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Again, we passed this, this actually
affects a Republican administration, as
well. This becomes law to try to hold
the administration, regardless of the
party, accountable.

This bill will equip Congress with the
tools we need to reject the Biden-Har-
ris administration’s last-minute regu-
lations, hold our government account-
able, and protect our Nation’s demo-
cratic values.

This bill reins in bureaucratic over-
reach, protects Americans from bur-
densome regulations, gives power back
to the legislative branch, and ensures
transparency in the legislative process.

We are also continuing our efforts to
secure our borders and protect our
communities.

Tomorrow, House Republicans will
vote on the Agent Raul Gongzalez Offi-
cer Safety Act, introduced by Con-
gressman JUAN CISCOMANI from Ari-
zona. This bill will create new criminal
offenses for operating a vehicle within
100 miles of the southern border while
fleeing from Border Patrol agents or
any law enforcement officer assisting
the U.S. Border Patrol. This includes
serious jail time and prohibition from
ever receiving legal status in the
United States.
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This bill is in honor of U.S. Customs
and Border Protection Agent Raul
Gonzalez, who, in 2022, died from inju-
ries sustained in a crash while pursuing
migrants who illegally crossed the
Texas border.

This bill sends a message to traf-
fickers, cartels, and other illegal immi-
grants that if they risk the lives of
American citizens, we will hold them
to the full extent of the law. House Re-
publicans will not allow more Ameri-
cans to die at the hands of illegal im-
migrants, and we are committed to en-
suring the safety of our communities.

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

————

UNITED STATES IS A REPUBLIC

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BEGICH). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2025, the
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. GROTHMAN) for 30 min-
utes.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to highlight an underpub-
licized but important hearing that was
held today.

First of all, however, I would like to
make one more time the point to my
colleagues—because I recently heard
one of the Senators grotesquely abus-
ing the word—what form of govern-
ment we have here today.

The Senator—fortunately, it wasn’t a
Congressman, but sometimes they do
it, too—twice, in two sentences in a
row, referred to the form of govern-
ment we have as a democracy. Of
course, we all should know by now that
we do not have a democracy. We have
a Republic, and our forefathers had
contempt for democracy.
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Alexander Hamilton said: We are a
republican form of government. Lib-
erty is never found in the extremes of
democracy.

John Adams: Democracy never lasts
long.

Benjamin Franklin, upon the comple-
tion of the U.S. Constitution: We give
you a Republic if you can keep it.

When we say the Pledge of Alle-
giance, what, again, do we say? We
pledge allegiance to the flag and the
Republic for which it stands.

Nevertheless, again and again around
here, people misspeak and, I am afraid,
miseducate the younger generation
into thinking we have a democracy.

Why did our forefathers not like a de-
mocracy? Our Republic under our Con-
stitution is designed to keep limited
government and, therefore, liberty in
the United States.

Democracy, or representative democ-
racy, means a majority of people are
free to take property from anybody in
here or take freedoms from anybody in
here. If a clear majority of people say
it does not like a religion or, as is in-
creasingly true in this country, does
not like religion at all or some of the
precepts of religion, they believe in a
democracy that they can impose their
will on other people.

One of the crises we are facing, which
we are going to be talking about to-
morrow night, is the huge debt we
have. Why do we have such a huge
debt? Under our Constitution, under
our Republic, they were supposed to re-
strict the things that the Federal Gov-
ernment could spend money on. In-
stead, as we have gotten away from a
Republic, and the arrogant people of
this body think that we have a democ-
racy—they think because they won an
election or got 55 or 65 percent of the
vote, they are free to either go into
debt or spend other people’s money
until we are bankrupt.

If they had realized all along that we
are just a Republic, they would be
humble before our Constitution and
say: We cannot spend money on such
and such. Go to your State legislator.

I had a couple of groups from an edu-
cational institution in my office this
week. Of course, they were asking for
more Federal money. I didn’t want to
get angry with them or mad at them,
but I just noticed that, one more time,
a group of educators came before me
and asked for more money. Because I
won an election, they think I have the
authority to give them other people’s
money. Well, I don’t, and it is very irri-
tating to see educators in particular
say that we have a democracy when
our forefathers disliked democracy and
would have been terrified had they
known.

Right now, we are almost 250 years
down the road. I am sorry, we are 230
years down the road from the founding
of our Republic under our Constitution.
I am sure our forefathers would be ter-
rified if they knew how many people
were under the impression that we
were a democracy.
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AMERICA’S WELFARE SYSTEM

Mr. GROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, now, 1
am going to talk about the hearing we
had earlier today and what I think is
probably, next to the out-of-control
immigration system, the biggest crisis
that we face, and that is our welfare
system and a huge marriage penalty
associated with it.

When I talk about our welfare sys-
tem, I talk of approximately 90 dif-
ferent programs that somebody who is
almost broke is entitled to. Some you
have to have children to be entitled to.
All these programs, as you earned more
money and went to work, you would
lose eligibility.

There are two things we could say
about these programs. I should point
out the testimony in a hearing today
from a guy by the name of Robert Rec-
tor from The Heritage Foundation.
There are examples—and I know there
are even greater examples than this—
that we penalize a woman who marries
the father of her children $28,000 a year
if she makes too much money or, scar-
ier, if she marries a man to support her
or to support their family.

First of all, you might say: ‘“Well,
that is hard to believe. Who wants to
destroy the nuclear family?”’ It is not
hard to find people to destroy the nu-
clear family.

We have Karl Marx, of course, back
from the 1860s, who felt the family was
the root of so many horrible things.

We have Kate Millett, who I would
describe as the mother of women’s
studies classes. Who knows how many
of our poor college students have taken
that drivel. She was very definite in
the fact that she wanted to get rid of
the American family and, in particular,
wanted men outside the family.

We also have Angela Davis, a 1960s
radical who was still powerful when she
spoke into the 1980s and 1990s. She was
clearly opposed to the American fam-
ily.

Until they scrubbed their website,
Black Lives Matter was against what
they referred to as the Western-pre-
scribed traditional nuclear family.

These people all were against having
a mom and dad at home with their
children.

You might say these people can’t be
that powerful, but you have to remem-
ber, the Democratic Party has proven
that they can be led around by the nose
by the most extreme elements of their
coalition. That is why, even though
they have to know better, they will
vote for abortion at 8% months. That is
why the Democratic Party will vote for
a boy pretending to be a girl going into
the girls’ restroom, because they will
be led around by the most extreme
group.

Therefore, I don’t think it should be
considered a surprise that the Demo-
cratic Party has supported programs
that overwhelmingly favor and encour-
age an end to the nuclear family.

What type of programs are they? Al-
most any so-called antipoverty pro-
gram you can think of. Certainly, food
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share would qualify. Even worse, any
low-income housing credits in which if
you are not married and don’t have
much of a salary, you get almost free
rent. Of course, to somebody who is 19
or 20 years old, being able to get out-
side their parents’ house and get free
rent is something that is very tremen-
dous, very desired. There is free
healthcare, free daycare, Pell grants,
which lead to free college tuition.

All of these things are inducements
to, as an Indian friend of mine said, re-
sult in the American system in which
the women don’t marry the men; the
women marry the government.

Another downside, of course, is not
only that the children do not have a fa-
ther at home, and they would be better
off with a father at home, but the fa-
thers don’t have anything to do, which
is a problem, as well.

Normally, in life, the purpose or the
goal of a man is to support his family,
to be the husband and father of chil-
dren. Of course, in the system encour-
aged by our welfare system, the men
have nothing to do.

If you look in areas of society in
which we have maybe the worst results
of the welfare system, most of the bad
results happen not to the children—al-
though the children are damaged—not
to the women, but to the men. When
you think of areas of the United States
that are more associated with people
taking advantage of these systems,
these benefits, the men are the ones
who are largely committing the
crimes. The men are going to prison.
The men are doing the drugs.

We talk about it like it is society’s
problem. It is society’s problem, but it
was caused by an out-of-control welfare
system that left the men with nothing
to do. This was well documented by
George Gilder, the great sociologist of
the 1970s who followed around a young
couple when the young gal got preg-
nant. He noticed it was not cause for
concern. It was cause for celebration
because of all of the benefits that were
available.

A thing that really brings this home
is the fact that frequently these pro-
grams provide a more beneficial sys-
tem than even a low-income married
couple has. We all know that when you
talk to the clerks at the grocery store,
they will frequently tell you that the
people on the government are buying
food that they themselves don’t feel
they can afford. We know that many
young couples starting out may live
with their parents, which is probably a
good thing because the grandmas and
grandpas can teach the young couple
ways to live.

Unfortunately, here, they are not
only given their own apartment but an
apartment that is superior to most
other apartments. When I had a staffer
get married and look for an apartment
back in Wisconsin, they found the best
apartments were the low-income hous-
ing.

Why were the best apartments low-
income housing? It is because we have
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a tax provision called section 42 in
which we give overly generous sub-
sidies to property developers to build
new low-income housing. Since the
government pays up to 70 percent of
the cost of the housing, the developers,
of course, are able to make those new
apartments, which already are better
than the old apartments just by their
age. The new apartments are particu-
larly nice because the government is
paying for 70 percent of them. You get
better apartments than you would for
your sister who is getting married and
having a husband.

We know that, frequently, middle-
class families either choose not to help
their children out when they go to col-
lege or don’t have the money to help
them out, and they wonder why some-
body who comes from a family which
maybe was living off the government in
the first place gets free Pell grants and
close-to-free college tuition, whereas
the middle-class family does not.

When you look at the medical—and
we don’t want to take away anybody’s
medical care, but when you look at the
medical, frequently people who have a
job in the private sector may have a
$10,000 or $15,000 deductible. Instead,
people on the system have no deduct-
ible or almost no deductible. It is usu-
ally no deductible. Again, the govern-
ment sets one up in which you are in
better shape if you don’t get married
and marry the government.

As I said, a lot of the problems wind
up landing on the men who have no
purpose in life since the government
has bribed the mother to raise the chil-
dren without a father in the home, but
it results in a lot of problems that this
institution debates separately.

Over 100,000 people die every year in
this country from illegal drugs. They
can come from any family.

I want to emphasize that there are
single parents who do a fantastic job. I
know so many single parents, and their
children would make anybody proud.

Nevertheless, when I talk to law en-
forcement, disproportionately the
number of people who die of drug
overdoses come from a difficult family
background. If we were serious about
doing something about fentanyl, we
would be addressing the family back-
ground.
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Now, we have nice bills this week.
Though, they may be technically
flawed—increasing the penalties for
people with fentanyl—but if we really
want to go after the 100,000 deaths, you
figure you would want to do something
about the family, but we don’t care
that much.

Crime. When I talk to law enforce-
ment about crime that is going on,
again and again they will talk about
the family being broken down as the
reason we have so much more crime
than we did 50 years ago. As we get
away from the crime caused from the
tragic events in Minnesota, they have
dropped the last couple of years. How-
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ever, nevertheless, crime is much
greater than it was before we passed
the Great Society in the mid-1960s.

If we were serious about doing all we
could to fight the crime in this coun-
try, we would address the current wel-
fare system, which discourages making
up a traditional intact family. In other
words, I would not say that this insti-
tution is being entirely sincere in say-
ing all they can do to fight crime when
we continue to allow this welfare sys-
tem to ramble on, give the men no re-
sponsibility, and have the high crime.

Another thing we spend a great deal
of time talking about here is edu-
cation. I was talking with my school
superintendents about a month ago,
and we talked about special education
and the children who were having spe-
cial problems. My school superintend-
ents agreed that disproportionately
those problems were caused by people
with a tough family background. In
other words, it is caused by the actions
of this body who have set up a welfare
system that discourages intact fami-
lies.

This is the primary reason I ran for
this job several years ago. If you are in
a city council, if you are in a State leg-
islature, and you want to address these
problems like drugs or crime or the
education system, you quickly realize
that a lot of the problems are caused
by the breakdown in the family, and
that the Federal Government, who
caused the problem in the first place, is
doing nothing to solve the problem.

I ask our leadership, and I ask Presi-
dent Trump, in this important bill we
are going to pass sometime in the next
2 or 3 months, to address our welfare
system, which is designed to bribe, usu-
ally mothers, to raise the child without
a father providing the support, without
a father in the home. It is hard to be-
lieve we are trying to make America
great unless we revisit the horrible
welfare system.

There is one more thing that I think
the press has not covered enough that
I would like to touch upon today, and
that is one of Donald Trump’s great ex-
ecutive orders. He is doing a good job
here. One of the things that I would
like to get rid of and I thought it would
take maybe 10 or 12 years to do, Donald
Trump—at least temporarily until we
have a Democrat President—got rid of
it with a stroke of a pen.

In 1965—and something I think
should have been unconstitutional—
Lyndon Johnson, with the stroke of a
pen, said he would no longer enforce
Executive Order 11246, which was an
order put into effect by Lyndon John-
son that—well, he would argue it
wasn’t requiring—as a practical mat-
ter, it created an affirmative action
type system in which preferences were
given to women over men and pref-
erences were given to people based on
racial background.

Now, there are absurdities in the
order in the first place. You could be a
very well-off, say, Asian American
worth millions of dollars, but you
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would be considered a minority in need
of help. You could be somebody who
just came to America a week ago, and
you would be considered a person who
needed help, and, for diversity pur-
poses, would be given preference over a
person of European descent who was
around here for 50 years.

I have told the story when I was first
made aware of this before, and I will
tell it again so you can see how it
worked out as a practical matter.

I got a call from a human resources
professional who worked for a company
that had at least 50 employees and did
at least $10,000 of business with the
Federal Government. They hired out a
firm to tell them how to negotiate this
executive order.

I might have these numbers off by
one, but they were told that when they
had five engineers and wanted to hire a
sixth engineer, that sixth engineer bet-
ter be a woman. It didn’t have to be a
woman, but they had to prepare to
show the Federal Government that
they did all they could to find a
woman.

They went from three to four mem-
bers of management, and they were
again told: If you are going to hire a
fourth member of management, see if
you can make it a minority. If you
can’t, that is fine, but you have got to
prove that you went out of the way to
find someone.

As a practical matter, we had the
Government weighing in, giving pref-
erence to one person over the other
person for different jobs in this com-
pany. Because I tried to do something
with this when I was in the State legis-
lature, people would come up to me
with other examples. There were plen-
ty of examples.

This applies not only to employees of
Federal contractors, but the Federal
contractors themselves. Recently, I
had even heard stories of people in
which the Federal Government is going
to pay significantly more—which I
think is illegal—for preferred contrac-
tors rather than men of European de-
scent. It is not only costing the tax-
payer money, but they were incredibly
unfair to these people.

Sometimes you get around it by
maybe it is a guy, maybe he puts his
wife in charge of the company, and
that way he can say we have got a
woman-owned business, and they
should get preferences.

In any event, Donald Trump, with
the stroke of a pen, got rid of this ri-
diculous law. It could be challenged in
court. I am sure the Supreme Court
will uphold President Trump. I would
hope this body would get rid of this law
once and for all. It would be hard to get
it out of the Senate. I think a lot of
Americans don’t know it exists. I
didn’t know it existed until 12 or 14
years into my political career.

I thank Donald Trump for making
sure one more time we are hiring the
most qualified people we can find. We
are contracting with the best that we
can find. In any event, there are three
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stories for you today, Mr. Speaker. Let
me remind you one more time that we
are a republic, not a democracy, and
our forefathers were scared to death of
having a democracy.

I, one more time, will point out the
huge penalties that the welfare system
has on a man and a woman who want
to get married together and raise a
child. I hope that this body takes up
that problem. It is not an easy problem
to take up, but if we care at all about
the next generation or the generation
after the next generation, we have to
walk our way back from the insane
policies put into place by Lyndon
Johnson in the 1960s.

One more time, we thank Donald
Trump for allowing the government
and contractors of the government to
hire or contract with the best they can
find.

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

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 6 o’clock and 39 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, February 13, 2025, at 9 a.m.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

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

EC-421. A letter from the Secretary, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting a let-
ter expressing the non-concurrence of the
U.S. Department of Agriculture with the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Biofuels and the Environment Third Tri-
ennial Report to Congress, pursuant to 42
U.S.C. 7545 note; Public Law 110-140, Sec.
204(a); (121 Stat. 1529); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

EC-422. A letter from the Secretary, De-
partment of the Treasury, transmitting a
six-month periodic report on the national
emergency with respect to Ukraine that was
declared in Executive Order 13660 of March 6,
2014, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1641(c); Public
Law 94-412, Sec. 401(c); (90 Stat. 1257) and 50
U.S.C. 1703(c); Public Law 95-223, Sec 204(c);
(91 Stat. 1627); to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

EC-423. A letter from the Secretary, De-
partment of the Treasury, transmitting a
six-month periodic report on the national
emergency with respect to Venezuela that
was declared in Executive Order 13692 of
March 8, 2015, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1641(c);
Public Law 94-412, Sec. 401(c); (90 Stat. 1257)
and 50 U.S.C. 1703(c); Public Law 95-223, Sec
204(c); (91 Stat. 1627); to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

EC-424. A letter from the Legal Yeoman,
United States Coast Guard, Department of
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s Major final rule — Cybersecurity in
the Marine Transportation System [Docket
No.: USCG-2022-0802] (RIN: 1625-ACT77) re-
ceived February 3, 2025, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

EC-425. A letter from the Manager, Legal
Litigation and Support, FAA, Department of
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Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; The Boeing Company Airplanes [Dock-
et No.: FAA-2024-1699; Project Identifier AD-
2023-01084-T; Amendment 39-22918; AD 2024-26-
03] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received February 7,
2025, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

EC-426. A letter from the Manager, Legal
Litigation and Support, FAA, Department of
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Various Airplanes and Helicopters
[Docket No.: FAA-2024-0996; Project Identi-
fier AD-2023-00365-A,Q,R,T; Amendment 39-
22917; AD 2024-26-02] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received
February 7, 2025, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

EC-427. A letter from the Manager, Legal
Litigation and Support, FAA, Department of
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Establishment and
Amendment of Multiple United States Area
Navigation (RNAV) Routes; Eastern United
States [Docket No.: FAA-2024-1157; Airspace
Docket No.: 24-AEA-2] (RIN: 2120-AA66) re-
ceived February 7, 2025, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

EC-428. A letter from the Manager, Legal
Litigation and Support, FAA, Department of
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures, and Takeoff Minimums
and Obstacle Departure Procedures; Mis-
cellaneous Amendments [Docket No.: 31587;
Amdt. No.: 4150] received February 7, 2025,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

EC-429. A letter from the Manager, Legal
Litigation and Support, FAA, Department of
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures, and Takeoff Minimums
and Obstacle Departure Procedures; Mis-
cellaneous Amendments [Docket No.: 31586;
Amdt. No.: 4149] received February 3, 2025,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

———

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. FONG (for himself and Ms. STE-
VENS):

H.R. 1223. A bill to require a plan to im-
prove the cybersecurity and telecommuni-
cations of the U.S. Academic Research Fleet,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Science, Space, and Technology.

By Mr. OGLES (for himself, Mr. NOR-
MAN, Mr. GROTHMAN, Mr. WILLIAMS of
Texas, Mr. FINSTAD, Mr. ROSE, Mr.
NEWHOUSE, Mr. MOOLENAAR, Ms.
HAGEMAN, Mr. WEBER of Texas, Mr.
GOSAR, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. GILL of
Texas, and Mr. BIGGS of Arizona):

H.R. 1224. A bill to prohibit the use of a
merchant category code that separately
identifies firearms merchants or ammuni-
tion merchants, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Financial Services.

By Mr. CALVERT (for himself and Mrs.
TORRES of California):
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