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made for himself personally, America 
would be doing better, and the country 
would be more affordable for the least 
of thee. 

We have heard my colleagues, and I 
have discussed, the problems we have 
had with the dismantling of diversity, 
equity, and inclusion and civil rights 
protections across our government and 
across many aspects of our society. We 
will continue to stand up to defend 
these relentless attacks. 

Finally, it should be clear to all of us 
that the executive actions and the bu-
reaucratic assault on this govern-
ment’s commitment to diversity is not 
a passing phase. It will have long, en-
during consequences. And it should be 
obvious to all of us who believe in the 
possibility of a diverse and a more 
composite nation that prosperity is in 
our realm if we uphold the ideals of our 
values. 

Mr. Speaker, even as our companies, 
universities, and public institutions 
are incentivized to walk away from the 
commitment to inclusion, I challenge 
every institution to remember that 
history is recording your action. Have 
the courage and the character to stand 
up now for what you believe in. 

The stars shine brightest in the dark, 
and I would tell the CEOs: History will 
record your action and your inaction. I 
challenge every institution to prove 
that their devotion to diversity need 
not come from the force of law, but 
rather from the natural consequences 
of their understanding of the things 
that make for peace. 

We can only hope that the illegality 
of discrimination will one day fall from 
the body politic of this Nation like 
scales falling from our eyes. But until 
that day arrives, we must continue to 
stand up for what is right. We must 
continue to stand up for what is just. 
We must continue to stand up for what 
is equitable. 

And what is the promise to every 
American in the Constitution? It is 
independence in the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to tell my col-
leagues and my friends: Do not cower 
in the face of this administration. His-
tory is recording us, and it will ask: 
Where did you stand? What did you do 
for justice? 

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

f 

SEVERAL TOPICS THAT HAVE NOT 
BEEN ADDRESSED 

(Under the Speaker’s announced pol-
icy of January 3, 2025, Mr. GROTHMAN of 
Wisconsin was recognized for 30 min-
utes.) 

Mr. GROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
several topics that I don’t think have 
been addressed enough recently, and I 
would like to talk about them at this 
time. 

I was not going to talk about DEI, 
but given the past speech, I think I 
ought to say something. Required read-
ing for all Americans ought to be a 
book entitled: ‘‘America’s Cultural 

Revolution’’ by a guy by the name of 
Christopher Rufo. 

In the book he cites a guy by the 
name of Herbert Marcuse, who is a gen-
uine communist who wanted to destroy 
America. He became politically active 
in the 1960s. Of course, in the 1960s 
there were a lot of people who were 
hoping to take down America, and 
there were a lot of protests and a lot of 
bombings. His analysis, though he was 
more of an academic, was that in the 
1960s they tried to destroy America by 
setting America against the rich and 
creating a war or such a disagreement 
between the wealthy and the rest of 
the country that America would fail. 

The hardcore left failed in their goal. 
They failed, in part, because I don’t 
think Americans are naturally that 
covetous to be jealous over the wealthy 
people. And secondly, they failed be-
cause the American middle class was so 
well off that they didn’t feel anything 
approaching a revolution was nec-
essary. 

So Herbert Marcuse came back with 
a second plan. His second plan was to 
try to divide America by race. It was 
the beginning of what they called the 
DEI movement. Today—prior to Presi-
dent Trump trying to dismantle it, but 
it is still out there in a lot of its 
forms—these people want Americans to 
not view themselves as primarily 
Americans but as a subgroup. So we 
would have African Americans. We 
would have Hispanic Americans. We 
would have Pacific Islander Americans. 
We would have Native Americans. We 
would have Americans from every dif-
ferent background. We would have 
Asian Americans. And they would all 
be told that America was a horrible, 
racist country, and they would need 
the government to help them out. 

Today, we live in a country—it is 
hard to believe that anybody would 
think this is necessary. We live in a 
country in which most ethnic groups 
are from places other than Europe, and 
they are actually doing quite well. In-
dian Americans may well be the 
wealthiest subgroup out there right 
now. Chinese Americans, Filipino 
Americans, Japanese Americans, Per-
sian Americans are all doing wildly 
better than the native born. I don’t 
think it is a matter of color. Cuban 
Americans have long done better than 
the average American does. People 
coming here—African Americans com-
ing here from Nigeria do very well. And 
the fact they all come here shows that 
either prejudice has entirely dis-
appeared or that it is truly a minor 
thing. But it doesn’t prevent a DEI bu-
reaucracy from trudging ahead and 
trying to educate people how racist 
America is and trying to educate peo-
ple that they ought to walk around 
with a chip on their shoulder. 

b 1830 

This is a very dangerous movement. 
President Trump has slowed it down 
for now, but I think Republicans and 
freedom-loving people have to be a lit-

tle bit more aggressive in pointing out 
the absurdity that you cannot succeed 
in this country unless you are of Euro-
pean descent because so many people 
are succeeding. They also should point 
out the motive of the founder of DEI, 
Herbert Marcuse, wanted to destroy 
America. 

I hope when President Trump leaves 
the scene that his successor Presidents 
do what I think is the only constitu-
tional thing to do, and that is to con-
tinue to dismantle the DEI bureauc-
racy, the goal of which is to make 
Americans bitter and angry. 

In the past week, we talked about so-
cialism. This is another topic that I 
think we have not done a good job of 
explaining how bad it is and even what 
socialism is. 

Socialism can be used to describe a 
great deal of governments, but in its 
purest form, under socialism the gov-
ernment runs everything. Every store 
is owned by the government and every 
employer is the government. The idea 
behind socialism is if all the decisions 
that are currently made by the mil-
lions of businesses in America are 
made by government, that somehow 
more people will become wealthier, and 
there will be no income gap. 

I want people to stop and think why 
socialism fails and how miserable life 
would be under a pure socialist state. 
Even Europe is not purely socialist, 
though they are much more socialist 
than America. I recently ran into some 
Pakistani immigrants who were happy 
to be in America, and above all they 
were happy to be in America as op-
posed to Europe because they felt Eu-
rope was a socialist state. 

In any event, in a socialist state, be-
cause the government runs everything, 
again and again you have to bow before 
the government to get anything done. 
My office is in a city called Fond du 
Lac, Wisconsin. I don’t know how 
many landlords there are, but I would 
say 250 landlords. 

In a socialist state, you have one 
landlord. If the government doesn’t 
like you or has something against you, 
you may not be the favored one to get 
an apartment or you may find you 
have to be on a waiting list. Since the 
government runs the grocery stores, 
some government bureaucrat deter-
mines how many grocery stores are in 
your town and what they are going to 
sell at the grocery stores. I want you to 
think, would things get better or worse 
if you had the government decide what 
we are going to put on the shelves of 
the grocery store? 

Since all the businesses are owned by 
the government, they would determine 
whether you get a job, what sort of 
raise you are going to get, what your 
career path is. Obviously, because the 
government is in control of everything, 
they will penalize you or may penalize 
you for what you say or what your 
thoughts are. 

You will begin to get promoted. As 
happens in socialist nations, you will 
get promoted based on how the govern-
ment feels about you because the goal 
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of socialism, the stated goal, which is 
never achieved, is that we want every-
body making the same amount of 
money or in the same place materially. 

You create a situation which is a 
problem for them if, say, one Uber driv-
er worked 60 hours a week and the 
other Uber driver works 40 hours a 
week. Pretty soon, the Uber driver who 
works 60 hours a week will have money 
for things that the guy who drives 40 
hours a week will not have. This pre-
sents a problem for socialism, but as is 
apparent from the dislike of people 
who are working harder from people on 
the other side of the aisle, what will 
happen is that they will necessarily 
feel they have to do something to pe-
nalize the person who works 60 hours a 
week rather than 40 hours a week. 

Another situation is if two different 
people work 40 hours a week and one is 
more frugal than the other person and 
saves more money, that is also consid-
ered a problem in socialism because all 
of a sudden we have a wealth gap, and 
the government has to step in and 
make sure that the person who was 
more frugal does not have more assets 
than the person who spends a lot of 
money. 

Since the government runs every-
thing in socialism—I have to point this 
out again—the government determines 
whether you get a job, whether you are 
promoted in your job, whether you get 
to work in a favorable location or not 
a favorable location. 

Even today, in a government that is 
much more limited than under a social-
ist paradise, I can think of examples in 
which people were afraid to speak hon-
estly because they worked for the gov-
ernment, and that is something that 
we should all be considering, do we 
want to work in a world in which if you 
are critical of—well, for example, there 
is a woman I know who wanted to be a 
substitute teacher, but she was afraid 
to put a yard sign out for me for fear 
that since the local school district had 
a leftward tilt, she was afraid to say 
she supported me or would give me any 
money for fear that she wouldn’t be 
called to be a substitute teacher. That 
is what happens in a socialist state, 
where the government runs everything. 

When we dealt with what was re-
ferred to as Act 10 when I was a State 
legislator in Wisconsin, there were peo-
ple who were supportive of Governor 
Walker but afraid to say it because 
they worked for the government, and 
there was a government bias against 
him. Therefore, people had to pay a 
price if they took a different tack than 
the majority of people in the govern-
ment wanted to. 

You can see this is, in a way, the end-
ing of freedom if you have a genuine 
socialism. To my shock, way, way, way 
too many of my wonderful colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle voted yes-
terday for a resolution that could only 
be taken—or voted against a resolution 
that was contrary to socialism. 

Socialism is the end of freedom. Our 
whole Constitution is built on the idea 

of limited government, and of course 
socialism is all built on the idea of 
more government. 

We recently had a bill coming out of 
the Budget Committee. There were, I 
think, 16 or 17 amendments. Every one 
of the amendments was a Democratic 
amendment to add more money to 
some area of the government. In other 
words, to strengthen the role govern-
ment has in life and to decrease the 
free-market segment of the society in 
which people are free to form their own 
business or work for whomever they 
want. 

It is, quite frankly, a scary thing 
that any young people are enthralled 
with socialism in any sense. I don’t 
think they should even call it social-
ism. I think they should call it a gov-
ernment economy where the govern-
ment runs everything and makes all 
the economic decisions or if not the 
government economy, they should call 
it a free economy, in which I am free to 
work for whomever I want, I am free to 
open up my own business, I am free to 
work 50 hours a week if I want and 
make more money, I am free to take a 
chance on a different type of product, 
manufacture a different sort of prod-
uct, and if it does well, it does well, 
and if it doesn’t, it doesn’t. 

Another problem with government, 
of course, is the government decides 
when any business or any store closes. 
We all know in our hometowns busi-
nesses that close, stores close, but do 
you know what never closes? A govern-
ment program. 

That is another problem with social-
ism. If there is something inefficient, if 
there is something that is producing 
something most people don’t want, be-
cause it is owned by the government, it 
continues to sit there. People who are 
for socialism, if they are nailed down 
on it, probably would never let any 
business fail. 

In any event, I do think young people 
ought to be educated that socialism 
means a government-controlled econ-
omy and a free—I don’t like the word 
capitalism. We will say a free market 
economy means you are able to work 
wherever you want, you are able to 
open up your own business, you are 
able to invest in apartments if you 
want, and in general you have a free 
life when it comes to economic deci-
sions. 

That is why America is great. We 
have to hope that we never fall victim 
to the idea that socialism is a good 
thing, and we don’t elect people who 
think having the government own 
more of the means of production is in 
any way going to make us more mate-
rially better off—which it won’t—but 
even more, we always have to realize 
that the larger the government gets, 
the less freedom you have. 

b 1840 
The final thing I am going to deal 

with tonight is the topic I have dealt 
with before, and that is the huge mar-
riage penalty associated with our wel-
fare programs. 

Almost all the income transfer pro-
grams, be it food share, be it low-in-
come housing, be it Pell grants, be it 
Medicaid, or be it earned income tax 
credit, they all, in order to get them, 
rely on somebody being below some 
poverty line. 

That is because with a married cou-
ple you have both a man and a woman 
who may be working. It is rare that a 
married couple is eligible for these pro-
grams. Very quickly, young people in 
this country figure out that if they 
want to have children, then they might 
be materially better off by not being 
married. We wind up changing the cul-
ture. Ever since the horrible LBJ was 
President, we wind up changing the 
culture from one in which a very high 
percentage of people are getting mar-
ried before they have children. 

The number of children born out of 
wedlock used to be under 5 percent. We 
have shifted families, because of our 
overwhelming bias, to a situation in 
which about 45 percent of the babies 
born in this country wind up being 
born out of wedlock. This is unfortu-
nate for the babies. It is also unfortu-
nate for the men. 

Usually, Mr. Speaker, when you have 
beneficiaries in these programs, it is 
the single woman who is the bene-
ficiary, and therefore the men have a 
much less productive life because they 
are not connected with a married fam-
ily. They are not connected with rais-
ing children, and it results in them 
adopting antisocial behavior. We see 
this in particular parts of America in 
which the nuclear family has almost 
entirely disappeared. There is more 
crime and more drug abuse, and I at-
tribute that all to the massive expan-
sion of the welfare state beginning in 
the 1960s. 

In any event, I know President 
Trump’s goal is to make America as 
great as it was at its peak. I would en-
courage President Trump to put to-
gether a committee, or a commission, 
to see what we can do to get rid of 
these programs that can penalize peo-
ple $30,000 to $35,000 a year for getting 
married. 

In America, we should treat every-
body equally, and right now we are not 
doing that. Like I said, I think the re-
sult is a more difficult background for 
young children, a more difficult back-
ground for the women, and particularly 
a more difficult background for the 
men who cannot assume their role as 
provider in the family. 

I encourage President Trump, as he 
prepares for the seventh and eighth 
years of his Presidency, to put forth an 
agenda in which we stop penalizing 
people who decide to get married be-
fore they have children. 

In any event, those are some of the 
issues that I think are important for 
the press to pay attention to. 

I look at my wonderful Democratic 
colleagues over there. I remember 
there was once a Congresswoman, I 
can’t remember her first name, but her 
last name was Tsongas. You should 
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look her up. She was from Massachu-
setts. She did understand that this 
huge marriage penalty we had was a 
harm to significant segments of the 
American population. Hopefully, some 
Democrats can follow Congresswoman 
Tsongas on board and try to help us do 
something about this. 

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

f 

REBUILDING USAID 

(Under the Speaker’s announced pol-
icy of January 3, 2025, Mr. BEYER of 
Virginia was recognized for 30 min-
utes.) 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BEYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
STUTZMAN). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BEYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today to open this Special Order to dis-
cuss the destructive, counter-
productive, and tragic choice by the 
Trump administration to disband the 
U.S. Agency for International Develop-
ment and to dramatically cut U.S. 
international assistance. 

I thank the many Members who will 
be joining me this evening to raise this 
important topic and for their leader-
ship in fighting back against this 
senseless decision. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. LOIS 
FRANKEL). 

Ms. LOIS FRANKEL of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank Mr. BEYER for yield-
ing and for bringing us together on this 
very urgent and important issue. 

This is very personal to me because 
after college, my son, Ben, was com-
missioned as an officer in the United 
States Marine Corps. He served over-
seas in two war zones, first in Afghani-
stan and then in Iraq. 

Like so many military parents, I 
lived with the fear of getting that 
knock on the door. My family was 
blessed. Ben came home safely, and 
later he returned overseas, this time 
working for USAID, America’s civilian 
development and humanitarian agency. 

Ben taught me something I have 
never forgotten. That is because he 
said when he came home: Mom, the 
way to peace is not just through bombs 
and bullets. It is through soft power, 
such as helping people, building rela-
tionships, creating opportunity, and 
preventing conflict before it starts. 
That lesson changed the way I looked 
at America’s role in the world. 

When I came to Congress, one of my 
missions was to help keep our sons and 
daughters out of harm’s way by 
strengthening American soft power. 
Never has this mission been more ur-
gent. 

For 6 months, we have been in a cost-
ly war with Iran with no clear end in 
sight. It is a stark reminder that real 
security requires not only military 
strength but diplomacy, development, 
and humanitarian leadership. 

I diverge because when Mr. Trump 
was elected, then came DOGE, and 
then USAID was eliminated. Programs 
were canceled, and thousands of experi-
enced professionals were shown the 
door. Decades of experience and rela-
tionships were torn apart. The Trump 
administration dismantled one of 
America’s most important national se-
curity tools. 

Let me tell you, Mr. Speaker, what 
USAID looked like to Fatima, a moth-
er in northeastern Nigeria. 

For most of her life, Fatima walked 
long distances to collect water from a 
stream shared with cattle, or she 
bought water from vendors when her 
family could afford it. She worried 
whether the water was safe for her 
children. Then a USAID-funded project 
drilled a borehole and brought clean 
water directly to a tap at her home. 
There was clean water for her children. 
There were no more long walks just to 
meet one of life’s most basic needs. 

That is soft power. 
Then there is Apsana, a 16-year-old 

girl in Nepal who had never attended a 
formal school. Her brothers went to 
school while she stayed home. Then a 
USAID-funded program brought teach-
ers directly to girls like Apsana. For 
the first time, she was getting an edu-
cation and a chance at a future beyond 
early marriage. 

Then the U.S. funding stopped. All 
over the world, teachers stopped com-
ing. The classrooms disappeared. 

Here in Washington, we canceled pro-
grams. For Apsana and millions more, 
we closed the doors to classrooms with 
brighter futures. May I add, I think we 
went from 500 programs to 2. 

I know what Americans are asking. 
Why should we care? Why should 
American taxpayers care about a 
mother in Nigeria or a girl in Nepal? 

It is because helping them helps us. 
Clean water prevents disease. Edu-
cating girls creates stronger economies 
and more stable communities. 

Of course, we should reform programs 
that don’t work. We should demand re-
sults and accountability. Demolition is 
not reform. Foreign assistance is not 
simply a charity. It is national secu-
rity. It stops disease before it reaches 
our shores. It restores and creates sta-
bility before the instability allows ex-
tremists to exploit it. It creates 
friends, allies, and future trading part-
ners. It builds good will toward the 
United States without firing a shot. 

b 1850 
For Fatima, American soft power 

meant clean water. For Apsana, it 
meant a chance to choose her own fu-
ture. For America, it means fewer cost-
ly crises, fewer wars, and fewer of our 
sons and daughters sent into harm’s 
way. That is what my son, Ben, learned 
after serving in war. 

Sometimes, Mr. Speaker, a well, a 
vaccine, a bag of food, or a schoolbook 
could do more for American security 
than a bomb ever could. 

To the thousands of USAID profes-
sionals who spent their careers pre-
venting disease, fighting against hun-
ger, educating children, empowering 
women, responding to disasters, and 
representing the very best in America, 
I want to say thank you. Thank you for 
your service, the lives you saved, the 
communities you strengthened, and 
the good will you built for our country 
because your work mattered, and your 
mission still matters. We may have 
lost an agency, but we will not aban-
don the mission. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleagues 
who are here, and I know they agree 
with me when I say we must work to 
restore America’s humanitarian and 
development leadership, rebuild the ex-
pertise and partnership that were lost, 
and make sure that America leads not 
just through military might but 
through the power of our generosity, 
humanity, and diplomacy. I know that 
is what my son taught me, and the mis-
sion stays ahead. 

Mr. BEYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MCGOVERN), the Democratic lead-
er of the Rules Committee. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Virginia for 
organizing this Special Order. 

Mr. Speaker, Donald Trump calls 
himself the President of peace. He has 
failed spectacularly to live up to that 
self-proclaimed title. I am not just 
talking about his illegal intervention 
in Venezuela, or his campaign of 
extrajudicial killings in the Caribbean, 
or his disastrous, costly, and illegal 
war with Iran. 

I am talking about the seeds of con-
flict his administration helped to sow 
by destroying USAID and firing some 
of the most dedicated public servants 
that have ever served in any govern-
ment in the world. 

USAID saved lives, fought hunger, 
and strengthened democracy. It pre-
vented problems that started overseas 
from finding their way back to us. It 
wasn’t a perfect institution—none 
are—but through its work, the Amer-
ican people tried to make life better 
for our neighbors. 

Let me give you an example. In Co-
lombia, where 50 years of conflict left 
hundreds of thousands dead and mil-
lions more displaced, USAID was help-
ing implement the historic 2016 peace 
accords. 

The Colombian people staked their 
lives on the success of the accords. 
Helping them keep the peace is the 
moral and smart thing to do. 

By helping campesinos stop growing 
coca and transition to planting legal 
crops, USAID reduced the supply of il-
licit drugs in our hemisphere. By help-
ing strengthen Colombian institutions, 
USAID helped to stabilize a major U.S. 
partner. By helping tens of thousands 
of Venezuelans find refuge in Colombia, 
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