
7 March 1970 Correspondence a 633

Special Representative Meeting

SIR,-The Special Representative Meeting
has left the average member of the B.M.A.
in a helpless, position with regard to the
G.M.C. Having agreed a once-only payment
of £2 to be made by individual doctors
personally on demand by the G.M.C. the
Chairman of Council hopes that they will
pay-and of course they will.
The G.M.C. are now sitting tight and

pretty. They will accept the £2 for this year
and repeat the demand next, with the
backing of the Privy Council, whether the
B.M.A. like it or not.
The position would have been very dif-

ferent if the B.M.A. representatives had
advised members to send their retaining £2
registration fee to the B.M.A. and not to the
G.M.C. direct. The B.M.A. could then have
advised the G.M.C. that they held the reg-
istration fees for x thousand members on the
Register and would pay on their account
provided certain terms were agreed.
The G.M.C. would then have had some

hard thinking to do. It could hardly face the
prospect of removing two thirds or more of
the profession from the Register. As it is, it
can carry on certain that it cannot be
seriously challenged.-I am, etc.,

F. PYGorr.
Isleworth,
Middx.

SI,-It is hard to understand why the
simple solution to the problems confronting
the G.M.C. has been dismissed so quickly, if
one can judge by the minutes of the meet-
ings and the correspondence on the subject.
What "intolerable burden" would be placed
on the new graduates if they had to foot the
bill?
When I qualified in December 1950 the

fee was £11 lls., and if one brings this up
to date one arrives at a figure three to four
times that amount. We regarded this as a
goodly sum, but no one called it an intoler-
able burden. I would also point out that I
had no money, there were no grants, and
that the fee was paid by my father out of a
country clergyman's salary. Moreover, the
fee had to be paid, in full, before I was able
to earn one ha'penny as a doctor, my first
year's salary being £360. Nowadays £9 only

is paid at pre-registration and £12 at the
end of a full year's salary. I fail to see how
any hardship could ensue if this amount
were even doubled.

In view of these figures and comparisons,
the idea of the senior graduates sitting back
complacently while their juniors bear the
burden is ludicrous. In fact, an annual reg-
istration fee would penalize the older
doctors, and this simply because the G.M.C.
has failed to raise the fee gradually and in
realistic fashion over the years. Perusal of
the actual increases since 1949 makes
interesting reading, as the fee was more
than doubled during the year before I reg-
istered. Was there an outcry then, I wonder?
By all means let us all give a few pounds,

now, to get the G.M.C. out of the red, but
let any new contracts be made with new
graduates.-I am, etc.,

SANDRA WYLIE.
Belfast.

SnR,-In the proceedings of the S.R.M. of
12 February (Supplement, 21 February, p.
51) it is proposed that all eligible medical
practitioners "make a single contribution of
,C2 to the G.M.C. to help it meet its present
financial crisis." However, the Chairman of
Council "assumed that this contribution
would be voluntary."

I consider that we should bear in mind
what Dr. J. S. Ross (member of Council)
said at the S.R.M.-namely, that "it [the
G.M.C.] was not prepared to submit its
finances to an independent actuarial
investigation." Until the G.M.C. accepts this
reasonable request it must appear that it has
something to conceal, and I for one will not
make any voluntary contribution.-I am,
etc.,

COLIN P. JUNIPER.
Knebworth, Herts.

SiR,-The General Medical Council per-
forms a valuable service for the profession
and for the public without bias or any un-
reasonableness. I can see no valid reason for
wishing to change its representation.-I am,
etc.,

H. W. K. ACHESON.
Manchester.

How Many Doctors?

SIR,-The compendious document desig-
nated the "Todd report"' is being mulled
over and many of its suggestions have been
found unacceptable. One of the major
problems is the suggestion that the number
of doctors in training should be increased in
a grandiose manner over the next few dec-
ades. The Department of Health has started
carrying out this numerical increase; the
number of doctors trained per year is to be
increased from 2,000 today to 3,700 by 1975.
The increase beyond this is based on an
exponential curve which is impracticable. A
statistical criticism of this growth rate
showing the various reasons for such criti-
cisms has been published in the B.M.7.2
May I quote: "In Great Britain the annual
growth rate of 1-3% finally recommended
by the Commission would result in one

doctor for fewer than 200 people within 100
years, while in 500 years all would be
doctors."
During the last twenty years we have

been embarrassed by too many doctors
chasing too few posts and it appears that we
have not learnt the lesson, but we intend to
repeat it. Surely we should try to avoid
diluting the medical students with the co-
incident loss of educational facilities and
training. The practical doctors and the sta-
tisticians should meet regularly to ensure
that the Todd report is in fact correct, and
if a dramatic increase in the number of
doctors is-envisaged it might be practical to
effect this change at a slower rate. It is seen
that the birth rate last year fell in this
country from 17-2 in 1967 to 16-3 per 1,000
population in 1969.

It is suggested that a second look at the
proposed increase in the number of doctors
is necessary.-I am, etc.,

JOHN SHIPMAN.
Letchworth, Herts.
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Medical Representation on Area Health
Authorities

SIR,-In reading the Green Paper on "The
Future Structure of the National Health
Service",1 one is struck by the poor repre-
sentation we doctors are to have on the
proposed area health authorities. We read
that: "The Government proposes that the
main health professions, and this includes
the dental and nursing professions, should
have the right to select their representatives
for their third of the places on the new area
health authorities". A little lower down we
read: "an area health authority might con-
sist of 20-25 members". Simple arithmetic
shows that the main health professions
would have at the most 8 places. Even if
the nursing and&dental professions were to
be satisfied with one each, we are left with
six doctors at the most.

Sir, this is not enough when one remem-
bers that not only the Hospital Service,
but also general practice, is to be run by
the area health authority. Our position
would be worse than at present.-I am, etc.,

A. B. ANDERSON.
Cambridge.
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SIR,-When Mr. Crossman spoke recently
about the Green Paper' at Southampton he
said that he wished to divest himself of sofne
of his extensive -powers of appointing mem-
bers and chairmen of regional hospital
boards. Many of the doctors present
applauded these democratic sentiments, but
alas! they were only sentiments. Instead of
the Secretary of State appointing directly
the 15 chairmen and all the members of
15 regional hospital boards, Green Paper
Two gives him the power to appoint 90
chairmen and one third of the members of
90 Area Health Authorities. That is six times
the number of chairmen and twice as many
members as he now appoints. What price
democracy?

Doctors now provide about a quarter of
the members of over 300 regional hospital
boards and hospital management committees,
but under Green Paper Two they will share
a third of the seats on 90 area health authori-
ties with the other health professions. Doctors
will be lucky to get a sixth of the members
of the 90 area health authorities, and their
influence will be vastly decreased at the. same
time that the Secretary of State's influence
on the Health Service is being multiplied.
-I am, etc.,

MARK HUGHES.
Brambridge,

Hants.
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