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While I certainly know many single 

parents who are doing a tremendous 
job and have done a tremendous job, 
when I talk to people in different 
fields, they say the explosion in fami-
lies without a mother and father at 
home is causing other problems for so-
ciety. When I talk to law enforcement, 
they feel one of the root causes of 
crime is the breakdown of the Amer-
ican family. 

I am sure, like everybody around 
here who has been in politics for a 
while, you sit in these committee hear-
ings and hear the problems of high 
crime and murders and such, and peo-
ple have suggestions as to how to deal 
with them, but we don’t spend enough 
time pointing out that one way that 
would certainly reduce the crime rate, 
maybe back down to where it was in 
the 1950s, is to do what we can to build 
up the traditional family rather than 
what we do now, which is trying to 
have as few people as possible in the 
family. 

The second thing that I am told is 
that families of all backgrounds can 
have problems with drug abuse. Right 
now, we have over 100,000 people a year 
dying of drug abuse. It can happen ev-
erywhere, but again, when I talk to the 
professionals who deal with this, dis-
proportionately, the 100,000 people who 
die every year are from difficult family 
backgrounds. This drug culture, I 
think, would be less strong in America 
if we did more to promote the tradi-
tional family rather than doing all we 
can to make sure the traditional fam-
ily is weakened. 

The third institution I will point out 
that is harmed by this government’s 
policy of penalizing traditional fami-
lies is education. I know my friends on 
the other side of the aisle like to claim 
they care about education. When I have 
talked to school superintendents, when 
I have talked to teachers about the ad-
ditional money that has to be spent on 
children with certain problems, again, 
those kids are disproportionately from 
families in which you don’t have both a 
mom and dad there. 

Again, I know a lot of families like 
that who do a fantastic job, but I am 
pointing out that if you really cared 
about education, you would look at 
these programs that have caused the 
children who are born into a family 
with only one parent there to have 
skyrocketed from 4 percent to over 40 
percent. 

I ask the chairman of the relevant 
committees that are going to have to 
deal with the appropriation bills and 
deal with their designated spending 
limits on the reconciliation bill to pay 
particular attention to the programs 
that are designed to penalize the nu-
clear family, which is so despised by 
Karl Marx and some of the radicals 
who were around in the 1960s and 1970s. 

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

IMPACT OF PRESIDENT ON PEACE 
PROCESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2025, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN) for 
30 minutes. 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
and still I rise. 

I rise today, Mr. Speaker, to first an-
nounce two pieces of legislation. 
Thereafter, I will go into my message, 
which will be the impact of President 
Trump’s engagement in the peace proc-
ess between Israel and the Palestin-
ians. 

First, let’s look at the two resolu-
tions. The first resolution is our Black 
History Month resolution. 

I am proud to say that this resolu-
tion will be filed tomorrow, and this is 
the original Black History Month reso-
lution for 2025. We have many persons 
who have signed up to cosponsor, but it 
is still not too late for additional per-
sons to sign up. 

The theme is African Americans and 
labor. It deals with African Americans 
and labor in America. It will trace the 
history of labor from enslavement 
through current times. 

The second resolution is one that I 
am very proud to present. This is a res-
olution for slavery remembrance 
month. As you know, August 1619 was 
the month and year that enslaved per-
sons from Africa were introduced into 
the Colonies. Since that time, we have 
had an adverse impact on African 
Americans in the United States of 
America. 

We need to retrace some of the his-
tory of what actually happened, but 
not just on one day. We have a slavery 
remembrance day that we proposed. 
Now, we are proposing a slavery re-
membrance month. There is still time 
to sign on to this resolution, as well. 

We will file it tomorrow, so if Mem-
bers desire to be original cosponsors of 
either of these two, they have until the 
close of business tomorrow or until we 
have our last opportunity to file to-
morrow any type of legislation. I sug-
gest by noon tomorrow for Members 
who want to file. 

Now, let me get to my message: the 
impact of the President on the peace 
process. I say again: the impact of the 
President on the peace process. 

The President, as it relates to this 
process, is not an honest broker. He is 
not an honest broker because an honest 
broker has to be impartial. The Presi-
dent has made it perspicuously clear 
that he is not impartial. 

He has already sided with Israel, and 
the President has every right to do 
that, to side with one side as opposed 
to another, but let’s be clear about the 
role that he is playing. He is not play-
ing the role of an honest broker. 

The President is not playing the role 
of a negotiator because the President 
does not seek to get input from the 
Palestinians. The President will get 
input from one side, that would be the 
Israelis, and he will make his decisions 
with the Israelis. 

It appears that there will be an all- 
or-nothing offer made. The President 
has gone so far as to say that certain 
things must be done, or certain condi-
tions will manifest themselves. 

The President doesn’t want peace. It 
appears to me that the President wants 
to stop the killing, and there is a dif-
ference between stopping the killing 
and peace. 

Peace requires more than the absence 
of tension, the absence of violence, the 
absence of killing. Peace requires jus-
tice. It requires justice. Stopping kill-
ing is not going to end the process be-
cause you won’t have justice for all 
parties involved, and there must be jus-
tice for all parties involved if we are to 
have genuine peace between Palestin-
ians and Israelis. 

The President appears to currently 
be engaging in a process of ethnic 
cleansing. This is where his thoughts 
are. He seems to believe that we can 
take Gaza from the Palestinians. He 
seems to believe that the Gazans can 
be relocated. Just place them some-
place else. Give them nice homes in 
some other place. Let us, meaning the 
United States or Israel, have Gaza. 

Mr. Speaker, that won’t happen be-
cause the Palestinians have made it 
very clear that they don’t intend to 
leave their homeland, but there is more 
to it than simply replacing them, put-
ting them someplace else. We have to 
think about what the President is say-
ing. 

The President is making it clear that 
we are an existential threat to the cre-
ation of a Palestinian state because if 
you remove the Palestinians from the 
land that was once Palestine, they 
won’t have a Palestinian state there, 
then we, indeed, are an existential 
threat to Palestine. In fact, if the lan-
guage that the President is using as it 
relates to the Palestinians, if it were 
used as it relates to the Israelis, the 
President would have some serious 
problems. 

You cannot say with any degree of 
credibility that we ought to remove 
the Israelis from Israel, which is now 
in land that was once labeled ‘‘Pal-
estine.’’ You can’t say that. If you say 
‘‘from the river to the sea,’’ you are 
saying that you are proclaiming an ex-
istential threat to exist as it relates to 
the State of Israel, the mere state-
ment, whereas Israel’s Knesset has al-
ready, by way of resolution, indicated 
that there will not be a Palestinian 
state in the land of what we now call 
Gaza, in the land of what we now call 
the West Bank, that there won’t be a 
Palestinian state. If there is not going 
to be a Palestinian state, then Israel is 
declaring that it is an existential 
threat to the creation of a Palestinian 
state. 

The President doesn’t want a Pales-
tinian state. He is with the Israelis. 
The President wants Gaza. He wants 
the West Bank to be controlled and 
possibly become a part of Israel. This is 
not the way to achieve justice. 

Remember, you cannot have peace 
without having justice. You have heard 
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the phrase, ‘‘No justice, no peace.’’ 
Well, there has to be justice for us to 
have peace, and the President is willing 
to sacrifice the Palestinians. He seems 
to be willing to sacrifice them because 
he has indicated as much, that if a cer-
tain thing doesn’t happen, if hostages 
aren’t returned by a certain time that 
he has chosen, that all hell will break 
loose. 

Well, that seems to indicate that he 
is willing to see an infiltration unlike 
we have not seen so far, something 
more than we have seen so far because, 
quite frankly, Gaza has been deci-
mated. The roads have been destroyed. 
The bridges have been destroyed. The 
schools have been destroyed. The hos-
pitals have been destroyed. The homes 
have been destroyed. People have been 
killed. Until we decide that we want 
peace, we are not going to have the 
kind of place that people should have 
as a homeland for Palestinians. 

There has to be peace. To have peace, 
there must be justice. To have justice, 
we have to at least decide that there 
are certain things that we are willing 
to do. Justice is going to require equal 
respect for the lives of all babies— 
equal respect for the lives of all babies. 

I will tell you that I, just as early as 
this morning, had tears well in my eyes 
when there was a story about the 
Israeli babies who were returned after 
they had been held hostage by Hamas. 

Hamas did a dastardly thing in tak-
ing babies as hostage. Israel has done 
nothing that would warrant Hamas to 
take babies as hostages. Then, for 
those babies to be returned in caskets, 
it is heartbreaking. 

Those parents had to suffer immeas-
urable heartache as a result of what 
happened to their children. Those ba-
bies were young babies, infants. 

Hamas is not—is not—an organiza-
tion that seeks peace. If you are going 
to do these kinds of things, you are not 
seeking peace because what you did 
was not just. It was an injustice to 
take those babies. 
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It was an injustice to keep those ba-
bies, and now you are returning them 
lifeless to their parents, and they have 
to suffer for the rest of their lives 
knowing what happened to their ba-
bies. 

You can’t stop there. All babies have 
to be treated equally. The lives of all 
babies have to be treated equally. You 
cannot say that it is shameful and sin-
ful for Hamas to do what they did to 
those Israeli babies and not condemn 
what Israel has done to the Palestinian 
babies. 

Babies have been bombed; body parts 
scattered all over. One parent just had 
the baby born and was about to reg-
ister the baby. The parents come back, 
and the baby is no longer alive. All ba-
bies have to be treated equally. Their 
lives have to be respected in the same 
way, regardless as to where they are, 
where they are from, and what their 
ethnicity is. We cannot continue to be-

lieve that some babies have lives that 
are more valuable than others. 

Nothing Israel has done merits what 
Hamas did to the babies that they took 
hostage or other babies that may have 
been killed as well. Nothing that the 
Palestinians have done merits the kill-
ing of—nothing that the Israelis have 
done merits the killing of Palestinian 
babies to the extent that they have 
been killed. 

Palestinian babies, Palestinians can-
not have done anything that would 
merit Israelis killing their babies to 
the same extent that they have. 
Israelis have to understand that Pales-
tinian babies have lives that have to be 
respected to the same extent as they 
want Israeli babies’ lives to be re-
spected. By the same token, Palestin-
ians have to respect Israeli babies’ 
lives to the same extent that they 
want Palestinian lives to be respected. 
All babies have to be respected equally. 
All babies. 

Today, I want to say to the Israelis 
and the Palestinians: There will be no 
peace until you respect the babies 
equally. But you have got to do more 
than this and we have to do more be-
cause we have to rebuild Palestine. 

I say ‘‘we.’’ I believe the United 
States has to make a contribution, just 
as we contributed to the rebuilding of 
Japan after we dropped bombs on 
Japan, just as we have contributed to 
the rebuilding of other places when we 
have been involved in the destruction. 

We helped to destroy Palestine. Yes, 
I know that what Hamas did was das-
tardly. I understand that. It shouldn’t 
have been done, but that did not give 
Israel the right to kill babies and inno-
cent people to the extent that Israel 
has killed these babies and innocent 
people. We have to respect their lives. 

Now we have to respect their prop-
erty. There has to be a home for Pal-
estinians, and that home has to have 
some help from the United States be-
cause we sent our weaponry over there. 
We have to pay for weapons that were 
used to bomb the Palestinians. The 
bombs, many of them, were actually 
munitions that came from us. 

We have a duty to respect their lives 
and their property, and we have a duty 
to help to rebuild. This is something 
that we can’t push off on others, and 
we can’t just decide, Mr. President, 
that the Palestinians should not have a 
state and that we can just simply take 
their land. This land belongs to them. 
It was theirs in 1948. 

The majority of the people in Pal-
estine in 1948 were not people who were 
there to have a State of Israel. People 
came into the place called Palestine 
and helped to build and construct the 
State of Israel. I have said that a two- 
state solution is a solution, but you 
can’t have a two-state solution without 
respecting the babies that are Pales-
tinian and the land that was once Pal-
estine. 

We have got to give Palestinians a 
homeland, more specifically a state. 
Palestinians have the right to live 

there with sovereignty, not to be told 
what to do by others, not to have the 
flow of their electricity controlled by 
others, not to have others determine 
whether they can have ingress and 
egress. They have got to have a state. 

That means there has to be some ne-
gotiation. It can’t just be dictation. 
The President wants to dictate what 
the policies will be and expect every-
body to live happily thereafter. If we 
want true peace, then, Mr. President, 
you have got to cease to be a dictator 
and become a negotiator. You have to 
talk to the Palestinians and get their 
opinions about what they want, and 
you have got to decide that you cannot 
side with one side and conclude that 
that is going to give you the necessary 
strength to bring peace about. 

You may have calm, but you won’t 
have peace, and you won’t have the 
kind of peace that will be lasting if you 
just decide you are going to stop the 
killing. Stopping killing does not bring 
about peace. It just brings about an ab-
sence of a certain amount of tension. 

Dr. King reminded us that if you 
want peace, you have to have more 
than the absence of tension. You have 
got to have the presence of justice. The 
presence of justice must be accorded 
not only to the Israelis, they deserve 
justice. But to the Palestinians, they 
also deserve justice. Justice for both 
sides, peace for both sides. One coun-
try, one place; Palestinians on one side 
of that place, the Israelis on the other 
side. Two people, two homes, two 
sovereignties living side by side in 
peace. 

Finally, on this whole question, Dr. 
King also reminded us that we have to 
learn to live together as brothers—this 
is how he put it—or we will perish to-
gether as fools. Living together as 
brothers—and I would add and sisters— 
is an imperative. We no longer have, as 
Dr. King put it, a choice between vio-
lence or nonviolence. He said: We have 
a choice between nonviolence or non-
existence, and we are marching toward 
nonexistence. 

As we decide who is going to have 
certain pieces of land and how land is 
going to be divided, many countries 
who are viewing this are concluding 
that to protect themselves, they are 
going to have to have the ultimate 
weapon. Just as North Korea made that 
decision, others are making that deci-
sion. I don’t support any of those deci-
sions. I don’t support any nuclear 
weapons. I would like to see the ab-
sence of nuclear weapons across the 
globe, but I also understand that they 
exist. I understand that others are 
going to want them to protect them-
selves from us, from the United States, 
from Israel. They are going to want 
them to protect themselves from other 
countries that have them. 

Friends, it is no longer the choice be-
tween nonviolence or violence. The 
choice is going to be between non-
violence or nonexistence, and we have 
to learn to live together as brothers 
and sisters or we will perish together 
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as fools. Those were the words of Dr. 
Martin Luther King. 

I stand for peace, peace between 
Israelis and Palestinians. I stand for 
loving all babies the same. The lives of 
all babies should be treated equally. 
Hamas shouldn’t hide behind babies, 
but that doesn’t give you the right to 
just kill babies indiscriminately. Thou-
sands of babies have been killed. You 
can’t do that. That is antithetical to 
having a just society where peace pre-
sides. 

I present to you my belief that if we 
are to have true peace, there has to be 
justice; and if there is to be justice, all 
babies have to be treated equally. All 
babies have to be respected equally. All 
babies’ lives are equally as important. 
It doesn’t matter where they are or 
who they are. 

Mr. Speaker, I 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 and to direct their remarks 
to the Chair and not to a perceived 
viewing audience. 

f 

PROBLEMS CAUSED BY DOGE 
CUTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2025, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from California (Mr. SHER-
MAN) for 30 minutes. 

(Mr. SHERMAN asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, he got 
his start on a TV show called, ‘‘The Ap-
prentice.’’ We saw how entertaining it 
can be to fire people, but that is enter-
tainment. That is not how you run an 
organization. 

We have seen a performative effort to 
try to convince us that they are saving 
money. They are doing this in order to 
justify their plan for a $3.5 trillion tax 
cut for hedge fund managers, multi-
national corporations and billionaires, 
but they are really not saving any-
thing. 

Then, yesterday, we passed a budget 
resolution, and all my Republican col-
leagues are on Twitter, X, whatever 
they want to call it, saying that that 
resolution contains statutory language 
to say no tax on tips, no tax on over-
time, no tax on Social Security. 

Well, what did Elon Musk have to say 
about that or what did his organization 
have to say? 

They organized the readers content 
comments to correct falsehoods that 
people put in their tweets, and every 
single time a Republican went up and 
said that that resolution had elimi-
nated taxes on tips, overtime, and So-
cial Security, the Musk organization 
said: Readers added context. None of 
the policies mentioned in this post 
were included in the House budget res-
olution. It does nothing to exempt tips, 
Social Security, or overtime. We know 
they are not ultimately going to do 

that because they need the $4.5 trillion 
to provide tax breaks for hedge fund 
managers, multinational corporations, 
and billionaires. 

Now, government is frustrating. It 
frustrates me often. It needs to be im-
proved. You know what is also frus-
trating sometimes? My computer is on 
the blink a little bit, and I just want to 
take a hammer and hit it up the side. 
That makes me feel good, but it 
doesn’t actually make the device work 
any better. 

There are several techniques being 
used by the Federal Government that 
may make us feel good but don’t make 
it work any better. You see, you can 
fire people—and they are firing just 
about everybody in the government 
with less than 2 years of government 
service, the probationary employees. 
That destroys our future. The people 
hired in 2024 are those that we are 
going to need in 2034. 

The Dodgers are a pretty well-run or-
ganization. I think better run than 
government. Imagine if the Dodgers 
were going to fire all the players who 
had joined in the last 2 years, just 
eliminate everybody in single A and 
double A ball, I would say they would 
be worse than the White Sox. You can 
fire people. 

You can also do the buyouts. They 
offered everybody in government a 
buyout. Who took the buyout? The peo-
ple who could easily get another job 
elsewhere because they have very high 
capacity and the people who are going 
to retire in the next year or two any-
way, so why not get 8 months free va-
cation. 

Then they have the hiring freeze. 
Imagine if the Dodgers stopped signing 
new talent, where would they be in the 
2030s? 

You can also stop all research, and I 
will get to an example of that, and 
then you argue, well, hey—in 2026, they 
can say: Hey, we saved all this money, 
and the research wouldn’t have bene-
fited you by 2026. However, who is 
going to be dying from cancer and 
other diseases in the 2030s because of 
the research they are stopping now? 

Then they can do an oopsy-daisy and 
say: Oh, we stopped the research, and 
we started it again. No, no, no, no, you 
stopped the research. All those little 
white rats are dead. You can’t start 
again. You have to start the research 
over. 

You can stop maintenance, and I will 
get to an example of that. It saves you 
money unless you actually want things 
to work well. 

Again and again, we are told that 
there is just a government mulligan, 
let’s just do it over. 

Oopsy-daisy is not the way to run a 
multitrillion-dollar organization. 

We are told that there is $50 million 
for condoms and $100 million for 
condoms in Gaza, and then they said, 
never mind, we got it wrong. We made 
a mistake. Oopsy-daisy. 

They decided to offer all of the air 
traffic controllers 8 months free pay 

for quitting, and then they say, oopsy- 
daisy. Then today Elon Musk tweets: 
There is a shortage of top-notch air 
traffic controllers. If you have retired 
but are open to returning to work, 
please consider doing so. He just gave 
them 8 months’ pay to stay home. Now 
he hopes they are going to come back. 
No, the fishing is good, the 8 months’ 
pay is guaranteed. 

However, it is even worse. You see, 
not only did they give buyouts to the 
air traffic controllers, but they have 
fired the navigational aid maintenance 
personnel. Those air traffic controllers 
are going to be looking at empty 
screens, and those folks remain fired. 
What could go wrong? 
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They also stopped our efforts against 
Ebola. Some of the charities were bare-
ly getting by. They have gone bank-
rupt. They pulled their people out of 
Africa. Then he says: Oopsy-daisy, we 
are going to start that again. 

What a way to run a government. 
There are people who are going to get 
Ebola as a result of this oopsy-daisy 
mistake, and that is another oppor-
tunity for Ebola inside a human being 
to mutate a little bit and then be a 
more pathogenic Ebola when it comes 
here. 

Finally, they fired 300 people who 
were in charge of security of our nu-
clear weapons. Oopsy-daisy, what could 
have gone wrong? Keep in mind, if 
somebody is fired and then hired back 
or told they are going to be fired but 
then not fired—if you say, oh, no harm, 
no foul, oopsy-daisy—once that hap-
pens to a person, their resume is on 
LinkedIn. They are looking for a new 
job. 

Nobody wants to stay with an em-
ployer, if they have other opportuni-
ties, if that employer is teasing them 
about firing them or, worse yet, actu-
ally fired them and got them back. 
Some of our best people will be leaving 
in the weeks to come, even if they hire 
them back. 

There is real waste, fraud, and abuse 
in government. This is an example. Mr. 
Speaker, $200 million of our taxpayer 
money is being spent on advertise-
ments praising Donald Trump. How do 
they justify this? They aim these at 
their own base, to tell their own base: 
Hey, Donald Trump is great. Here is a 
commercial to tell us that. 

They claim that these ads are aimed 
at undocumented immigrants and that 
somehow, by watching a 30-second ad, 
the immigrants are going to say: 
Oopsy-daisy, I made a mistake. Ven-
ezuela really is better than California. 

I don’t think so. There is nothing 
that can be put in a 30-second ad that 
is going to cause somebody who is here 
to decide they want to be back there. 
These are people who walked here from 
Venezuela. They went through the 
Darien Gap. They dealt with the forest. 
They dealt with the snakes. They dealt 
with the predators. They dealt with the 
drug dealers. 
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