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Another phased pay award
At 3 30 pm on 7 June the government published the 1984
report on NHS doctors' pay in which the review body recom-
mended an average increase of 6-9% over its recommenda-
tions for 1983-4.' At about the same time, however, the
Secretary of State for Social Services, Mr Norman Fowler,
had called the profession's medicopolitical chairmen to the
Department of Health and Social Security to tell them that
the government, while accepting the recommendations in the
fourteenth report, was phasing the money so that the full
award would not be paid until 1 November 1984-from 1
April to 31 October 1984 an average increase of only 3%
would be allowed (p 1844). Thus the average rise for the "pay
year" 1 April 1984 to 31 March 1985 would be 4-63%, an
increase within the figure of 5% that seems to have become
the going rate for settlements in the public sector.

This is the fourth year running that the government has
interfered with the recommendations of the Doctors' and
Dentists' Review Body, and rather more severely this year
than in 1983.2 That the government has also phased the
awards proposed by the review bodies for senior public
servants and the armed forces will be small consolation to
doctors, though the profession willwelcome the government's
decision to pay the nurses and "allied" health professions the
full 7 5% or so recommended by their new review body. This
collective phasing and the fact that the full awards will
eventually be paid so that next year's reviews will start from
the intended baselines may well have persuaded the various
review bodies that their difficult tasks were worth while
continuing, for none have yet resigned.
The reason given by the Prime Minister for ph. sing the

awards was "the clear need for continued restraint in public
expenditure," while Mr Fowler told the profession that "the
total cost was more than the taxpayer could reasonably be
expected to bear." The doctors' review body is the only one
to have been set up by a royal commission, which was itself
set up to resolve the increasingly bitter disputes between
the profession and successive governments during direct
negotiations on pay during the first decade or so ofthe NHS.3
The review body solution was accepted by the profession
because it believed that such a system would lead to settle-
ments without the need for repeated public disputes or con-
frontations. Doctors were assured that their remuneration
would not be determined by considerations of political con-
venience and that the review body's recommendations would
only rarely and for the most obviously compelling reasons be
rejected.

For 20 years the system worked as well as could be expected
of a political solution in a national context. The interferences
by governments in the 'sixties and 'seventies were infrequent,
though on one notorious occasion the review body was pro-
voked into resignation.4 The recent sequence ofinterference,
however, smacks more of political expediency than national
interest. In one breath Conservative ministers are assuring
the country that the economic recovery is on course, in the
next they are telling key groups in the public sector that
the country cannot afford to pay them what an independent
and authoritative committee of reviewers has concluded is

justified-after taking into account a range of national,
economic, and professional factors (p 1844). As the chairman
of council, Mr A H Grabham, told the General Medical
Services Committee just after the government's decision had
been announced, "the profession does not have the same
review body system that was envisaged by the royal
commission."

This government has shown its determination to contain
public expenditure by among other policies cutting staff and
restraining pay increases in the public sector, an essential
part, as they see it, of reducing inflation to an acceptable
level. That is an objective that doctors will no doubt take into
account when judging their reaction to the 1984 award.
Doctors will also know that their numbers in the health
services have been rising and will note the review body's
observation "that the NHS continues to be able to attract
sufficient recruits of high quality to train and practise as
doctors...." They may recall, too, that as well as proposing
overall pay levels the review body serves as a valuable
mechanism for judging appropriate internal relativities in the
profession, for recommending appropriate levels of expenses
for general practitioners (this year a rise of over 16%, which
includes back payments, has been accepted by the govern-
ment from 1 April 1984), and for commenting objectively on
such critical subjects as recruitment and workload. Indeed,
this year Sir Robert Clark and his colleagues have had to warn
the profession's representatives against bringing too many
problems to the review body for judgment, a trend which
suggests that the profession has more faith in the review body
than in the Health Departments.
The General Medical Services Committee was the first

craft committee to look at the award. Members were not
happy but bearing in mind the substantial improvement to be
paid for practice expenses they decided to accept implementa-
tion of the phased award. The other craft committees-
particularly the junior hospital doctors, whose doubts about
the review system are well known, and whose plea for an
improved out of hours payments system has again been re-
jected in the fourteenth report-may well be even less happy.

Troubles over pay in other parts of the public sector have
prompted the government to delay the publication of the
review body longer than usual this year so the profession's
annual conferences will be discussing the award soon after or
even before their respective craft committees. They will have
a hard judgment to make on two questions: should the 1984
phased award be implemented, and has the review body
system served its purpose? In the present political climate
doctors will probably follow the lead of the General Medical
Services Committee and say yes to the first question. As to
the second, the profession will have to decide whether it
wishes to continue with what is clearly a modified review
body system or to negotiate a new procedure for deciding its
remuneration.
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