Commentary 3

Option for the Public

We (who want to see sensible health care reform) would be better off if, instead of
calling for a Public Option, we would talk about the importance of an Option for the
Public. There'’s a difference. Most people have described the Public Option as
something that would be run by the government — which may or may not be a good idea
given the current political climate. (Remember that in the real world nobody in
government would be processing and paying the claims, but few realize this.) The
reason that an Option for the Public is needed is that the public — individuals and small
businesses — have been squeezed out of economical health insurance coverage.

These folks are charged lots more than employees of large companies and union
groups. See the commentary on insurance company profits.

If “we the people” have in place one or more options that the public can buy into,
options that treat individuals and employees of small businesses as part of a much
larger risk pool, everybody — except, perhaps, the insurance companies -- would stand
to benefit considerably because the premiums they would be paying would be much
less that what they are forced to pay now.

The Option(s) for the Public could be run directly by insurance companies that would be
compensated with payments based on enrollment, not on claims paid or not paid. This
is how they are paid by large employers and union groups. Or the Option(s) for the
Public could be overseen by a government entity or regional co-op that in turn would
contract with fiscal intermediaries (insurance companies) to pay claims, as is the case
now with Medicare. Frankly, it probably wouldn’t matter which approach is taken or
whether there would be a combination of both approaches. The public would stand to
benefit considerably.
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