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Our nation was founded on the 
basic principles of life, liberty, and 
the pursuit of happiness. The fram-
ers of our Constitution felt that the 
best way to achieve these lofty goals 
was to set up a democracy. There 
would be no king or queen, given 
power through descent alone. Rath-
er, the nation would be a Republic 
for the people and by the people.

Some of the framers felt that this 
government they set up was too 
strong. This split the framers into 
two distinct political parties.

The fi rst of these was the Federal-
ist party, focused on taking power 
away from the states. The Demo-
crats of today have adopted many 
of their ideals.

The second party was the Dem-
ocratic-Republican party, which 
believed that the individual states 
should hold most of the power and 
that the federal government should 
just tie the states together. This 
eventually morphed into the mod-
ern Republican party.

So why did I bother to illustrate 
the history of our modern political 
parties?

It all has to do with a monumen-
tal decision the Supreme Court is 
about to pass down. The Court will 
soon rule on the constitutionality of 
the Affordable Care Act or, as most 
people know it, Obamacare.

Obamacare was fi rst proposed as 
a potential solution to the health in-
surance crisis. 

If a patient does not have health 
insurance, yet still is a victim in 
a terrible car accident, a hospital 
will not turn the patient away. 
However, the patient’s treat-
ment still costs a lot of money 
which is added onto health in-
surance premiums, forcing other 
Americans to pay for this man’s 
treatment.

Obama attempted to resolve 
this issue with the individual 
mandate. This mandate requires 
that all citizens have health in-
surance, just as all citizens who 
drive must have car insurance.

This is the part of the law that 
has received the most backlash, 
and is part of the reason why the 
Supreme Court is deciding on 
whether the bill is constitutional. 

Conservatives argue that the 
individual mandate gives the 
government the ability to con-
trol something within the state’s 
jurisdiction. They cite the Tenth 
Amendment to the Constitution, 
which states, in simplifi ed terms, 
that any powers not given to the 
U.S. government by the Consti-
tution are given to the states.

Liberals, however, argue that 
healthcare does, in fact, fall un-
der the jurisdiction of the U.S. gov-
ernment.

I am on the side of conserva-
tives. While it is a good idea for all 
citizens to have health insurance, it 
should not be federal law.

This would be similar to the gov-
ernment outlawing alcoholic bever-
ages. Would it be a good idea? In 
terms of overall health and family 
life, defi nitely. But should the gov-
ernment do it? Absolutely not.

The government did actually pro-
pose a similar bill in the 1920s and 
it passed, in the form of the Eight-
eenth Amendment.

In this era, the government found 
that invading the personal lives of 
Americans would only lead to ri-
oting and fl agrant disregard of the 
law. The Eighteenth Amendment, 
a good idea in principle, was soon 
overturned by the Twenty-First 
Amendment.

Like maintaining sobriety, ob-

taining health insurance is, in the 
long run, a great idea. However, it 
should not be required by the fed-
eral government.

Like the Tenth Amendment 
states, any powers not given to the 
federal government are reserved for 
the states. 

And the federal government, as I 
hope is made clear in the Supreme 
Court’s ruling, does not have the 
power to assert control that they do 
not have.
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