August 11, 2009

Thinking outside the Beltway box, Robert J. Samuelson has ideas on how to reform Medicare.
...Just imagine what the health-care debate would be like if it truly focused on controlling spending. 
For starters, we wouldn't be arguing about how to "pay for" the $1 trillion or so of costs over a decade of Obama's "reform." Congress wouldn't create new benefits until it had disciplined the old. We'd be debating how to trim the $10 trillion, as estimated by the CBO, that Medicare and Medicaid will spend over the next decade, without impairing Americans' health. We'd use Medicare as a vehicle of change. Accounting for more than one-fifth of all health spending, its costs per beneficiary, now about $12,000, rose at an average annual rate of 8.5 percent a year from 1970 to 2007. (True, that's lower than the private insurers' rate of 9.7 percent. But the gap may partly reflect cost-shifting to private payers. When Medicare restrains reimbursement rates, hospitals and doctors raise charges to private insurers.) 
Medicare is so big that shifts in its practices spread to the rest of the delivery system. But changing Medicare, and through it one-sixth of the U.S. economy, requires more than a few demonstration projects of "comparative outcomes" research or economic incentives. What's needed is a fundamental restructuring. Fee-for-service medicine -- Medicare's dominant form of payment -- is outmoded. The more doctors and hospitals do, the more they get paid. This promotes fragmentation and the overuse of services. 
We should move toward coordinated care networks that take responsibility for their members' medical needs in return for fixed annual payments (called "capitation"). One approach is through vouchers; Medicare recipients would receive a fixed amount and shop for networks with the lowest cost and highest quality. Alternatively, government could shift its reimbursement of hospitals and doctors to "capitation" payments. Limited dollars would, in theory, force improvements in efficiency and effective care. ...
 

Debra J. Saunders comments on Obamacare, including politicians' unwillingness to grasp economic realities.
...Only in Washington do people assert with a straight face that they can expand who gets covered and what everyone gets - and it will be cheaper. And because many readers believe this fable, allow me to note that after Massachusetts passed a universal plan three years ago, already cost increases have led to cutbacks. ...
...As I watched Pelosi on Tuesday, I thought: It's the California Budget Mess all over again - with big promises of more government and more benefits and no across-the-board taxes to pay for the package. Democrats like to congratulate themselves for their noble intentions. But they have offered no plan to pay for them, and so they are bound to fail. ...
 


Liberal Mitch Albom defends conservatives' right to free speech.
I have no illusions about protesters at the recent town hall meetings on health care.
Some are fueled by angry conservative groups. Some are hopped up on radio hosts' rants and ravings. Some are Barack Obama haters. Some use one piece of wrong information to smear an entire event.
And some just think the whole idea of government health care stinks.
But all of them -- all of them -- have the right to be there, and the right to their point of view. Liberal-minded thinkers who regularly speak up for the poor and underprivileged cannot suddenly yank the rug when it comes to free speech for others. ...
 

Mark Steyn posts on the ultimate outsourcing. 
My jaw doesn't often drop, but this story had it heading for the basement:
Thousands of Canadians who are infertile in Canada have to place all their hopes on just 33 men who are Canadian sperm donors.
What? A nation of 30 million people has just 33 sperm donors? Apparently so. Now why would that be?
At one time Canada had two dozen sperm banks but when the Assisted Human Reproduction Act made it illegal to pay for sperm or egg donors they dried up in 2004. ...
 

Byron York points out that the New York Times' bias is showing.
The front page of the New York Times is filled with hope about the nation's economic situation.  The lead story, "Job Losses Slow, Signaling Momentum for a Recovery," reporting a decline in the unemployment rate from 9.5 percent in June to 9.4 percent in July, begins by declaring that, "The most heartening employment report since last summer suggested on Friday that a recovery was under way -- and perhaps gathering steam."

"Employers are no longer in a panic," one expert tells the Times.  The paper reports that Obama administration officials "credited the stimulus package" for the improvement, and "some said" job losses would be far worse had the $787 billion stimulus not been passed.  The paper quotes President Obama saying his administration has "rescued our economy from catastrophe." ...

...The Times hasn't always been so optimistic when it comes to one-tenth-of-a-point declines in the unemployment rate.  On this very day in 1992, in the midst of the presidential campaign between George H.W. Bush and Bill Clinton, the government also reported that the unemployment rate ticked downward by one tenth of a point, and the Times' treatment was far more restrained.

"Jobless Rate Dips a Notch to 7.7% in Mixed Showing," was the front-page headline of the August 8, 1992 Times.  "The nation's jobless rate improved marginally last month, edging down to 7.7 percent from 7.8 percent," the Times reported.  "But the improvement was not enough to signal a stronger economic recovery or to help President Bush as he heads into the Republican National Convention."  Even though the number of jobs actually went up in July 1992 (as opposed to the decline of 247,000 jobs in July 2009), the 1992 Times reported that the economic news "gave no suggestion that the economic recovery was breaking out of its painfully slow pace or, more important, that the job growth was picking up enough to push the unemployment rate down significantly before the election in November." Pollster Peter Hart told the paper that, "There couldn't be worse political news for George Bush." ...
 

 

A Chicago Tribune editorial tells how politicians in the City Council are trying to prevent the opening of a Wal-Mart during this recession.
...Construction of the store would create 200 jobs. The store, once it was running, would provide nearly 500 jobs.

But the City Council wants none of that, so all the Chicagoans who like to shop at Wal-Mart and all the Chicagoans who would like to work at Wal-Mart have to go to one of those dots on the map. They're all in the suburbs, save the one Wal-Mart that has been allowed to open in Chicago.

When that Chicago store opened in 2006, it was flooded with applicants for 450 jobs. But the aldermen want to dodge a vote to allow another Wal-Mart -- the first on the South Side -- because they're petrified over the influence of organized labor on local elections.

Organized labor doesn't like Wal-Mart because Wal-Mart doesn't have union jobs. It just has jobs (with an average hourly wage of $12.05 in Chicago).

The aldermen, of course, already have jobs. They get paid $110,556 a year and they figure that as long as they keep the labor unions off their backs, they'll keep making $110,556 a year. Who says the City Council doesn't generate jobs? If you're one of the 50 aldermen, your unemployment rate is 0 percent.

But the unemployment rate for the rest of Chicago is above 10 percent....
 


Dennis Byrne also comments on the disgrace of allowing political pressure to triumph over the economic well-being of so many Chicago residents. But he says that the Chicago City Council is not just bowing to union pressure.
...But it would be a mistake to chalk this up solely to organized labor’s stranglehold on the City Council. Progressives, from their North Side enclaves, are full-throated in their opposition to a major job generator—elsewhere in the city. The liberal lakefront wards—44, 46, 48 and 49—all are home to some of the city’s strongest opposition. In stark contrast, the heavily black and lower-income wards on the South and West sides record the highest levels of support. Up on the Northwest Side, home to many blue-collar organized workers, support is weakest. What should be of some concern is the relatively weaker support for the new store in Hispanic wards; apparently minorities are not as unified as we are led to believe.
This column will inspire the usual howls of protest from “progressives,” who would have us believe that, from their distant perch, they only have the welfare of the oppressed and impoverished in mind. Even though their progressive roosts are blessed with an abundance of jobs and places to shop. They don’t have to get on a bus to travel outside the city to work or shop. From their roosts, they are comfortable and self-satisfied in their ideological hatred of Wal-Mart, brushing aside pleas from those most in need of jobs and access to shopping.
Progressives will portray themselves as guardians of those pleading for the Wal-Mart. Progressives say they are only are trying to “protect” those poor people from low wages, insufficient benefits and part-time work. Progressives have decided that for “those people” no jobs are better than jobs that they want and need. Progressives will cite their opposition to Wal-Mart as evidence of their compassion and, well, progressiveness. ...
 







 

 

Washington Post
Championing the Status Quo
by Robert J. Samuelson
"The status quo is unsustainable for families, businesses and government." -- President Obama, June 13 
One of the bewildering ironies of the health-care debate is that President Obama claims to be attacking the status quo when he's actually embracing it. Ever since Congress created Medicare and Medicaid in 1965, health politics has followed a simple logic: Expand benefits and talk about controlling costs. That's the status quo, and Obama faithfully adheres to it. While denouncing skyrocketing health spending, he would increase it by extending government health insurance to millions more Americans. 
Just why this approach is perennially popular is no secret. Health care is viewed as a "right." Promoting it seems "moral." Cost controls suggest dreaded "rationing." So there's a powerful bias toward expansion. 
History is unambiguous. Originally, Medicare covered only those 65 and older. In 1972, Congress added the disabled, now about 15 percent of beneficiaries, notes Diane Rowland of the Kaiser Family Foundation. It also covered dialysis for kidney failure. In 2003, Congress created a drug benefit. Along the way, other services (hospice care, mammograms) were added. 
Medicaid -- the federal-state program for the poor -- is the same story, says Rowland. Initially, it covered mainly people on welfare, as defined by states. Gradually, eligibility broadened. Now, children ages 6 to 18 in households under the poverty line ($22,050 for a family of four) get it. Congress also set higher limits (133 percent of the poverty line) for pregnant women and children under 6. In 1997, Congress created the State Children's Health Insurance Program (SCHIP) to expand coverage further. 
Meanwhile, open-ended reimbursement by government and private insurance has ballooned health spending despite repeated pledges to "contain" costs. For example, health payments for individuals rose from less than 1 percent of federal spending in 1965 to 23 percent in 2008. 
Obama would perpetuate this system. No president has spoken more forcefully about the need to control costs. Failure, he's argued, would expand federal budget deficits, raise out-of-pocket health costs and squeeze take-home pay (more compensation would go to insurance). All true. But Obama's program would do little to reduce costs and would increase spending by expanding subsidized insurance. The House legislation would cut the number of uninsured by 37 million by 2018, estimates the Congressional Budget Office. The uninsured get care now; with insurance they'd get more. 
"You'd be adding a third medical entitlement on top of Medicare and Medicaid," says James Capretta, a top official at the Office of Management and Budget from 2001 to 2004. 
Just imagine what the health-care debate would be like if it truly focused on controlling spending. 
For starters, we wouldn't be arguing about how to "pay for" the $1 trillion or so of costs over a decade of Obama's "reform." Congress wouldn't create new benefits until it had disciplined the old. We'd be debating how to trim the $10 trillion, as estimated by the CBO, that Medicare and Medicaid will spend over the next decade, without impairing Americans' health. We'd use Medicare as a vehicle of change. Accounting for more than one-fifth of all health spending, its costs per beneficiary, now about $12,000, rose at an average annual rate of 8.5 percent a year from 1970 to 2007. (True, that's lower than the private insurers' rate of 9.7 percent. But the gap may partly reflect cost-shifting to private payers. When Medicare restrains reimbursement rates, hospitals and doctors raise charges to private insurers.) 
Medicare is so big that shifts in its practices spread to the rest of the delivery system. But changing Medicare, and through it one-sixth of the U.S. economy, requires more than a few demonstration projects of "comparative outcomes" research or economic incentives. What's needed is a fundamental restructuring. Fee-for-service medicine -- Medicare's dominant form of payment -- is outmoded. The more doctors and hospitals do, the more they get paid. This promotes fragmentation and the overuse of services. 
We should move toward coordinated care networks that take responsibility for their members' medical needs in return for fixed annual payments (called "capitation"). One approach is through vouchers; Medicare recipients would receive a fixed amount and shop for networks with the lowest cost and highest quality. Alternatively, government could shift its reimbursement of hospitals and doctors to "capitation" payments. Limited dollars would, in theory, force improvements in efficiency and effective care. 
We're not having this debate. To engage it would require genuine presidential leadership, because, admittedly, these proposals would be hugely controversial. Medicare recipients -- present and future -- would feel threatened. Existing doctor-patient relationships might be disrupted. Spending limits would inspire fears of short-changed care. Hospitals, doctors and device manufacturers would object. Obama took a pass. He simply claims that his plan will do things it won't. What he's offering is an enlarged version of the status quo that, as he says, is already unsustainable.
 

San Francisco Chronicle
Hazardous to America's health
by Debra J. Saunders

You know that American voters aren't feeling the love for ObamaCare when House members hold town-hall meetings in their districts, only to be heckled and booed.

No worries for House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, D-San Francisco. On Tuesday, she ditched the town-hall concept in favor of a friendlier closed-to-the-public "roundtable" with health care professionals and consumers at San Francisco General Hospital. 

At a news conference afterward, Pelosi proclaimed that "health care is a right, not a privilege." The House health care bill, she said, would mean Americans could receive health care with no restrictions on pre-existing medical conditions, more benefits for seniors on Medicare, a yearly cap on co-payments and no cap on what providers pay.

Catherine Howard, 36, was on board. Five years ago, Howard was self-employed, uninsured and afraid that she might get wiped out financially if she was injured snowboarding. So she bought a low-premium, high-deductible insurance plan for $140 per month. "I had no way of knowing at that time what it was going to cost me," she said.

Then she got breast cancer - and the plan that she thought would cap her co-payments at $7,500 didn't. The uncovered costs of vital treatment drove Howard close to $100,000 in debt.

While many of those at the roundtable worked in health care, none raised the question asked by CBS reporter Hank Plante: How much is all this going to cost? 

To which Pelosi responded, "First, let's talk about the cost of doing nothing" - that is, the anticipated rising tab for health care costs if they continue to grow at current rates. 

"We can't afford not to do this," Pelosi argued. 

Only in Washington do people assert with a straight face that they can expand who gets covered and what everyone gets - and it will be cheaper. And because many readers believe this fable, allow me to note that after Massachusetts passed a universal plan three years ago, already cost increases have led to cutbacks.

President Obama has said he'll pay for a health package by taxing workers who earn $250,000 or more. But there simply aren't enough rich people to bankroll all the things that Obama and Pelosi have promised, as Stanford economics Professor Victor R. Fuchs noted at a Chronicle editorial board Wednesday.

Fuchs has been an Obama supporter, but he would prefer to see Congress wait a year so that Washington can craft a package that would offer a basic health plan to all Americans - paid for with a value-added tax.

That's the right approach - especially if savvy regulations protect consumers from rapacious plans. Let the government award vouchers for basic coverage, added internist William S. Andereck, and everyone has an incentive to buy health care. 

The best part: This approach ends the illusion that if Uncle Sam pays for medical care, it's free. 

As I watched Pelosi on Tuesday, I thought: It's the California Budget Mess all over again - with big promises of more government and more benefits and no across-the-board taxes to pay for the package. Democrats like to congratulate themselves for their noble intentions. But they have offered no plan to pay for them, and so they are bound to fail. 


 

Detroit Free Press
Town hall protests on health care are American, too
By Mitch Albom
I have no illusions about protesters at the recent town hall meetings on health care.
Some are fueled by angry conservative groups. Some are hopped up on radio hosts' rants and ravings. Some are Barack Obama haters. Some use one piece of wrong information to smear an entire event.
And some just think the whole idea of government health care stinks.
But all of them -- all of them -- have the right to be there, and the right to their point of view. Liberal-minded thinkers who regularly speak up for the poor and underprivileged cannot suddenly yank the rug when it comes to free speech for others.
No matter what I think of national health care -- no matter what you think, either -- it is an issue that affects everyone, and everyone should have the same right to talk, argue or shout about it.
The fact that some are doing so in an impolite, abrasive way is unfortunate.
But then, there is precedent.
The golden era of protests
Let's be honest. Those of us who grew up in the 1960s took great pride in storming events and yelling slogans. We didn't care who we interrupted. We were, in our minds, right and proud and arguing for our beliefs. And we look back on that era now with a certain pride. We were engaged. We were involved. We gave a damn.
Well, some of us are the same people now offended by critics shouting, "Socialism!" or, "Kill the bill!" at these town hall meetings. We chide the protesters for lacking all the facts or for looking out for only their small group's interests.
But ask yourself, did we always have all the information when we did the shouting? Did we always read all the fine print? Probably not. We had our basic core beliefs (Stop the war! Save the environment! More rights for women!) and we fought for them whenever we perceived an enemy.
Well, like it or not, people perceive an enemy when they hear about a government health-care plan. Especially one so complex, confusing and undercooked that no one can really say what it will or won't allow, or who will or won't pay for it.
And so they yell. And if they are yelling incorrect facts, it is the burden of those hosting these events (usually Democratic lawmakers) to correct them.
And if they are yelling they hate it, they don't want it -- well, what's wrong with that?
The price of democracy
Now, I know some of these protesters are sent by dubiously named groups like Americans for Prosperity, which sounds harmless enough, until you check and see the group's leader once organized for Enron and worked with disgraced lobbyist Jack Abramoff.
I know these groups often hand out instructions on how to be disruptive.
And I know some people just want to see Obama -- and any of his plans -- fail.
But that's what America is. That's what town halls are for. And let's be honest, politicians try to orchestrate these events as much as protesters do. The only problem I have is when people won't let others speak or come only to disrupt. That's not right. That's not democracy.
But the rest is. If you feel other people are ill-informed, take the time to try to correct them. If you feel others are shouting to bring down a cause, shout to bring it up.
But I would rather live in a place where people questioned what their government proposed rather than swallowing it blindly -- especially a government whose members guard our tax money while taking bribes, shout morality and then get caught with their pants down, or lecture businessmen about private planes and then order a bunch for themselves.
What did Democrats expect with a bill like this? Roses and hosannas? Many who supported Obama's campaign promises of health care for everyone wouldn't have done so if they read how he now plans to pay for and administer it.
It may not be pretty, but shouting and confrontations are part of this country. They have been from the start. More manners would be better. But silence would be worse.
 

 

The Corner
The Ultimate Outsourcing   [Mark Steyn]
My jaw doesn't often drop, but this story had it heading for the basement:

Thousands of Canadians who are infertile in Canada have to place all their hopes on just 33 men who are Canadian sperm donors.

What? A nation of 30 million people has just 33 sperm donors? Apparently so. Now why would that be?

At one time Canada had two dozen sperm banks but when the Assisted Human Reproduction Act made it illegal to pay for sperm or egg donors they dried up in 2004.

Today there are very few men willing to give up their sperm for nothing. 

Well, okay. But these 33 hard-workin' guys, there's still room for a bit of individual selection, right? Up to a point:

"Today, there is one South Asian donor for all of Canada," he says, noting that couples are often shocked at the limited choices.

One donor for thousands of wannabe parents? He must be working round the clock. Well, not quite. For Canadian womenfolk have now been reduced to the ultimate indignity:

Doctors and patients have had little choice but to use sperm and eggs from south of the border.

One of the biggest suppliers of donor sperm is Outreach Health Services which imports and distributes semen for assisted reproduction clinics across Canada. The company imports sperm from an agency that collects primarily from men in Georgia and northern Florida, where donors are paid about $100 per visit.

With so much sperm coming from the States, some estimate that up to 80 per cent of babies conceived in Canada through donor sperm have American DNA.

Wow. This isn't your father's War of 1812. The poor Canucks never saw it coming. Millions of Yank sperm leaping like salmon up the Ontario side of Niagara Falls.

A wait for semen seems pretty much the logical reductio of "free at the point of demand" health care. But, as Kathy Shaidle says, how can this go wrong? Canada, circa 2050: Eighty percent drawling rednecks demanding grits with their maple-creme donuts, and the remainder a vast tribe of intermarried step-siblings riddled with genetic disorders descended from "one South Asian donor."
 

Washington Examiner
Times touts economic momentum, recovery; in 1992, not so much
by Byron York 

The front page of the New York Times is filled with hope about the nation's economic situation.  The lead story, "Job Losses Slow, Signaling Momentum for a Recovery," reporting a decline in the unemployment rate from 9.5 percent in June to 9.4 percent in July, begins by declaring that, "The most heartening employment report since last summer suggested on Friday that a recovery was under way -- and perhaps gathering steam."

"Employers are no longer in a panic," one expert tells the Times.  The paper reports that Obama administration officials "credited the stimulus package" for the improvement, and "some said" job losses would be far worse had the $787 billion stimulus not been passed.  The paper quotes President Obama saying his administration has "rescued our economy from catastrophe."

Put that together with earlier data that the economy shrank at a one percent annual rate in the second quarter, and the Times reports that the news has "convinced many forecasters that when the history of the Great Recession is written, these summer months will be the big turning point, when the economy started to grow again." Of course, there's some "unsettling information" in the new economic data, but overall, the message of the Times story is: Good news -- the recovery is underway.

The Times hasn't always been so optimistic when it comes to one-tenth-of-a-point declines in the unemployment rate.  On this very day in 1992, in the midst of the presidential campaign between George H.W. Bush and Bill Clinton, the government also reported that the unemployment rate ticked downward by one tenth of a point, and the Times' treatment was far more restrained.

"Jobless Rate Dips a Notch to 7.7% in Mixed Showing," was the front-page headline of the August 8, 1992 Times.  "The nation's jobless rate improved marginally last month, edging down to 7.7 percent from 7.8 percent," the Times reported.  "But the improvement was not enough to signal a stronger economic recovery or to help President Bush as he heads into the Republican National Convention."  Even though the number of jobs actually went up in July 1992 (as opposed to the decline of 247,000 jobs in July 2009), the 1992 Times reported that the economic news "gave no suggestion that the economic recovery was breaking out of its painfully slow pace or, more important, that the job growth was picking up enough to push the unemployment rate down significantly before the election in November." Pollster Peter Hart told the paper that, "There couldn't be worse political news for George Bush."

Under the sub-headline "Stagnant Period Seen," the Times reported that "most forecasters" predicted "more of the same: an economy that is just muddling along."  The Times looked deep into the data to find "disappointing" numbers everywhere; many of the new jobs were in the service sector, there weren't enough construction jobs, some of the improvement was the result of a government program.  (The Times appeared less enthusiastic about government stimulus back then.)
 
As it turned out, the one-tenth-of-a-point drop in the unemployment rate in July 1992 signaled the end of the increase in the jobless rate.  Looking at this table from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, you can see that at the very moment the Times was declaring a period of stagnation, the unemployment rate was in fact beginning a long decline that would extend through the Clinton years.

Of course, the Times' editors and writers didn’t know that then, and they stressed the negative aspects of the economic news.  But they don't know what's going to happen now, either, and they're filled with hope.  Quite a difference.

 

 

 

Chicago Tribune  -  Editorial
The jobs map
Members of the Chicago City Council, take a look at this map. What do you see?

You see 44 dots.
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Every dot is a Wal-Mart in the Chicago area. Every dot is a place where people go to work and draw a paycheck. Every dot produces sales tax revenue. Every dot caters to people who want to buy shoes and socks and TVs and tires and whatever else draws them to Wal-Mart.

If we widened this map to take in all of Illinois, there would be 148 dots.

If we widened it again to take in all of the U.S., there would be 3,514 dots.

So, aldermen. How's that campaign going to protect Chicagoans from the scourge of working for Wal-Mart?

Last week, the City Council did what it does best: pass the buck. An ordinance that would open the way for a Wal-Mart Supercenter on the South Side skipped from the Rules Committee to the Finance Committee, where it is likely to settle in for a long winter's rest. Finance Committee Chairman Ed Burke (14th) and other council leaders appear to be in no hurry to let the Wal-Mart ordinance escape to a vote on the floor of the council.

Construction of the store would create 200 jobs. The store, once it was running, would provide nearly 500 jobs.

But the City Council wants none of that, so all the Chicagoans who like to shop at Wal-Mart and all the Chicagoans who would like to work at Wal-Mart have to go to one of those dots on the map. They're all in the suburbs, save the one Wal-Mart that has been allowed to open in Chicago.

When that Chicago store opened in 2006, it was flooded with applicants for 450 jobs. But the aldermen want to dodge a vote to allow another Wal-Mart -- the first on the South Side -- because they're petrified over the influence of organized labor on local elections.

Organized labor doesn't like Wal-Mart because Wal-Mart doesn't have union jobs. It just has jobs (with an average hourly wage of $12.05 in Chicago).

The aldermen, of course, already have jobs. They get paid $110,556 a year and they figure that as long as they keep the labor unions off their backs, they'll keep making $110,556 a year. Who says the City Council doesn't generate jobs? If you're one of the 50 aldermen, your unemployment rate is 0 percent.

But the unemployment rate for the rest of Chicago is above 10 percent.

One in 10 Chicagoans is out of work.

Many of the aldermen think that if you're a constituent and you're unemployed you can just go look somewhere else. You want to get a paycheck from Wal-Mart? Go take a hike to one of those dots on the map.

Go take a hike to those clueless suburbs.

 

Chicago Daily Observer
Progressives Declare -No Jobs- are Good Enough For South-Side Residents
by Dennis Byrne

If there’s ever an illustration of how “progressive” elites and organized labor are keeping the very people they supposedly care about locked up on the plantation, it’s their consuming opposition to a new Wal-Mart store on the South Side.

The impoverished, unemployed, blacks, seniors, teens—they’ve all getting a good frigging by the organized campaign by white liberals and powerful unions to block the construction of only the city’s second Wal-Mart, at 83rd Street and Stewart Avenue.

The rousing success of the city’s first Wal-Mart at 4650 W North Ave. providing jobs and shopping for a West Side neighborhood in great need of them hasn’t dissuaded the elites in the least from blocking something that people want and need.

More evidence of progressive, white elitism behind the opposition is provided by a new survey conducted for the retailer that found that 76.7 percent of the 75,347 city residents surveyed want the new store (margin of error of ±0.34 percent). While the poll received a decent amount of publicity, what didn’t was the ward-by-ward breakdown of the results.

Not surprisingly, and quite disturbingly, opinion generally reflected income and racial differences among the wards. In other words, support for the new Wal-Mart in North Side wards, which are chockfull of white progressives, is softer than in the South and West Side wards that are predominantly black or poor.

To be sure, majorities in every one of the city’s 50 wards supported the new Wal-Mart, which ought to alarm the City Council staunchest opponents. Aldermen usually can be counted on to rubber stamp any building or development proposal (including a Children’s Museum in Grant Park) that comes along. Especially if the alderman of the ward in which the project is to be built backs it, as is the case with Ald. Howard Brookins, whose 21st ward would host the new store. That aldermen would so easily toss overboard the public’s viewpoint demonstrates just how craven they can become when union campaign contributions are dangled before them.

But it would be a mistake to chalk this up solely to organized labor’s stranglehold on the City Council. Progressives, from their North Side enclaves, are full-throated in their opposition to a major job generator—elsewhere in the city. The liberal lakefront wards—44, 46, 48 and 49—all are home to some of the city’s strongest opposition. In stark contrast, the heavily black and lower-income wards on the South and West sides record the highest levels of support. Up on the Northwest Side, home to many blue-collar organized workers, support is weakest. What should be of some concern is the relatively weaker support for the new store in Hispanic wards; apparently minorities are not as unified as we are led to believe.

This column will inspire the usual howls of protest from “progressives,” who would have us believe that, from their distant perch, they only have the welfare of the oppressed and impoverished in mind. Even though their progressive roosts are blessed with an abundance of jobs and places to shop. They don’t have to get on a bus to travel outside the city to work or shop. From their roosts, they are comfortable and self-satisfied in their ideological hatred of Wal-Mart, brushing aside pleas from those most in need of jobs and access to shopping.

Progressives will portray themselves as guardians of those pleading for the Wal-Mart. Progressives say they are only are trying to “protect” those poor people from low wages, insufficient benefits and part-time work. Progressives have decided that for “those people” no jobs are better than jobs that they want and need. Progressives will cite their opposition to Wal-Mart as evidence of their compassion and, well, progressiveness.

It’s all too condescending and patronizing. It all sounds too much like racists who once said they know what’s “best for our colored.” It’s beyond shameful.
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