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Abstract: Understanding problems invariably hinges on a carefully
written explication, based on experimental evidence or theoretical
analysis, exact description of the phenomena, the experimental settings,
as well considering existing precedent and advances over existing
literature as presented in this report. As with any discourse, presenting
all facets of the issue to be probed has become the cornerstone of the
success of scholarly advance where fallacies and/or errors in the
interpretation of the results can be traced and corrected at a later time,
provided the record in question is available for scrutiny, preferably free
of charge to the research community and the general public alike. Here,
we draw on previous examples to reiterate the advantages of presenting
seemingly adversarial points of view in a given study to allow future
examination to be carried out in the proper context.
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The human intellect is a powerful instrument to be
applied to problems.
Expressed differently,
sharpening one’s acumen by regular exposure to
conundra can be likened to exercising a muscle or
refining a tool such as creating brushes to suit certain
tasks. Such applications hinge on a reasonable
understanding of a given problem and the presentation
of opposing viewpoints of the problem at hand,
analogous to the presentation of counter-arguments in
the judicial system or finding the synthesis from thesis
and antithesis as in the Hegelian Dialectics.
Of note is that these modi of approaching a given
problem have stood the test of time and proved to be
practical solutions in the wider sense of the term. One
can, perhaps, argue that such proven practices could be
described as ‘natural flowerings of behavior in its
customary forms’ (Scalia, 1989; 292 U.S. 98).
Concordantly, scholarly writing, including discussing
legal aspects of problems, benefit from a balanced view.
We shall incorporate the points made elsewhere,
including the references provided in Brown et al. (2016),
as if they were stated here, to avoid repetition.
While we will not venture into the lingering enigma
of why there is no enforceable right to Health Care in the

United States (Sandhu, 2007), a significant body of
literature seems to be in support of the notion that, after
fundamental requirements, such as housing and a
steady supply of consumables are addressed, further
growth of the economy can be linked to ‘a more perfect
Union’ (Baltzell, 2013; Diener and Seligman, 2004).
This notion is further supported by the recent
enactment of the 21st Century Cures Act underscores
the apparent contradiction of views in legislation
(Avorn and Kesselheim, 2015).
If indeed so, terms to describe the Constitution of
the United States as ‘adaptable to measures’ (Ross,
2017) seem to be in stark contrast to the unchanged
words of the Preamble of The Constitution, where ‘in
Order to form a more perfect Union’ (Baltzell, 2013),
the citizenry ‘granting these powers for the public
good’ (17 U.S. 316).
It may perhaps be more opportune to call into
question the meaning of terms at one time, such as the
phrase ‘more perfect Union’. Considering the abovedescribed ‘natural flowerings of behavior in its
customary forms’ (Scalia, 1989; 292 U.S. 98), or,
expressed alternatively by the term common sense,
leaves little room to doubt that the Founding Fathers
of The Constitution to the United States wished to
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leave a better world ‘to [...] our Posterior’ (Baltzell,
2013). In an unbroken line of reasoning to this day,
no Supreme Court disagreed with the notion that ‘No
legislature can bargain away the public health or the
public morals’ (101 U.S. 814).
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