
A Civitas Poll released 
in March shows half of 
North Carolinians identify 
as pro-life and that there 
is mixed support for the 
Electoral College. Fifty 
percent of registered vot-
ers polled said they are 
pro-life, while 40 percent 
described themselves as 
pro-choice and 10 percent 
were undecided. 

The issue of abortion 
is making more headlines 
of late as more conserva-
tive states are passing fetal 
heartbeat bills which could 
potentially prohibit abor-
tions after six weeks. On 
the other side, some blue 
states, particularly in the 
Northeast, have expanded 
abortion rights up to the 
moment of birth. Much of 
the renewed controversy 
over abortion exploded 
after Virginia Gov. Ralph 

Northam made these com-
ments to a radio station in 
January: 

“…If a mother is in 
labor, I can tell you exactly 
what would happen. The 
infant would be delivered. 
The infant would be kept 
comfortable. The infant 
would be resuscitated if 
that’s what the mother and 

the family desired, and 
then a discussion would 
ensue between the physi-
cians and the mother. So I 
think this was really blown 
out of proportion.” 

Many accused Gov. 
Northam of supporting 
infanticide and President 
Donald Trump criticized 
him for supporting the 

extermination of babies 
during this year’s State 
of the Union Address. 
“We had the case of the 
governor of Virginia 
where he basically stat-
ed he would execute 
a baby after birth,” 
declared Trump. 

According to the 
poll, half said they 
favor legislation pro-
hibiting unborn chil-

dren from being aborted 
after 13 weeks’ gestation 
unless there is a medical 
emergency. Perhaps more 
notably, a third of North 
Carolinians that identified 
as pro-choice favored this 
measure. 

While a small plural-
ity of North Carolinians 
say they support a national 
popular vote alternative to 
elect the president, those 
polled overwhelmingly 
rejected SB 104 (55/29 
– 15 percent undecid-
ed). That bill would bind 
North Carolina’s electors 
to the popular vote win-
ner, known more popular-
ly as the National Popular 
Vote Interstate Compact 
(NPVIC).

“It’s clear that there 

is a widespread  misun-
derstanding of what the 
Electoral College system 
is,” said Civitas President 
Donald Bryson. “The dis-
connect between a plurality 
of voters wanting a popu-
larly elected president, but 
a majority of those same 
voters opposing imple-
menting a national popu-
lar vote indicates that they 
changed their opinion with 
some explanation.”

The March poll showed 
potential problems for Sen. 
Thom Tillis (R-NC) if he 
decides to run for reelec-
tion for another U.S. Senate 
term. A strong primary 
challenger might make it 
difficult in his bid to secure 
the Republican Party 
nomination. Tillis’s favor-
ability ratings are at nega-
tive 7 percent (26 favor-
able to 33 unfavorable). 
The other North Carolina 
politicians polled, which 
included State Treasurer 
Dale Folwell, Secretary of 
State Elaine Marshall, Lt. 
Gov. Dan Forest, Attorney 
General Josh Stein, and 
Gov. Roy Cooper all had 
higher favorable ratings 
than unfavorable. 

President Trump had a 
job approval rating of 47 

North Carolinians politically split; abortion 
and Electoral College reinforce divide
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BY CIVITAS STAFF

BY SUSAN MYRICK

DEFYING THE LAW
GOV. COOPER SEEKS TO EXPAND FAILED MEDICAID PROGRAM

Civitas Action Updated for 2017 NCGA

The tone for the Cooper 
administration may have been 
set just a few days after Roy 
Cooper’s midnight swearing-
in when he said he wanted 
to expand the already over-
crowded Medicaid program. 
And he claimed he could do 
so by executive order, bypassing 
state law.

Moreover, the new governor’s 
plan would put jobs at risk, bill 
taxpayers for $600 million, make 
health care worse for the very 
people Medicaid is supposed 
to help, and embroil the state 
in more courtroom squabbles.

“Just days into his term as 
governor, Roy Cooper already 
intends to violate his oath of 
office with a brazenly illegal 
attempt to force a massive, 
budget-busting Obamacare 
expansion on North Carolina 
taxpayers,” Senate leader Phil 
Berger (R-Rockingham) replied. 

“Cooper is three strikes and 
out on his attempt to break 
state law. He does not have the 
authority to unilaterally expand 
Obamacare, his administration 
cannot take steps to increase 
Medicaid eligibility, and our 
Constitution does not allow 

him to spend billions of state tax 
dollars we don’t have to expand 
Obamacare without legislative 
approval,” Berger added. 

He and House Speaker Tom 

Moore sent a letter to the 
federal Centers for Medicare 
& Medicaid Services asking 
the agency to deny Cooper’s 
request.

In mid-January, U.S. District 
Judge Louise Flanagan issued 
a temporary restraining order 

Civitas Action (at www.
civitasaction.org) has been 
producing its annual legislative 
ranking since the 2008 legislative 
session.

The ranking analyzes each 
member’s vote on important 
legislation to better decipher 
his or her ideological stance 
on the issues. 

In an effort to continue to 
improve the Civitas Action 
experience, we have added two 
new pages to the website ahead 
of the 2017 session. 

Now users can, at a glance, 
see how their legislators have 
voted on key legislation during 
their time at the North Carolina 
General Assembly. Legislators’ 
lifetime scores are now on one 
page. The second new page on 
Civitas Action allows users to 
see how legislators voted on a 
selected bill as a group. 

Civitas Action’s legislative 
ranking website has been updated 

in other ways and is now ready 
for the 2017 legislative session. 
Civitas Action added nearly 30 
new legislators to the website. 
While the Civitas Action website 
was updated in 2016 to offer a 
more user-friendly experience, 
at the time we also began to 
track legislative votes as soon as 
possible after the vote occurred. 

The updates provide a final 
overview of the election results. 
As is always the case, incumbents 
held the clear advantage in the 
recent November election. In 
the 120-member state House, 
97 incumbents won re-election. 
Nonetheless, there will be new 
legislators voting on bills this  
session.

The election resulted in a net 
loss of one Republican in the 
state House. 

• Twelve Republican candidates 
won open seats left by Republican 
representatives retiring or otherwise 
moving on.

• Four Democrats won open 
seats left by Democrats. One of 
the open seats had been held by 
Rep. Paul Luebke (D-Durham), a 
veteran legislator who passed away 
a week before Election Day. His 
name appeared on the ballot and 
he garnered 73.9 percent of the 
vote; his challenger, Republican 
Elissa Fuchs, received 26.2 
percent. The Democrat Party 
has chosen Philip Lehman to 
serve out Luebke’s term.

• Three Democrats beat Republican 
incumbents, compared to two 
Republicans beating Democrat 
incumbents.

• One Republican won a seat 
left open by a Democrat and 
one Democrat took a seat left 
by a Republican not seeking 
reelection.

On the Senate side, 44 incumbents 
won reelection and the GOP 
had a net gain of one seat.

• One Republican beat a 
Democrat incumbent.

• Four Republicans won open 
seats vacated by Republicans and 
one Democrat won an open 
seat that had been held by a 
Democrat.

In addition, new Gov. Roy 
Cooper has selected two sitting 
legislators to serve in his cabinet, 
resulting in two open seats in the 
House that will be filled by the 
Democrat Party. Susi Hamilton 
(D-New Hanover) was picked 
as the new Secretary of Natural 
and Cultural Resources and Larry 
Hall (D-Durham) to head the 
Department of Military and 
Veterans Affairs. 

The Civitas Action Conservative 
Effectiveness Ranking is the only 
rating system in North Carolina 
that allows the citizens of North 
Carolina to gauge how their 
state legislator actually votes 
on important bills, and offers 
a score to better determine the 
member’s overall ideological 
stance on the pivotal issues.

to block the move to expand 
Medicaid. But lawyers for state 
and federal health bureaucracies 
immediately asked the judge to 
lift the order. Whatever happens 

with that, observers expect the 
legal tussles to continue.

State law and Medicaid
A 2013 North Carolina law 

states: “No department, agency, 
or institution of this State shall 
attempt to expand the Medicaid 

eligibility standards provided in 
S.L. 2011-145, as amended, or 
elsewhere in State law, unless 
directed to do so by the General 
Assembly.”

Moreover, according to a 2015 
law, “The General Assembly 
shall determine the eligibility 
categories and income thresholds 
for the Medicaid and N.C. 
Health Choice programs.”

Finally, a law passed last year 
says the state Department of 

Health and Human Services 
will administer Medicaid.

Berger and Moore also 
observed that the state 
Constitution reserves spending 
power to the General Assembly, 
and the expansion of Medicaid 
here would cost at least $600 
million annually. In other 
words, they asserted, Cooper 
is implicitly asking for the state 
to spend money, but only the 
legislature can approve such 
spending.

Cooper’s office said, however, 
the state laws infringe on his 
powers as chief executive and 
don’t apply to his draft plan. 

Flawed program
In addition, the expansion 

would spend hundreds of 
millions to merely add mostly 
able-bodied adults to a welfare 
program that is already on the 
brink of failure.

First of all, this controversy has 
helped to explode another myth: 
If North Carolina turns down 
Medicaid expansion, the federal 
funds involved will instead go 
to another state. Cooper himself 

The state Senate opened with its usual pomp in January, but already Gov. 
Cooper	and	legisla ve	leaders	had	already	clashed	over	Medicaid	expansion.

Debunking Medicaid expansion job 
claims, p. 3

Is the NCAE trying to divide
North Carolina?, p. 12
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Recent headlines across 
the state regarding the she-
nanigans of GOP Chairman 
Robin Hayes and others 
remind us of the impor-
tance of strong principles 
and high character for 
leadership. At the Civitas 
Institute, we are dedicated 
to sound conservative pol-
icy decisions over partisan 
power or rancor. We want 
all North Carolinians to be 
afforded the best opportu-
nity to flourish and have 
space from government 
regulations and mandates. 
Even through political 
strife and change the mes-

sage will always be prin-
cipled and consistent for 
freedom. 

The April issue con-
tinues to cover the detri-
ment and budget strain that 
Medicaid expansion would 
have for North Carolina. 
Congressman Gary Palmer 
(R-AL) recently offered 
these comments for states 
buying into expansion: 

When you expand 
Medicaid, the adminis-
trative costs and the cost 
of expansion will eventu-
ally swamp the state. It 
has other states. Illinois is 
about to go bankrupt. Plus, 

it forces more people on the 
waiting list in the expan-
sion state. Just in those 
states where Medicaid was 
expanded, 22,000 people 
have died on waiting lists. 

The moral argument is 
profound and accurate. It’s 
not moral or compassion-
ate for taxpayers to foot 
the bill for what would 
be adding a vast major-
ity of childless working 
age adults to the Medicaid 
rolls. Not only would there 
be permanent and lasting 
damage to our state bud-
get but consigning more 
dependents to the broken 

federal government that 
is $22 trillion in debt is 
clearly problematic. States 
should be given flex-
ibility and power to offer 
incentives and free market 
reforms to address the pri-
mary healthcare problem, 
which is one of cost. 

Speaking of a bro-
ken federal government, 
in this issue Brooke 
Medina offers up  an 
essay titled “Congress: 
Where Constitutional 
Conservatism Goes to 
Die.” It’s a good read and 
she’s critical of U.S. Sen. 
Thom Tillis’s flip-flop on 

President Donald Trump’s 
National Emergency 
Declaration regarding our 
southern border. 

Wherever you stand on 
the issue perhaps is ulti-
mately unimportant, but 
she draws out some time-
less reminders about prin-
ciples over power for pow-
er’s sake. It’s our duty as 
citizens to hold our elected 
officials accountable and 
help create a culture that 
promotes principled lead-
ership and virtue where 
public servants are willing 
to sacrifice for others and 
our Republic.

FROM THE EDITOR

Bringing Clarity to 
North Carolina politics



NC Capitol Connection, April, �019     �

www.nccapitolconnection.com

On the first day of 
the regular 2019 legisla-
tive session, Democrats 
introduced legislation to 
expand Medicaid in North 
Carolina. Among the jus-
tifications for expansion 
given at the press confer-
ence introducing the bill 
was that it would create 
more than 40,000 jobs.

This claim, however, 
doesn’t stand up to scru-
tiny.

The figure comes from 
a 2014 report produced 
by George Washington 
University researchers. 
The report declared that 
North Carolina will miss 
out on 43,000 jobs over 
five years, along with $21 
billion in federal money, 
if it continues to refuse 
Medicaid expansion as 
prescribed in Obamacare. 

The study’s findings 
largely echo other reports, 
such as a January 2013 
study produced by the 
North Carolina Institute of 
Medicine (NCIOM) which 
came to similar conclu-
sions.

The job growth claims 
are based on the state’s 
“drawing down” addi-

tional federal funds due 
to Medicaid expansion. As 
the GWU report describes, 
“Since most of the cost 
of a Medicaid expansion 
would be borne by the fed-
eral government, expan-
sion would result in bil-
lions of dollars in addition-
al federal funding flowing 
into North Carolina. These 
funds will initially be paid 
to health care providers, 
such as hospitals, clinics or 
pharmacies, as health care 
payments for Medicaid 
services.”

The income received 
by health care providers 
is then spent on suppliers 
(such as medicine, medi-
cal supplies, etc.) and in 
communities on goods and 
services such as groceries, 
clothes and movies.

The fatal flaw in this 
methodology, however, 
is that in order to “draw 
down” federal Medicaid 
dollars, actual medical ser-
vices need to be provided 
to Medicaid patients. It is 
only when doctors actual-
ly treat Medicaid patients 

that the federal govern-
ment pays providers for 
the services.

For instance, the NCIOM 
study assumes that more 
than 500,000 North 
Carolinians will not only 
enroll in Medicaid under 
expansion, but each would 
receive — on average 
— approximately $4,300 

in medical services each 
year. As these services are 
rendered, the doctors and 
hospitals are paid by the 
federal Medicaid program, 
which injects the money 
into the state’s economy 
and spurs the job creation, 
according to the report.

But here’s where the jobs 
claims fall apart: North 
Carolina already suffers 
from a shortage of doctors, 
especially of those accept-
ing Medicaid patients.

Medicaid rolls in North 
Carolina have ballooned 
from about 1 million in 
2003 to roughly 2 mil-
lion today. Adding another 
500,000 would push the 
program over 2.5 million 
enrollees and mark more 
than a million-and-a -half 
new Medicaid enrollees in 
about 15 years.

All this would take 
place when the number 
of physicians accepting 
Medicaid patients is dwin-
dling. According to state 
Medicaid Annual reports, 
from 2003 to 2016, the 
number of physicians 

enrolled as Medicaid pro-
viders dropped by more 
than 1,300.

Imagine adding since 
2003 the equivalent of the 
entire combined popula-
tion of Wake and Forsyth 
Counties to a group of peo-
ple already fighting over a 
shrinking pool of doctors. 
Making matters worse, 

a 2012 article in Health 
Affairs found that one-
fourth of North Carolina’s 
physicians would not 
take any new Medicaid 
patients.

Indeed, a December 2014 
report from the federal 
Department of Health and 
Human Services examined 
Medicaid enrollee access 
to medical providers. The 
report’s findings confirm 
the concerns regarding 
lack of access for Medicaid 
patients. Half of the pri-
mary care and specialty 
providers contacted in the 
study could not even offer 
appointments to Medicaid 
enrollees.

In short, the supply 
of doctors is not large 
enough to meet the current 
Medicaid enrollee demand 
and expansion would only 
make this problem far 
worse.

Such extreme supply 
constraints tell us that 
if North Carolina were 
to expand Medicaid, the 
newly enrolled would 
have great difficulty actu-

ally seeing a physician. 
Coverage will not equal 
access.

If new enrollees in 
the already overcrowded 
Medicaid program have 
limited access to care, then 
a very limited number of 
services will be provided. 
With fewer services pro-
vided, fewer federal dol-
lars are “drawn down” to 
Medicaid providers. The 
whole premise behind the 
study purporting to show 
job creation is flawed.

Moreover, the hospital 
tax being proposed to pay 
for expansion would force 
hospitals to either shift 
higher costs onto private 
insurance patients or cut 
costs – potentially decreas-
ing jobs in the healthcare 
sector.

Finally, research shows 
that expansion actually 
has a significant nega-
tive impact on employ-
ment. A comprehensive 
study released in 2014 by 
the National Bureau of 
Economic Research, for 
instance, found that past 
Medicaid expansions to 
enroll able-bodied, child-
less adults reduced the like-
lihood of working by up to 
10 percentage points.

Not only are the job cre-
ation claims unsupportable, 
the more likely scenario of 
Medicaid expansion would 
be a net loss of tens of 
thousands of jobs, creat-
ing significant harm to our 
economy.

A version of this article 
originally appeared in the 
Wilson Times.

Debunking those Medicaid expansion job claims
BY BRIAN BALFOUR 
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“An open mind, in ques-
tions that are not ultimate, 
is useful. But an open mind 
about the ultimate founda-
tions either of Theoretical 
or of Practical Reason is 
idiocy. If a man’s mind 
is open on these things, 
let his mouth at least be 
shut.” – C.S. Lewis, “The 
Abolition of Man.” 

Throughout our lives we 
are given opportunities to 
prove the stuff we’re made 
of. To prove that we are 
not, in fact, “men without 
chests,” to borrow from 
C.S. Lewis’ analogy of a 
person that lacks an abil-
ity or willingness to grasp 
absolutes. Last month’s 
vote on a resolution to end 
President Donald Trump’s 
unconstitutional National 
Emergency declaration 
provided an opportunity 
for conservative senators 
to prove the stuff they were 
made of.

Unfortunately, the pull 
of political power has 
trumped the necessary 
– and increasingly uncom-
mon – commitment to con-
stitutional conservatism. 
President Trump’s deci-
sion to use the National 
Emergencies Act (1976) as 
the vehicle for building a 
wall on our southern bor-
der, thereby circumvent-
ing Congress’ ineptitude 
in handling immigration, 
is unconstitutional. This is 
not a denial that some-
thing must be done when 
it comes to border security. 

For too long Congress has 
punted on this problem. But 
neither does the problem at 
the border negate Article I 
of the U.S. Constitution.

Up until the moment of 
last month’s vote, many 
thought Sen. Thom Tillis 
felt this way, too. Paying 
lip service to constitutional 
integrity, Tillis eloquently 
penned the following in a 
February 25th Washington 
Post op-ed:

“It is my responsibility to 
be a steward of the Article 
I branch, to preserve the 
separation of powers and to 
curb the kind of executive 
overreach that Congress 
has allowed to fester for 
the better part of the past 
century.”

It is clear that populism 
is taking its toll on Senators 
Tillis, Sasse (R-NE), and 
Cruz (R-TX). Populist 
sentiment has continued to 
grow in our nation, driv-
ing a wedge between right 
leaning Americans. It pits 
those that hold tightly to 
the belief that our repub-

lican form of government 
demands systems that 
dilute the impact of a fick-
le direct democracy and 
those that merely look to 
each new election as an 

opportunity to impose their 
will on the minority. The 
Left has their own form 
of populism, too, but this 
article isn’t about them.

The fact that many 
Republican voters and 
politicians have sacrificed 
conservative principles on 
the altar of political expe-
diency can be attributed, in 
part, to this growing popu-
lism that has paralyzed the 
will to safeguard the sepa-
ration of powers.

If we’re honest, most of 
us can sympathize with the 
politically difficult situa-
tion Republicans like Tillis, 
Sasse, and Cruz found 
themselves in. As one poll-
ster put it in an article in 
Politico: “Voting against 
the declaration poses a risk 
of being seen as not tak-
ing border security seri-
ously.” This is potentially 
what Sen. Sasse, known 
for historically being an 
independent thinker com-
mitted to constitutional 
conservatism, had in mind 
when he voted against the 

resolution. At the outset 
of his statement following 
last month’s vote, he said, 
“We have an obvious crisis 
at the border…”

This quandary can elic-

it our sympathy, but it 
shouldn’t garner our sup-
port. What good are prin-
ciples and commitments to 
important ideals if we cast 
them aside when they are 
needed the most?

Essentially, what hills are 
worth dying on? Clearly, 
we have Sen. Tillis’ answer 
to this question. Re-elec-
tion, probably justified in 
his mind by the belief that 
he can accomplish great 
things once he gets past 
2020, was worth the buck-
ling.

Soldiers that have gone 
to war can tell you that 
their deployment was filled 

with choices, demanding 
they make quick, life and 
death judgment calls. For 
the infantryman on patrol, 
perhaps he was forced to 
choose between saving 

one lone Iraqi girl today or 
living to fight another day, 
in the chance that he might 
be able to save two Iraqi 
girls tomorrow.

The question he must 
ask himself is, “What is 
my duty to my fellow man 
right now?” He can’t live 
in the theoretical world of 
“what if,” forever punting 
his decision to stand on 
principle to some mystical 
land of maybes. To do so 
would allow him to excuse 
every opportunity for cour-
age as merely an unfortu-
nate and untimely occa-
sion that simply wasn’t 
expedient in light of what 
tomorrow might bring.

Likewise, our elected 
officials ought to function 
with one foot firmly plant-
ed in the rich soil of Article 
I and the other in the real-
ity of their obligation to 
the American people.

Our character is revealed 
by what we do in times of 
testing, not in platitudes 
eloquently espoused in 
Washington Post op-eds.

“What good are principles and commitments to 
important ideals if we cast them aside when they are 
needed the most?”

Congress: where constitutional 
conservatism goes to die

BY BROOkE MEDINA
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In late March, state 
Senators Joyce Krawiec 
(R-Forsyth), Dan Bishop 
(R-Mecklenburg), and 
Ralph Hise (R-Mitchell) 
filed Senate Bill 361, the 
Health Care Expansion 
Act of 2019.

By focusing on free 
market, supply-side 
reforms, the bill reflects a 
positive shift in the con-
versation around health-
care policy for the state. 
Instead of asking how 
government can “help” 
by getting more involved, 
the state should look to 
reduce government inter-
ventions that strangle the 
healthcare market, driv-
ing up prices and restrict-
ing supply for all North 
Carolinians.

The bill also addresses 
a shortfall in Medicaid 
services for a truly needy 
population.

It is no secret that 
progressives are push-
ing for North Carolina to 
expand Medicaid this year. 
Proponents of expansion 
claim that providing gov-
ernment insurance to the 
uninsured will improve 
their access to care. This 
is an incorrect equation 
– coverage does not equal 
access to care.

Expanding Medicaid 
addresses the symptoms of 
government interference in 
health care with more gov-
ernment interference.

In a recent opinion edito-
rial, John Locke Foundation 
Chair John Hood articulat-

ed the point well: “Shifting 
the cost from one pocket 
to another doesn’t make 
it go away. We need more 
innovation, more competi-
tion, and more informa-
tion. Smart state policies 

can help.”
Senate Bill 361 takes 

strides towards improv-
ing access to healthcare 
by accomplishing several 
objectives:

Increase innovation 
waiver slots.

The first part of the bill 
would expand funding and 
slots for the North Carolina 
Innovations Waiver. The 
waiver is part of the state’s 
current Medicaid program, 
providing funding for indi-
viduals with intellectual or 
developmental disabilities 
to receive care and support 

in their home or commu-
nity. This helps individuals 
with disabilities to have 
more autonomy and inde-
pendence. The program 
currently has a waiting list 
with an average wait time 

of seven years, according 
to the bill sponsors.

Repeal the Certificate 
of Need law.

Certificates of Need 
(CON) are a government-
issued permission slip 
required by the state for 
would-be healthcare pro-
viders to open their doors 
or provide certain ser-
vices. The CON law lim-
its supply and drives up 
prices; repealing it would 
encourage competition in 
the healthcare sector and 
expand our healthcare 
industry’s capacity to serve 

patients.
Allow Interstate 

Reciprocity for 
Psychologists.

This section would add 
North Carolina to an exist-
ing interstate compact 

granting licensing reci-
procity to psychologists. 
Essentially, psychologists 
licensed by other states in 
the compact could practice 
in North Carolina with-
out also getting a North 
Carolina license. This 
would apply to both tele-
medicine and temporary 
in-person practicing.

The bill also allows 
Licensed Marriage and 
Family Therapists to per-
form first level involuntary 
commitment evaluations 
and makes other minor 
regulatory changes.

Easing restrictions for 
these providers will also 
expand choices for North 
Carolinians with health-
care needs.

These are great steps 
that the legislature can 
take to help make afford-
able healthcare more 
accessible for all North 
Carolinians. But there is 
still more work to do.

Civitas has championed 
several access-expand-
ing options, including 
the CON repeal and tele-
medicine expansion pres-
ent in Senate Bill 361, as 
well as association health 
plans, which were passed 
by the Senate earlier 
this year. Other needed 
reforms include expand-
ing scope of practice for 
certain healthcare profes-
sionals, loosening man-
dates and restrictions on 
health insurance options 
and removing burden-
some insurance regula-

tions from direct prima-
ry care physician-patient 
arrangements.

Through Senate Bill 
361, as well as the asso-
ciation health plans, the 
North Carolina Senate 
has emerged as a leader 
in healthcare policy in the 
state. They have shown a 
willingness to embrace the 
capacity of the free mar-
ket to increase quality and 
decrease prices. Hopefully, 
the House will soon follow 
their lead.

Proposed free market healthcare 
reforms a step in the right direction

BY LEAH BYERS
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There has been a lot of 
discussion over the educa-
tion proposals included in 
Gov. Roy Cooper’s recom-
mended 2019-2020 bud-
get. One provision absent 
from most of those discus-
sions is Cooper’s decision 
to freeze, reduce and ulti-
mately zero out the high-
ly popular Opportunity 
Scholarship Program. The 
Opportunity Scholarship 
Program provides low- and 
middle-income students a 
voucher of up to $4,200 to 
attend the private school 
of their choice. In 2017-
18, North Carolina award-
ed 7,371 scholarships to 
needy students. This year, 
already 9,603 scholar-
ships have been awarded. 
The increase speaks to the 
popularity of the program 
–and that the program is 
meeting a need.

Gov. Cooper says such 
programs lack account-
ability. Civitas vehemently 
disagrees and addressed 
some of those concerns 
in a longer article from 
March 2017 that can be 
found on our website titled 
“Cooper, Vouchers and 
the Veneer of Progressive 
Accountability.” Last  
month, Parents for 
Educational Freedom 
North Carolina surveyed 
nearly 1,500 families about 
their experience with the 
Opportunity Scholarship 
Program. The results: 97 
percent of families are 
happy with the child’s 

academic 
progress, 
97 percent 
are satis-
fied or 
very satis-
fied with 
the pro-
gram, and 
99 percent 
say their 
child feels 
safe. 

G o v . 
C o o p e r 
has spo-
ken often 
about his 
c o m m i t -
ment to 
education 
and ensur-
ing all 
children have access to a 
good education. It appears 
however, that commitment 
only applies to certain stu-
dents in the public schools. 
If you are in a public school 
that is challenged or is not 
a good fit, you’re out of 
luck.

Civitas has continually 
chronicled the governor’s 
opposition to school choice 
and we will continue to 
make sure the citizens of 
North Carolina are aware of 
his positions. That Cooper 
and his Progressive friends 
would rather zero out a 
program than see low-
income children access a 
better education should be 
a wakeup call to all in our 
state. 

How out of step are 

Cooper’s views on the 
Opportunity Scholarship 
Program? A January 
2019 Civitas Poll found 
that 85 percent of North 
Carolinians support the 
program. That includes 
93 percent of African 
Americans, 87 percent of 
Republicans, 85 percent of 
Democrats and 85 percent 
of unaffiliated voters.

School choice support-
ers might have reason to 
worry about Cooper’s 
proposal. However, they 
should remember that ear-
lier this year. Senator Terry 
Van Duyne (D-Buncombe), 
and many of her fellow 
Democratic Senators 
attempted to end the 
growth of the Opportunity 
Scholarship Program. 

Senate Bill 5, Amendment 
2, was a motion to end all 
funding increases for the 
program. The Amendment 
failed along mostly party 
lines, with Democrats Ben 
Clark (Cumberland) and 
Paul Lowe (Forsyth) join-
ing Republicans to defeat 
the measure.

The amendment was 
offered, despite the fact 
that polling shows that 
67 percent of North 
Carolinians believe the 
General Assembly should 
do more to expand choice 
in our state; only 7 per-
cent believe the legisla-
ture should stop expanding 
choice.

Cooper’s opposition to 
school choice is deep. He 
included a similar pro-

vision to eliminate the 
Opportunity Scholarship 
Program in his first bud-
get. Cooper also went to 
court to challenge the for-
ward funding provisions 
added to the Opportunity 
Scholarship Program; a 
fight he ultimately lost. 
The governor is already 
on record saying he thinks 
charter schools promote 
segregation.

Gov. Cooper’s propos-
al to end the Opportunity 
Scholarship Program sig-
nals the breadth of those 
intentions. It’s a position 
that is clearly out of step 
with the majority of North 
Carolinians. And people 
need to know about it.

Gov. Cooper’s radical
opposition to school choice
BY BOB LUEBkE
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Gov. Roy Cooper’s 
bi-annual State of the 
State address outlines his 
vision for North Carolina 
over the next two years. 
Unsurprisingly, expanding 
the state’s Medicaid pro-
gram was a top priority for 
Cooper.

While discussing expan-
sion, Cooper highlighted 
Boone pediatrician Dr. 
Gregory Adams. This 
seemed to be an emotional 
appeal to persuade North 
Carolinians that children 
will benefit from Medicaid 
expansion. The governor’s 
press release gives this 
blurb about Adams:

“Dr. Adams, a pediatri-
cian practicing in Watauga 
County, has been in prac-
tice for more than 35 years. 
Dr. Adams is concerned 
about patients with chronic 
conditions being able to 
get the health care they 
need and believes our state 
should expand Medicaid.”

The wording in the 
biographic blurb is very 
carefully chosen. Notice 
that the statement says 
that Adams is “concerned 
about patients,” but it does 
not specify whether it is 
his own patients that he is 
worried about.

That’s because low-

income children are already 
covered under the state’s 
current Medicaid program.

There is no direct ben-
efit to children for expand-
ing Medicaid. But unless 
someone was very famil-
iar with current Medicaid 
eligibility rules, he or she 
would probably not catch 
Cooper’s subtle deception. 
And the governor is not the 
only one using this dirty 
trick.

Last month, the presi-
dent of the North Carolina 
Pediatric Society wrote 
an opinion piece for the 
Raleigh News & Observer 
on her support for expan-
sion. The piece was titled 
“Why close the gap? Kids’ 
health depends on it.”

This title is disingenu-
ous and misleading. The 
article describes how chil-
dren are better off if their 
parents and caregivers are 
in good health. But that 
argument ignores two sig-
nificant facts. The first is 
that, like low-income chil-
dren, many low-income 
parents are already covered 
under the state’s current 
Medicaid program. Low-
income pregnant women 
are also covered under the 
current Medicaid program.

Of individuals eligible to 

be covered under 
Medicaid expan-
sion, 78 percent 
are working-age, 
able-bodied, child-
less adults.

The article says 
that Medicaid 
expansion would 
help “future par-
ents” remain in 
better health. But 
it does not men-
tion that Medicaid 
coverage for fam-
ily planning health 
services is already 
available for non-
pregnant adults of 
child-bearing age 
with an income of up to 
195 percent of the federal 
poverty line.

The second fact con-
veniently ignored in the 
article is that Medicaid 
coverage is not equiva-
lent to better health out-
comes. A groundbreaking 
study in Oregon in 2011 
found no positive health 
improvements between 
new Medicaid enrollees 
and the uninsured, with the 
exception of slightly better 
mental health outcomes.

One reason for the dis-
connect between Medicaid 
coverage and health could 
be the issue of access. A 

limited number of doctors 
in the state accept Medicaid 
patients at all, and even 
fewer accept new Medicaid 
patients. It is likely that 
current Medicaid recipi-
ents already have a hard-
er time finding a doctor 
than someone with private 
insurance. Expansion will 
increase Medicaid enroll-
ment by 30 percent in one 
year and that will only 
perpetuate the problem of 
access, for both the expan-
sion population and cur-
rent Medicaid enrollees.

The irony? Expansion 
could worsen the strain on 
access and actually harm 
the health of low-income 

children, parents, pregnant 
women, and “future par-
ents” that currently receive 
Medicaid if they have a 
harder time finding a doc-
tor.

Medicaid expansion 
proponents know that 
low-income children and 
their parents garner public 
sympathy that they need 
to push their initiative to 
victory. Cooper and other 
expansion proponents are 
using children as politi-
cal pawns to advance their 
big-government agenda 
– and they are not letting 
the facts get in their way.

Supporters use children as political 
pawns in fight for Medicaid expansion
BY LEAH BYERS

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1

North Carolinians politically split: abortion and Electoral College reinforce divide

percent, while 49 percent 
statewide disapproved. The 
poll was commissioned 

before the president was 
essentially cleared by spe-
cial counsel Robert Mueller 

during an investigation to 
see if there was any cam-
paign collusion between 

Trump and Russia. 
You can find the entire 

poll and crosstabs at 

NCCivitas.org.
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The above map shows the January 2019, (not sea-
sonally adjusted) unemployment rates for all 100 
North Carolina counties. (data from N.C. Department 
of Commerce) The January statewide unemployment 
rate was 4.5 percent and increased in all 100 counties. 
In comparison to a few months earlier in November, 
the statewide unemployment rate was 3.5 percent. 
December was 3.8 percent. 

Hyde County had the highest unemployment rate at 
13.3 percent, while Buncombe County had the lowest at 
3.4 percent.

All 15 of the state’s metro areas experienced rate 
increases. Rocky Mount had the highest at 6 percent and 
Asheville the lowest at 3.6 percent. 

When compared to the same month last year, not sea-
sonally adjusted unemployment rates decreased in 67 
counties, increased in 17, and remained unchanged in 16. 
Nine metro areas experienced rate decreases over the year, 
one increased, and five remained unchanged.

With growing concerns 
about school safety, should 
schools be forced to open 
their doors to hundreds of 
unchecked adults?

Under current North 
Carolina law, election 
officials can compel local 
schools to open their build-
ings to be polling plac-
es regardless of security 
concerns that school offi-
cials may have. In addi-
tion, the increased traffic 
on voting days can make 
gaining access to schools 
more difficult for students 
and increases the danger 
of traffic accidents involv-
ing children. While some 

school systems respond to 
those concerns by mak-
ing elections days teacher 
work days, that is not prac-
tical for all school sys-
tems, increasing risks to 
students.

However, schools are the 
most convenient location 
for polling places in many 
precincts. Research by the 
Raleigh News & Observer 
found that roughly 20 per-
cent of the polling places 
used in last November’s 
election were in public 
schools. A ban on using 
schools as polling places 
would likely be highly dis-
ruptive as local boards of 

election scramble to find 
new accessible locations 
where citizens can vote.

A proposal currently in 
the Elections and Ethics 
Law committee of the NC 
General Assembly is an 
attempt to thread the needle 
between those concerns. 
House Bill 24, sponsored 
by Reps. Donny Lambeth 
(R – Forsythe) and Lee 
Zachary (R – Forsyth, 
Yadkin) would not prohibit 
schools from being used as 
polling places, but would 
give local school boards 
the option to refuse to open 
some school buildings for 
that purpose. Perhaps more 

importantly, it gives school 
boards the power to estab-
lish safety protocols for 
children that election offi-
cials must follow:

If the local board of 
education consents to the 
request, the local board of 
education shall develop a 
safety plan that the local 
board of elections shall fol-
low to ensure the security 
of students at the school 
while the building is being 
used as a voting place.

I doubt that many 
schools would be put off 
limits as polling places if 
this proposal is enacted. 
As elected officials, most 

school board members are 
aware of the convenience 
often associated with using 
schools as polling places 
and would likely only ban 
their use when there is a 
strong safety or operational 
concern. In addition, some 
of them may also be aware 
of research showing that 
voting in schools increases 
the likelihood that voters 
will support school bonds.

House Bill 24 is a moder-
ate solution that addresses 
real concerns about student 
safety while still allowing 
schools to be used as poll-
ing places.

Balancing voters’ convenience with children’s safety
BY ANDY JACkSON
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Ask adults over 55 what 
comes to mind when they 
think of millennials and 
many of them will roll 
their eyes and swiftly say, 
“entitled.”

While I’ll be the first to 
admit that millennials like 
myself have our shortcom-
ings, the reality is that one 
of our greatest challenges’ 
stems from a breakdown in 
society’s oldest institution: 
the family.

Compared to boom-
ers in 1980, the Census 
Bureau reports that mil-
lennials have fallen behind 
in two key areas: they’re 
less likely to be married 
and more likely to live in 
poverty.

While I bristle at the 
notion that my generation 
is obliged to do things the 
same as other generations 
solely because, “that’s how 
things have always been 
done,” it’s undeniable that 
many millennials are reap-
ing the economic and qual-
ity of life consequences of 
their life choices.

Take unwed parenthood, 
for example. A recent study 
found that only 40 percent 
of millennials had married 
before having children, 
compared to 67 percent 
of boomers. Regardless 
of race, seven out of 10 
millennials who grew up 
in low-income homes are 
able to move up to the 
middle class or higher by 
waiting until marriage to 

have children.
My first job was at a 

non-profit in a city known 
for its middle class, mili-
tary-connected population. 
The economy was large-
ly fueled by the demand 
created by young soldiers 
and middle-class families. 
The side of town that our 
organization served, how-
ever, was economically 
depressed and largely 
devoid of steady employ-
ment and strong families. 
In place of full-service 
grocery stores and play-
grounds stood the loom-
ing Department of Social 
Services, abandoned build-
ings, and corner stores 
where the cost of groceries 
was much higher.

It was at this non-profit 
that I had a front row seat 
to the indignity of poverty. 
One by one, day in and day 
out, my colleagues and I 
would work through the 
long list of visitors – many 
of them single mothers 
– that had come to receive 
“emergency assistance.” 
This misnomer was likely 
not lost on our visitors, 
most of whom were regu-
lars, as their reason for 
being there wasn’t so much 
an emergency as it was a 
daily reality. Eventually I 
recognized that although 
we were helping meet the 
immediate needs of these 
individuals, we were fail-
ing at the long-term goal 
of empowering men and 

women to move beyond 
government programs and 
into the freedom and pride 
that come from a steady 
job with which they can 
take care of their families.

Although marriage is 
by no means a guaran-
teed way out of poverty, 
the data tells a compelling 
story. In my home state 
of North Carolina, chil-
dren are five times more 
likely to live in poverty 
if there is no father in the 
home. A 2018 study found 
that drug-related deaths 
were “significantly higher 
in counties with greater 
economic and family dis-
tress.” The study’s authors 
defined family distress as 
“divorce/separation and 
single parent families.”

Unfortunately, many 
government welfare poli-

cies don’t acknowledge 
the powerful connection 
between marriage and 
economic well-being. As a 
result, policies that refuse 
to place work requirements 
on able-bodied adults 
remove the healthy pres-
sure of finding employ-
ment. This serves to dis-
incentivize those already 
trapped in poverty from 
reaching historically cel-
ebrated adult milestones, 
such as marriage and full-
time work.

But is government’s 
mismanagement of welfare 
policies the only problem, 
or for that matter, the big-
gest problem? Have we, as 
a society, especially those 
of us who believe in limit-
ed government, embraced 
our responsibility to pro-
mote strong marriages and 

families?
Do we believe in the 

value of matrimony? Or 
are we inclined to think of 
it primarily as a bourgeoi-
sie virtue? If we want to 
stand shoulder to shoulder 
with the one in five millen-
nials battling poverty, then 
encouraging healthy mar-
riage, should be one of our 
clarion calls. Promoting a 
vibrant family life is much 
harder than hurtling con-
tempt at those “entitled 
millennials.” If we’re tired 
of seeing this promising 
generation flounder, then 
perhaps they’re at least 
entitled to being shown a 
better way forward. 

This article was original-
ly published at Intellectual 
Takeout.

Could marriage help
millennials escape poverty?

BY BROOkE MEDINA
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The North Carolina 
Association of Educators 
(NCAE) is hard at work 
promoting their teacher 
walkout for May Day. 
The May 1 (May Day) 
date, often referred to as 
“Workers’ Day,” is linked 
to socialist and communist 
movements to organize 
labor against management. 
There is nothing inherently 
wrong with workers advo-
cating for better treatment 
and better pay, but the May 
1 teacher proposed walk-
out is extremely problem-
atic for a host of reasons. 
Depending on the num-
ber of districts choosing to 
close that day, hundreds of 
thousands of students will 
miss school.

Below is a statement 
from Mark Johnson, North 
Carolina’s superintendent 
of public instruction:

We support teachers 
and are championing the 
changes our education 
system needs, but I cannot 
support protests that force 
schools to close.

The protest organizers 
should choose a non-school 
day. The legislature will 
be in session in Raleigh 
for at least another three 
months, a time period that 
spans dozens of days stu-
dents are not scheduled 
to be in school, including 
spring break and summer 
break.

Protesting is a right that 
can be just as effective 
during non-school hours. 
Closing schools affects not 
only students’ learning and 

nutrition, but also parents, 
other school employees, 
and other teachers.

We have more work to 
do, but we listen to educa-
tors’ concerns and have 
been responding with 
efforts to raise teacher pay, 
provide state funding for 
school construction needs, 
reduce high-stakes test-
ing, improve school safety 
efforts, and more.

On top of that, the clos-
ing of school should be a 
last resort. Schools should 
be closed when it’s in the 
best interest and safety of 
the students. Political agi-
tation led by a group seek-
ing to divide the state polit-
ically is a terrible reason to 
shut down schools. I can’t 
imagine the vast majority 
of principals and superin-
tendents are in favor of this 
walkout, given that they 
are accountable to more 
than merely pleasing some 
of the politically motivated 
staff.

The NCAE itself is 
known for embracing 
Marxist symbolism too, as 
North Carolina radio host 
Chad Adams pointed out 
on Twitter at the end of 
March: 

“It’s one thing for folks 
to THINK you’re a com-
munist organization when 
you adopt a communist 
symbol to represent your 
group. Bad choice of the 
week @ncae for choosing 
Soviet Era CCCP logo as 
theirs!” 

The symbol they chose 
to represent them was a 
raised fist similar to the 
ones provided by Soviet 
and Marxist revolutionar-
ies. 

If you want to be social-
ist or engage in activism 
sympathetic to Marxism, 
that’s your right as an 
American, but don’t do it 
on taxpayer time and don’t 
punish students and chil-
dren for those antics.

Most importantly, North 

Carolina is a right to work 
state and is not known 
for its labor agitation and 
agenda. People here are 
not used to groups com-
ing in and pitting workers 
against management, or in 
this case the taxpayers. If 
it feels out of place for a 
reason, it’s because this 
kind of symbolism is out 
of place in our state.

Teacher pay is an impor-
tant issue and you can read 
some of Bob Luebke’s 
recent commentary on 
that topic at our website. 
According to the John 
Locke Foundation pay for 
teachers in the state now 
ranks 2nd in the Southeast 
and 20th nationally after 
the cost of living is factored 
into the equation. Brooke 
Medina and I talk about 
teacher pay frequently on 
the Civitalk podcast as 
well. We love and admire 
teachers not only because 
like most, we have educa-
tors in our family, but we 

cherish learning and are 
always seeking to expand 
our knowledge base.

At any rate, I think Mark 
Johnson has struck the right 
tone with his response to 
the May walkout. Protests 
are a right but, in this case, 
should only come after the 
interests of students and 
taxpayers.

It’s political suicide to 
take on “teachers,” just 
about everybody knows 
it’s counterproductive 
too, but one shouldn’t 
be afraid to call out the 
NCAE for this kind of per-
petual political agitation 
that seeks to divide us and 
ends up harming students.  
Not to mention the severe 
inconvenience to working 
parents, many of whom 
make less than teachers 
and are already struggling 
to scrape by to support 
their family.

Is the NCAE trying to divide North 
Carolina with their socialist symbols?

BY RAY NOTHSTINE


