
President’s Message 

  

There are a few hot button items that we could discuss, such as, how the for-profit 
medical school, ICOM, appeared without discussion with 
stakeholders, or how Idaho’s Governor and House 
Representatives continue to adamantly refuse to address, 
in a meaningful way, our state’s healthcare crisis. We 
could even discuss the political grid lock in Washington 
and on the campaign trail. What I’d like to discuss is how 
all these issues have something in common…the need for 
compromise. 

It seems lately that both sides of any hot topic are taking 
the “my way or the highway” approach. Is the “my way or 
the highway” approach an effective way to govern in 
Idaho? Should we all meet in the middle? The solution is 
not that simple. Let’s explore this a bit more. 

Idaho’s medical community has a history of working together and approaching issues in 
a collaborative and cooperative way.  The success of Idaho’s major healthcare projects, 
such as starting residency programs and transforming the healthcare delivery system 
(SHIP), has taken strong leadership, teamwork and compromise from a wide variety of 
healthcare focused stakeholders and highly respected leaders.  So far, the collaborative 
approach we take with our colleagues and partners has proven to be beneficial for all 
involved. 

The “all or nothing” proponents could argue that meeting in the middle would cause a 
problem. This is called the “false dilemma” fallacy. Putting issues in black and white 
terms ignores the spectrum of solutions and complexities. For example, the argument 
that expanding Medicaid in Idaho would be disastrous for the Federal deficit (and 
ultimately the Idaho budget), leaves no room for discussion about how NOT expanding 
Medicaid would have dire consequences on the Idaho budget. By refusing to have an 
open debate about the issues, the Governor of Idaho and the state’s House of 
Representatives are choosing the path of the “false dilemma” fallacy. Ultimately, and 
unfortunately, all Idaho citizens will suffer from increased healthcare costs due to this 
lack of compromise. 

Another view to consider is the “false compromise” fallacy. It is based on the concept 
that with two opposing viewpoints or ideas, the truth lies in the exact middle. A good 
example is our Governor’s PCAP program. That program proposed to spend 30 million 



more of Idaho dollars to allow the uninsured access to PCPs. It did not cover other 
things essential to healthcare like medications, labs, specialists, etc. This proposal 
would have done nothing to provide effective healthcare to its citizens and would have 
ultimately left our state with higher healthcare costs overall.  

I cannot say it any better than Wikipedia “compromise is a concept of finding agreement 
through communication, through a mutual acceptance of terms—often involving 
variations from an original goal or desire.” Right now it appears that Idaho’s governing 
forces are stuck in the “false dilemma” fallacy.  As has been proven, Idaho’s healthcare 
leaders, the IAFP, IMA and others are willing to talk and discuss ICOM and how to 
deliver and pay for healthcare to all Idahoans. I am sure that through communication, 
debate, and discourse, solutions can be developed and we can find better answers. My 
question for Governor Otter, the Idaho House of Representatives and the for-profit 
investors of ICOM; why are you afraid of compromise and collaboration? 
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