficiency of government and
our expenditures, but this is the first
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