
The importance of primary care in any
healthcare system isundisputed,1 andmany
countries are currently engaged in system
reforms that aim to strengthen the primary
care sector. A variety of factors have
triggered this need for reform, most driven
by the need to address increasing health
costs and the challenges of long-term
illness. However, preoccupation on
reducing costsmay inadvertently reduce the
roleof theGP to that of financial gatekeeper,
rather than the advocate of the patient, and
in doing so, remove the very essence of its
professionalism, that of trust between the
patient and their doctor. Another concern is
that short-term financial measures will
curtail primary care in developing its full
potential. This may cause downstream
higher replacement costs: for example in
access (with increased demand for
emergency services) or in integrated care
for people with chronic diseases, leading to
higher use of hospital-based care. Such an
approach is internally inconsistent with a
main objective of health policy, to reduce
hospital facilities — a policy built on strong
primary care.

CONCERNSABOUT THEDIRECTIONOF
HEALTHCAREREFORMS
The forces that drive healthcare reform
include the need to deliver evidence-based
public health and to address health
inequalities, as well as the political
imperative to create amarket in health care.
Healthcare reformmay lead to substantially
different, and unpredictable, outcomes for
primary care; varying from a system of
single practices providing comprehensive
health care, to the creation of a more
comprehensive and integrated system (for
example the federated model proposed by
the UK’s Royal College of General
Practitioners), or a model where multiple
providers deliver specific packages of
primary care (for example, care of older
people or child health), in the context of
liberalmarket forces. Even now in countries
with traditional comprehensive primary
care, individual providers (such as GP
practices) or multidisciplinary consortia or
cooperatives are providing services directed
at specific health problems (for example
diabetes mellitus or depression) or groups
of patients (such as students or ‘men’s
health’).2 These services often competewith
more traditional existing primary care

services. This paper analyses the potential
consequences for primary care in different
scenarios for healthcare reform.

CORECOMPETENCIES OF
PRIMARYCARE
Recent yearshave seenashift from thecare
of acute health problems, with short
episodes of care, dominated by a single
discipline, to the management of chronic
health problems, where care over time is
required and is directed at multiple health
problems, as well as fluctuations in
patients’ perspectives. Rather than
specialisation-in-depth, this new paradigm
demands for specialisation-in-breadth,3
providing the ability to integrate domains of
expertise and to monitor the changing
needs of patients over time. The
competences required to achieve this can
be summarised as: medical generalism,
directed at all health problems, at all
stages, and in all individuals, determined by
need; a community orientation, focusing on
social determinants of health and societal
(family, household) factors; and working
from a personal–professional relationship
with patients (person-centred, integrated,
continuous care).4

THEPARADOXOFPRIMARYCARE
The relationshipbetween thestrengthof the
primary care sector in a health system and
individual and population health outcomes
is not straightforward. Many studies have
demonstrated that, for specific diseases,
specialists are capable of achieving better
standards of care than generalists,5 and
some proposals for reform have focused on
improvingaccess to specialistmedicineasa
means of improving health outcomes.
Conversely, specialist care is recognised as
being more expensive than generalist care,
and there is a good deal of evidence to show
that strong primary care is associated with

better health outcomes at lower cost for the
healthcare system overall.6,7 This apparent
contradiction has been described as the
‘paradox of primary care’ by Stange and
Ferrer,8 who also point out that optimum
outcomes are generated when generalists
and specialists collaborate. Unraveling the
paradox depends on an appreciation of the
limitations of relying on single-disease
outcomes or costs to measure quality of
care, and achieving a better understanding
of the added value of ‘integrating,
prioritising, contextualising, and
personalising’8 health care across its many
dimensions.
So, for example,whenpatients’ functional

health status (that is ‘can I dowhat I want to
do?’) rather than disease-outcome (for
example, blood pressure reduction) is
measured, specialists and generalists
achieve similar results — with generalists
using fewer resources,9,10 representing
better value for money.8,11 In line with this,
stronger primary care is associated with
better population health and life
expectancy12,13 and also better control of
major chronic illness at lower cost.1

COORDINATIONOFGENERALIST AND
SPECIALIST CARE
To achieve better population health and
functional status, primary care should be
the key component of a healthcare system,
within which disease specific expertise is
provided and coordinated.14,15 This raises the
question of the very nature of primary care,
its professional content, and organisational
structure to pursue this function. That
primary care is essential may well be
beyond doubt,1,5 but it is less well
understood which of its characteristics4
determine its effectiveness. This hampers
the translation of the principles of primary
care into a coherent primary care-led
healthcare system. The development of
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disease management programmes
restricted to specific health problems
and/or groups of patients, should be viewed
critically against this background.
’Single issue’ programmes, suchas those

for diabetes mellitus, acne, menopause,
cardiovascular and other preventive
services, depression, drug dependence,
well-man services, and so on, for which
their providers seek payment under the
prevailing health system fee for service
arrangements represent a ‘cherry-picking’
approach to health care that is unlikely to be
associated, in the longer term, with cost
containment or improvements in population
health. The superficial attraction of these
programmes is in the provision of ‘state of
the art’ care of the specific medical
problem, complete with all technical and
logistical support. Providing direct access in
the community adds to the primary care
flavour: it offers everything for patients. For
example, a diabetes service will provide an
entire suite of facilities, such as foot care,
eye care, cardiovascular risk monitoring,
and the like. Some current principles of
health policy with their emphasis on health
care as a market, consumer choice, and
competition between providers, encourage
developments of this kind. As a
consequence, there will be diversification
and fragmentationwithin primary care, with
moreandmoresingle issueprogrammesor
services, in particular ones that can be
clearly defined. The success of such
programmes is measured in numbers
attending and in short-term outcome
indicators, although, as argued above, these
health gainswill have only limited impact on
the longer-term health status of individuals
and of populations.
Cherry picking patients away from their

normal primary care provider will result in
disruption, duplication, and waste. Many
primary care patients present
undifferentiated symptoms and problems,
often in the context of multimorbidity.
Individual needs require an individual
response16 and demand a flexible approach
to management, rather than a pre-defined
care pathway. This is where the core values,
deeply rooted in the professionalism of
general practice and primary care, come
into play:4 comprehensiveness and

continuity of care, focus on the persons with
the disease, their psychosocial context, and
in the physician–patient relationship over
time. These are founded on the most
powerful factor health care has to offer, a
personal relationship of trust, that allows
the generalist to take responsibility for the
whole patient, irrespective of their health
problem.

CONCLUSIONS
Primary care and general practice are
needed—nowmore than ever.17 Healthcare
reforms should be directed at
strengthening, not dismantling, the core of
what determine their effectiveness. In as far
as specialist expertise and managed care
pathways are relevant, and there will be an
increasing demand for these,15,18 they
shouldbe integrated into andcoordinatedby
comprehensive primary care, to support
and empower continuity of care betweenGP
and patient.

Chris van Weel,
Professor of General Practice, Department Primary
and Community Care, Radboud University
Nijmegen Medical Centre, The Netherlands.

Francesco Carelli,
EURACT Director of Communication and Professor
of Family Medicine, University of Milan, Milan, Italy.

Clare Gerada,
GP and Chair of Council, Royal College General
Practitioners, London, UK.

Provenance
Commissioned; peer reviewed.

DOI: 10.3399/bjgp12X616463

REFERENCES
1. Macinko J, Starfield B, Shi L. Quantifying the

health benefits of primary care physician supply
in the United States. Int J Health Serv 2007;
37(1): 111–126.

2. Carelli F. Are 'polysystems' for doctors or
patients? Br J Gen Pract 2010; 60(576): 618.

3. Mendis K, vanWeel C, Del Mar C, Jones R.
Citation, citation, citation. Br J Gen Pract 2010;
60(577): 561–562.

4. Allen J, Gay B, Crebolder H, et al. The
European definition of general practice/family
medicine. Wonca Europe, 2002.

5. Smetana GW, Landon BE, Bindman AB, et al. A
comparison of outcomes resulting from
generalist vs specialist care for a single
discretemedical condition: a systematic review
andmethodologic critique. Arch Intern Med
2007; 167(1): 10–20.

6. Starfield B. Is primary care essential? Lancet
1994; 344(8930): 129–133.

7. Starfield B, Shi L, Macinko J. Contribution of
primary care to health systems and health.
Milbank Q 2005; 83(3): 457–502.

8. Stange KC, Ferrer RL. The paradox of primary
care. Ann FamMed 2009; 7(4): 293–299.

9. Greenfield S, Rogers W, Mangotich M, et al.
Outcomes of patients with hypertension and
non-insulin dependent diabetesmellitus
treated by different systems and specialties.
Results from themedical outcomes study.
JAMA 1995; 274(18): 1436–1444.

10. Greenfield S, Nelson EC, Zubkoff M, et al.
Variations in resource utilization among
medical specialties and systems of care.
Results from themedical outcomes study.
JAMA 1992; 267(12): 1624–1630.

11. Rosenblatt RA. Specialists or generalists. On
whom should we base the American health
care system? JAMA 1992; 267(12): 1665–1666.

12. Franks P, Fiscella K. Primary care physicians
and specialists as personal physicians. Health
care expenditures andmortality experience. J
Fam Pract 1998; 47(2): 105–109.

13. Shi L, Macinko J, Starfield B, et al. Primary
care, social inequalities, and all-cause, heart
disease, and cancermortality in US counties,
1990. Am J Public Health 2005; 95(4): 674–680.

14. DeMaeseneer J, vanWeel C, Egilman D, et al.
Funding for primary health care in developing
countries. BMJ 2008; 336(7643): 518–519.

15. DeMaeseneer J, Roberts RG, Demarzo M, et
al. Tackling the NCDs: a different approach is
needed. Lancet 2011. [Epub ahead of print].

16. Olde Hartman T, van Ravesteijn H, Lucassen P,
et al. Why the ‘reason for encounter’ should be
incorporated in the analysis of outcome of care.
Br J Gen Pract 2011; 10.3399/bjgp11X613269

17. World Health Organization. TheWorld Health
Report 2008— primary health care (nowmore
than ever). Geneva: WHO, 2008.

18. Meulepas MA, Jacobs JE, Smeenk FW, et al.
Effect of an integrated primary caremodel on
themanagement of middle-aged and old
patients with obstructive lung diseases. Scand
J Prim Health Care 2007; 25(3): 186–192.

ADDRESS FORCORRESPONDENCE

Chris van Weel
Department of Primary and Community Care,
117–elg, PO Box 9101, 6500HB Nijmegen,
The Netherlands.

E-mail: c.vanweel@elg.umcn.nl

“Cherry picking patients away from their normal
primary care provider will result in disruption,
duplication, and waste.”


