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Let me give you an idea of what this 

would equate to and what it would 
compare to in the physical space. Let’s 
just say that our counties and cities 
and States and the Federal Govern-
ment decided that anybody ought to be 
able to go buy alcohol, tobacco, or 
drugs anytime they wanted to. What-
ever you want to do, go do it. And kids 
as young as 7 or 8 years old would go 
and buy alcohol or drugs or go experi-
ence pornographic shows. You can’t 
even take a kid into an X-rated or R- 
rated movie. But let’s just say all those 
laws were stripped. That is what is 
happening in the virtual space because 
we do not have those protections in 
place. 

It is so deeply disappointing to me 
that we have some in the House who 
say: Let’s not worry about it. Let’s not 
put any restrictions. Do you know 
what? That ought to be left up to par-
ents and teachers and preachers to po-
lice this. 

What if in the physical world you 
took away all of those laws? What if 
you said: We are not going to protect 
children. What if you said: We are not 
going to, as a society, put any con-
straints at all on minor children. 

There is a reason children are re-
ferred to as ‘‘minors.’’ There is a rea-
son they don’t get a driver’s license 
until they are age 16 and they can’t 
vote until they are 18. There are rea-
sons we have laws to protect those that 
are vulnerable, to take care of our chil-
dren. As you look at what came 
through the House version, it weakens 
the standard to prove that big tech 
companies have knowledgeable harms 
on their platforms. We know there are 
harms. We know they have done the re-
search. We know this exists. We know 
that there are executives who want to 
bury their heads in the sand and play 
dumb. They think the American people 
are dumb. They think they are the 
gods of Silicon Valley. But do you 
know what? People have figured this 
out. They love their kids, and they 
want the Federal Government to do 
something about this—to establish 
standards, to exercise Federal preemp-
tion, and to pass the Kids Online Safe-
ty Act to make certain that children 
are going to be protected. Parents want 
to know that the Federal Government 
has their backs. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. SCHATZ. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

HEALTHCARE 
Mr. SCHATZ. Mr. President, when 

Republicans tell you over and over, 
over a period of generations, that they 
have no interest in protecting people’s 
healthcare, you should take them seri-
ously. 

For decades, since the days of Ronald 
Reagan, they have argued that Medi-
care is socialism, that Medicaid creates 
cycles of dependency, that the Afford-
able Care Act is making healthcare 
more expensive when, in fact, it is 
doing the opposite. So you should not 
be surprised that, given the oppor-
tunity to extend the Affordable Care 
Act tax credits and prevent people’s 
premiums from more than doubling 
starting next month, Republicans do 
not have the votes to prevent that. 

Look, this is not complicated. If Con-
gress doesn’t act this month, millions 
of Americans will lose their healthcare 
next year because they simply will not 
be able to afford to pay hundreds of 
dollars more every month for the same 
healthcare, and tens of millions of peo-
ple will be forced to cut back on gro-
ceries or afterschool activities for their 
kids just so they can keep seeing their 
doctors. 

The only way—the only way—to pre-
vent the suffering that is about to hap-
pen is to pass a clean extension of 
these credits. There is no other plan. 
There is a lot of conversation—even on 
the left but also on the right—about 
how to reform the healthcare system. 
Nobody seriously thinks that can be 
accomplished in the month of Decem-
ber. 

If we want to have a bipartisan con-
versation about how to fix the Amer-
ican healthcare system, count me in. 
This thing is a mess, between managed 
care and all of the subsidies and all of 
the sort of rent-seeking and the idea 
that most—maybe not most of the 
money but a substantial portion of the 
money in the American healthcare sys-
tem goes to people and institutions and 
processes that don’t deliver healthcare. 
There is utilization management. 
There is billing. There are pharma-
ceutical benefits managers. There are 
all kinds of rent seekers—people in the 
American economy, institutions in the 
American economy, and publicly trad-
ed companies in the American econ-
omy that take a cut out of your money 
that should be going to healthcare. 
That is a very important point. 

If there were a bipartisan oppor-
tunity to fix that, count me in; count 
47 of us in. But let’s not kid ourselves: 
No one is getting that done by next 
week. So the question in front of us is 
a little more crisp and a little more un-
comfortable than ‘‘Does the American 
healthcare system work efficiently?’’ 
Of course it doesn’t. But these sub-
sidies allow people to stay alive. These 
subsidies allow people to stay insured. 
These subsidies allow people to afford 
their healthcare so they can pay their 
rent or their mortgage or buy their 
groceries. 

The question in front of us is not 
some big abstraction about public pol-
icy. We are not at some Axios event 
about what we should do about the 
American healthcare system. The vote 
in front of us next week is, do you want 
people to pay double and triple, or do 
you not want people to pay double and 
triple? 

So let’s stop messing around. Let’s 
stop pretending there is some magical 
solution that will emerge over the 
weekend. We have got 47 votes. We 
have got 47 votes. I take some pride in 
being able to count. It is a weird busi-
ness I am in that being able to count is 
such a unique skill, but I can tell you 
we have got 47 votes. So what does that 
mean? We need 13 votes over there. I 
can’t even find 13 people who will ver-
balize that they would like to avoid 
this spike in premiums. 

We have run out of time, and if Re-
publicans want to solve this, there is a 
very straightforward path. 

KIDS OFF SOCIAL MEDIA ACT 
Mr. President, this week, the House 

Committee on Energy and Commerce is 
considering a package of bills aimed at 
protecting children on social media. 
For years, children and families across 
the country have been suffering from 
the mental health crisis precipitated 
by social media platforms, and it is 
well past time that Congress acted. 

But I want to make one thing clear: 
This is not a question of retooling the 
settings or empowering users. We 
know—we know—from scientific re-
search and data, as well as anecdotal 
evidence from every parent, teacher, or 
kid, that this is too big of a challenge 
to be solved by tinkering around the 
edges. 

Tech companies have specifically de-
signed their platforms to hijack the 
frontal lobes of impressionable chil-
dren and feed them a never-ending 
stream of content that keeps them 
scrolling for hours. That is not simply 
going to be undone by more algo-
rithmic choice or more conversations 
between parents and children at the 
dinner table. 

Parents are asking for a very simple 
thing from their government—from 
their government—because these 
things are literally built in a lab to hi-
jack a kid’s frontal lobes before they 
are fully formed. Their profit motive 
is—we all know this—the longer they 
linger, the more eyeballs, the more 
revenue, the more money, the more 
profitability. So the more they addict 
your kid, the more money they make. 
And these things are more powerful 
than a 14-year-old’s brain. They just 
are. 

So the question in front of us is not 
to mandate that when you go into your 
social media account and you are 12 or 
you are 15, that you have the ability to 
tweak the algorithm. They are not 
going to do it—maybe 1, 2 percent. You 
know, some fancy-pants kid of a pro-
fessor or of a Silicon Valley magnate is 
going to be, like, no phones and blah, 
blah, blah, but the rest of us need some 
help from our government to protect 
these children. 

That is why Senator CRUZ and I and 
many others have developed the Kids 
Off Social Media Act. There is no good 
reason—no good reason—for an 8- or 9- 
year-old to be on Instagram or 
Snapchat, and until or unless compa-
nies are mandated by law to enforce 
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some basic rules and stop profiting off 
of children, they will continue padding 
their bottom lines. 

The Kids Off Social Media Act is not 
some intensely complicated piece of 
legislation. That is the problem in the 
Commerce Committee and in the En-
ergy and Commerce Committee on the 
House side. There are so many smart 
lawyers and staffers who are going 
back and forth and doing 500-page bills, 
who tweak this and tweak that and 
have causes of action over it. This is 
what this bill does: There is a min-
imum-age threshold for children to get 
on social media, OK? Then, if you are 
still a minor but are permitted to get 
on social media—so from the ages of 13 
to 18—algorithmic browsing is banned. 
So it is like the old Facebook where it 
is, like, just your friends. It is like a 
big group chat: ‘‘I made a cupcake.’’ 
‘‘Look how cute my dog is.’’ ‘‘This is a 
sunset.’’ ‘‘I had a wipeout while surf-
ing’’—whatever. It is fun and useless 
but not damaging. 

I promise you that parents across the 
country left, right, and center—TED 
CRUZ and I have a hard time finding 
areas of agreement. And I like TED. 
KATIE BRITT and I have a hard time 
finding areas of agreement. Yet parents 
across the political spectrum and 
across geography believe that the way 
to protect kids is to simply delay the 
onset of the use of social media, which 
we have a perfect right to do under 
statutory law, and then, for those mi-
nors who are on social media, to turn 
off the algorithm. That is what we 
should pass. 

Some of those House bills are con-
structive moves in the right direction, 
but they are nibbling around the edges. 
When we send something to the Presi-
dent’s desk, it cannot be nibbling 
around the edges. This is not just a 
mental health crisis—and it is—it is a 
societal emergency. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
PAROLE AUTHORITY AND OPERATION ALLIES 

WELCOME 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I spoke 

earlier this week about the tragic inci-
dent that happened over the week of 
Thanksgiving here in Washington, DC, 
when two National Guardsmen were 
shot in the line of duty, and one of 
them died of her wounds. 

Today, I would like to spend a little 
bit more time discussing the perpe-
trator of this act of violence and how 
he happened to be in the country in the 
first place. 

The man who committed this crime 
was a 29-year-old Afghan national by 
the name of Rahmanullah Lakanwal. 
The Biden administration paroled him 
into the United States in 2021 as part of 
Operation Allies Welcome. He was not 
the recipient of any special immigrant 
visa process or processed through the 
overseas Afghan SIV Program. He was 
later granted asylum after his parole 
period expired. 

But I would like to dwell on the word 
‘‘parole’’ for a minute so that people 

understand exactly how this shooter 
made his way into the United States 
and how he had come to stay here and 
commit these crimes. 

Ordinarily, under immigration law, 
Congress would be engaged and pass 
certain immigrant visa legislation say-
ing that you need to meet these cri-
teria, these standards, in order to qual-
ify. That is not what happened to the 
shooter of these two West Virginia Na-
tional Guardsmen. He was paroled into 
the country, which means that the 
Biden administration simply allowed 
him into the country without any sort 
of background check or any sort of vet-
ting. 

We are more familiar with the word 
‘‘parole’’ in the criminal law context, 
which comes to mind when people are 
released from prison following dem-
onstrating good behavior, but in immi-
gration law, ‘‘parole’’ is a provision 
under U.S. law that allows the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security to allow 
certain aliens—and that would be for-
eigners—on a case-by-case basis—and 
that is important. It would allow cer-
tain aliens, on a case-by-case basis, to 
temporarily enter the United States. 

Aliens who have been paroled into 
the United States are usually not eligi-
ble for entry into the United States or 
for a visa because they are barred by 
certain grounds of inadmissibility or 
removal that apply. 

Parole is not a lawful immigration 
status or formal admission to the 
United States. I know this is fairly 
technical, but it is really important in 
this context. This shooter was not ad-
mitted into the United States as a re-
sult of any legislation that Congress 
passed or any of us voted for. It was 
solely done by the Biden administra-
tion and by the Department of Home-
land Security during his administra-
tion. 

Just as importantly, this power—this 
parole power—is only to be used in 
very limited circumstances, such as a 
medical emergency or because we find 
it is in our Nation’s best interests, such 
as an individual alien cooperating with 
law enforcement or in a criminal pros-
ecution. 

Aliens who are paroled into the 
United States are only allowed to be 
here temporarily and under certain 
conditions prescribed by the Secretary 
of Homeland Security. Significantly, 
they do not—they do not—undergo the 
same formal screening process as those 
who apply for a green card or a visa. 

Parole was never meant to be a vehi-
cle for massive numbers of immigrants 
coming into the country or the sort of 
categorical parole done by the Biden 
administration, where people from cer-
tain countries were admitted by the 
tens of thousands, literally, each 
month. It is supposed to be done on a 
case-by-case basis. 

So what I am suggesting is these 
sorts of categorical paroles that the 
Biden administration issued—including 
the parole which resulted in this shoot-
er being in Washington, DC, and at-

tacking these two National Guard 
members—were illegitimate. It was an 
illegitimate use of this parole author-
ity under U.S. law. 

The Biden administration’s abuse of 
the immigration laws, of course, is well 
known, and their abuse of parole au-
thority. The very notion of mass parole 
is what you might call an oxymoron. In 
other words, it is inconsistent—mass, 
or categorical, and parole. There is an 
inherent contradiction. Using this au-
thority illegitimately to allow massive 
numbers of immigrants into the coun-
try defies the very nature and purpose 
of this authority. 

The Biden administration created a 
number of programs to extend parole 
status to immigrants from around the 
world. Under a program known as the 
CHNV, the Biden administration al-
lowed as many as 30,000 individuals per 
month from Cuba, Haiti, Nicaragua, 
and Venezuela, as well as their imme-
diate family members. They were ad-
mitted under this program of the Biden 
administration, again, illegitimately, 
using the parole authority to grant 
categorical or massive entry of these 
individuals into the United States. 
Under that program, they were allowed 
into the United States for a 2-year pe-
riod of time and received a work per-
mit. The Trump administration right-
fully terminated this program in 
March of this year. 

But that was not the only misuse of 
parole. After the disastrous fall of Af-
ghanistan and the bungled evacuation, 
the Biden administration added insult 
to injury. Under Operation Allies Wel-
come, the Biden administration rolled 
out the welcome mat to Afghan nation-
als. As of 2023, the Biden administra-
tion had brought more than 70,000 Af-
ghan nationals into the United States 
under this claimed parole authority. 
Again, parole is only supposed to be 
used on a case-by-case basis. But the 
Biden administration, by illegit-
imately exercising this authority, al-
lowed 70,000 Afghan nationals into the 
country. 

What that also means—and in par-
ticular relevance to this crime com-
mitted against these two National 
Guardsmen—is that there was not the 
normal sort of vetting process that you 
would see for refugees or anybody else 
coming into the country. We knew very 
little about these individuals, and we 
didn’t check up on them once they got 
here. We didn’t know whether they 
were criminals, whether they had ties 
to radical terrorist groups or anything. 
Of course, that is pretty consistent 
with the Biden administration. Their 
open border policies for 4 years let ba-
sically anybody and everybody who 
wanted to come into the United States 
in, including people who were deter-
mined to commit crimes and do us 
harm. 

For some of these parolees, the U.S. 
Government under the Biden adminis-
tration even allowed them to collect 
cash welfare benefits, such as Supple-
mental Security Income, SSI; Tem-
porary Assistance for Needy Families, 
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