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INTRODUCTION

The National EHealth Service is the biggest enterprise in Britain.
It absorbs some £21 billion a year -- almost £500 from every
adult in the country. It treats almost one hundred thousand
patients a day. And it is the largest employer in western Europe,
with just under one million employees -- almost twice as many as
in our entire civil service.

An enormous amount of human effort goes into sustaining this
apparatus. The great majority of the staff are extraordinarily
conscientious, working rnight and day to ﬁeeﬁ the system going.
But the system itself is a bureaucratic monster that cannot be
tamed. It neglects the interests of patients, <treats people as
'cases', desperately overstretches some doctors and nurses,
diffuses responsibility and constantly redistributes funds in
incomprehensible ways.

For many years, the fashion has been to pretend that this
bureaucratic monster is just a slightly wayward and much loved
pet. Successive superficial 'cures' for its behavioural disorders
-— introducing new tiers of administration, removing new tiers of
administration, installing new Boards and new managerial posts,
and the 1like —-- have been regarded as politically permissible.
But fundamental changes, aimed at altering the nature of the
beast, have been classified firmly as taboo. Any politician
foolhardy enough even to mention such ﬁevolutionary ideas has
immediately been subjected to taunts by the = fashionable

intelligentsia, and bitter accusations of being uncaring and
uncompassionate.



In the past few weeks, there have been the first, faint
signs that the fashionable consensus is about to crack apart. A
spate of criticism has been aimed at the results achieved by the
NHS, and has been met (in the Press and in Parliament) not merely
by the usual ritualistic calls for increased fund;ng but also by
fundamental attacké on the system itself. This is no surprise:
the pretence that all is basically well had to end sometime; the
only gquestion was when.

The aim of this paper is to ensure that the debate about the
nature of the NHS, prompted by the new shift in mood, becomes as
deep and wide-ranging as is necessary. We do not by any means
suppose that we can provide instantaneous solutions. our
intention is merely to identify the worst deficiencies of the
present arrangements, and to bring forward a series of options
for radical reform which need to be investigated openly, at the

highest level and in the immediate future.
















































