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Mark Steyn on the "youth are our future" narrative and the disaster it has spawned in 
the Middle East.  
... Media types like to talk about "the narrative": News is just another form of storytelling, and 
certain plot lines grab you more than others. 

The easiest narrative of all is anything involving young people. "I believe that children are our 
future," as the late Whitney Houston once asserted. And, even if Whitney hadn't believed it, it 
would still, as a point of fact, be true. Any media narrative involving young people presupposes 
that they are the forces of progress, wresting the world from the grasping clutches of mean, 
vengeful old men and making it a better place. 

In the West, young people actually believe this. Thus, in 2008, Barack Obama, being the 
preferred choice of America's youth, was, by definition, the candidate of progress and the future. 
In humdrum reality, his idea of the future doesn't seem to be any more futuristic than the pre-
Thatcher statist wasteland of Britain in the Seventies, but that didn't stop the massed ranks of 
fresh-faced youth chanting "We are the Hopeychange!" in adoring if glassy-eyed unison behind 
him at every campaign rally. Four years later, half of recent graduates can't find full-time 
employment; Americans' college debt is now larger than credit card debt; the number of young 
people with summer jobs is at a record low; and men in their late twenties and early thirties 
trudge upstairs every night to the same bedroom in which they slept as a kindergartner. 

And that's before they're permanently buried by interest payments on the multitrillion-dollar debt 
and unfunded liabilities from Medicare. Yet in 2012 the rubes will still vote for Obama and be 
congratulated by the media for doing so. Because to be young is to vote for hope and change. 
... 

... I've lost count of the times I've found myself sitting at dinner next to a Westernized Arab 
woman d'un certain age who was at college in the Fifties, Sixties or Seventies, and listened to 
her tell me that back then "covering" was for wizened old biddies in upcountry villages, the 
Islamic equivalent of gnarled Russian babushkas. The future belonged to modern, uncovered 
women like her and her classmates. 

The assumptions of her generation were off by 180 degrees: The female graduating class of 
Cairo University in the Fifties looked little different from Vassar. Half-a-century later, every 
woman is hijabed to the hilt. Mohammad Qayoumi, now the president of San Jose State 
University, recently published some photographs from the Afghanistan he grew up in: The girls 
in high heels and pencil skirts in the Kabul record stores of the 1960s aren't quite up to Carnaby 
Street cool, but they'd fit in in any HMV store in provincial England. Half a century later, it was 
forbidden by law for women to feel sunlight on their face, or leave the home without male 
permission. Even more amazing to my female dining companions, today you see more covered 
women in London's East End or the Rosengård district of Malmö, Sweden, than you do in Tunis 
or Amman. 

The mistake made by virtually the entire Western media during the Arab Spring was to assume 
that social progress is like technological progress – that, like the wheel or the internal 



combustion engine, women's rights and gay rights cannot be disinvented. They can, very easily. 
In Egypt, the youth who voted for the Muslim Brotherhood are more fiercely Islamic than their 
grandparents who backed Nasser's Revolution in 1952. In Tunisia, the young are more 
proscriptive than the secular old-timers who turned a blind eye to the country's bars and 
brothels. In the developed world, we're told that Westernization is "inevitable." "Just wait and 
see," say the blithely complacent inevitablists. "They haven't yet had time to Westernize." But 
Westernization is every bit as resistible in Brussels and Toronto as it's proved in Cairo and 
Jalalabad. In the first ever poll of Irish Muslims, 37 percent said they would like Ireland to be 
governed by Islamic law. When the same question was put to young Irish Muslims, it was 57 
percent. In other words, the hope'n'change generation are less Westernized than their parents. 
36 percent of young British Muslims think the penalty for apostasy – i.e., leaving Islam – should 
be death. Had you asked the same question of British Muslims in 1970, I doubt the enthusiasts 
would have cracked double figures. 

Unlike the dopes droning the halfwit slogans at the Obama rallies, these guys mean it. The 
children are our future. That's the problem. 

  
Nile Gardiner on the kid president's failures with Russia.  
Where is American leadership when it comes to standing up to the Russian bear? Unfortunately 
it's stuck in the ridiculous “reset” policy announced by Hillary Clinton back in 2009. This 
administration has badly underestimated the degree to which the Russians are a major threat to 
US interests and the free world. Concession after concession has been made to Moscow by the 
Obama team, from signing the New START Treaty to pulling out of Third Site missile defences 
in Eastern and Central Europe. The grovelling, deferential approach towards Russia was 
perfectly encapsulated by the president’s cringe-worthy conversation with Dmitry Medvedev in 
Seoul in March, where, caught off guard, the US leader told his then Russian counterpart that 
he would have “more flexibility” to deliver when the presidential election was over. 

And what has Obama received in return for his kowtowing to Moscow? Increasing Russian 
aggression abroad and mounting repression at home. As The Telegraph’s Tom Parfitt has just 
reported, a Russian ship carrying helicopter gunships bound for Syria has set sail again. This 
follows the deployment of Russian naval vessels, led by a destroyer, to the Mediterranean a few 
days ago. 

  
The modern face of American Fascism is Kathleen Sebelius. Yuval Levin on how 
she can spin a lie as well as Dr. Joseph Goebbels.  
In preparation for this week’s House vote to repeal Obamacare, HHS Secretary Kathleen 
Sebelius has an op-ed in today’s Washington Post heralding the wonderful effects the law has 
supposedly already had on American health care. The argument she makes is just stunningly 
dishonest, and is readily refuted by data and analysis that the administration itself has made 
available. It’s astonishing that the administration expects anyone to buy this stuff. 
  
Sebelius argues first that: 
"In the decade before the law was passed, national health expenditures increased about 7 
percent a year. But in the past two years, those increases have dropped to less than 4 percent 
per year, saving Americans more than $220 billion." 



It takes real chutzpah for the Obama administration to make this argument. As the 
administration’s own actuaries and experts have pointed out, the slower growth of health 
spending has been very largely a product of the weak economy of the Obama years, and has 
essentially nothing to do with Obamacare. In fact, the very HHS document that the online 
version of Sebelius’s op-ed links readers to in that very paragraph quoted above says “the low 
rate of estimated growth in overall health spending in 2011 largely reflects the lingering effects 
of the recent recession and modest recovery.” Modest indeed. ... 
  
  
Avik Roy in National Review writes on how Obamacare will harm the poor.  
The story of Deamonte Driver illustrates how our health-care system leaves millions of 
Americans behind. Deamonte lived on the wrong side of the tracks, in Prince George’s County, 
Md. He was raised by a single mother. He spent his childhood in and out of homeless shelters. 
He was an African-American kid on welfare. Deamonte died at age twelve — not, however, in a 
drive-by shooting, or in a drug deal gone bad. He died of a toothache.  
 
In January 2007, Deamonte told his mother, Alyce, that he had a headache. She took him to the 
hospital, where he was diagnosed with a severe dental abscess and given some medication. 
But the next day, his condition worsened. It turned out that the infection from his tooth had 
spread to his brain. He was taken to the hospital again and underwent emergency surgery. After 
a second surgery, he got better for a while, but then began to have seizures. Several weeks 
later, Deamonte was dead.  
 
According to Ezra Klein, Deamonte Driver’s story shows us why it would be immoral to repeal 
Obamacare. “To repeal the bill without another solution for the Deamonte Drivers of the world? 
And to do it while barely mentioning them? We’re a better country than that. Or so I like to think.”  
 
But Deamonte Driver died not because he was uninsured. Indeed, Deamonte Driver died 
because he was insured — by the government. Deamonte, it turns out, was on Medicaid.  
 
Although Deamonte was insured, he never received routine dental care. It turns out that only 16 
percent of Maryland dentists accept Medicaid patients. Fewer than one-sixth of Maryland kids 
on Medicaid have ever had a cavity filled. ... 
  
 
The Economist reports on changes in ship design.  
IN THE days when Norsemen pillaged their way around the monasteries and villages of Europe, 
Norwegian shipwrights were at the forefront of naval architecture. They still are. Norway is an 
important centre of marine innovation and several foreign companies have operations there, too. 
One such is the marine division of Rolls-Royce, a British firm, which is collaborating with 
Farstad, a shipping company based in Alesund, and STX OSV, a shipbuilder. The result of their 
efforts is Far Solitaire (pictured above), the first of a new class of vessels which bristle with 
novel technology that promises to make shipping safer, cleaner and cheaper. 

Far Solitaire has been designed as a platform-supply ship for the North Sea’s oil and gas 
industry. This means she is not a large vessel. She is 91 metres long (one-third of the length of 
a typical container ship), has a deadweight of 5,700 tonnes and cost about $70m. But some of 
the innovations she uses should be applicable to vessels of all sizes. ... 



  
  

 
 
 

  
  
Orange County Register 
This youth movement has women covered 
The mistake made by virtually the entire Western media during the Arab Spring was to 
assume that social progress is like technological progress. 
by Mark Steyn 
  
Media types like to talk about "the narrative": News is just another form of storytelling, and 
certain plot lines grab you more than others. 

The easiest narrative of all is anything involving young people. "I believe that children are our 
future," as the late Whitney Houston once asserted. And, even if Whitney hadn't believed it, it 
would still, as a point of fact, be true. Any media narrative involving young people presupposes 
that they are the forces of progress, wresting the world from the grasping clutches of mean, 
vengeful old men and making it a better place. 

In the West, young people actually believe this. Thus, in 2008, Barack Obama, being the 
preferred choice of America's youth, was, by definition, the candidate of progress and the future. 
In humdrum reality, his idea of the future doesn't seem to be any more futuristic than the pre-
Thatcher statist wasteland of Britain in the Seventies, but that didn't stop the massed ranks of 
fresh-faced youth chanting "We are the Hopeychange!" in adoring if glassy-eyed unison behind 
him at every campaign rally. Four years later, half of recent graduates can't find full-time 
employment; Americans' college debt is now larger than credit card debt; the number of young 
people with summer jobs is at a record low; and men in their late twenties and early thirties 
trudge upstairs every night to the same bedroom in which they slept as a kindergartner. 

And that's before they're permanently buried by interest payments on the multitrillion-dollar debt 
and unfunded liabilities from Medicare. Yet in 2012 the rubes will still vote for Obama and be 
congratulated by the media for doing so. Because to be young is to vote for hope and change. 

Likewise, halfway across the world, the Arab Spring was also hailed as the voice of youth, 
tweeting its universal message of hope and change. A year on, it's proved to be rather heavier 
on change, and ever lighter on hope. Egypt's first freely elected head of state is a Muslim 
Brotherhood man. In the parliament of the most populous Arab nation, the Muslim Brotherhood's 
party and its principal rival, the Even More Muslim Brotherhood, between them won nearly 
three-quarters of the seats. In traditionally relaxed and secular Tunisia and Morocco, elections 
have been won by forces we are assured by the experts are "moderate Islamists" – which 
means that, unlike the lavishly bankrolled American protectorate of Afghanistan, they won't be 
executing adulterous women in the street, or at any rate not just yet. 

So what are they doing? In Libya, British Commonwealth war graves have been desecrated, 
something that never happened under Col. Gadhafi even at the very lowest of low points in 



relations between him and the West. But hey, one can forgive Libya's suddenly liberated young 
men a spasm of very belated anti-imperialism, right? 

Meanwhile, in northern Mali, the dominant Ansar Dine group is currently engaged in destroying 
the ancient shrines of Timbuktu, including the famous door of the 15th-century Sidi Yahya 
mosque that was supposed to be left closed "until the end of the world." Bring it on, baby! 

No Britons or Europeans were involved in the creation of these shrines. 

Rather, it's a dispute between the region's traditionally moderate Sufi Islam and the ever more 
assertive Wahhabist model exported worldwide by Saudi Arabia with Western petrodollars. The 
shrines are official UNESCO World Heritage sites, but then so were the Buddhas of Bamyan 
blown up by the Taliban in Afghanistan a decade ago. What's next on the condemned list? Abd 
al-Latif al-Mahmoud, Bahrain's "Sheikh of Sheikhs" (he's like a supersized sheikh) has invited 
Egypt's President Morsi to "destroy the Pyramids and accomplish what the Sahabi Amr bin al-As 
could not" – a reference to the Muslim conqueror of Egypt back in the seventh century. 

Less controversially, Egypt's Salafi Party does not see the need to destroy the Pyramids but 
does favor covering them in wax. The Pyramids are the last of the Seven Wonders of the World 
still around in the 21st century, but that's no reason not to destroy them, as part of the new pan-
Islamic identity's contempt for any alternative claims of allegiance – cultural, national or historic. 

The old dictators represented nobody but themselves, their cronies, and their Swiss bank 
accounts. The new democratic rulers embody all too well the dispositions of their people. In the 
years immediately after 9/11, many Western commentators argued that Islam needed a 
reformation. This overlooked the obvious fact that Islam had already reformed, thanks to Egypt's 
Muslim Brotherhood, Iran's revolutionary mullahs, and Saudi Arabia's principal export – not oil, 
but globalized ideology. I've lost count of the times I've found myself sitting at dinner next to a 
Westernized Arab woman d'un certain age who was at college in the Fifties, Sixties or 
Seventies, and listened to her tell me that back then "covering" was for wizened old biddies in 
upcountry villages, the Islamic equivalent of gnarled Russian babushkas. The future belonged to 
modern, uncovered women like her and her classmates. 

The assumptions of her generation were off by 180 degrees: The female graduating class of 
Cairo University in the Fifties looked little different from Vassar. Half-a-century later, every 
woman is hijabed to the hilt. Mohammad Qayoumi, now the president of San Jose State 
University, recently published some photographs from the Afghanistan he grew up in: The girls 
in high heels and pencil skirts in the Kabul record stores of the 1960s aren't quite up to Carnaby 
Street cool, but they'd fit in in any HMV store in provincial England. Half a century later, it was 
forbidden by law for women to feel sunlight on their face, or leave the home without male 
permission. Even more amazing to my female dining companions, today you see more covered 
women in London's East End or the Rosengård district of Malmö, Sweden, than you do in Tunis 
or Amman. 

The mistake made by virtually the entire Western media during the Arab Spring was to assume 
that social progress is like technological progress – that, like the wheel or the internal 
combustion engine, women's rights and gay rights cannot be disinvented. They can, very easily. 
In Egypt, the youth who voted for the Muslim Brotherhood are more fiercely Islamic than their 
grandparents who backed Nasser's Revolution in 1952. In Tunisia, the young are more 



proscriptive than the secular old-timers who turned a blind eye to the country's bars and 
brothels. In the developed world, we're told that Westernization is "inevitable." "Just wait and 
see," say the blithely complacent inevitablists. "They haven't yet had time to Westernize." But 
Westernization is every bit as resistible in Brussels and Toronto as it's proved in Cairo and 
Jalalabad. In the first ever poll of Irish Muslims, 37 percent said they would like Ireland to be 
governed by Islamic law. When the same question was put to young Irish Muslims, it was 57 
percent. In other words, the hope'n'change generation are less Westernized than their parents. 
36 percent of young British Muslims think the penalty for apostasy – i.e., leaving Islam – should 
be death. Had you asked the same question of British Muslims in 1970, I doubt the enthusiasts 
would have cracked double figures. 

Unlike the dopes droning the halfwit slogans at the Obama rallies, these guys mean it. The 
children are our future. That's the problem. 

  
  
  
Telegraph Blogs, UK 
Barack Obama is proving an embarrassing amateur in confronting the Russian 
bear  
by Nile Gardiner 
  

  
                         Barack Obama and Russian friend 

Where is American leadership when it comes to standing up to the Russian bear? Unfortunately 
it's stuck in the ridiculous “reset” policy announced by Hillary Clinton back in 2009. This 
administration has badly underestimated the degree to which the Russians are a major threat to 
US interests and the free world. Concession after concession has been made to Moscow by the 
Obama team, from signing the New START Treaty to pulling out of Third Site missile defences 
in Eastern and Central Europe. The grovelling, deferential approach towards Russia was 
perfectly encapsulated by the president’s cringe-worthy conversation with Dmitry Medvedev in 
Seoul in March, where, caught off guard, the US leader told his then Russian counterpart that 
he would have “more flexibility” to deliver when the presidential election was over. 



And what has Obama received in return for his kowtowing to Moscow? Increasing Russian 
aggression abroad and mounting repression at home. As The Telegraph’s Tom Parfitt has just 
reported, a Russian ship carrying helicopter gunships bound for Syria has set sail again. This 
follows the deployment of Russian naval vessels, led by a destroyer, to the Mediterranean a few 
days ago. 

The Russian “reset” has been interpreted by the Russians as a weakening of American power, 
and a willingness by Washington to accommodate Russian demands. It has emboldened a 
major strategic adversary that has become increasingly dangerous and aggressive. Coming 
soon after Moscow’s invasion of Georgia in 2008, the “reset” has been a staggeringly naïve 
exercise in appeasement by the world’s superpower. The Russians respect only boldness and 
strength, both of which have been in markedly short supply at the Obama White House. 
President Obama is looking increasingly like an amateur on the Russian front, and we should be 
in no doubt that President Putin will be taking full advantage of Washington’s weakness. 

Resolve, not reset, should be America’s approach to the Russian regime. As Ronald Reagan 
demonstrated, the world is a far safer place with robust US leadership, with a firm willingness to 
stand up to the enemies of freedom. This is a message seemingly lost on the current president, 
for whom deference and decline have become the order of the day. 

  
  
The Corner 
Kathleen Sebelius Thinks You're An Idiot 
by Yuval Levin 
  
In preparation for this week’s House vote to repeal Obamacare, HHS Secretary Kathleen 
Sebelius has an op-ed in today’s Washington Post heralding the wonderful effects the law has 
supposedly already had on American health care. The argument she makes is just stunningly 
dishonest, and is readily refuted by data and analysis that the administration itself has made 
available. It’s astonishing that the administration expects anyone to buy this stuff. 
  
Sebelius argues first that: 
"In the decade before the law was passed, national health expenditures increased about 7 
percent a year. But in the past two years, those increases have dropped to less than 4 percent 
per year, saving Americans more than $220 billion." 
It takes real chutzpah for the Obama administration to make this argument. As the 
administration’s own actuaries and experts have pointed out, the slower growth of health 
spending has been very largely a product of the weak economy of the Obama years, and has 
essentially nothing to do with Obamacare. In fact, the very HHS document that the online 
version of Sebelius’s op-ed links readers to in that very paragraph quoted above says “the low 
rate of estimated growth in overall health spending in 2011 largely reflects the lingering effects 
of the recent recession and modest recovery.” Modest indeed. 
  
What’s more, that very same document (prepared by the National Health Expenditures team at 
HHS, whose members work for Sebelius) also says “In 2014, national health spending is 
projected to rise to 7.4 percent, or 2.1 percentage-points faster than in the absence of reform.” 
In other words, even the administration expects that Obamacare will cause health-spending to 
accelerate significantly, not to slow. Sebelius’s argument plainly implies the opposite. 



  
She then goes on to attribute the slower growth of health-insurance premiums to Obamacare 
too, writing: 
"You can see the same trend with premiums. Between 2000 and 2009, the average family 
premium more than doubled, from $6,438 to $13,375, an annual increase of 8.1 percent. From 
2009 to 2011, family premiums still rose — but at a rate 25 percent lower." 
But again, the same document she links to above, prepared by her own employees, plainly 
attributes this slowdown to the broader economic slowdown, noting that “this slowdown in 
growth is due primarily to a decrease in the number of people with private health insurance” as a 
result of layoffs and cutbacks by employers. And the report projects that Obamacare will cause 
premiums to rise faster, not slower, once its provisions fully take effect. 
  
Sebelius then argues that the fact that the proportion of small businesses still offering insurance 
coverage hasn’t fallen yet means that critics of Obamacare are wrong to argue that it will. But 
those critics make that argument because if Obamacare is permitted to take effect in 2014 it will 
create huge incentives for small employers to drop coverage and dump their workers into the 
new exchanges. The fact that this hasn’t happened yet hardly proves anything—as with her first 
two points, Sebelius is trying to attribute effects to Obamacare that have little or nothing to do 
with it, since its core provisions have not yet begun to operate. 
  
And finally, to top it all off, Sebelius argues that “the health-care law has strengthened 
Medicare’s long-term outlook, adding eight additional years to the projected solvency of the 
Medicare trust fund.” But of course, the law avoids any structural reform of Medicare—assigning 
the task of keeping costs down to a board of price controllers who are somehow expected to 
achieve what price controls have failed to do in Medicare for decades—and as Medicare trustee 
Charles Blahous has pointed out the added years of solvency are a function of double counting. 
As Medicare’s own actuary (who, again, works for Sebelius) has put it: 
  
In practice, the improved HI [trust fund] financing cannot be simultaneously used to finance 
other Federal outlays (such as the coverage expansions) and to extend the trust fund, despite 
the appearance of this result from the respective accounting conventions. 
  
Sebelius sums up her argument this way: “Since the Affordable Care Act was passed, national 
health spending is rising at a slower rate, health insurance premiums are rising at a slower rate, 
small-business coverage is holding steady and Medicare is on a stronger financial footing.” It is 
not an exaggeration to say that every part of her argument is either intentionally grossly 
misleading or untrue. 
  
  
  
National Review 
How Obamacare Harms the Poor  
Where to begin? 
by Avik Roy  
 
The story of Deamonte Driver illustrates how our health-care system leaves millions of 
Americans behind. Deamonte lived on the wrong side of the tracks, in Prince George’s County, 
Md. He was raised by a single mother. He spent his childhood in and out of homeless shelters. 
He was an African-American kid on welfare. Deamonte died at age twelve — not, however, in a 



drive-by shooting, or in a drug deal gone bad. He died of a toothache.  
 
In January 2007, Deamonte told his mother, Alyce, that he had a headache. She took him to the 
hospital, where he was diagnosed with a severe dental abscess and given some medication. 
But the next day, his condition worsened. It turned out that the infection from his tooth had 
spread to his brain. He was taken to the hospital again and underwent emergency surgery. After 
a second surgery, he got better for a while, but then began to have seizures. Several weeks 
later, Deamonte was dead.  
 
According to Ezra Klein, Deamonte Driver’s story shows us why it would be immoral to repeal 
Obamacare. “To repeal the bill without another solution for the Deamonte Drivers of the world? 
And to do it while barely mentioning them? We’re a better country than that. Or so I like to think.”  
 
But Deamonte Driver died not because he was uninsured. Indeed, Deamonte Driver died 
because he was insured — by the government. Deamonte, it turns out, was on Medicaid.  
 
Although Deamonte was insured, he never received routine dental care. It turns out that only 16 
percent of Maryland dentists accept Medicaid patients. Fewer than one-sixth of Maryland kids 
on Medicaid have ever had a cavity filled. Deamonte’s younger brother, DaShawn, had six 
rotted teeth, but it took dozens of calls before DaShawn could find one dentist who would see 
him. When the dentist concluded that DaShawn’s teeth were beyond repair, and required 
extraction, it took another several months to find an oral surgeon who would see him.  
 
Obamacare does not offer better health care to the Deamonte and DaShawn Drivers of the 
world. Under Obamacare, if Deamonte were alive today, he would still be stuck with the 
dysfunctional Medicaid coverage that he was stuck with before. In fact, according to the 
Congressional Budget Office, Obamacare will shove 17 million more Americans into Medicaid, 
the developed world’s worst health-care system.  
 
There are many problems with Obamacare. But the law’s cruelest feature is what it will do to 
low-income Americans who are already struggling. Study after study shows that patients on 
Medicaid have far worse health outcomes than those with private insurance. The largest study 
of this type, conducted by the University of Virginia on nearly 1 million patients, found that 
surgical patients on Medicaid were 97 percent more likely to die in the hospital than those with 
private insurance, and 13 percent more likely to die than those with no insurance at all.  
 
These results are not surprising. Medicaid pays doctors and hospitals, on average, about half of 
what private insurers pay. Most often, Medicaid pays less than what the care actually costs. As 
a result, doctors face the choice of caring for Medicaid patients — and going bankrupt — or 
shutting their doors to the poor and focusing instead on those with private insurance.  
 
One survey has found that internists are 8.5 times more likely to reject Medicaid patients 
altogether than to reject those with private insurance. Another study found that children on 
Medicaid with serious conditions, such as uncontrolled asthma and broken forearms, had a 66 
percent chance of being denied a doctor’s appointment, as compared with 11 percent for kids 
with private insurance.  
 
This is why it was so hard for Deamonte Driver to find doctors who would see him. Every 
American whom Obamacare puts on Medicaid will face the same challenge.  
 



And it’s not a problem only with Medicaid. According to the Medicare program’s chief actuary, 
Richard Foster, within eight years Obamacare will bring Medicare’s reimbursement levels below 
those of Medicaid. Imagine a nation of 77 million retired baby boomers, all of them having as 
much difficulty as Deamonte Driver in convincing doctors to see them. That is our future.  
 
Not all health coverage is created equal. A plastic card in your wallet with the word “insurance” 
on it doesn’t guarantee that you’ll have access to the medical care you need, when you need it. 
And that is the fundamental problem with Obamacare: It expands coverage without any regard 
to the value, or the quality, of that coverage.  
 
Over the last 15 years, the percentage of household income spent on health insurance has 
doubled, to 29 percent. As insurance gets more and more expensive, more American families 
have to accept less in take-home pay in order to maintain their coverage. Over the last decade 
and a half, the rising cost of health insurance has arguably done as much damage to middle-
class prosperity as did the 2008 financial crisis. The ironically titled Affordable Care Act makes 
this problem much worse.  
 
First, Obamacare forces Americans into costly, one-size-fits-all insurance plans that cover 
everything that government officials require. The law forces insurers to pay for routine services, 
such as contraception, and pass the extra costs along in the form of higher premiums. And it 
requires regulated health-care plans to provide insurance with a generous minimum “actuarial 
value” — the percentage of total average health-care costs that the plan covers — forcing plans 
to reduce their co-pays and deductibles, in exchange for higher premiums.  
 
The law contains an excise tax on health-insurance premiums, which insurers will be forced to 
pass on to consumers. Former CBO director Douglas Holtz-Eakin has calculated that insurers 
will have to raise premiums by $1.54 for every dollar they pay in excise tax.  
 
Through a provision called “community rating,” the law forces young people to pay significantly 
more for health insurance so as to subsidize those who are nearing retirement. Young people 
are much more likely to pay the $695 penalty for going without insurance than to pay $5,000 a 
year for insurance they don’t need. If they drop out and only sick people buy insurance, 
premiums go up, in a process known as “adverse selection.”  
 
Obamacare forces insurers to cover everyone, including those who are already sick. But 
because the law’s individual mandate is weak, containing numerous exemptions, many people 
will have an incentive to wait until they are sick to buy insurance, and then drop their coverage 
once they’ve received the care they need. This problem could cause such severe adverse 
selection that many insurers would drop out of the market entirely.  
 
Obamacare forces every company with more than 50 employees to offer comprehensive, 
government-approved health insurance to every worker, even part-time ones. Companies that 
don’t will be slapped with a fine of $2,000 per employee, regardless of insurance status, less the 
first 30 employees. What will this mean in practice? The cost of labor will rise, and hiring will 
correspondingly decline, particularly for the entry-level jobs that are most in reach of those who 
are unemployed today.  
 
If you have a chronic disease such as diabetes, or if your daughter has multiple sclerosis, a 
prospective small employer will be especially reluctant to offer you a job, because Obamacare 
will leave that company with no flexibility in the kind of health coverage it can offer, thereby 



increasing its financial risk. Companies will also have little incentive to hire people from low-
income households, because the mandate’s penalties kick in only if at least one worker with an 
income of less than four times the federal poverty level receives subsidies through the law’s 
exchanges. Instead, companies will seek to hire workers who have access to insurance through 
other family members.  
 
In other words, the people who are struggling the most to gain economic and health security are 
the ones who will be most harmed by the law. Some will be signed up for Medicaid and 
consigned to a lifetime of poor health care. Some will gain access to the subsidized exchanges, 
but will find it harder to gain employment as a result. And those who already have insurance, 
and are being squeezed by ever-increasing premiums, will be squeezed even harder by the 
law’s thoughtless blizzard of mandates and regulations.  
 
We have four more months to change course.  
 
Mr. Roy is a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute and a health-care adviser to Mitt Romney. 

The Economist 
Marine technology - A voyage of discovery 
New technology can make ships more versatile, more efficient and cleaner, too 
  

    



 

IN THE days when Norsemen pillaged their way around the monasteries and villages of Europe, 
Norwegian shipwrights were at the forefront of naval architecture. They still are. Norway is an 
important centre of marine innovation and several foreign companies have operations there, too. 
One such is the marine division of Rolls-Royce, a British firm, which is collaborating with 
Farstad, a shipping company based in Alesund, and STX OSV, a shipbuilder. The result of their 
efforts is Far Solitaire (pictured above), the first of a new class of vessels which bristle with 
novel technology that promises to make shipping safer, cleaner and cheaper. 

Far Solitaire has been designed as a platform-supply ship for the North Sea’s oil and gas 
industry. This means she is not a large vessel. She is 91 metres long (one-third of the length of 
a typical container ship), has a deadweight of 5,700 tonnes and cost about $70m. But some of 
the innovations she uses should be applicable to vessels of all sizes. 

At the moment she is being fitted out by STX OSV at its Langsten shipyard on Tomrefjord. In 
October she will be delivered to Farstad, who will use her to supply rigs in the region’s 
notoriously heavy seas. Crucially, she has to be able to hold her position while transferring 
cargoes that include various noxious materials which are employed in drilling or pumped into 
wells to improve the process of extraction. These have to be delivered to and removed from the 
platforms. Such transfers are potentially hazardous for the people involved and for the 
environment. 

One of Far Solitaire’s most important innovations is her wave-piercing hull. Below the waterline 
her bow has the bulbous drag-reducing nose that has become a familiar feature of modern 
ships. Above it, however, things are all new. Where a standard ship’s bow would have a flat 
foredeck, Far Solitaire’s flows up and over the vessel. This means that instead of riding the 
waves, as most ships do, she can penetrate them. 



That is a crucial change. When a ship rides the waves her engines slow down and then surge 
as her hull rises and falls. By piercing the swell, Far Solitaire will be able to maintain her engines 
at a constant speed. This will cut fuel consumption, reduce wear and tear, and make life for the 
crew safer and more comfortable. 

Future shipshape 

Far Solitaire is powered by a conventional diesel-electric system consisting of three engines 
connected to generators that run electric motors. The thrusters which those electric motors 
drive, however, are anything but conventional. 

The main pair are stern-mounted Azipull propellers. These are similar to the azimuth thrusters 
already used on some vessels: propellers on pods that can be rotated to push the ship in 
different directions, making a rudder unnecessary. But the Rolls-Royce Azipull has the propeller 
at the front of the pod rather than the back. That means the propeller operates in a smoother 
flow of water, which improves efficiency and assists steering. This design has been made 
possible using computational fluid dynamics to perfect the shapes of the blades and pods. 

Further control is provided by two bow thrusters. These are propellers mounted in transverse 
tunnels in the hull, to help position the craft and hold her stable while alongside a rig. And there 
is also an azimuth thruster that can be swung down from the forward part of the hull if an extra 
push is required. 

All of these propulsion systems are handled by moving one of the joysticks next to the captain’s 
chair in a bridge with a 360° view that looks more suitable for the starship Enterprise than what 
is, after all, a souped-up freighter. The consequences of moving the joystick can, fortunately, be 
practised on shore without risk to ship or platform, courtesy of a new 360° bridge simulator in 
Rolls-Royce’s marine-training centre in Alesund. The captain can also call on the assistance of 
an electronic positioning system that uses a combination of data from satellites, 
gyrocompasses, and wind and motion sensors to operate the thrusters automatically. 

Solid freight is carried on a deck that has an area of 1,020 square metres. Liquids, meanwhile, 
are stored below deck in tanks, each of which is fitted with its own pumping system, in order to 
avoid the risk of mixing substances best kept separate. 

Borge Nakken, who is in charge of technology and development at Farstad, expects Far 
Solitaire to use about 40% less fuel than a conventional vessel of the same size that is carrying 
out similar tasks. This is a remarkable saving, and although she is a small, specialist vessel, 
many of her features, particularly the new bow and the more efficient system of propellers, could 
help reduce fuel consumption and emission levels in larger ships as well. 

Stricter regulations on ships’ emissions are on their way—including, in particular, new controls 
for vessels in the North Sea and the Baltic, and off the coast of North America. That means 
shipowners who wish to ply these waters will have to stop using bunker fuel (the cheap stuff left 
over once petrol, diesel and aviation fuel have been distilled from crude oil) to power their 
vessels because burning it produces too much sulphur dioxide, nitrogen oxides and soot. That 
gives extra impetus for technology of the sort being tested in Far Solitaire. And this time no 
villages will have to be pillaged to pay for it. 



  

 
  
  

 
  
  



 
  
  

 
  



 
  
  


