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but it is 26—be on their parents’ insur-
ance as dependents. That is not being 
touched. That is there. 

But some of the mandates are being 
repealed the way it sits now. I am not 
thrilled with it. But I have talked to 
enough people that have just got to 
have help on the premiums. The bill, 
the way it was, was not going to help 
them. We have got the bill to a point 
where it will help much more quickly 
with premium assistance. 

I am looking forward to getting that 
behind us, moving on to dropping the 
corporate tax rate to 15 percent so we 
can return manufacturing jobs in 
droves, and seeing this economy ex-
plode. 

There is reason to be optimistic. Not 
everybody is as mindless as Judge 
Orrick, so there is reason for optimism. 

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

f 

ISSUES OF THE DAY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
JOHNSON of Louisiana). Under the 
Speaker’s announced policy of January 
3, 2017, the Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) for 30 minutes. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
let me just note that today I am pay-
ing close attention to the healthcare 
issue. I don’t want anybody to think 
when they look at me giving this 
speech on the floor of the House that 
this is evidence that there is arm- 
twisting going on here in the Capitol 
about trying to get people’s vote on the 
healthcare issue. No, it is just humor-
ous. 

This is a shoulder replacement. I had 
this one replaced, actually, 4 or 5 
months ago, and it is doing fine now. 
This one was a week ago. The cause of 
this, of course, has been excessive surf-
ing. When I was older, I should have 
understood that you cannot surf as 
much as you can when you are younger 
without eliminating the cartilage that 
is there, then the cartilage is gone, and 
the bones grind on each other. 

Well, that is just one example, how-
ever, of a healthcare issue that is going 
to be with us much more frequently 
now as the population of this country 
is growing older. The older people get, 
there will be other infirmities that 
really were not suffered on such a scale 
when we died off at a younger age. 

So what we need to do is to make 
sure that we set down policies and a 
system that will provide the American 
people with the greatest and the most 
effective care that is possible within 
the budget that we have to deal with. 

Today I thought I would talk about 
that, of course—health care. But there 
are a few other issues I would like to 
discuss. 

Tax reform, of course, is something 
that is being focused on today as well— 
tax reform for fiscal year ‘17. And, of 
course, fiscal year ‘18, the appropria-
tions bill. Border security, of course, 
has to be on this list. 

These are issues that we are every 
day talking about here on Capitol Hill. 
The work is intense, people are serious, 
and there is a job for us to do. Presi-
dent Trump is in the White House, and 
he is working hard as well. 

This is not the time for the other 
side to be politicizing every issue that 
comes up, but, instead, to admit that 
Republicans now have legitimately 
won the election for President and le-
gitimately won a majority in both 
Houses of Congress. 

Thus, we should put in place policies 
that are, yes, fair, honest, and effec-
tive. But, also, we have to realize that 
it is fair, honest, and effective based on 
what those people who are elected by 
the people to make the decision believe 
is fair and effective. 

Unfortunately, what we have now, 
and we see this across the country, are 
people who—and I don’t even know if 
they understand the system at all, but 
they are arrogantly trying to be en-
gaged with disrupting the system be-
cause they did not win. That cannot be 
tolerated for long. I would hope that 
people have a change of heart and work 
with us. We are willing to work with 
Members of the other party, the Demo-
cratic Party, to make sure we come up 
with both health care and tax reform 
that the American people will accept 
and applaud. 

First, let’s take a look at health 
care. Tonight I would like to discuss 
with whoever is listening and whoever 
is reading the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
an idea that I am proposing for the 
healthcare industry. And for the bill 
that is being put together, as we speak, 
where people are negotiating and com-
promising out, I have thrown this idea 
into the mix. And that is that we are— 
and we have to recognize—making 
progress toward replacement of 
ObamaCare. 

I am asking my colleagues to give se-
rious consideration to this simple 
amendment that I believe will revolu-
tionize health care in America by pro-
tecting the formation and operation of 
healthcare cooperatives. 

Now, let’s get back to that. I am try-
ing to suggest that a small change 
could actually bring about a revolution 
in the way health care is delivered to 
the American people today. 

Let’s first admit that our healthcare 
system today seems to be run by the 
insurance companies. Yes, insurance 
companies have almost more influence 
than doctors do on the policies that we 
have on health insurance. That is not 
something that we need to put up with 
much longer if there is an alternative. 

What that should mean to Americans 
is that we need to open up the system 
of health care. We need to make sure 
that health care is being looked at as a 
target for a multiapproach that will 
come to grips with those challenges, 
both financial and technical, et cetera, 
and that we need to open it up, rather 
than just having such a major influ-
ence by those people who are the 
money changers—the insurance compa-
nies. 

b 1800 
My amendment which I am proposing 

would go a long way towards opening 
up a whole new avenue. Now, when I 
say free enterprise—and I believe in 
free enterprise. When I say free enter-
prise, I don’t just mean—and this is 
where, unfortunately, a lot of people 
have made a mistake in thinking that 
free enterprise approaches are simply 
the approaches that are based on greed 
and are based on profit motive. And in-
stead of other things and motivations 
that are available, they believe that 
that is what free enterprise means, 
whether it is health care or whatever. 

Well, I would submit that free enter-
prise means a lot more than just de-
pending on the profit motive and com-
petition and greed but instead, also, in-
cludes, and should include—but we 
have excluded this avenue—coopera-
tion; cooperation among free people for 
their own benefit and the benefit of 
their families. We need it not only just 
in health care, but that is what we are 
discussing today, to make sure that 
Americans can cooperate together for 
their own benefits and the benefits of 
their family. 

Now, how do I get this? How do I get 
this consciousness? My mom and dad 
were both born on very small farms in 
North Dakota. In North Dakota where 
we have homesteaders and others who 
are relatively poor, in North Dakota, 
the farmers may have been given the 
land—by a Republican President, I 
might add. Abraham Lincoln is the one 
who initiated the Homestead Act. 

But they didn’t have the money for 
the equipment, maybe even the money 
to buy seed. And what they did is, they 
formed farmers’ collectives. What they 
called them, farmers’ cooperatives. In 
Russia, they might have called them 
collectives, but they had the iron hand 
of evil in Russia, the iron hand of des-
potism, and a political control. But the 
cooperation in the United States was 
based on people gathering together, 
voluntarily working together to create 
a better situation. And you had co-
operatives that would buy—farm co-
operatives that would buy the machin-
ery that was necessary for a small farm 
to succeed. 

Well, that worked. I noticed that 
when I would go up to work on the 
farm when I was younger, and I noticed 
these farm cooperatives around. And 
that is totally consistent with free en-
terprise, the cooperation among people 
to share with each other the burden of 
buying that type of equipment. 

Well, the amendment that I am pro-
posing, in terms of our health care, 
falls right into that category. The 
amendment I am proposing stipulates 
that no provision in current law, or the 
underlying act, which we are amend-
ing, may restrict cooperative arrange-
ments between individuals or organiza-
tions to jointly cover healthcare re-
lated expenses. The provision would 
further stipulate that such cooperative 
arrangements shall not be subject to 
any of the requirements, bureaucratic 
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rules and regulations, that currently 
apply to healthcare industry compa-
nies. 

In addition, my amendment would 
stipulate that participation in such a 
cooperative arrangement shall be 
deemed as the equivalent of being cov-
ered by health insurance. If I might de-
scribe what I am talking about so peo-
ple will understand. We are talking 
about now, the reason why a lot of peo-
ple won’t buy health insurance is that 
if they put it in, and they are healthy, 
that insurance money then goes to the 
insurance company, even though they 
have not used it at all. 

And so you are going to be hesitant 
to give that money and to buy that in-
surance, and the insurance companies, 
of course, are very happy to have that 
money available to speculate on the 
stock market, et cetera, in order to 
make a profit. I am not against profit, 
but I want to make sure that profit and 
greed are not the driving forces for 
what most people would hope for is 
they can cooperate together and not be 
subject to someone else’s greed and 
profit motive. 

So what I am talking about, if this 
would be put into the healthcare bill, 
this small provision that I just read to 
you, making sure that cooperative ef-
forts are covered and are not going to 
be controlled by the Federal Govern-
ment, that they are free to do so with-
out the many restrictions that would 
be on another company providing 
health insurance, that these coopera-
tive efforts could—for example, you 
could have a co-op among people who 
worked at a certain school, or an in-
dustry, or you could have the same as 
we have now. 

I think that the pathway has been 
certainly explored when it comes to 
credit unions where, again, people in a 
nonprofit situation are working to-
gether in order to establish something 
that benefits all of those people. 

We could have a cooperative effort 
for health care, even run by some of 
the credit unions if they wanted to do 
so. They could have an app on their 
telephone or something where people 
would then put their money forward. If 
they didn’t get sick, that money would 
still be part of what they have as their 
pot of money, their account with who-
ever it is. It is either an account or 
whatever, but the account will be re-
turned. Thus, people will then take 
money out of the account to handle 
their own small medical needs, but 
they will also know that if they have a 
catastrophic condition—that is why ev-
erybody is banding together in this co-
operative program—that they will be 
taken care of in terms of some cata-
strophic illness that might become 
them. 

So what we have in this proposal is 
an alternative, a very simple change in 
our healthcare law, which will permit 
people to work together and make it 
profitable for them to do so and take 
them away from the control of other 
corporations in the health insurance 

industry that may be thinking more 
profit than of what their interests are. 

So with that said, I have asked my 
colleagues to consider that proposal, 
and those who are reading this tonight 
or tomorrow in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, I hope they would call their 
Congressman to say that they are real-
ly interested in seeing that the cooper-
ative alternative to health care is per-
mitted in the bill. 

Now, the second piece of legislation 
that I would like to talk about tonight 
also deals with a vitally important 
issue, vitally important to the well- 
being of the American people, and that 
is border security. Let me just say, I 
have been aware that a massive influx 
of illegals into our country was a 
threat to the well-being of the Amer-
ican people, and I have known that in 
the almost 28 years that I have been a 
Member of Congress. 

But it has been discouraging to me 
that we have, over and over again, 
made attempts to try to do something 
that would draw the line and say we 
are not going to have any more illegals 
coming into our country. Now, by the 
way, that is illegals. I didn’t say immi-
gration, immigrants. I am talking 
about people coming here illegally, a 
massive flow of illegal immigration. 

In fact, the United States permits 1 
million legal immigrants to come into 
our country every year. How big is 
that? That happens to be more than all 
of the other countries of the world 
combined. And we are supposed to 
apologize about having that kind of an 
open system? But no, we have been at-
tacked, over and over again, for trying 
to get control of this. And what hap-
pens when you get out-of-control ille-
gal immigration? You get jobs for ordi-
nary Americans; the value of their 
work is bid down. And if you want to 
know why some people can’t get good 
jobs today, and those jobs actually paid 
a lot more in the past, is because we 
have flooded the market. 

Basically, the Democratic Party has 
been deeply involved with opposing any 
of the efforts, and many Republicans 
have opposed the effort to get control 
of this flow of illegals. Why? Well, I 
guess we might be able to take a look 
at some motives and say: there are a 
lot of Republicans who could have done 
something on this, but they didn’t 
want to stem the flow of illegal immi-
grants because Big Business wants— 
what do they want? Cheap labor. 

That is a betrayal of the American 
people, just as much as it is a betrayal 
of the American people for the other 
party to try to keep the flow of illegal 
immigrants into our country, hoping 
they will give them a victory at the 
ballot box and, thus, give them polit-
ical power that they wouldn’t other-
wise have. 

Well, it is time to draw the line, and 
the American people did that in the 
last Presidential election. And I am 
very proud that the American people 
stood up to the most massive propa-
ganda campaign against any Presi-

dential candidate that I have seen in 
my lifetime, and that was against 
President Donald Trump. 

I just heard the other night, even the 
bankers up in Massachusetts and New 
York overwhelmingly were giving 
money to Hillary’s campaign. But Don-
ald Trump got a pittance. The estab-
lishment was out to destroy Donald 
Trump, because Donald Trump said 
that he was going to stop the flow of 
illegals, he was going to be watching 
out for the benefit of America’s work-
ing people, and that would be the top 
priority. 

Well, one of the things we remember, 
he wanted to make it real. It wasn’t 
just a bunch of rhetoric. He kept talk-
ing about how he would build a huge 
wall. Now, we all know that ‘‘a huge’’ 
wasn’t around before Donald Trump. I 
don’t remember people using that phra-
seology. And what we have got now is 
Donald Trump is moving forward. The 
President of the United States is mov-
ing forward to fulfill his promise. 

We should not have a situation where 
politics get in the way by people who 
lost the election and are now trying to 
stop and interfere with those people 
who won the election. That is what the 
democratic process is all about. And 
the proposal that I am making when it 
comes to border security is that—and I 
was very honored to be asked into the 
Oval Office by President Trump and to 
give him some ideas that might be 
good ideas on how to handle some of 
these problems. 

What I suggested to him is, any wall 
that he has suggested will be built 
along our southern border will cost 
tens of billions of dollars. Well, I had a 
proposal that I made to him, and I have 
made to the leadership here in the 
House, and I hope that they do not ig-
nore this because it is vitally impor-
tant if we are serious about stopping 
this massive flow of illegal immigrants 
into our country. We have to be build-
ing that wall, if nothing else, as sym-
bolism that this is a sovereign country, 
and we demand that our border laws be 
respected. 

Well, what I am proposing is a 
change from a currently existing immi-
gration law. And that is, we bring in 1 
million legal immigrants every year. 
But guess what? Of that 1 million legal 
immigrants that we permit in—which I 
applaud—but among that 1 million 
legal immigrants, there are 50,000 of 
them coming in who are selected. 
What? 

They are not selected by a process 
where you study who is what, who we 
need here, what kind of skills we need. 
They are selected by a lottery. They 
are selected by a lottery, just pulling 
them out of nowhere. Yes, they are vet-
ted all right, but they are not in any 
way rationally designed, them coming 
here, in a way that would help the 
American people. 

Well, what I am suggesting is that 
50,000 people—we do not want to de-
crease the number of legal immigra-
tion. We don’t want to decrease legal 
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immigration. So we have a 50,000 slot. 
If we eliminated that stupid lottery 
that we don’t even decide who is com-
ing in, that it is left up to chance, well, 
we eliminate that, and then we set up 
a special fund. And the fund is a dedi-
cated fund that whoever puts in $1 mil-
lion into that dedicated fund will do so 
in exchange for immediate residency 
and U.S. citizenship within 2 years. 

b 1815 
In other words, foreign people who 

are successful in whatever they have 
done in order to accumulate wealth, 
and we are not going to bring in crimi-
nals, it is going to be vetted just like 
every other legal immigrant will be 
vetted to make sure they are not 
criminals or terrorists or anything, but 
people who are overseas who would 
love to become U.S. citizens, that they 
will be given guaranteed U.S. citizen-
ship within 2 years. 

Now, that would mean $1 million per 
person, and perhaps we might want to 
say that individuals could bring in 
their immediate family, minors, for 
$500,000. But whatever that is, the rev-
enue raised from this program could be 
put into that special account managed 
by the Secretary of Homeland Security 
for the purpose of carrying out border 
security and immigration enforcement 
activities. 

In other words, the President of the 
United States does not have to have 
the burden of raising taxes in order to 
pay for that Southern border wall. He 
does not have to pass it off on further 
generations by increasing the debt by 
that level. 

We have a method in this to bring in 
a better quality of people who we need 
coming into our country rather than 
selecting at random and paying for a 
wall that will reestablish the security 
of the people of this country and will 
go a long way to establish a mindset 
around the world that no longer are 
our borders open. No longer, whoever 
can get over here, are we going to take 
in and then give them free education 
and free health care and let them com-
mit crimes and not even be kicked out 
of the country for it. No. Those days 
are over, and this wall will symbolize 
that. 

What I have suggested, having these 
foreign wealthy people pay for that 
wall, makes it a real possibility. If peo-
ple would be interested in talking to 
their Member of Congress, they can 
call or write, but they should call and 
say the idea of letting rich foreigners 
build that wall is the answer. Let’s get 
going on it. Let’s not wait for 5 years. 
Build the wall and let the others pay 
for it. That is a plan that will work. 

I would like to also discuss another 
issue that I have been involved in. But 
let me just note that, on the tax bill, I 
have also asked for an amendment that 
would increase the well-being. And, 
how do you say, right now our wealth 
is becoming so centralized in just a few 
hands. 

What we have now in the United 
States is a vision that the poor are get-

ting poorer and the rich are getting 
richer. There is a problem with this 
concentration of wealth. 

Now, the reason we have that con-
centration of wealth is because there 
are a few people in our country that 
own capital, own the companies that 
produce the wealth. And over the 
years, that has been focused on fewer 
and fewer hands, and the working peo-
ple are being shut out of a system that 
is something that they are essential 
players in. 

So with that said, I am certainly not 
against profit motive and I am cer-
tainly not against competition. I am 
certainly for the private sector and not 
for big bureaucracy. But if we just 
passed an incentive into our system, 
that incentive would be this: I am pro-
posing that when an employer provides 
stock for his employees, it has to be an 
equal distribution to all the employees. 
Those employees don’t have to pay in-
come tax on it. And if those employees 
keep that stock for over 10 years, the 
employees don’t have to pay capital 
gains tax on it. 

So what we have got—if a company is 
successful and we have got a large in-
crease in the value of that company, it 
is being shared with the workers in the 
company. It is not being held up in the 
one percent of the elite management. 
What we need to do is to make sure 
that we deal with this concentration of 
wealth because the American people, 
that is what it was all about. It wasn’t 
about having some elite. That was 
what the Homestead Act was all about 
that helped my grandparents. We need 
a Homestead Act for people who are 
working in the various industries in 
our country. And tweaking the system 
with a little tax incentive like I am 
talking about, this would be an ESOP, 
which are already in existence but have 
very complicated structure associated 
with them, an expensive structure as-
sociated with them, that this would be 
like ESOPs on steroids. We will have 
working people thinking in terms of 
partnership with their employer in-
stead of being on an adversarial rela-
tionship. People with startup compa-
nies will be able to get the top-quality 
people knowing if their company is 
successful, the capital gains tax will be 
zero for them who came onboard early 
on. 

This is another proposal that I am 
making, and I would hope that people 
will look at that again and ask their 
Congressman to consider Congressman 
ROHRABACHER’s Employee Ownership 
Bill, Expanding Employee Ownership. 

Finally, I would like to talk about 
one last issue that is something that is 
very controversial, I know, and I have 
never stepped away from being con-
troversial. But what we have got here 
today is a major change in public atti-
tude towards something that has been 
wrong for a long time but the public 
was not aware of it. 

I would hope that we do not pass up 
the chance again of legalizing the med-
ical use of marijuana. And the fact is, 

44 States have taken many restrictions 
off the use of medical marijuana. 

I have legislation that says respect 
State marijuana laws. This should be 
left up to the States. This should be 
left up to the people who decide for 
themselves whether or not they believe 
medical marijuana should be available 
to seniors, to veterans, and to other 
people. And we should stop paying 
money to the drug cartels by making 
sure that this medicine that we now 
know is possible with marijuana that 
we don’t want to have the source being 
the drug cartels around the world. 

So I would ask my colleagues to join 
me in supporting the medical mari-
juana initiative, what I have, which 
says we will respect medical marijuana 
laws and the United States. 

I would hope that my colleagues get 
the message. These are four very im-
portant issues. These are issues I spent 
a lot of time on, but I am doing that 
because I understand these are funda-
mental. We have to start doing more. If 
we are going to drain the swamp, as 
the President says, we have got to be 
working on the fundamentals that are 
wrong with the system rather than just 
trying to create some image of 
progress and image of activity here. 

We can do it. We have got good lead-
ership here in the House. We have got 
a willingness to cooperate with the 
other side of the aisle. We have got a 
President who wants to work with us. 
Congress is here. We are in action, and 
we have got some great new creative 
ideas. Now the American people are 
welcome to participate. 

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

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 6 o’clock and 22 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 

f 

b 2331 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. YOUNG of Iowa) at 11 
o’clock and 31 minutes p.m. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

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

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 32 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, April 27, 2017, at 10 a.m. for 
morning-hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

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