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children since 2010, until funding for 
new orders was halted by the Trump 
administration earlier this year. 

This is not just about saving lives. 
This food aid has also strengthened 
America’s national security and com-
mercial interests. In the same country 
where this ready-to-use food has saved 
the lives of children, the United States 
relies on cooperation on a range of 
issues from counterterrorism to access 
to critical minerals. 

When the administration pulled back 
on this food aid, China and our other 
adversaries were happy to swoop in to 
win hearts and minds across the devel-
oping world. 

Our Nation is safer and more com-
petitive as a result of our goodwill to-
ward others. 

So I rise the third time to urge the 
White House and my colleagues in Con-
gress to restore funding to protect 
America’s global leadership. 

f 

NEW FEDERAL ECONOMIC DATA 

(Mr. LATIMER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. LATIMER. Mr. Speaker, new 
Federal economic data came out yes-
terday, and it showed that in the last 3 
months, the U.S. economy shrank by 
0.3 percent. This is a sharp reversal 
from the 2.4 percent growth the econ-
omy experienced in the last quarter of 
2024. This now is the worst economy 
that a President has had in their first 
100 days since President Nixon. 

Despite promises candidate Trump 
made that he would lower costs on day 
one, prices remain high, and, in fact, it 
is expected that prices could rise by 6.5 
percent by year’s end. Trump policies 
are why prices remain high, even 
though he has tried to pin this on 
former President Biden. 

The red light, green light tariff poli-
cies have caused uncertainty in all sec-
tors of our economy as well as inter-
nationally. Wall Street and Main 
Street alike have been sending signals 
for weeks that they do not like or trust 
those economic plans. The stock mar-
ket has dropped almost 9 percent and 
lost $4.5 trillion in wealth. This is hurt-
ing everyday Americans, including peo-
ple in Westchester and the Bronx. 

President Trump is the President 
now. It is his economy to own and fix. 

f 

REMEMBERING VICTIMS OF 
CHATHAM, ILLINOIS, CAR CRASH 

(Ms. BUDZINSKI asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. BUDZINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor the victims of the hor-
rific car crash that occurred in Chat-
ham, Illinois, on Monday afternoon: 
Alma Buhnerkempe, Kathryn Corley, 
Ainsley Johnson, and Rylee Britton. 

As we mourn the four children killed 
in this unthinkable tragedy, it is hard 

to find the words to describe the mag-
nitude of our grief. It is a loss that no 
parent, no family should ever have to 
endure. 

Please join me in praying for them 
and for the swift recovery of those who 
were injured. 

I am grateful to the first responders 
who rushed to the scene and for the 
school staff, faith leaders, and volun-
teers who have stepped up to assist our 
community in the aftermath. 

As we struggle to come to terms with 
this loss in the days and weeks ahead, 
I pray that our community can con-
tinue to lean on each other and begin 
to heal. 

f 

REMEMBERING MOLLY McGOVERN 
(Ms. STEVENS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. STEVENS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize an incredible indi-
vidual who has taken from this world 
far too soon, my dear friend, Molly 
McGovern, the daughter of our col-
league Congressman JIM MCGOVERN 
and his beautiful wife, Lisa, and the 
sister of her very delightful brother, 
Patrick. 

I love all of the McGoverns, but 
Molly was special. Molly was very 
much my friend and someone who I 
loved watching live life. Despite a very 
rare cancer diagnosis, Molly’s light 
just shined so bright. She made me, 
even as a Member of Congress, feel spe-
cial. 

I watched her go abroad. I let her 
push me to do fun things, spending 
every single night of the Democratic 
Convention with her and her parents. 

Molly is going to be so missed, but 
her memory and her impact and who 
she was as an individual will live on. 

We will take care of her brother, we 
will watch out for her parents, and I 
will continue to toast her with an 
Aperol spritz. 

f 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
DEMOCRATIC LEADER 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable HAKEEM 
JEFFRIES, Democratic Leader: 

MAY 1, 2025. 
Hon. MIKE JOHNSON, 
Speaker of the House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SPEAKER JOHNSON: Pursuant to sec-
tion 4703(b) of the Barry Goldwater Scholar-
ship and Excellence in Education Act (20 
U.S.C. 4703), I am pleased to appoint the fol-
lowing Member to the Board of Trustees of 
the Barry Goldwater Scholarship and Excel-
lence in Education Foundation: 

Rep. JOHN B. LARSON of Connecticut 
Best Regards, 

HAKEEM JEFFRIES, 
Democratic Leader. 

f 

b 1115 

A MESSAGE TO THE CABINET 
(Under the Speaker’s announced pol-

icy of January 3, 2025, Mr. GREEN of 

Texas was recognized for 60 minutes as 
the designee of the minority leader.) 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
and still I rise. Still I rise with my 
cane in hand. So feared, this cane, by 
many of my colleagues across the aisle. 
It is feared to the extent that they 
would conclude that it might be more 
than a cane. Yet, that is simply what it 
is, Mr. Speaker. 

I rise with my cane in hand because 
it is the staff and rod that comforts 
me. I rise with my cane in hand be-
cause, quite frankly, I just believe I 
have the right to have a cane. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to speak on 
several different topics. As a result, I 
will move from one podium to another 
to present these various topics. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to address 
the issue of fidelity to sycophancy 
emanating from the Presidency—fidel-
ity to sycophancy emanating from the 
Presidency. 

I just recently saw—and many of you 
saw it, as well—Members of the Cabi-
net, persons meeting with the Presi-
dent in the Oval Office. I never thought 
I would see persons holding such high 
and lofty positions pledging fealty not 
to the Presidency as much as to syco-
phancy—fealty. It was just unbeliev-
able. The only time I saw anything 
similar to this was when I was in Com-
munist China and I was with a group of 
very young children, babies who were 
maybe 5 or 6 years old at most, and 
they were all seated in a line. They all 
behaved in a similar fashion when 
called upon. 

I saw persons with lofty positions, 
each of them there, I thought, to give 
the President a report about conditions 
related to their various areas of exper-
tise and the departments that they are 
associated with. That is what I 
thought. 

Silly me. They were there to pledge 
their fealty on national TV to the 
President of the United States of 
America. It was a sad sight to see each 
person telling the President how great 
you are. 

Dear brothers and sisters—and I say 
‘‘brothers and sisters’’ because I think 
we are all related, one race, the human 
race. Dear friends, Mr. Secretary of 
State, Madam Attorney General, don’t 
let him steal your self-respect. Don’t 
let him take your decency, as it relates 
to your humanity, from you. You are 
allowing him to reduce you to a less- 
than. 

I will speak for you. Mr. President, 
you are demeaning the humanity of the 
people who are in service to this coun-
try. I will speak for them and tell you 
that, if I were in that room, I would 
walk out. I would not sit there and 
allow you to demean me in that fash-
ion. 

At some point, you have to grow the 
spine, those of you who were in that 
room. Grow the spine. Grow the will, 
and grow the determination to stand 
up. Be the person your family expects 
you to be. Be the person the country 
wants you to be and needs you to be. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 03:56 May 02, 2025 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K01MY7.023 H01MYPT1D
M

W
ils

on
 o

n 
D

S
K

7X
7S

14
4P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1791 May 1, 2025 
Don’t become a rubber stamp for this 
President. He doesn’t deserve that level 
of loyalty. 

Finally, on this topic, at some point, 
each of you in that room will have to 
account for what you have done. I 
don’t mean in a violent way. I just 
mean that, at some point on the infi-
nite continuum that we call time, you 
are going to have to account for those 
times. 

The question won’t be: How loyal 
were you to the President? It will be 
whether you stood on principle when 
you had an opportunity to deal with 
the great issues of your time related to 
this country. There will be a day of 
reckoning for you. It will not be in 
terms of harm to you physically but in 
terms of your reputational risk being 
codified so that those who look 
through the fists of time will see what 
you did and did not do at this time. 

ACKNOWLEDGING A BOLD STAND 
Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

and still I rise, proud to have this op-
portunity to speak in this almost sa-
cred place, proud to have the oppor-
tunity to address a topic of paramount 
importance to the American people, 
and proud to acknowledge a colleague 
who has taken a very bold stand. This 
is a colleague who has engaged in a 
form of protestation that will not al-
ways be received initially with the 
kind of respect that it merits. 

Yet, as I have said before, dear 
friends, when you engage in protesta-
tion, when you protest and you ‘‘get in 
the way,’’ as the Honorable John Lewis 
put it—when you protest and you get 
in the way, there will be consequences. 
You must be prepared to suffer the con-
sequences when you get in the way, 
when you protest. You must. You don’t 
have to like the consequences, but you 
have to be prepared to suffer the con-
sequences when you get in the way. 

Today, I will acknowledge my col-
league, a Member of Congress, who 
filed Articles of Impeachment. I am 
proud of him. I salute him. I applaud 
him for what he has done. He too is 
laying the groundwork for impeach-
ment. 

I said some time ago now that this 
President would be impeached again. I 
said some time ago that I was going to 
bring Articles of Impeachment, and I 
am proud to know that there are others 
who are now joining in this effort to 
impeach this President. I am very 
proud of what this Congressperson has 
done. 

Representative THANEDAR, your Arti-
cles of Impeachment, H. Res. 353, are 
historic. I am going to mention them 
as such because do not expect the net-
works—maybe there might be one or 
two that will say something positive 
and bring you on, but don’t expect it 
because they give you all of the ration-
ale for impeachment, but they don’t 
want to see it happen. 

Unfortunately, there are people like 
you who have to put principle above 
politics. I have your Articles of Im-
peachment in my hand, principle above 

politics. Understand, my dear brother, 
that when you put principle above poli-
tics, you are doing what the American 
people want you to do because the 
American people, at this time when we 
are confronting a crisis related to our 
democracy, the hue and cry is not for 
you to always win. 

For those who believe that you only 
fight when you win, you are not going 
to win the hearts and minds of the 
American people. The American people 
want to know if you will fight even 
though you may not win. Will you 
fight? Will you fight and put every-
thing on the line? That is what the 
American people are interested in when 
we hold these positions of public trust. 

Don’t despair when people say to you: 
This is not the time. 

As Dr. King said: ‘‘The time is always 
right to do what is right.’’ 

‘‘The time is always right to do what 
is right.’’ You did the right thing, and 
because I am confident and believe in 
what you have done, I am signing on to 
your Articles of Impeachment. Add my 
name to your Articles of Impeachment. 
I am proud of what you have done be-
cause you have put principle above pol-
itics. 

A PREVIEW OF IMPEACHMENT PROCESS 
Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

and still I rise. I rise at this moment in 
time to preview my Articles of Im-
peachment. This is to preview. This is 
not to present but to preview my Arti-
cles of Impeachment. Before giving 
this preview, I will thank a couple of 
people. There are many who I should 
thank, but there are a couple who I 
will thank. I thank a couple of people 
for what they have done in assisting 
me with these Articles of Impeach-
ment. 

My dear friend, John Bonifaz, who 
has been with me from the genesis of 
this when we brought Articles of Im-
peachment against President Trump 
previously, laid the foundation for it. 
When people said it can only be done if 
certain things exist and then later on 
retracted all of that when they were 
ready to move forward or had to move 
forward, to be quite candid with you, 
because the momentum had shifted, 
and it built up to the extent that you 
had notables like the Honorable John 
Lewis supporting the Articles of Im-
peachment that I drafted and placed 
before this House. Other Members who 
were holding positions of leadership in 
the House of Representatives signed 
onto the Articles of Impeachment. 

The tide had turned, and there was 
little choice but to go along with what 
the people wanted—not what we were 
doing at the time but what the people 
wanted and the people were demanding. 

I am very proud to thank John for 
what he has done to assist, but there is 
also another person who provided me 
with some very sage advice, someone 
who I have great respect for and have 
admired over the decades: Ralph Nader. 

Many of you may not know the 
name, but Mr. Nader was a crusader for 
justice of the highest magnitude. He 

took stands when others wouldn’t even 
speak the words that he stood on. I am 
proud to thank him for what he has 
done to assist in helping me to draw 
conclusions about these Articles of Im-
peachment. 

Let’s preview the impeachment proc-
ess and the Articles of Impeachment 
that I intend to introduce. I said I 
would, and I will. 

First, let’s start with: What is im-
peachment? I think that because this is 
something that people hear about and 
a good many people will conclude that 
Articles of Impeachment must contain 
something related to a constitutional 
crisis, there is no necessity for a con-
stitutional crisis to impeach—none. 
You can, but most of the Articles of 
Impeachment have not related to a 
constitutional crisis. 

The first person to ever have been 
impeached was a judge, and it wasn’t 
because there was a constitutional cri-
sis. It was because of his behavior on 
the bench and because he was con-
suming alcohol at a time when he 
should have been taking his lofty posi-
tion and adjudicating appropriately. 

There was no constitutional crisis. 
Not only do you not need a constitu-
tional crisis, but you don’t have to be 
convicted of a crime. There doesn’t 
have to be a codified criminal statute 
that has been violated. None of that is 
necessary for impeachment. There is 
no need to commit a crime. 

The best example is my colleague 
who used to sit right over there on this 
row at the end of this row. My col-
league who sat there, who I was here 
with for more than a decade, the Hon-
orable ALCEE HASTINGS. He was a Fed-
eral judge. He was tried and found not 
guilty of alleged offenses. 

After he was tried and found not 
guilty of alleged offenses, his col-
leagues put together a committee, and 
they drew a different conclusion about 
his behavior. They took their conclu-
sion to the Senate of the United States 
of America, to the House of Represent-
atives, and my dear friend and brother 
was impeached. He was impeached and 
removed from office. 

Yet, because I am a believer, I often 
say there is a God. He was thereafter 
elected to the Congress of the United 
States of America. 

The point is, however, notwith-
standing him having been found not 
guilty, the Senate found reason to im-
peach him. 

He was impeached for something that 
he had been found not guilty of by a 
jury of his peers. Pursuant to the Con-
stitution of the United States of Amer-
ica, you don’t have to be found guilty 
of a crime to be impeached. 

b 1130 
Now, along this very line, I would say 

this in terms of being found guilty. 
That means that if you had been found 
guilty of crimes, you can be brought 
before this body. If you fall within 
what the Constitution allows for im-
peachment, you can be brought before 
this body by way of impeachment. 
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You can be brought before the Con-

gress if you have committed 34 felo-
nies. If you have committed 34 felonies, 
you can be brought before the Congress 
for impeachment if you happen to hold 
one of the offices presented to us by 
way of the Constitution of the United 
States of America such that you might 
be impeached. 

Thirty-four felonies, you can be im-
peached for that, but I am not going to 
talk about those felonies today. 

I want you to understand something 
that Gerald Ford said about impeach-
ment, the former President of the 
United States of America, because 
there are some people who have read 
the Federalist Papers. I have read 
them. I have read the words of Ham-
ilton, the words of Jay, the words of 
Madison. I have read them. 

They now have come to these lofty 
conclusions about what impeachment 
is. I am going to tell you the truth of 
what it is, and I defy any one of these 
constitutional scholars to contradict 
with evidence that supports something 
antithetical to what I am saying. 

Gerald Ford got it right, the Presi-
dent. He got it right. He said—and I am 
paraphrasing; these are not his exact 
words—impeachment is whatever a 
given Congress, whenever they vote— 
218, a majority vote of a given Con-
gress—whenever a given Congress will 
vote in the majority for Articles of Im-
peachment on a given date, that will be 
an impeached person because impeach-
ment is whatever a majority of Con-
gress says it is on a given date. 

Now, that was more close to what he 
said, whatever a given Congress says it 
is on a given date, and a given Congress 
would mean the majority of the people 
voting for impeachment. 

There is no appeal. It is a political 
question by definition. As a political 
question by definition, it doesn’t go to 
another court if someone differs or the 
Supreme Court. It goes to the Senate, 
and the Senate has the trial. 

This is why Andrew Johnson could be 
impeached in 1868, Article 10 of the Ar-
ticles of Impeachment against him, for 
speaking ill of Congress. You can be 
impeached for saying bad things about 
Congress. Andrew Johnson was. 

Let’s get one thing straight. All of 
you constitutional scholars who want 
to convince people that there is some 
lofty definition that you have studied 
for some number of years, and now you 
have come to conclusions that most 
people can’t understand, my dear 
brothers and sisters, impeachment is 
whatever a majority of Congress says 
it is at a given time, on a given date. 
That is impeachment. 

If Congress chooses to impeach be-
cause of the tie that you are wearing at 
a given time—I wear this tie; there are 
some people who don’t appreciate it as 
much as I do—you can be impeached. 
Now, Members of Congress cannot be 
impeached. We are not included in the 
definition of persons who may be im-
peached. 

Now, let’s talk about impeachment 
that I plan to file. These impeachment 

articles have been drafted. I have gone 
over them. They have been in my 
hands for now some time. The finished 
product was actually in my hands for 
probably a week or so. I wanted to do 
some additional things, so I checked, 
and I have changed and added a few 
things, but I have had these impeach-
ment articles. 

There is a target-rich environment 
when dealing with this President when 
it comes to impeachment. Knowing 
where to start is the issue, not is there 
a place to start, but knowing where to 
start is the issue. 

I will be introducing these Articles of 
Impeachment, and I am just going to 
go straight to one of the articles or 
maybe the article. I have options. I 
may delete some things when I intro-
duce. I just want to mention this op-
tion because it is the one that people 
talk about in words other than what I 
will present. 

They talk about this impeachment. 
They say that he is a threat to democ-
racy. They say that he disrespects the 
Constitution. They say these things, 
but I am not sure that everybody who 
says these things is truly interested in 
the consequences related to what the 
President should suffer for doing these 
things. 

I am not sure that they want to see 
the consequences. I think that there 
are some people who literally just 
enjoy saying the President is destroy-
ing democracy, the President does not 
honor the constitutional provision re-
lated to respecting a person’s right to a 
trial, a fair trial, which brings along 
with it the whole notion that you just 
can’t pick a person up off the street, 
send them to a foreign country with an 
indefinite sentence, just lock them 
up—pick them up off the street, take 
them to a foreign country, lock them 
up, indefinite amount of time. 

There has to be some sense of reality 
associated with what we do, and I want 
to talk about that sense of reality. 

This President is defying court or-
ders, including orders from the Su-
preme Court of the United States of 
America. He is defiant. You heard him 
say now in two venues—I am going to 
speak about them briefly in just a mo-
ment. He said in two venues that he is 
not going to honor the necessity for a 
person to have what we call due proc-
ess. In two venues, he said it. 

Now, the President didn’t come out 
and say, I am not going to honor due 
process, no. He has said what a reason-
able and prudent person can conclude 
as his indication of not going to honor 
due process of the law, which is some-
thing the Constitution requires if you 
are going to take life, liberty, or prop-
erty from a person. A person has to 
have due process. If you are going to 
take a person and lock them up, they 
have to be able to say, Hey, you have 
the wrong guy. They ought to be able 
to say it to someone other than the ar-
resting person. They ought to be able 
to say it to someone who has authority 
over the arresting person. They ought 

to be able to go to a disinterested third 
party—we call that the judiciary of 
this country—some member of the ju-
diciary or some judge, go before a judge 
and say, Judge, you have the wrong 
person. 

You ought to be able to use the great 
writ of habeas corpus to get yourself 
before a judge. You ought not be taken 
out of the country before you have that 
opportunity. Then if you are out of the 
country, the Supreme Court can tell 
you that you ought to facilitate the re-
turn of that person. 

That is what the Supreme Court has 
said, and that is what this President is 
refusing to do, refusing to honor the 
Supreme Court’s order. 

I call that, in Article 1 of my Articles 
of Impeachment, devolving democracy 
within the United States into a dicta-
torship with himself as a de facto dic-
tator. 

My friends, truth be told, we are now 
into a de facto dictatorship with a de 
facto dictator, not a dictatorship that 
has been declared by some official 
body. 

When the President of the United 
States declines to honor orders of the 
Supreme Court of the United States of 
America, he becomes the person who 
decides not only that a person should 
be pursued under the authority of the 
executive branch—he has now dis-
regarded the separation of powers. He 
has now encroached upon the suprem-
acy of the judiciary, a coequal branch 
of government. He dispenses with the 
necessity for the judiciary to perform 
its functions. In so doing, he has be-
come a de facto dictator. 

Now, this is not in my impeachment 
orders, but I have to bring this up be-
cause of the impact that he is having. 
I will talk more about what is in my 
articles in just a moment, but I want 
to mention this. It could be in, but I 
want to mention this. 

As a de facto dictator, the President 
is engaging in de facto ethnic cleans-
ing, the removal without due process. I 
know it is not the kind of ethnic 
cleansing that most people are accli-
mated to. Yes, I understand that this is 
a nouveau ethnic cleansing, nouveau de 
facto ethnic cleansing, removing peo-
ple without due process to another 
country without the person being able 
to go before some disinterested third 
party and saying, You have the wrong 
person. Making the allegation that the 
person is a part of some gang of thugs, 
well, a Federal judge addressed that. A 
Federal judge addressed that, and here 
is what the Federal judge said. I have 
it right here. I have it here. Here is 
what the Federal judge said: So what? 
So what? You are a member of a gang 
so now you are not entitled to due 
process? 

Due process is accorded you not be-
cause you are a person who is living 
the high life, wining and dining with 
the billionaire class, living in the 
suites of life, having your galas, engag-
ing in the various cocktail events, 
known to all the people as an honor-
able person. Yes, that person deserves 
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due process, but also every person in 
this country deserves due process if 
you are going to deprive them of life, 
liberty, or property. They are required 
due process under the Constitution of 
the United States of America. 

Now, if you don’t respect the Con-
stitution, well, then, you can make 
these decisions, which is what the 
President does. If you don’t respect the 
Constitution, you can decide that if 
you are a member of some gang, I can 
deport you to some other country, let’s 
just say El Salvador, some other coun-
try. I can deport you to that country 
without due process because you are a 
gang member. Well, it won’t be long be-
fore some person who is not a gang 
member gets deported. 

This Federal judge got it right. In es-
sence, he said, So what? If the person is 
a gang member, they are still entitled 
to due process. 

I almost admire, to some extent, the 
way this President can persuade people 
to believe this level of inanity—this 
level of inanity, not insanity, inanity— 
how he is able to do this because he is 
able to convince people that it is more 
who you are as opposed to what you 
have done that is more important. 

If you are associated with a gang, 
then you have lost your constitutional 
rights. That is what he is inculcating 
in our society. He wants to make that 
normal. If you allow this to be normal, 
if we allow this to be normal, if I allow 
this to be normal, we are disserving the 
people, in my case, that I represent. 

The Constitution doesn’t allow this, 
but this President thinks he is above 
the law, so he says. 

b 1145 

Member of a gang did some other das-
tardly deeds, as a result he makes the 
case: This is what people elected me to 
do, violate the 13th Amendment. Just 
get them out of the country. 

My friends, if you have noticed, most 
of the people who are being removed 
from the country, unfortunately, are 
Latinos. Now, I take a stand for the 
Latino community because, Mr. Presi-
dent, you, sir, have caused Latinos to 
become suspect. 

I lived at a time when I was suspect 
in this country, when just being Black 
in America made you a suspect. Now I 
talk to people who have no reason to be 
in fear, but they are because they see 
what is happening and they see who it 
is happening to with a great degree of 
regularity. And because they see it, 
they are fearful of what can happen to 
them and they are fearful that if they 
are not careful, they can be picked up, 
taken away to another country with-
out due process. 

People are paying attention. If you 
can do this to one person, why can’t 
you do it to another? It looks like you 
are trying to get a certain group of 
people out of the country. 

If you need some evidence to support 
what I say, well, how about this? The 
President wants to give people thou-
sands of dollars to bring new birth to 

America, new lives, to birth babies; 
thousands of dollars. When you have 
people who are already here, people 
who are already participating and pay-
ing into the tax system, and persons 
who are abiding by the law. Now you 
have literally concluded that, even if 
they will leave by way of some of the 
things that you are doing that are anti-
thetical to the Constitution, or you are 
going to force them to self-deport. 

Mr. Speaker, I have many people in 
my congressional district that are 
Latinos and, yes, the President is try-
ing his level best to get them to self- 
deport. It is not just the people who 
have committed crimes that he is 
after. You don’t have to have studied 
his behavior very long to see that it is 
people who are not of a certain eth-
nicity, not of a certain race that he is 
concerned with. 

If he were true to what he says, he 
wouldn’t be saying: We have got to 
have more babies and then wanting to 
put millions of people out of this coun-
try who are law-abiding, many of them 
called Dreamers, who came here not of 
their own volition, and made a life 
here. They didn’t decide to come, but 
they are here. They made a life. 

I have had to go across the border to 
bring people back that were deported 
improperly. These people are here in 
this country making America a better 
country by their very presence in the 
country. Not everybody is going to in-
vent something to make America 
great. Work hard and treat people 
right, you could be a good citizen and 
make America great. You don’t have to 
do the things that are going to be writ-
ten across the pages of time. You can 
do the simple things, and these people 
are doing these things. They have made 
our lives better. 

You want to kick them out by accus-
ing some of them of crimes while never 
convicting them, by sending a person 
never convicted to prison in another 
country, but others by bullying them 
out. Using your bully pulpit and your 
agents, all of whom now speak with 
such a degree of disdain for people, it is 
just remarkable to hear the way they 
address the issues. 

You have developed cohorts who have 
all become little bullies. They want to 
emulate you and your aggressive be-
havior in indicating what they are 
going to do to people. 

What you give you shall receive. It 
will come back to you. 

The point is, you are removing people 
simply because of who they are and 
you want to now increase the popu-
lation by giving women money—people, 
husband and wife, two people money. I 
suppose two. I don’t know. The way I 
have heard it, I think it just sounds 
like he is expecting the one gender to 
carry this load, and it is a challenge if 
you are doing it just to get money. I 
would hope that people wouldn’t say: 
Well, I am going to have a child be-
cause I can get $5,000. Probably there 
are very few people who will, but you 
are changing the dynamics or desire to 
when you already have people here. 

I mention this because this is a form 
of nouveau de facto ethnic cleansing 
that the President is engaging in. 

ARTICLES OF IMPEACHMENT 
Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, to 

the Articles of Impeachment, these ar-
ticles have two places, maybe three, 
wherein the President has confessed. 

Mr. Speaker, may I inquire as to the 
time remaining. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas has 24 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
one place where the President has ex-
pressed concerns that ought to cause 
all Americans to want to see some 
change, to see him have to be dealt 
with for what he said and what he is 
doing. 

I have in my hand a passage titled: 
‘‘President Trump meets with Presi-
dent of El Salvador.’’ 

There are three different things that 
I will call to your attention related to 
impeachment. The first is this meeting 
in the Oval Office. I am about to read 
to you something that was published 
by C–SPAN. If you want the details, 
you can go to the actual event on C– 
SPAN and see what I am telling you. 
This is no secret. 

Some of the news media has picked 
up on it as of late and they are talking 
about it. 

Here is what it says, here is how it 
reads, here is what it states: During an 
Oval Office meeting—I am going to 
paraphrase some of this—with the 
President of El Salvador, President 
Donald Trump and members of his ad-
ministration argued that they were not 
required to return deported Salvadoran 
citizen Kilmar Abrego Garcia. Some 
things bear repeating. I say this quite 
often. Seems like there is a lot that 
bears repeating: not required to return 
this Salvadoran citizen to the United 
States, in spite of the Supreme Court 
ruling in favor of facilitating his re-
turn. 

The Supreme Court of the United 
States of America, coequal branch of 
the government, separation of powers, 
not required to return him, not facili-
tating it. That is what the President 
thinks: not required to do it, doesn’t 
have to facilitate his return, and note 
that they said facilitate. There is a 
judge that has explained it in great de-
tail what facilitate means. It is a beau-
tifully written opinion. 

It goes on to say that the President— 
and I am paraphrasing—of El Salvador 
said he was not authorized to return 
Mr. GARCIA. 

Now, they are sitting in the same 
room, the President of El Salvador, the 
United States President, seated next to 
each other, juxtapose right there next 
to each other for all the world to see, 
on C–SPAN if you want to see it, and so 
he says he is not authorized to return 
Mr. GARCIA, who was legally present in 
the U.S. before being deported in 
March. That is what C–SPAN says: le-
gally present in the U.S., legally 
present, deported to El Salvador with-
out due process. 
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C–SPAN doesn’t have due process 

right here, but that is what happened. 
It goes on to say: The Trump admin-

istration alleged that he was a member 
of the MS–13 gang. 

Well, I already covered that. Allege 
all you want about his behavior. It 
does not negate his right to due process 
under the law. 

I only regret that you are not sitting 
and standing right there right now, Mr. 
President, so that you can hear me say 
it to you to your face. 

He is entitled to due process of the 
law. Look, if he is a member of MS–13 
and he has committed a crime, try 
him, convict him. Nobody wants to de-
fend members of MS–13, but being a 
member of a gang does not deprive one 
of due process of the law. 

It goes on to indicate here: ‘‘But pre-
viously admitted that the deportation 
was an administrative error.’’ Talk 
about adding insult to injury. 

The administration says we deported 
this person—not to demean him—Mr. 
Garcia, deported him by way of an ad-
ministrative error. Made a mistake. 
Deported him by mistake, administra-
tive error, but still you refuse to facili-
tate his return. 

What is wrong with you? Have you no 
respect for the Constitution? You don’t 
have to respect Mr. Garcia, you don’t 
have to respect me, but I want you to 
respect my constitutional rights and I 
want you to respect his constitutional 
rights because the minute I decide that 
it is okay for you to disrespect his con-
stitutional rights, I have decided it is 
okay for you to disrespect my constitu-
tional rights. Respect constitutional 
rights. Mr. Garcia merits that level of 
respect. 

I also indicate in the Articles of Im-
peachment that this President de-
means the judiciary. I think there is 
much evidence to support my position, 
but what I would like to do is give you 
what I feel are some of the—a piece of 
the best evidence. 

I believe this to be the best evidence. 
This is on Truth Social. I am told that 
Mr. Trump is either the owner or one 
of the owners of Truth Social, and this 
is a tweet that bears the name Donald 
J. Trump. I don’t think he has ever de-
nied making this tweet, and here is 
what it says, in part. It says—and he is 
talking about a Federal judge now: 
‘‘This radical left lunatic of a judge’’— 
he is notorious for calling people luna-
tics. 

I was at home looking at TV. I had 
been escorted out of the Chamber. I 
was seated right over there, and when I 
made my comments about the Presi-
dent not having a mandate to cut Med-
icaid, Medicare, Social Security, the 
Speaker did what was required of him. 
The officers did what was required. I 
am not mad at any of them. 

When you protest, be prepared to suf-
fer the consequences. You don’t have to 
like them, and I don’t, but I wasn’t 
here, so I was at home. 

He uses that word ‘‘lunatic,’’ and he 
used it against people sitting right 

here on this side of the aisle. He called 
the Members of the Democratic Party 
lunatics from that podium. Lunatics. 
He has never been reprimanded. He has 
never been sanctioned. 

This House could issue a resolution 
of reprimand if we had the guts, if we 
had the intestinal fortitude. 

To quote someone that I have learned 
to respect over the years, Malcolm X, if 
you just had the chibblings, you could 
reprimand him for it. Let him know 
that there are some lines that he can’t 
cross. Let him know that he can’t 
come in our House and call Members of 
the Democratic Party lunatics or call a 
Member of the Senate Pocahontas. Let 
him know that there are boundaries. 
You can still get elected. 

b 1200 
He uses the word ‘‘lunatic’’ here, and 

I am going to read it again. 
‘‘This radical left lunatic of a judge, 

a troublemaker, an agitator, who was 
sadly appointed by Barack Hussein 
Obama was not elected President.’’ 

That is the preamble. Now let’s go 
down to the heart of it. 

He says: ‘‘This judge, like many of 
the crooked judges . . .’’ I have to say 
it again; some things bear repeating. 
‘‘This judge, like many of the crooked 
judges I am forced to appear before . . . 
’’ 34 felony convictions, 34. That is not 
here, so I will read it all again. 

‘‘This judge, like many of the crook-
ed judges I am forced to appear before, 
should be impeached.’’ 

The President of the United States 
calling for the impeachment of a judge 
because he doesn’t like the decision of 
the court. What about respect for a co-
equal branch of government? What 
about separation of powers? What 
about honoring the law that you have 
sworn to uphold? 

‘‘This judge, like many of the crook-
ed judges I am forced to appear before, 
should be impeached. We don’t want vi-
cious, violent, demented criminals, 
many of them deranged murderers in 
our country. Make America Great 
Again.’’ 

This is from the President of the 
United States of America. It would be 
hard to convince a reasonable and pru-
dent person who hasn’t been through 
all of this that the President would say 
such a thing. 

The Chief Justice of the Supreme 
Court took issue with the President. 
The Chief Justice took issue with him. 
He sent a message indicating that we 
don’t impeach judges because we differ 
with them; we appeal. 

He is defying the orders of Federal 
courts and the Supreme Court of the 
United States of America. That is what 
he is doing. 

Mr. Speaker, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas has 11 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker, for your kindness. 

He is defying the Federal courts. 
Once you do this, you become a de 

facto dictator—you reduce the country 
to a de facto dictatorship—and for this 
you must be impeached. The Articles 
will go into many other aspects of this, 
but for these things you must be im-
peached 

These Articles of Impeachment I 
shall bring, I have said that I would 
and I will, but I want to give everybody 
notice right now—right now, take note 
of this—they will not be the only Arti-
cles of Impeachment because the Presi-
dent has done various things that 
merit impeachment, and at least I am 
going to build a record so that pos-
terity will know how some of us stood 
during this time of crisis when the 
President was violating the Constitu-
tion. I will be bringing at least one ad-
ditional occurrence where there will be 
Articles of Impeachment presented to 
this House, maybe more than one 
more, but I am not going to allow this 
Congress to escape having a record of 
what this President is doing. Yes, I am 
going to bring my Articles of Impeach-
ment. 

I know that the President, once he 
hears the things that I have said, he 
will try to find some way to weasel 
out. I call that pickpocket politics, 
when you catch the pickpocket trying 
to lift something from your person, and 
then you decide, oh, well, I really 
wasn’t taking that, I am sorry, just 
bumped into you. 

Well, the President always tries to 
retract. What I am amazed at is that 
the media will allow him to take the 
last thing he says as what he really 
meant. You would never do that for 
Barack Obama. You would never do 
that for, God bless him, the last Presi-
dent of the United States, the Honor-
able Joe Biden. You would never do 
that. 

However, you take the last thing this 
President says, regardless as to what 
else he says about how he is going to 
enforce his tariffs and what he is going 
to do with them. Once he sees that it is 
not working and he starts to retreat, 
he starts to meander back, crawl back, 
and then you take that as, oh, well, the 
President really meant this. What he 
was saying before was to acquire a bar-
gaining position. Well, Canada didn’t 
think so. Canada didn’t think it was 
just a bargaining position when he said 
he wanted to make Canada the 51st 
State. Greenland didn’t think so. 

Why do we want to think that what 
this man says last is what he meant at 
first when what he said at first totally 
contradicts what he said at last? It 
makes no sense. Therefore, Mr. Presi-
dent, you shall have Articles of Im-
peachment presented by AL GREEN, 
Member of Congress, because I will be 
fulfilling my constitutional responsi-
bility to do so. 

SLAVERY REMEMBRANCE DAY 
Mr. Speaker, and still I rise; proud to 

be an American with great respect for 
the country I love, and I ought to be 
proud of it, proud to be associated with 
it. I am proud because my ancestors 
were sacrificed for more than 240 years 
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to lay the foundation for the greatness 
of this country, the economic founda-
tion. They were sacrificed. They were 
enslaved. They have never been given 
the honor and respect that they merit. 

We have respected days in this coun-
try that I appreciate and respect. We 
respect Pearl Harbor with a Pearl Har-
bor remembrance. We respect 9/11 with 
a 9/11 remembrance. We respect the 
Holocaust; we have a Holocaust re-
membrance. We need a Slavery Re-
membrance Day to give honor and re-
spect to people who were brought here 
in chains, kept in bondage for more 
than two centuries to lay the economic 
foundation for this country. 

They had a hand in building this Cap-
itol and a hand in building the White 
House. They built roads and bridges, 
planted the seeds, and harvested the 
crops. These are the people who laid 
the economic foundation. They are the 
economic foundational mothers and fa-
thers of the United States of America. 
I am proud to be a descendant, a scion 
of the economic foundational mothers 
and fathers. 

I hold this because there are people 
who would silence me if they could. 
‘‘Censured, but not silenced.’’ My voice 
is going to be here as long as there is 
a breath of life in me and I am a Mem-
ber of this body. I plan to make sure 
that history records the truth about 
what is happening during these times, 
and there will be many who will want 
to read what is now my manuscript but 
it will become my book of the times, 
the challenging times we live in. 

Censured, but not silenced. People as-
sumed that I was going to walk out in 
shame, but I know this: Dr. King went 
to jail for his protestation. He didn’t 
want to go to jail. He was censured, in-
carcerated, but not silenced. 

Rosa Parks took a seat in a racist 
Southern town, taken to jail for simply 
sitting on a seat on the bus that was 
vacant. She was taken to jail. She 
didn’t want to go to jail. Rosa Parks, 
censured in a sense, imprisoned, put in 
jail, but not silenced. 

I don’t claim to be a Rosa Parks, I 
don’t claim to be a Dr. King, but I do 
claim to be one of the many people who 
are willing to be censured, who are 
willing to have to suffer, but I won’t be 
silent. I will continue this fight. 

People expect us to fight even when 
we can’t win. It is not a question of 
whether you are going to win, it is will 
you take a principled stand. That is 
what the times require, a principled 
stand. Yes, there may be consequences. 
Don’t hurt anyone. Don’t destroy any 
property. Get in the way, as the Honor-
able John Lewis put it, whom I got to 
know well. Yes, get in the way. You 
may get in the way, and you may have 
to suffer the consequences. You don’t 
have to like them, but there are times 
when we have to suffer the con-
sequences for the good that we would 
do. The Honorable John Lewis called it 
good trouble. I am honored to engage 
and to have engaged in this good trou-
ble. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in personalities toward the 
President of the United States. 

f 

ECONOMIC ANXIETY 

(Under the Speaker’s announced pol-
icy of January 3, 2025, Mr. SCHWEIKERT 
of Arizona was recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority 
leader.) 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Speaker, as 
always, I apologize to the bored staff, 
and I will try not to speak like a ma-
chine gun. 

Mr. Speaker, we are going to do basi-
cally three things. I am going to make 
fun of us. I am going to actually walk 
through some debt and deficit num-
bers, interest, those things that are 
scaring my economists, myself half to 
death; and then I am going to touch on 
some of the—and it is a technical eco-
nomics term—bedwetting in regard to 
the reconciliation budget and how peo-
ple are making things up. Let’s have at 
it. 

Due to the fact that I sit in an air-
plane 10 hours a week, and I have some 
weird reading habits, I actually came 
across a paper written last year, pub-
lished just recently. It is in Nature 
Human Behaviour. It is one of those 
quirky—excuse me, those academic, 
but actually what they did is they went 
back to the late 1800s, and they took 
all of our congressional speeches up 
until 2022, and they ran a data set on 
them. 

They ran AI, and can you believe it, 
Mr. Speaker, they figured out that our 
congressional speeches have become 
less and less and less based in facts. I 
know this is hard for us to believe, but 
apparently the quality of idiots—I 
mean, people like me—getting up in 
front of these mikes and doing presen-
tations and walking through our job 
has crashed in quality, in facts. 

As a matter of fact, they used the 
word intuition. I basically say we make 
public policy now by our feelings be-
cause, God forbid, we go to our voters 
and tell them the truth about the 
math. 

It made me feel better because I have 
mocked us for years on how much of 
public policy we now make on feelings. 
It is great television. It gets you fol-
lowers on social media. You get a hit 
on cable television tonight if you are 
willing to make crap up, but do it with 
passion and feelings, but if you actu-
ally want to talk about the math of 
what is going on in this country, it 
turns out it is how we are rewarded 
now as elected officials. 

Now, what was interesting is they 
had the curve actually starting to fall 
in 1970, and it has just gotten steeper. 
Part of it and part of my conclusion is 
television, then moving to cable news, 
and then moving to social media, we 
have crashed the diet of robust facts in 
our speeches. 

Now that we are going to make fun of 
ourselves, let’s go on to the next thing. 
Mr. Speaker, for anyone who asks, we 
have been running the current data on 
how much we are borrowing. What 
would you guess we borrow per second 
right now? Right now, it looks like we 
are burning $72,000 every second. We 
are borrowing $72,000 every second. My 
best guess right now is we will borrow 
7.37 percent of the entire economy this 
year. Try to keep that number in your 
head because we are going to come 
back to that in some charts and ex-
plain why that is so devastating. 

b 1215 
Mr. Speaker, it is like we don’t care 

about people’s retirement, our kids, 
the next generation, and how the hell 
they will actually cover any of the 
scale of debt. Then we lie about what 
drives the debt. 

Mr. Speaker, our best guess is we go 
from that $72,000 a second this year to 
maybe about $82,000 a second next year. 
This is hard for people to accept, but it 
is the math. Over the next 10 years, the 
baseline borrowing was about $22 tril-
lion. We are trying to figure out how to 
extend the expiring tax provisions. We 
have the requests from the White 
House. We have other disasters and 
things we are trying to cover. 

We are basically looking at—and I 
am going to show this multiple times— 
the United States, the day we were 
elected, Mr. Speaker, how much debt. 
We will double it. We will double 240 
years of borrowing in this 10-year pe-
riod. 

The majority of that borrowing over 
the next 10 years is interest and Medi-
care. God forbid we are not allowed to 
tell people the truth. Most of the debts, 
deficits, and demographics is the fact 
we got old. We stopped having children. 
We have a shortage of young people in 
this country. We are terrified to tell 
our brothers and sisters the truth 
about the math. 

Let’s have at it. For anyone out 
there paying any attention—and this 
number, actually probably right now is 
a little bit worse. We now think about 
75 percent of Federal spending is on 
autopilot. 

Mr. Speaker, when you become a 
Member of Congress, everything you 
get to vote on is borrowed. When you 
vote on nondiscretionary, when you 
vote on defense, every dime of that is 
borrowed and about $400 billion of what 
is mandatory spending, which means 
formulaic. When we work so many 
quarters, we get our benefits. When we 
serve in the military, we get our bene-
fits. For those who are part of a Tribal 
group or part of our treaty obligations, 
certain things are coming to them. 

Then there are the things we vote on 
and the things we try to balance the 
budget over. We need more money for 
defense, and we have threats in the 
world. We get down to where we are 
trying to balance the budget on about 
13 percent of our spending because we 
are terrified to talk about everything 
else. We can’t touch interest. 
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