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MEDICAL EDUCATION AND THE SUPPLY OF
HEALTH PROFESSIONALS

TUESDAY, MARCH 8, 1994

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, DC.

The hearing was convened, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a.m., in
room SD-215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Daniel Patrick
Moynihan (chalrman of the committee) presiding.

Also present: Senators Rockefeller, Daschle, Breaux, Conrad,
Packwood, Dole, Danforth, Chafee, Durenberger, and Grassley.

[The press release announcing the hearing follows:]

[Press Release No. H-14, March 4, 1994)

FINANCE COMMITTEE SETS HEARING ON MEDICAL EDUCATION

WASHINGTON, DC.—Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan (D-NY), Chairman of the
Senate Committee on Finance, announced today that the Committee will continue
its examination of health care issues with a hearing on medical education.

The hearing will begin at 10:00 A.M. on Tuesday, March 8, 1994 in room SD-215
of the Dirksen Senate Office Building.

“The Committee will examine the factors that affect the number and type of phy-
sicians being trained today and how proposed health care reforms would influence
medical education and the overall supply of health care professionals,” Senator Moy-
nihan said in announcing the hearing.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN,
A U.S. SENATOR FROM NEW YORK, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE
ON FINANCE

The CHAIRMAN. A very good morning to our distinguished panel
and our guests at this most important hearing to which we have
been looking forward for some time, on the subject of graduate
medical education and the supply of health professionals.

As we all know, the President’s proposal has rather strong provi-
sions in this regard, not all of which have been welcome, not all
ofo:)wdhich have been deplored, and some of which are not under-
8

I would like to take this happy occasion of a health care hearing
to welcome Mark back; and to prove whatever else is, we have
cured chicken pox. [Laughter.]

Do not underestimate those small advances in the culture.

Senator Packwood?

—

(6]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BOB PACKWOOD, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM OREGON

Senator PACKWOOD. Mr. Chairman, as usual I find this also a
very interesting hearing. We are now going to try to guess, hope-
fully intelligently what kinds of doctors we need in the future and
whether or not the Federal Government needs to direct us in that
direction or whether or not we look back at our past experience and
some of the choices we have made and perhaps exhibit a bit of cau-
tion as to whether or not we can guess correctly.

I guess a classic example of guessing incorrectly is the building
of hospitals. In the past, we were convinced we needed four or five
beds per 1,000 population; and now from the testimony we have
had, most of them are operating in areas of 2% beds per 1,000 pop-
ulation and are aiming toward one bed per 1,000 population. So we
gvgr built without any malice. We thought we knew what we were

oing.

If we now say we are going to have a Federal program that de-
termines who many general practitioners we should have and how
many heart surgeons and how many brain surgeons and how many
internists, will we guess correctly or are we better off to leave that
to the marketplace knowing that as HMOs grow, and they have
been growing, that they are going to hire more general practition-
ers? They are paying more now. And will that in and of itself be
a sufficient inducement for people in medical school to change their
programs from their present specialties to a general practitioner
specialty?

I do not know. I do know, however, that as with many things in-
volving medicine in the past, we have estimated wrong, we have
guessed wronﬁ:nSo at least we ought to be a little wary in being
sure that we know what the answer is for how we should allocate
medical education to different specialties.

The CHAIRMAN. I very much agree. As our panel is gathered, we
are “primum non nocere” as is our standard here, and is a stand-
ard of seriousness we need if we want to do this well. We are not
raising questions because we are trying to obscure the subject or
make it more difficult, but rather to illuminate it.

It would help, I think, if any of you, as you move along, would
care to comment on what Senator Packwood just said.

I would offer you a different view, sir, which is that when the
hospitals were built you needed 4 to 5 beds per 1,000 persons and
then medicine advanced in ways that one per 1,000 might be ap-
propriate now.

Senator PACKWOOD. It advanced in a way we could not foresee.

The CHAIRMAN. But you can foresee changes. Well, let us hear
fror? people who might know what they are talking about. [Laugh-
ter.

And we do remember, we have to remember, as the chairman of
this committee, Hon. Russell Long, once said of the Hill-Burton
Hospital Construction Act, that that was the South’s revenge for
the Civil War. [Laughter.] '

So we take that into account, too, as well. Let us see, Dr.
Budetti, you are first and you are Director of the Center for Health
Policy Research right here at George Washington University. You
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are not just a doctor. I take it the J.D. means you are ; lawyer,
too.

Dr. BUDETTI. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You are everyone’s idea of a man. Anyone who
falls into your hands is in trouble, or perhaps not. I am joking.
Would you proceed, sir.

STATEMENT OF PETER P. BUDETTI, M.D,, J.D., DIRECTOR, CEN-
TER FOR HEALTH POLICY RESEARCH, THE GEORGE WASH-
INGTON UNIVERSITY, WASHINGTON, DC

Dr. BUDETTI. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for
inviting me here. Mr. Packwood, it is a pleasure to see you. I am
very much at home with both you, having gone to medical school
in New York and having been Chief Resident in Pediatrics at the
University of Oregon. So, so far, so good.

I do want to speak on the issues that you have mentioned so far.
I think it is clear that we are blessed with an abundance of physi-
cians in this country and a number of physicians that is increasing
very rapidly. I think the issue before us, as you have both quite
properly stated, is the extent to which that blessing is to some de-
gree a problem or even a curse, as some might put it, that we have
either too many physicians or too many physicians going into the
wrong fields.

The numbers certainly show where they are going. And the fact
that another Federal policy, which was to greatly increase the
numbers of doctors in tEis country just as we built a lot of hospital
beds, was also very successful. And we did, in fact, as we built hos-
pitals we also produced a lot of new doctors.

The CHAIRMAN. Was it not the Medicare Program that was asso-
ciated with increasing medical education?

Dr. BUDETTI. Yes. And I think that that is one of the key points
here, Senator, is that on the one hand we put a lot of money into
actually increasing the number of people coming out of medical
schools. But then through Medicare in particular we have put a
tremendous amount of Federal dollars into stimulating those peo-
ple to go into particular specialties.

I think that that is probably the key reason w'y it makes at
least some sense to say straightforwardly, this is ncc exactly a pure
marketplace. This is something that the Federal ¢ overnment has
put a lot of bucks in for a lot of years, dollars that certainly rise
to the level that Senator Dirksen would have noticed, and they
have been very effective in putting forth an atmosphere in medical
education that has led physicians into specialties and subspecial-
ties.

Now is that a problem? I think that is the key question for us,
whether that is a problem or not. It certainly was not the result
of a deliberate Federal policy to do so. The Federal policy was to

ut the money out there and the way that the money was spent
ed to this distribution of physicians into high technology, hospital-
based intensive specialties rather than into primary care and we
have seen a fall off in the number of Iprimary care doctors.

The CHAIRMAN. Are you saying, if I could just interject——

Dr. BUDETTI. No, that is fine.
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The CHAIRMAN.—the existence of the hospitals created the oppor-
tunity to specialize in certain ways that required a hospital and
was, in a sense, a hidden policy. It attracted specialties that would
not have developed in the absence of the hospitals themselves. So,
there was a secondary effect that perhaps was not anticipated?

Dr. BUDETTI. Much better stated than myself, Senator. That is
exactly what I was getting at, was that the presence of the hos-
pitals, the flow of the money for specialty training to hospitals
while primary care doctors by and large not only need to be trained
inside of hospitals but outside of hospitals as well.

But since the money could not go to those other places outside
of the hospitals and since the money was extremely useful to the
teaching hospitals in the sense that it let them build up the spe-
cialties that bring in the greatest amount of revenue for the teach-
ing hospitals, I think that we did see something of a marketplace,
but a marketplace stimulated very heavily by Federal dollars, but
to serve the parochial interests of the teaching hospitals and not
to serve national policies overtly anyway.

I think that is t%e————

The CHAIRMAN. I am going to make one more.

Dr. BUDETTI. Sure.

The CHAIRMAN. We are familiar with unanticipated con-
sequences. It was so stated by Robert K. Murtin, who published it
at Columbia in 1935, and it is addressed regularly here. But there
is something else also, is there not, that we have had a great age
of discovery in medicine. And the attraction of these specialties has
been in doing somethinﬁ: not ever before done. Is that not so?

Dr. BUDETTI. Oh, I think that is very real. I think that the at-
traction of the specialties by and large has been on the one hand
quite legitimate and quite real as there have been major medical
advances that we are very proud of. I think we should all be ve
proud of what we have done in this country with respect to the ad-
vancement of learning in medical science over the last 30 years or
80.

It is a major national triumph that we should be very proud of.
But that is just not the only factor that I think should have gone
into determining where medical students went on to practice and
what specialties they went on to practice. I think that the medical
students tended not to be exposed to people in primary care who
were in hlish status positions and who were looked upon as of equal
intellectual level as the people who were doing the sophisticated
biomedical research and high technology procedures.

So being a highly select group in the first place, and wanting to
emulate the best of the best, I think it is a natural attraction. That
was certainly my experience in medical school and I think it has
a lot of legitimate basis to it.

I think that what we have seen, though, is that there should be
other factors that should come into play as well, including the need
to just plain take care of people when you get out into practice and
what it takes to learn what you need to know in order to be a good
doctor to take care of people in the community.

Let me just make a couple of additional comments along these
lines. One of the questidns is, if this is an issve that the Federal
Government has already put a lot of money into and has a big
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mkg in, what kind of measures should the Federal Government
e

As you said at the beginning, Mr. Chairman, first of all, do no
harm. I think that is a very imEortant point to keep in mind here.
This is an area where I think there has been a great deal of study
and analysis and preparation, trying to get ready for the point at
which we could make some sensible policies to on the one hand in-
crease the number of primary care trainees, of generalist trainees
in medicine and on the other hand not to cause major problems
that would undermine the progress that we have made in the more
sophisticated—I should not, I am catching myself saying the same
point and the same stereotype—in the more technologically based
specialties.

So I think we are at a point now where, and we will be happy
to discuss some of this this morning, where there are a variety of
approaches, approaches that I think could achieve the aim of
redirecting the distribution of physicians into the different special-
ties without interfering too greatly into local decision making, into
the medical professional decision making, and into the kinds of
structures that are necessary to preserve our great progress in high
tech areas.

One final comment I would like to make, Mr. Chairman——

The CHAIRMAN. May I just say, do not hesitate to be brief just
as you are doins, because you are the only panel we have this
morning, it would be interesting if we heard each of your views and
went back and heard them again; and then heard your views on
one another.

Dr. BUDETTI. I will make one more point and then I will be
happy to pass it along. The only other point I would like to make
is, I think we need to focus on to clarify the difference between
service delivery and training.

I think that if we look at many of the inner city areas where peo-
ple are heavily dependent upon teaching hospitals for service deliv-
ery, those teaching hospitals play a very valuable role. But I have
always viewed that as at best a stop gap measure.

I think that the people in the inner cities, like everybody else,
deserve access to mainstream medical care. I think that that is
why considering these Folicies and these changes in policies in the
context of national health reform make so much sense. That at the
same time we could try to redistribute the training while providing
new ways to take care of people in the cities so that they are less
dependent on the teaching hospitals, except when they need the so-
phisticated services available at the teaching hospitals.

So I think that it is very important for us to have in mind that
service delivery solutions ought to go hand in hapd as we try to re-
direct where the production lines of our medical industry are going.
Just producing residents so that they are there for 3 years to take
care of people in the inner city is not a long term solution to the
service delivery needs of people in those areas. I think we need to
keep that in mind.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be happy to respond to ques-
tions.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Budetti apYears in the appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Doctor. We will come back to this.
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It may be noted, however, that probably three-quarters of the
great teaching hospitals in the United States, which are the finest
on earth, are located in what are called inner city slums. You
know, I, in my youth, found myself at Columbia Presbyterian and
I do not feel deprived. And I never saw a bill.

Where is Senator Danforth? Senator Danforth, are you here?
[Laughter.]

Dr. COLWILL. I just received a note from the Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. You are nonetheless welcome, sir. [Laughter.]

I thought Jack was going to introduce you. He obviously has been
summoned to the Commerce Committee where all sorts of crises
are about.

Dr. Colwill is professor and chairman of the Department of Fam-
ily and Community Medicine at the University ot Missouri and he
appears on behalf of the Council on Graduate Medical Education.
Perhaps you would tell us just a little bit about what that council
is and then go forward.

STATEMENT OF JACK M. COLWILL, M.D.,, PROFESSOR AND
CHAIRMAN, DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY AND COMMUNITY
MEDICINE, UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI AT COLUMBIA
SCHOOL OF MEDICINE, COLUMBIA, MO, ON BEHALF OF THE
COUNCIL ON GRADUATE MEDICAL EDUCATION

Dr. CoLWILL. I appreciate the opportunity to be here today. The
Council on Graduate Medical Education was established by the
Congress a little over a decade ago. Its role was and has been to
make recommendations to the Secretary and to the Congress con-
cerning issues of the physician work force. It has become progres-
sively concerned about fundamental issues in the physician work
force. That is why I am here today. -

In a nutshell, we are concerned that this Nation has too few gen-
eralists, has a surplus of specialists and is moving toward a pro-
gressive physician surplus. These issues will impede our ability as
a nation to move into systems of managed care.

We are concerned that the surplus will stimulate provisions of
additional services that may not be fully necessary and con-
sequently contribute to escalating costs.

d finally—

The CHAIRMAN. By surplus you mean an over supply?

Dr. CoLwiLL. Over supply, yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. We are trying to work out a lexicon in the com-
mittee.

Dr. CoLwILL. And finally, as you know, shortages in the inner
city and rural health areas have continued to be a problem. The
gzct that we have so few generalists is one of the major contribu-

rs.

I would suggest that you may want to review the figures in my
handout. The first figure shows——

The CHAIRMAN. Would you give us the table number, sir?

Dr. CoLwiLL. Figure 1 in my handout, which is the COGME
statement.

The CHAIRMAN. Good. Good.

Dr. CoLwiLL. This figure demonstrates the increasing number of
physicians in our country over time. It also shows the increasing
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ratio of physicians to population. Virtually everybody will say we
have at least an adequate supply-of physicians today. Many say we
have an oversupply already. And yet we will continue to have an
increasing physician supply at least until 2020 when numbers pla-
teau. Further, between now and 2020, the physician to population
ratio will increase by roughly a quarter.

The CHAIRMAN. Let us see, just to get a hold on these things. The
demography is destiny in these things. That doctor in the year
2020 he or she was born 3 years ago?

Dr. CoLwiILL. I am sorry?

The CHAIRMAN. They were born 3 years ago, the doctors entering
the stream in the year 2020. So they are already alive.

Dr. CoLwiLL. Right. Right.

l'l‘he CHAIRMAN. In preschool and learning biology, elementary bi-
ology.

Dr. CoLwiLL. This projection is based upon what is happening
today. It actually may be an understatement, because the number
of physicians trained both in this country and abroad who are en-
tering residencies appears to be increasing.

The CHAIRMAN. One last—I am sorry. Will everybody interrupt.
Senator Durenberger, will you interrupt and stop underlining, if
you please, as you please?

Senator DURENBERGER. Is this for lexicon purposes?

The CHAIRMAN. For database. If we are at, say, 240 per 100,000
population now, what is Canada?

Dr. CoLwILL. Canada is roughly at the same level.

The CHAIRMAN. Canada is roughly the same?

Dr. COLWILL. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. What is the U.K.

Dr. CoLwILL. Much lower.

The CHAIRMAN. Half? Three-quarters?

Dl:. CoLwiLL. It is roughly 150, I believe, something in that ball
park.

The CHAIRMAN. It is 150 as against our 240. So it is almost half.
France?

Dr. CoLWILL. I cannot give you specific figures. It is roughly the
same or more.

The CHAIRMAN. So we have twice the amount?

Dr. CoLwiLL. We are roughly in the middle of various nations in
terms of our physician to population ratio. There are some that are
much more than this. There are some that are significantly less.

Senator PACKWOOD. What are some of the ones that are more?

Dr. CoLwILL. I believe Germany, Italy, Portugal are in that cat-
egory.

The CHAIRMAN. I guess we had better find that out. All right?

Dr. COLWILL. I am told that Israel may have the highest number.

The CHAIRMAN. You are dead right. The OECD average is 230
and so are we. The U.K. is down. Germany has twice the U.K. Yes.

Dr. CoLwiLL. And when we get to the 300 figure, we will prob-
ably be at the top of where that list is right now.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, we are not off the chart at all.

Dr. CoLwiLL. No, we are not off the top. We are adding each year
to our residency programs 24,000 new trainees, new residents. Of



8

that Froup, about 17,500 received their M.D. from U.S medical
schools and roughly 6,500 are being trained in other countries.

The second Figure, demonstrates the declining percentage of gen-
eralists in our physician population. You can see that in the 1930s
virtually everybody was a general practitioner.

Today we are roughly at one-third generalists. Figure 3 shows
that only 26 percent ofy medical school graduates in 1989 entered
practice as generalists.

The CHAIRMAN. What is a “D.0.”?

Dr. CoLwILL. Doctor of Osteopathy. Osteopathic physicians are a
small proportion of the total physicians in this country.

We are now at the point where only about a quarter of medical
school graduates are going on to careers as generalists. It is these
figures that have led the COGME to be quite concerned about both
the total numbers and the generalist/specialist supply.

We are investing roughly $6 billion a year in graduate medical
education through Medicare. We are not in any way limiting the
total number of positions or in any way making suggestions about
their specialty distribution.

It is this issue that concerns COGME. COGME recommends that
that graduate medical education funding be utilized to limit the
total number of })ositions in graduate medical education and to
move toward a 50/60 mix of generalists and specialists.

The CHAIRMAN. So you are coming here as a Chairman of a
Board which we have created and you are saying you have a goal
for us, you have a recommendation.

Dr. COLWILL. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Tell us again. You have a 110 percent goal here.
You want fewer physicians than we are on our way to getting.

Dr. CoLwILL. If you moved to Figure 4——

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir.

Dr. CoLwILL.—our goal is to try to contain the physician popu-
lation ratio at roughly today’s levels.

The CHAIRMAN. Or limited to 110 percent.

Dr. CoLWILL. If we limit it to 110 percent of the U.S. graduates,
you can see it will still rise somewhat beyond that level.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. Now does everyone hear that? This is an
idea for having fewer physicians. This is the recommendation we
are getting, not formally but in your testimony, and this is where
you come out.

Dr. CoLwILL. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you find that the administration’s bill is pret-
ty much in sync with that?

Dr. CoLwILL. I think the overall goals of the administration’s bill
and ours are very much in sync. We have somewhat different rec-
ommendations for how to get there.

The CHAIRMAN. Right. And, of course, we have an advantage,
which not every country has, which is we often get superbly
trained physicians from other countries. I think of India, for exam-
ple. But you do not want us to get up to 300 per 100,000. You think
250, 260 is enough. '

Dr. CoLWILL. I think one of the fundamental questions that you
have already posed is what is the appropriate physician number.
I do not think we know. I think that——
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Tll.l,e CHAIRMAN. Well, if you do not know, why do you have this
goal?

Dr. CoLwiLL. Well, let me take it on.

The CHAIRMAN. It is very refreshing.

Dr. CoLwiLL. I think you will find a virtual consensus that the
current supply is at least adequate.

The CHAIRMAN. I see.

lDr. CoLwILL. Many will be saying that we are already in a sur-
plus.

The CHAIRMAN. And just perhaps to use a rou%h analogy, the 4
to 5 beds per 1,000 that may 6r may not have been required 20
years ago and we now say one will do, gets better.

Dr. COLWILL. Yes.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Colwill appears in the appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you very much, Doctor. We want to
move along.

As I said, Senator Dole and Senator Rockefeller, we have only
one panel this morning. Qur witnesses are being fairly brief so we
can have a lot of exchange with them afterwards.

Now the next witness you may wish to introduce yourself, is
Debra Folkerts.

Senator DOLE. We are just happy to have Debra here. She has
been helpful to us in the past and we appreciate very much your
coming.

The CHAIRMAN. Again, for lexicon purposes, an ARNP is an ac-
credited registered nurse practitioner.

Ms. FOLKERTS. Advanced Registered Nurse Practitioner, correct.

The CHAIRMAN. Good morning.

STATEMENT OF DEBRA J. FOLKERTS, A.R.N.P., FAMILY NURSE
PRACTITIONER, MANHATTAN, KS

Ms. FOLKERTS. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I
am Debra Folkerts, a family nurse practitioner from Manhattan,
KS. T am a member of the Kansas State Nurses Association and
the American Nurses Association.

Thank you for this opportunity to discuss graduate nurse edu-
cation and other health care reform issues within the jurisdiction
of this committee.

I am also testifying today on behalf of the American Association
of Colleges of Nursing, the American Association of Critical Care
Nurses, the American Organization of Nurse Executives, the Asso-
ciation of Operating Room Nurses, the Association of Spinal Cord
Injury Nurses, the Emergency Nurses Association and the National
Nurse Practitioner Coalition.

I am also here as a nurse practitioner who served for 3 years as
the only primary care provider in a very small town in rural Kan-
sas. I have always practiced in rural areas.

America’s 2.2 million registered nurses deliver more essential
health care services in the United States today in a variety of set-
tings—hospitals, nursing homes, schools, home health agencies, the
work place, community health clinics, and private practice and in
managed care settings.

Nurses know firsthand of the inequities and problems with our
Nation’s health care system. Because we are there 24 hours a day,
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7 days a week, we know all too well how the system succeeds so
masterfully for some, yet continues to fail shamelessly for all too
many others.

Nursing commends Congress for its increased focus on nurse
education issues. It is clear that the U.S. health care system has
an increasingly urgent need for primary care providers. Funding
must be made available to strengthen existing advanced practice
nurse programs and to establish new programs to prepare those
primary care providers so urgently needed. :

Nurses are well-positioned to fill many gaps in the availability of
primary health care services. Advanced practice nurses are trained
to provide from 80 to 90 percent of necessary primary care services
of the Nation. ,

We are pleased the President’s health care reform proposal con-
tains a provision for funding for graduate nurse education. This
would provide a stable ongoing revenue source to expand the pro-
duction of advanced practice nurses, a vital resource for meeting
health care needs.

Advanced nurse education includes the preparation of nurse
practitioners, clinical nurse specialists, certified nurse midwives,
and certified registered nurse anesthetists. These advanced prac-
tice nurses are prepared as expert clinicians to deliver primary
care and other services vital to the Nation’s health care needs.

The graduate nurse education program would help many grad-
uate nursing students who are currently attending school part-time
due to financial constraints to become full-time students.

The American Association and Colleges of Nursing found that
based on 1988 dollars it costs a graduate nursing student about
$36,837 without financial aid to receive a master’s degree.

The costs of preparing the advanced practice nurses are currently
borne almost entirely by the schools of nursing and the students
themselves, each with very limited resources.

In order to quickly expand the number of these expert clinicians
there must be an increased Federal commitment to graduate nurse
education.

The CHAIRMAN. Could I just interject there to say that you men-
tioned the President’s Health Security Act. You also mentioned
. Senator Chafee’s proposal as addressing these concerns of yours.

Ms. FOLKERTS. On the issue of graduate nurse education, correct.

Education programs alone, however, will not solve nursing’s abil-
ity to provide full, primary and preventive health care services.
Certain artificial barriers prevent nurses from providing these
services. The fastest way to expand the number of advanced prac-
tice nurses in this country would be to eliminate the barriers to
practice and reimbursement, which prevent these nurses from
practicing to their fullest capabilities.

Nurses were pleased to have the opportunity to work with Sen-
ator Daschle and this committee to achieve the enactment of the
Rural Nursing Incentive Act, which enabled nurse practitioners
and clinical nurse specialists who practice in rural areas to receive
direct reimbursement under Medicare. '

I know from personal experience the dramatic impact this law
had on the access to health care for people in a small town in Kan-
sas. Without this change in Medicare I, as a nurse practitioner,
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could not have provided services to the 600 people of Glasgow, KS.
My patients came from Glasgow and the surrounding areas—68
percent of them were Medicare beneficiaries.

Glasgow is located in Cloud County, KS, the third oldest county
Ber capita in the Nation. Thanks to the change in Medicare I saw

etween 368 and 400 people per month, and I was their sole pri-
mary care ‘provider. That law now needs to be expanded to cover
the services of all nurse practitioners and clinical nurse specialists,
re%ardless of geografphic location and practice setting.

his expansion of coverage does not provide for reimbursement
of new services, but rather provides for reimbursement of existing
services in alternative cost effective settings by non-physician pro-
viders. Rv taking this action, these advanced practice nurses would
provide easential services to meet the health care needs of older
Americans who currently have no access to affordable health care.

Legislation to achieve this objective has been introduced by Sen-
ators Grassley and Conrad. We would urge you to ensure that this
important J)roposal is enacted as soon as possible.

he Medicaid Program also needs to directly reimburse for the
services of all advanced practice nurses so that they may be fully
utilized by Medicaid recipients. Senator Daschle has introduced a
bill to achieve that goal. This is a provision that must be adopted
to increase access immediately.

Just as nurses have demonstrated their ability to provide high
quality, cost effective and accessible health services, consumers
have shown their widespread acceptance of these services and their
willingness to continue receiving primary care services from nurses
in advanced practice.

A recent Gallup poll revealed that the vast majority of Ameri-
cans, 86 percent, are willing to receive everyday health care serv-
ices from an advanced practice nurse.

Mr. Chairman, we are pleased that a number of members of this
committee have introduced or co-sponsored bills that propose a va-
riety of different approaches to reform of the health care system.
This will ensure that this issue is comprehensively discussed and
that all options are thoroughly considered.

We look forward to working with all of you. We appreciate this
opportunity to share our views with you and look forward to con-
tinuing to work with you as comprehensive health care reform is
developed. I would be particularly happy to_answer any questions
regarding rural practice. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Ms. Folkerts.

4 ['Iihe prepared statement of Ms. Folkerts appears in the appen-

ix.

The CHAIRMAN. Could I just record here for the record that there
are three times as many nurses in the Nation as there are medical
doctors, a point to be kept in mind in terms of who is out there
and who is giving health care.

And now just to conclude our panel’s opening statements, Dr.
Jensen, Dean of the University of North Dakota School of Medicine
at Grand Forks. Where is Senator Conrad? Well, you are on your
own, Doctor. You are very welcome, sir.
alSenator DURENBERGER. Mr. Chairman, if I may, he really is not

one.
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The CHAIRMAN. You are neighbors practically, yes.

Senator DURENBERGER. As testimony to the fact that health care
really does not have State boundaries, there is no better example,
as I think I have shared with you before, than the way in which
the medical and health enterprise located in North Dakota has
serviced about a quarter of the State of Minnesota, looking at it
geographically.

The cooperation, the commitment, and I think the value system
that Dr. Jensen brings to his discussion of community based medi-
cal education is something that I think a lot of us share. Since I
have experienced it, and I have been there, and I have listened to
him, and I have learned from them, in Kent’s absence, I will cer-
tainly endorse your wisdom in choosing Dr. Jensen to speak for a
lot of community based education.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Durenberger.

Dr. Jensen?

STATEMENT OF CLAYTON E. JENSEN, M.D.,, DEAN, THE UNI-
VERSITY OF NORTH DAKOTA SCHOOL OF MEDICINE, GRAND
FORKS, ND

Dr. JENSEN. Thank you, Senator Moynihan, and certainly Sen-
ator Durenberger. As to the point I was on my own, I think the
comment was made a little bit earlier that is sort of reminiscent
of what family physicians are sometimes in the middle of the night
delivering a baby and things go to pot and you are basically there
holding the fort down by yourself.

So I appreciate Senator Durenberger’s comments. He is abso-
lutely correct. Our residency training programs in North Dakota—
and we have four of them—are responsible for much of the man-
power and woman power, in other words health care needs in
northwest Minnesota. So we see him as a very, very staunch ally
and we thank him for that.

I am a family physician .:'Jd practice -as a family physician for
25 years in Vailey City, ND. That has a tie, incidentally to Senator
Dole, who has a nephew that is in Valley City, North Dakota.

fI left Valley City after 25 years and went to the University
of—

Senator GRASSLEY. Could you tell him who it is?

Dr. JENSEN. Yes, I can. {Laughter.]

Senator DOLE. He is a Republican. [Laughter.]

Dr. JENSEN. His name is Bill Jahn, to be exact. He is a phar-
macist actually in Valley City.

But I did leave the private practice of medicine and joined the
University of North Dakota. I am Chair of the Department of Fam-
ily Medicine and am currently the interim Dean.

The CHAIRMAN. And Senator Conrad has just this moment ar-
rived. We certainly want to welcome you.

Sienator CONRAD. Good morning. Welcome, Dr. Jensen. [Laugh-
ter.

Dr. JENSEN. Thank you.

I do want to make some comments. As a community based school
we make extensive use of community facilities. We do not——
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The CHAIRMAN. Can we just work on our lexicon? A community
based school, and how would you distinguish that? You are refer-
ring to the University of North Dakota School of Medicine.

IzirlJENSEN That is correct And I am using North Dakota as a
mode

The CHAIRMAN. Is Cornell University of New York Hospital not
a community based school?

. Dr. JENSEN. No, not in the sense or in the definition that we
ave.

The CHAIRMAN. That is what I want.

Dr. JENSEN. That is correct.

We make use of community facilities throughout the State. In
other words, we have four campuses with our major cities—Bis-
marck, Fargo, Grand Forks and Minot—with our tertiary care fa-
cilities in those communities and with much of our teaching taking
place at those types of facilities and with community hospitals
throlughout the State. We do not have a university teaching hos-
pital.

The CHAIRMAN. I see. Yes.

Dr. JENSEN. I think that is important for everyone to under-
stand. My discussions are going to center around the community
based medical schools, of which North Dakota is one. There are ac-
tually a total of about 23 community based medical schools in this
country, who consider themselves to be community based.

As far as primary care physicians are concerned, you will find
that the percentages of primary care physicians come primarily
from community based medical schools. Of the 13 community based
schools, all but three, in other words 10 of those community based
schools, have the highest percentage of its graduates that go into
family practice, internal medicine or pediatrics.

So we have a vast amount of experience dealing with the special-
ties that are currently needed as we see it under health care re-
form and are needed, incidently by the country for the provision of
primary care.

Sleélator PACKwWOOD. Can I interrupt? Mr. Chairman, you said we
could.

Explain to me again what a community based medical school is.
Is that simply a non-teaching—I am not quite sure what it is.

Dr. JENSEN. Okay. Community based means that it uses as its
resources facilities that are available within the communities. In
other words, we will use, for instance, as Senator Conrad knows,
the facilities of St. Luke’s, and Dakota Hospital in Fargo, Fargo
being our largest city and those being the two largest hospitals.

We do that around the State. We do not——

The CHAIRMAN. You do not build a university hospital across the
street.

Dr. JENSEN. That is absolutely correct. And as a matter of fact,
at least in my opinion, that concept of a large university hospital
now has become somewhat of a dinosaur.

Senator PACKWOOD. Do you have a university hospital?

Dr. JENSEN. We do not.

Senator PACKWOOD. Okay.
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Dr. JENSEN. We make absolute use of community based facilities,
community based hosritals that is, general hospitals in our major
communities and smaller communities throughout the State.

Senator PACKWOOD. Let me pursue further so I am sure I under-
stand. So you do not have a teaching medical school?

Dr. JENSEN. Yes, we have a teaching medical school, but its
teaching is done in community hospitals. So that the third and
fourth years take place in those settings, plus in small communities
throughout the State.

Senator PACKWOOD. The first 2 years take place in the more aca-
demic setting?

Dr. JENSEN. That is correct, up at Grand Forks, the first 2 years.
You will find the curriculum that we have and the facilities that
we use I think back in the appendices, which are about Appendix
Two and Appendix Three as I recall.

The CHAIRMAN. And you make up about 20 percent of medical
schools, is that what you said?

Dr. JENSEN. Well, there are 23 medical schools in this country
that consider themselves to be community based.

The CHAIRMAN. And there are 128 medical schools altogether.

Dr. JENSEN. That is correct.

One of the things that we do in order to reduce costs is that we
have about, for instance in my degartment alone, family medicine,
110 clinical faculty throughout the State that participate in our
teaching, who are not paid. They make that as a contribution to
the medical school and the community based hospitals also have—
and the community based medical schools I should say, with their
hospitals, that is quite frequently the norm.

We went from a 2- to a 4-year degree granting institution in
1976. We did that because we were afraid that if we did not go to
a 4-year school—I am a product of the 2-year school and went to
North Carolina, Bowman Gray in Winston-Salem. I got back but
onév 18 to 20 percent of us ever did.

ince we have gone to a 4-year degree granting school we have
about 43 or 44 percent of our people coming back. If you were to
take a graduate of UND School of Medicine who goes into one of
my family practice programs, about 73 percent come back. But I
am using North Dakota now just as a model for the community
based medical schools.

We have developed within our State something called the North
Dakota Center for Graduate Medical Education, which is a consor-
tium of the eight teaching hospitals and the University of North
Dakota School of Medicine. On that Board that we have are the
CEOs of the eight teaching hospitals, a campus educator from each
one of our campuses, and the medical school. And I represent the
medical school.

That body is empowered to take a look at the needs of the State,
the resources of the State, and act as a conduit for funding from
the Federal Government and from other sources that will flow from
the consortium into the family practice centers or the other resi-
dency training programs. We see that as a model that could be rep-
licated throughout this country.

We also have a P.A. school. As you pointed out, as was men-
tioned here earlier, Debra Folkerts is an advance nurse practi-
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tioner. And our P.A. school has 90 nurse practitioners per class.
Those %wsician assistants come from about 20 to 25 percent from
North Dakota, but the remainder come from all sections of the
country. -

So we feel very strongly about the training of nurses, physician
assistants and all other primary care health providers that would
take place under health care reform.

Another interesting thing, I think, is the fact that the Inmed Pro-
gram at the University of North Dakota School of Medicine—Indi-
ans into Medicine—20 percent of all the Native Americans that
hold the M.D. degree have been trained at the University of North
Dakota School of Medicine.

The CHAIRMAN. Is that not interesting? INMED. We will put that
in the lexicon.

Dr. JENSEN. INMED—Indians into Medicine.

The CHAIRMAN. Put that down.

Dr. JENSEN. It is a federally funded program.

We feel that more and more teaching is going to take place in
an ambulatory setting. So the need for the larger hospitals and the
‘numbers of hospitals that have occurred in previous decades is re-
duced. More and more care is delivered on an ambulatory care
basis and we feel that ambulatory care and training can take place
most logically in smaller community hospitals and the tertiary care
facilities within our major cities within the State.

Thank you.

[The grepared statement of Dr. Jensen appears in the gﬁpendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. You did not run over time, sir. I think we got
your point and I think we now start to see if we cannot put this
together. When my time comes, I am going to ask you all, how
come dentists are kept out of medicine. It is not all just 19th Cen-
tuxév happenstance. But that is another matter.

enator Dole, would you like to have the opening questions,
please?

Senator DOLE. I will wait.

The CHAIRMAN. All right, sir. Do not wait long.

Senator Durenberger? .

Senator DURENBERGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank
Kou for the format. I think it is helpful to our witnesses as it is

elpful to us. I assume that means additional commitment of your
time, our time later on for other hearings. But it certainly is going
to be more productive.

My first question may be directed to all of the panelists, but it
came off of looking at Peter’s comments. I think they are somewhat
reﬁeated by others. I am just quoting from part of the paper here.
“There is a clear need for a Federal policy. The distribution of spe-
cialists needs to be determined on a national basis to serve na-
tional health care needs rather than parochial interests of teaching
hospitals” and their training programs certainly endorse that.

I believe the best indicator of market forces at work is the phe-
nomenon described above in the previous comments. The number
of specialists being trained is increasing at an extraordinary rate.

Then to varying degrees the first two witnesses come to the con-
clusion that we need a national work force policy and we need
some kind of a process in which to deal with that. That is where
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I am going. My question is fairly basic and I ask each of you to
respond to it.

If market forces gave us, in a dysfunctional marketplace, many
more doctors of a wider variety than we need and not enough em-
phasis on non-physician health care, at a time when we know that
we could do it better and perhaps less expensively with a wider
mix of trained professionals, why is it that just changing the sig-
nals and changing the incentives, and changing the national rules
so that we really have a market at work in this country would not
take us where we want to go? Why do we need a national board?
iWh{tf)do we need national allocations, national consortia and so
orth?

And maybe just a couple of examples. Someone told me in the
last week or so that we are grinding out just as many gastro-
enterologists as we always have, but not one of them can get a job
in the State of California where markets are working—not per-
fectly but they sure are working. We could on with these type of
examples.

The CHAIRMAN. You cannot just leave that there. Is it the climate
or the orange— ‘

Senator DURENBERGER. It is the health buying and health pro-
viding climate where the emphasis now is on doing better for less
money in a variety of ways. The surpluses of specialties which are
in the national market, you know, make it impossible for them to
get jobs or for that surplus to get soaked up in places like Califor-
nia and Minnesota and other places where there is a fair amount
of change taking place in the marketplace.

The second part of that question, of course, gets to the presump-
tion we all make, that all we need to do with the doctor supply is
what Canada has done, and that is, half of them are general physi-
cians and half of them are something else, and that ignores the fact
that primary care can be delivered by other than M.D.s, and that
it is the team or the integrated system that has brought to bear
on a particular problem—its diagnosis, its therapy and its rehabili-
tation.

That is much moré important than what you call the doctor that
is in charge of the system. And since I have observed, as many of
you have, these kinds of responses in integrated systems—and I
just use California, Minnesota, Oregon certainly. Last week we
used examples here of the difference between Oregon and Florida.

Why do we not just change the rules in health care reform for
how the market is supposed to work and then let the market de-
velop the right mix of medical and health specialties?

Dr. BUDETTI. Senator, I would certainly not mean to imply that
the market would have no effect. I think that the forces you de-
scribe are very real. Some people who are out in the job market
right now, either as generalists who are finding a new demand for
their services and high salaries, or as specialists as you mentioned
who are having difficulty getting jobs, once they get to that point
I think that the market for their services does f)lay a very impor-
tant role and it will determine whether they will go on to practice
their specialty or not.

We have bzen very good at finding ways to practice specialties,
whether the market needed us or not, though, I must add.
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But I think the question that I would raise, the response that I
would have, is principally this, that to the very degree that we
think that the market ultimately is going to mean that these peo-
ple will not get jobs in the specialty that we are training them for,
I think we have to seriously question whether we should keep
pumping $6 billion a year or so into producing them. I think that
is the real issue here.

If that gastroenterologist that you described had achieved the
Board certification in gastroenterology entirely at their own ex-
pense, that would be a market. But we are paying to produce gas-
troenterologists and we are paying large amounts of money. We
have two parts of Medicare that pump money into training resi-
dents in the different specialties.

So I think that is the central issue here, is what is the Federal
Government getting for its investment.

The CHAIRMAN. Was it not so that we began by observing that
we had perhaps the unintended consequence of building a great
many hospitals just after World War II under the Hill-Burton Act,
and then came Medicare and that attracted people into the hos-
pitals because the hospitals were there.

Then Medicare began subsidizing particular forms of education.
So we have a policy, not necessarily intended. And obviously the
Council has been trying to straighten it out.

Senator DURENBERGER. Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Senator DURENBERGER. If I may, just in conclusion, and because
various people have addressed the issue of graduate medical edu-
cation reimbursement, back in 1983 when we designed the DRG
system we set up 468 diagnosis related groupings and we took into
consideration everything other than the indirect subsidies for medi-
cal education.

So in other words we were saying, what does it actually cost to
provide a particular clinical outcome on the average for 468 proc-
esses. Well, if we had stuck with that literally, there would not
have been any money from Medicare as a third-party payer to con-
tribute to education.

So Sheila Burke and I, and perhaps some others, but at least two
people in this room, started working on how do you account for
that. I put out the fact that we could take the $1 billion we were
spending on medical education at that time in Medicare and send
it back to the States as a block grant. That was the federalist in
me or the anti-federalist.

Of course, I got an adverse reacticn from all the private medical
schools who said the State Legislatures will spend this money in
the public schools and it will never get to us.

So after that, we came up with the design of the GME and then
the indirect teaching which directs us to some of these other areas.
I hear the message now is that what GME is doing because it sort
of reimburses hospitals rather than reimburses the professional,
what it is doing is giving us what those hospitals want to give us
and what those medical centers want to give us, which is super
specialists. )
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So regardless of the response to my question, what I think the
are sayix}g to us is we very definitely need to redirect that.medical,
that GME reimbursement.

The CHAIRMAN. Is that what you are saying?

Dr. BUDETTI. I am certainly saying that.

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Colwill? Dr. Jensen?

Dr. CoLwILL. In a modified way,yes.

Dr. JENSEN. By all means, yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Nurse Folkerts?

Ms. FOLKERTS. I would like to interject that although we may be
looking at redistributing funding for medical education, I think one
thing that we do need to look at is primary care providers and
accessing those providers.

It would seem that we do have an abundance of some physicians.
But still we cannot get an adequate number of physicians in rural
areas and in the inner cities areas. In the town in Kansas where
my parents live, they have been without a physician for 3 years.
They are being served solely by non-phﬁ'sician providers.

So we need to look that even though we may have an adequate
number of physicians, they may not be where we need them. And
the other thing is, with basic health services, do we need to access
the most expensive provider or do we need to look at a two-tiered
system?

The CHAIRMAN. Should we give Nurse Practitioner Burke an op-
portunity to be heard? [Laughter.]

Dr. Colwill?

Dr. CoLwILL. Yes, I had a couple of comments. Senator Duren-
berger, I have to say I was where you were at in my own thinking
just a few years ago. ]

But to make it in the marketplace, to make it really desirable to
be in primary care, you need to have the physicians in primary
care making what the surgeons make. That is not going to happen

very soon.
ganator DURENBERGER. It is getting close. A primary care doctor
is getting more than surgeons.

Dr. CoLwWILL. In a few places. At the same time today, the num-
ber of trainees in cardiology fellowship programs will we increase
total cardiologists by 25 percent.

Senator DURENBERGER. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Durenberger.

Senator Breaux?

Senator - BREAUX. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I thank the
panel very much for their presentations.

This is a very interesting and very important area that we are
talking about, the role of the teaching hospitals. Both the Breaux-
Durenberger and the Clinton proposals are very similar in how we
treat academic teaching universities and how we try and encourage
doctors and fpractitioners to go to under served areas.

Do any of you have f.;gr thoughts—and maybe this is off what
you have talked about today—of how do public hospitals, many of
which are teaching hospitals, make the transition from where they
are now under Medicaid to where they would have to be in order
to to compete with private hospitals if everybody has health insur-

ance?
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I really do not have an answer to that and maybe it is not the
subject of this panel. But we have a very large system of public
hospitals, charity hospitals, in Louisiana that have been there
gince the days of Huey Long. '

I am really concerned that theiv1 are not going to be in a position
to start competing with private hospitals until they upgrade their
facilities, which they would be able to do if everybody had private
insurance. But it is the chicken or the egg syndrome. They are not
going to be able to upgrade unless people come. People will not
come unless they upgrade. And these are the primary teaching fa-
cilities in our State of Louisiana and I guess maybe so in other
areas as well.

Does anybody on the panel have any thoughts about how that
might happen or what is likely to happen?

Dr. CoLwILL. This is something that I think the academic medi-
cal centers can respond to far better than we can. On the other
hand, it is interesting for me to see how the Boston City Hospital
has been trying to reposition itself to be more responsive to com-
munity physicians. It is now in competition with the other hos-
pitals in the community to receive capitated Medicaid payments.

I have heard anecdotally from another hospital where the State
has provided major increases in Medicaid payments for obstetrics
and that city hospital is thinking about closing its obstetrics unit
now because it has not been competitive.

Senator BREAUX. I do not have an answer for the problem. I
think it is a very serious problem out there. I do not think anyone
has suﬁgested what the solution is and hopefully we will have some
more thoughtful discussion on that area.

Suppose Congress in our “wisdom,” or lack thereof, makes a de-
termination that the proper mix between general practitioners, pri-
mary care physicians and specialists should be 55/45 or 50/50 for
that matter. Are we right in telling every teaching hospital that
that is also their ratio?

There are a lot of medical schools out there that sgecialize in the
training of oncologists or different types of surgery. They specialize
in teaching specialists. Are we to tell them that they have to com-
pletely revamp their operations and you have to do 50/50 and if you
do not we are going to penalize you by taking money away from
your teaching operation? Anybody.

Dr. BUDETTI. Well, Senator, I would be happy to answer that. I
think that we have to be very careful in that area. I think that
there are hospitals that really ought to be doing substantially dif-
ferent patterns of training than other hospitals.

I think an approach that says let us set the goal at the national
level, and then let us figure out some sensible way to make sure
we get to that endpoint, while making the best use of each hos-
pital's—I should not even say hospital, out of each training pro-
gram’s resources and ability to train people in the different special-
ties, that that is really what we ought to have our eye on.

There have been different proposals to do that on a regional
basis or to do it on a smaller basis. Some proposals would do it at
the individual medical school or training program level. But I think
that is exactly the kind of area that v need to look very carefully
at in order to make sure——
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Senator BREAUX. You are saying we need flexibility on this.

Dr. BUDETTI. We need flexibility. I do not think we should avoid
putting the (flaces like my alma mater, Columbia University, and
Harvard and some of the other schools to the test of seeing what
kind of job they can do in training primary care doctors. But I do
not think we should undermine their abiiity to train, if they are the
ones who do the best job of it, of training some of the other sophis-
ticated specialists.

So I think everybody ought to be pushed in the direction, but I
think the limits need to be flexible enough to allow the job to get
done right.

Senator BREAUX. I would agree with that. I think that is very im-
portant. :

Let me ask a question. It will be an argument between the uni-
versities, I guess, and the other people who have programs as op-
posed to being academic centers. Where should the money go? I
mean, does the money go to the schools or does the money go to
the programs? There are going to be some programs that are out
there that are teaching that are not part of an academic institu-
tion. _

You know, we all know there is going to be a real battle of who
gets the funds for these types of training programs. Can you give
me any thoughts on pros and cons of where it should go? Anybody.

Dr. CoLwILL. There are several proposals out there as to how to
do it. The PPRC has one. The Clinton health plan has another. The --
COGME has another suggestion with regard to it. The COGME is
suggesting that the dollar should go to consortia consisting of
teaching hospitals, a medical school, and other organizations that
are working in graduate medical education.

Senator BREAUX. Does that limit it to institutions of higher
learning or does that allow programs or does it not? ‘

Dr. CoLwiLL. The consortia would then fund the programs. If you
are going to downsize the total numbers of physicians trained—and
incidentally, the total number of positions has increased 20 percent
in the past 4 years—you have to have some mechanism for doing
it.

The COGME feels that this needs to be done, the decisions need
to be made at the local level based upon the quality of local pro-
grams and based upon the needs of community.

Senator BREAUX. Let me just ask one follow-up question. Do all
the programs, the bills that are pending, whether it is Cooper-
Breaux or Clinton or what have you, do you all agree with any of
them as far as how that issue is handled or are we all wrong in
that area?

Dr. JENSEN. I would like to answer that one. I think there ought
to be flexibility. In other words, I think if it appears that the best
vehicle would be to go directly to the program in some States or
areas that should happen.

If it appears that it might be better to go to the consortia or to
the m;diﬁal school, I really think that that should happen. I want
to go back——

enator BREAUX. Each State could be treated maybe a little bit
differently depending on their needs?
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Dr. JENSEN. Yes. Because we have what is called the North Da-
kota Center for Graduate Medical Education. It would seem emi-
nently logical that it ought to go to the consortium and in this case
basically the medical school is responsible as a conduit, receiving
funding.

I would like to go back, however, just momentarily to the pre-
vious question that you had asked. In North Dakota, for instance,
we have 70 percent of our physicians in primary care, our resi-
dency training physicians.

It would seem to me that under a consortium arrangement it
would Le possible for us, say, to take that extra 20 percent that we
have and credit it to some tertiary care university or hospital and
allow them to have a percentage of our primary care base or count,
if you will. Then we would have the opportunity to wangle some
sort of deal where we may be able to preserve a place in an ortho-
pedic specialty or a neurosurgical specialty or something like that.

The consortium gives everygi)dy the opportunity to make the best
use of the resources that are there. I tflink it would be counter-
productive for a medical school that is basically tertiary care ori-
ented and does a fine job of producing subspecialists. I do not think
they ought to get into the primary care training programs. They do
not have the expertise, just like we do not have the expertise to de-
velop a neurosurgical training program.

Senator BREAUX. I thank the panel very much.

Senator PACKWOOD. I wonder, Senator Rockefeller, if we might
ask a favor. I am next on the list and then you and Senator Dole.
He has to leave at 11:15, if he could go next.

. Senator DOLE. I just want to ask a couple of questions of Dr.
Budetti. You make no recommendations as to the training or use
of non-physician providers and we have already had testimony
from a number of rural States here where we rely on nurse practi-
tioners. What can we do to increase their numbers?

Dr. BUDETTI. Thank you, Senator. I think that is a big gap in my
testimony that I am glad for you to point out, which is that I am
a strong believer in the fact tKat primary care is a team work ap-
Proach to delivery of comprehensive services. I am also a firm be-
iever of letting individuals practice up to the level of their training
and expertise.

I think that we should do everything we can. One thing is, as we
have discussed here, about redirecting funds for graduate medical
education is, of course, to make sure there is money going to grad-
uate nursing education as well and to make sure that money flows
in a guaranteed fashion, just like it would for training more doctors
in different specialties, that it flows to training advanced practice
nurses.

Just as we have to think about the different pots of money for
training medical students, training physicians in residencies, we
have to think about training both nurses towards their first degree
and then training advanced practice nurses. We need to make sure
there is money for both of those. I think that is an important as-
pect. That should always be part of the plan.

Senator DOLE. You also talk about putting a cap on the number
of residencies, both you and Dr. Colwill. There are a limited num-
ber of States that produce the largest number.
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The Chairman is not here right now, but I understand that New
York State alone trains 15 percent of all residents, 12 percent in
New York City alone and 60 percent more than the next largest
State, California. I, for one, do not want to tell the Chairman that
Kansas is going to gain residents at the expense of New York. So
maﬁrbe you could explain that.

ow are you goinﬁ to distribute residencies slots? Who is going
to make decision with respect to the caps?

Dr. CoLwiLL. The COGME proposal would suggest that the num-
bers of physicians be allocated from Washington under guidelines
that would be developed by the COGME, that each consortium at
the local level, whether in New York or in Kansas, would make de-
cisions about how to allocate positions to each specialty in each in-
stitution, based upon the quality of the programs in that institution
and based upon the needs that are in the region.

Now how do you deal with New York City? I think——

Senator DOLE. Very carefully in this case.

Dr. CoLwiLL. Of course. [Laughter.]

We all understand the enormous issues that are there. I think
- we need to try to separate the issues of graduate medical education
from the dollars that are involved and from the service that is
needed. If we separate the three of them, we can then try to ad-
dress the problems separately.

I would anticipate that there would be a drop in New York State
as well as in other States in the total number of positions. I know
that the Council on Graduate Medical Education in New York
State also subscribes to these goals.

Senator DOLE. You also note in your statement that international
medical students fill approximately 21 percent of the residencies
nationwide. In New York State they fill 42 percent of the
residencies. Now if we are going to limit the number, who is going
to choose between U.S. graduates and foreign graduates? Who is
going to make that determination?

Dr. CoLwiLL. Well, nobody would. They would compete for the
positions. I would anticipate that the best qualified people would
get those positions.

Senator DOLE. I want to ask Ms. Folkerts—I appreciate, again,
your coming, your testimony. There has been a lot oF thought given.
You have heard questions from other of my colleagues here the way
we reimburse for medical education, moving the funding away from
institutions that encourage in-patient versus ambulatory care.

Where do most advanced practice nurses receive their education
now? And what is the best way to provide funds that would get to
your colleagues, through grants or loans or some other way? And
how did you get through yours?

Ms. FOLKERTS. A good question. Basically, with advanced nurs-
ing education, nurse practitioners are currently educated in the
academic setting. Most of these are at the master’s level so those
would be in the academic setting.

However, in regard to their preceptorships, many of them go to
the rural and inner city areas for their preceptor or their clinical
training. When I went to my program, that was in the very early
1980s, there were programs from the universities which went out
to the rural areas so that those practitioners could be accessed. 1
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believe that we know, especially in rural and inner city areas, that
if you can take a product from the community and educate them,
they are more Iikely to stay there.

The program that I went to was just for rural practitioners and
brought out from the university. The way that I financed my edu-
cation was with student loans. I solely financed that and we had
the burden. Likely, most nurses in advanced practice at this point
are on student loans. There are very, very few grants or stipends.
Their education is financed solely by themselves or through a
scholarship.

Senator DOLE. Grants and stipends go to physicians?

Ms. FOLKERTS. Pardon me?

Senator DOLE. They go to physicians.

Ms. FOLKERTS. Right.

Senator DOLE. Could I just ask one additional question? Is it true
that the declining number of physician assistants are choosing pri-
mary care as a practice area?

Ms. FOLKERTS. I cannot comment on physician assistants. That
is not as much my expertise as nurse practitioners. :

Senator DOLE. What about nurse practitioners?

Mls. FOLKERTS. Nurse practitioners choose primary care. Defi-
nitely.

Senator DOLE. That stays about the same?

Ms. FOLKERTS. Yes.

Senator DOLE. Could I just ask Dr. Jensen this—and tell Bill
John hello for me—where do specialists generally train in North
Dakota? Where do your specialists come from?

Dr. JENSEN. In North Dakota our family practice specialty train-
ing programs certainly take a large number of our graduates. The
internal medicine program. We have a surgery and a psychiatry
program. The remainder of the specialty training and subspecialty
training must be gained outside of North Dakota.

That is wherein I think a consortium arrangement for our stu-
dents and ultimately our residents would then go to some other
site. We could make arrangements with those types of facilities and
medical schools.

- Senator DOLE. What you were referring to earlier?

Dr. JENSEN. Earlier, correct.

Senator DOLE. My time has expired. But if the witnesses would
not mind, I have some additional questions I would like to submit.

The CHAIRMAN. Of course. Would you take more time, if you have
a moment to stay?

Senator DOLE. No, I need to go somewhere.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, of course, we will put those questions in
the record.

Senator DOLE. I hate to burden them with additional questions.
Thank you. .

[The questions appear in the appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Packwood?

Senator PACKWOOD. Dr. Jensen, if I might just follow up on the
last question Bob Dole asked.

Dr. JENSEN. Yes.
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Senator PACKwWoOOD. You do train your psychiatrists and brain
surgeons in-State or do you not have the facilities for that and you
send them out of State?

Dr. JENSEN. We do not have the facilities, nor do we plan ever
on trying to advance those facilities.

Senator PACKWOOD. No, I think that is very wise.

Dr. JENSEN. Psychiatrists, however, we do have a psychiatry
training program. But that has a limited number of residents. I
think currently, as I recall, about 12.

Senator PACKWOOD. Is your consortia a legal entity?

Dr. JENSEN. Yes, it is. It is a nonprofit corporation that is vested
in the State of North Dakota.

Senator PACKWOOD. Who makes up the consortia?

Dr. JENSEN. Who put it together?

Senator PACKWOOD. Well, who is in it?

Dr. JENSEN. The CEOs of the eight major teaching hospitals in
our four campuses, major metropolitan areas in the State.

Senator PACKWOOD. Say that again.

Dr. JENSEN. Eight CEOs of the eight major teaching hospitals in
the State of North Dakota, a campus educator from each——

Senator PACKwWOOD. I thought you did not have any teaching hos-
pitals. I am confused.

Dr. JENSEN. Well, we consider teaching hospitals our community-
based hospitals.

hSenatcr PACKwWOOD. Okay. Sort of generalist hospitals as I call
them.

Dr. JENSEN. That is absolutely correct.

Senator PACKWOOD. Okay. So they are in it.

Dr. JENSEN. Yes. It is also made up of the four campus edu-
cators, one in each of the quadrants of the State; and then I sit as
the President and CEO of the organization.

Senator PACKWOOD. And this consortium gets all of the money
that the Federal Government gives for any kind of training; is that
correct?

Dr. JENSEN. Well, we have had to go back to the hospitals and
ask for the funding. Because you will recall that currently both the
IMEs and the DMEs come directly to the hospital.

Senator PACKWOOD. Yes. But the hospitals have agreed to let the
consortium handle it all?

Dr. JENSEN. Yes, and they have done a pretty good job about
that. I must confess, however, that under the Freedom of Informa-
tion Act, I had to get that information and then present it to the
hospitals. When they knew that I knew how many dollars were
being put into the hospital, they became much more cooperative.

The CHAIRMAN. Oh, my goodness.

_ Senator PACKWOOD. I want to ask you what would happen. It
seems to me you have handled this problem very well. You are sug-
gesting that as a matter of Federal law we ought to do this Nation-
wide or maybe do it State-by-State or geographic in some way. But
you support the concept of consortiums?

Dr. JENSEN. Oh, very much so.

Senator PACKWOOD. Now, if you are in a State that has a num-
ber of major teaching hospitals, New York obviously being one,
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they would all have to be in the consortium. I suppose everybody
has to be in it that has any significant involvement.

Dr. JENSEN. Yes, they would and I am not sure I know how to
draw the lines, particularly in a community or a large city like
Philadelphia or New York. There has to be some rational way in
which that can be accomplished. But I can only speak now from our
State on a statewide basis.

Senator PACKWOOD. I think I will not prolong this. I will address
this to the others. Let me ask Ms. Folkerts first. Would you be sat-
isfied with one of these consortia that your profession, and all these
you represent—you represent half a dozen today—would get a fair
shake out of the kind of consortia that Dr. Jensen describes and
Drs. Colwill and Budetti are talking about?

Ms. FOLKERTS. What I would propose is that there would be one
work force to look at the need for M.D. programs, advanced prac-
tice programs.

Senator PACKWOOD. What do you mean one work force?

Ms. FOLKERTS. Meaning one national work force or Council. You
know, what do we need as far as providers? Can we access primary
care providers with a lot of the advanced practice nurses which we
already have? Do we need more at that level? What is our need?
And that group needs to look at all providers of health care.

Senator PACKWOOD. So you are looking at a national group to de-
termine the need; and then these consortia are going to allocate
monies to reacl. that need and allocate it maybe gtate-by-State or
some other method. I am not sure.

But vou would be satisfied to live with the consortia, assuming
that they were working toward whatever the agreed national needs
are. Maybe you divide those up and say North Dakota provides so
many and Georgia provides so many. You could live with that.

Ms. FOLKERTS. As long as it was equitable; meaning it was con-
sidered with all health care providers, it was not just graduate
medical education.

Senator PACKwOOD. No, no, I understand.

Ms. FOLKERTS. All primary care providers were considered, cor-
rect.

Senator PACKWOOD. I understand that. Although the national
work force may not come out the way you would like it to come out,
in which case you are stuck with it.

Ms. FOLKERTS. Exactly. -

Senator PACKWOOD. Yes, sir?

Dr. JENSEN. Senator Packwood, though this concept at the North
Dakota Center started with the family practice programs within
the Stete the vehicle is there and it is our intent that it should also
be the agent or responsible facility or whatever it is in the State
to take care of undergraduate medical education, to take care of
the needs of the State as far as physician assistants, as nursing
and so forth are concerned.

We do not see a reason to replicate this mechanism. What we are
going to do is make it broader or more inclusive and to include the
primary health care givers within the State.

Senator PACKWOOD. Now, let me go to the two doctors here on
the consortia. Now we are in New York or we are in Boston where
you have major teaching hospitals. They are part of the consor-
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tium, I am assuming, or the Deans of all the teaching hospitals and
major hospitals and you have all these community hospitals and we
are going to move toward more hopefully general practitioners. )

Let us say New York State is a consortium and go State-by-
State. Does this consortium then say, the Columbia Presbyterian or
NYU, you do very well at training heart surgeons and we are going
to have you continue to train the heart surgeons although we are
going to have 5,000 fewer residents all toll; and we are not going
to really ask you to train general practitioners because that is not
your forté. But we are going to cut back your residencies in this
State by 700 because we are going to sort of reallocate those to
community hospitals. Do I have a rough idea of the way this is
going to work?

Dr. CoLwiLL. I think there are multiple ways that it could work
and that possibly could be one. You could also assume that, say,
in Philadelphia there would be five consortia each built around a
medical school and its affiliated programs and each of those consor-
tia then would meet the overall goals.

So you could do it in multiple different ways. We do not want to
define every aspect of each consortium. We think that needs to be
defined at the local level.

Senator PACKWOOD. I understand that. But if you have five in
Philadelphia, then we are going to have to hassle how much of the
Federal money each of the five gets.

Dr. CoLwiLL. That is right. Any time you reduce the overall
funding or overall numbers of positions, you have to develop some
means of allocation.

Senator PACKWOOD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Did I hear ration?

Senator PACKWOOD. Reallocation.

The CHAIRMAN. Reallocation.

Senator Rockefeller?

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. Budetti, one of the things that we have to be obviously sen-
sitive to, as we address work force reform, is the fact that in States
like New York, where as Bob Dole says they train 15 percent of all
the residents, that there has to be some kind of a transition in
ordelr to help support academic health centers and teaching hos-
pitals.

Although this is a problem in many areas, none may be quite as
important as New York because of their role in training so many
physicians. It is not inconsistent to talk about achieving work force
reform and getting to the 55/45 generalist/specialist ratio, if you in-
clude OB/GYN, and yet at the same time devising a mechanism of
transitional help to protect the academic health centers in New
York. Can we do both?

Dr. BUDETTI. Yes, Senator. In fact, I think we will have done it
wrong if we do not do both. I think that what we need to do—this
gets to the issue of two kinds of transitions that I was talking
about before. One is the transition of the training programs them-
selves, trying to decide nationally what the right balance is and
then figuring out what the best way to divvy up that is around the
country. .
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But the other is the transition with respect to service delivery
and to make sure that the teaching programs in New York City
and throughout New York State, but especially in the city, that are
delivering so much service right now, and that exist largely to de-
liver service, that they be replaced by service delivery entities—
doctors, nurses, clinics, whatever it is that it takes to deliver the
services—and that we not pull out the teaching programs before we
make sure that there is access to adequate health care services, ei-
ther private offices or clinics or whatever else it is.

i think that in both cases there needs to be a transition. There
needs to be money to make sure that the teaching programs sur-
vive and continue to be able to do what they do well. But at the
same time we need to make sure that there are ways that the peo-
ple who are just going to those programs for service really could
be seen in a private doctor’s office or could be seen well outside of
the sophisticated teaching program get access to care.

That is money, too. I think in both cases it is money and it is
also programs like National Health Service Corps, Community
Health Centers and other kinds of entities to set up in the areas
where we cannot get mainstream medical care.

So I think we do need to do both at the same time and it prob-
ably would take some more money.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Do you think it will take more money
than is currently in the administration bill?

Dr. BUDETTI. I think that is not unreasonable to think about,
taking more money, Senator. In particular, there is a couple of year
gap where the Medicare payments fall off and the money that
would come from setting up the new delivery system is not able to
sustain the current levels of outside funding.

So I think that at an absolute minimum that rough transition
would need to be smoothed over. And then beyond that I think we
need to look real hard at how much money is needed. I think that
when we do look at that, there will be some tough questions as to
what it does cost to run a teaching program and where the money
ought to be going. But I think we need to face up to that.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. I want to read a statement and see if you
agree with it. “Today the income at most academic health centers
is made up of only 5 percent or less from medical school tuition,
even though tuition may be greater than $20,000 a year. Most of
the income is now clinical income—from subspecialty procedures in
cardiology, gastroenterology, orthopedics, et cetera—and this rep-
resents about 40 percent of the total revenue. Research from the
NIH and other sources represents another 20 to 30 percent of the
revenue, and the remainder comes from State and local govern-
ments, especially for State schools.”

In other words, virtually nothing comes from the drawing power
of the school itself.

Dr. BUDETTI. No matter how you add up the money, there is a
lot of public money going in. Just the other day I added it up and
it looked to me like you could easily make the statement that more
than half of the money going into our medical schools—mow we
have to be careful to separate the medical schools from the grad-
uate medical education programs—but that more than half of the
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budgets was coming one way or another from public sources, in-
cluding NIH grants.

__Senator ROCKEFELLER. Let me read one more statement and see
if you aﬁree. “What drives the academic health centers then is dol-
lars. It has to. When the source of fundinfg was in research that is
what academic health centers did. When funding became available
from third party reimbursement for specialty care, that is were
academic health centers shifted. To have power as an individual
department, all you need is a research grant or a financially reim-
bursable clinical skill. “Since the leadership, the Deans, and the
Presidents of these academic heaith centers, do not control these
dollars, they have difficulty controlling the direction of the schools.”
Would you agree with that?

Dr. BUDETTI. I would certainly agree that they are good Ameri-
cans and they f%o where the money is. I am not sure what the lines
of power are, frankly. But I do think that it is the lines of power.
That is what the money argument was all about. Senator Breaux’s
question about who should get the money and how the consortia,
if there is going to be consortia, how they should be structured,
that is the heart of the question.

Where is the money going to go? Is it going to get in the hands
of the people who are running the programs that we want the
money to end up in or does it go to the Department Chairs or the
Deans or the heads of the academic health centers into a general
pot that they can then do whatever they want to with it? I think
that is an essential question.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. I have a question, but my time is up.

The CHAIRMAN. No, no, Senator Rockefeller.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. I can wait.

The CHAIRMAN. We have one panel.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. All right.

So in a sense, there seems to be a real difference, Dr. Budetti,
between the kinds of physicians that are needed by the country on
the one hand and the number and kinds of physicians that are
needed by the teaching hospitals. There may be different require-
ments, because I think only one out of every 1,000 people go to a
university hospital for care in any given month, although 250 of
1,000 })e()ple will see a physician in any given month.

So if we continue to decide to train physicians, depending on how
many doctors and how many specialists are needed to provide care
at our teaching hospitals, we will continue to train a vast over sup-
ply of subspecialists, and at an enormous cost to society.

Do you agree?

Dr. BUDETTI. Absolutely. I think that is exactly one of the key
oints—that we are using public money right now to satisfy the
imited, central, very understandable needs of the teaching hos-

pitals rather than the public policy.

I think that we should not expect them to do any different. If we
are laying the money out there, they are going to behave in the
wagr that best serves their interests. - -

enator ROCKEFELLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Rockefeller.

Senator Grassley?

Senator GRASSLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Dr. Jensen, you stated that 55 percent of your people are in pri-
mary care. I think you indicated you do a pretty good job of keep-
ing them in your State. I guess my question is, since that is so out
of the ordinary, to explain how you do it and is it as good as what
you indicated. And particularly, what is it that keeps them within
your State if I interpreted that right?

Dr. JENSEN. The weather. [Laughter.]

Senator GRASSLEY. Before you answer, I might say that in my
State of Iowa, in the 1960s we had our professors at the University
of lowa—this would be 30 years ago now; hopefully, it is not this
way now—you know, advising people, you know, go to California.
That is where the big money is in medicine.

So that kind of hurt our retention. Then we had various propos-
als made to the Legislature that if we would set up a Department
of Family Practice and have a specialty in that, that would help the
situation where the snobbery of medicine got people into specialties
because there was something about general practice that was not
quite as good as it should be, so that would raise the level of that
profession or that subspecialty.

And then later on in the middle 1970s, because I was chairman
of the Appropriations Committee at that particular time, they said,
well, just create some family practice residency programs around
the State. So we created eight of those. And if you get them to do
their residency in Iowa in family practice, the statistics show they
will stay within 50 or 60 miles of there.

I do not know whether those things work or not. But we spent
the money and we are still doing it in all those respects. Is there
any aspect of that that you use as well? Incorporate that into the
answer to your question.

Dr. JENSEN. Well, the answer is many fold, Senator Grassley.
When I became the Chair we undertook a cohesive, coordinated ef-
fort to attract our students into family practice. Item number one
in the discipline. We think that family practice and primary care
are essential. We think that they practice excellent medicine which
is cost effective.

We also have on our Admissions Committee of 11 about 5 pri-
mary care physicians, of which 4 are family physicians. We select
students who are just primarily within the State as our candidate
for applicant pool for the University of North Dakota School of
Medicine.

We have family practice well represented throughout the first 2
years or the academic aspect in the classroom situation, with fam-
ily physicians as lecturers. We have at the end of the second year
our students go to community hospitals—27 community hospitals
throughout the State to spend a 3-week period.

We have in my discipline anyway 110 family physicians around
the State and we require each and every one of our senior medical
students to go out to those sites to take an 8-week rotation. Then
we bring them back to the community hospitals at the end of the .
fourth year, just prior to going into the residency training pro-
ﬁrms. Theg act as residents or subinterns in those community

ospitals where they were at the end of the second year. The cur- .
riculum is in this document.

83-267 0 - 95 - 2
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We feel that in the proper setting and proper climate and having
obvious pride in the discipline of family medicine that we can at-
tract our people into family practice.

When I went through the 2-year school—North Dakota then was
a 2-year school—only 18 to 20 percent of us ever got back to the
State of North Dakota. Since we have granted the M.D. degree in
1976 we have about 43 to 44 percent total that ultimately come
back to the State to practice, recognizing many go out for obstetri-
cal training programs, neurosurgical programs and so forth.

If you were to take a graduate of the University of North Dakota
School of Medicine who goes through one of the family practice pro-
grams, 73 percent stay within either the State or the immediately
ggjacent territory as we mentioned earlier with Senator Duren-

rger. -

I think it is a commitment to primary care. It is a philosophy,

-if you will, and it is a mission.

Senator GRASSLEY. And I suppose that your point is that not
enough schools have that primary purpose and that respect for
family practice and the promotion of it that causes necessity to get
the Federal Government involved in making some determination of
the amount of family practitioners we have.

Dr. JENSEN. I am not sure just exactly what you mean by that.

Senator GRASSLEY. Well, you have done it without the interven-
tion of the Federal Government obviously. -

Dr. JENSEN. Yes.

Senator GRASSLEY. And obviously other medical schools, presum-
ably because they have less emphasis upon primary care, do not
produce as many family practitioners and that is what has brought
us to the point of meeting a political determination of how much
more primary care we need.

Dr. JENSEN. You are absolutely correct. It just strikes me that
the Federal dollars have to go into primary care training programs.
And it might even be necessary to put in some sort of stimulus, in
other words to support family practice resident programs at a high-
er level than some of the other programs, if that would appear to
be necessary.

Senator GRASSLEY. I will just ask one question, please, of Ms.
Folkerts.

The CHAIRMAN. Please, Senator.

Senator GRASSLEY. I wanted to thank you for mentioning the bill
that Senator Conrad and I put in. But more importantly, how do
you see nurses and nurse practitioners funetioning under managed
care programs?

Ms. FOLKERTS. Nurse practitioners are trained to provide basic
primary care. I see nurse practitioners as being perhaps the first
level of care in a primary care setting. Meaning, when a patient
comes in with a sore throat, elevated temperature, at that level
they need primary care.

At that level, nurse practitioners are very cost effective in provid-
ing the care that is needed. If the patient does not respond or his
or her needs become more critical, then in a managed care setting
I see accessing the physician level.
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In other words, using physicians in the cases i1 which their ex-
gerglse i8 needed and using nurse practitioners’ .xpertise in the
asic health primary care services. They would work as a team.
Senator GRASSLEY. Thank you, Ms. Folkerts.
The CHAIRMAN. Fair enough. Thank you, Senator Grassley.
Senator Conrad?
Senator CONRAD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I thank all of the
members of this panel as well. I think this has been a good morn-

ing.
iet me ask Dr. Jensen first if I might—and I should tell my
panel members that Dr. Jensen was actually the personal physi-
cian for our State’s Congressman when he was growing up in Val-
ley City, ND. So when he talks, we listen.
Dr. Jensen, at the University of North Dakota we have accom-
plished what is rapidly becoming a national goal, that is to try to
et more than 50 percent of our doctors who are in training to
ocus on primary care. That is clearly emerging as a consensus na-

tional goal.
In terms of accomplishing that, you are at 55 percent at the Uni-
versity of North Dakota. at would you say are the most impor-

tant lessons to be learned at a national level if we are to adopt that
goal nationally in order to achieve it?

Dr. JENSEN. Boy, you are asking me to put everything into one
little capsule. I am not sure I can do that, genator Conrad. I think
there has to be a national goal toward increasing the number of
primary care physicians. Yes, we have become a model. We have
a State-wide consortium that fits all into that concept. And we
have obviously a commitment to family care and family medicine
particularly.

In order to get the job done, in order to deliver cost effective med-
icine in my opinion in this country, we are going to have to rely
more on primary care people. That includes, as was pointed out
here by Debra, it is going to be nurse practitioners, it is going to
be physician assistants and it is going to be a large, large cadre
of primary care physicians in this country. :

enator CONRAD. To actually accomglish it nationally, what do
you see as the key hurdles? What are the things in the system that
prevent us from producing that kind of percentage of primary care
doctors? Is it financial disincentives that are in the system, finan-
cial incentives that are in the system? Is it a mind set that is out
there that the specialty doctors are a higher priority? What is the
culture that is in the medical system?

Dr. JENSEN. It is all those that you alluded to. There is no ques-
tion about the fact that in the medical hierarchy primary care phy-
sicians are not up as far on the totem pole as the other super spe-
cialties like neurosurgery. There is no question about it. I think it
is an attitude in part. I think it is also the fact that Federal fund-
ing has been directed to the subspecialty producing institutions
preferentially; and I think that has to turn around.

Senator CONRAD. All right. Maybe if I could ask each of the wit-
nesses, as you look at this whole issue of graduate medical edu-
cation and you see the plans coming forward, could you tell me,
what is the thing that strikes you as the single most important
message you would want to leave this committee with? I mean, if
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you were to distill the message that this committee ought to absorb
today, what would it be? Dr. Budetti?

Dr. BUDETTI. I think for me, Senator, the single most important
message is that if you do not do anything at all, you are doing a
lot. And it is to continue the policies that are already in place and
sending large amounts of money and we are going to continue to
produce the kinds of imbalances that we have seen so far.

For number one it would be, do not think of leaving things alone
as leaving things alone. It is leaving in place policies that are going
in the wrong direction. Number two, what I mentioned before, try
to separate out the need to deliver services properly to people
which national health insurance ought to accomplish, from the
need to make sure the training programs do what they are sup-
posed to do, which is produce trainees.

Senator CONRAD. All right. Doctor?

Dr. COLWILL. I think Dr. Budetti said it all. I would add only one
other piece. Today we have the possibility of modifying graduate
medical education to prepare the doctors which the Nation needs.

Senator CONRAD. All right.

Ms. FOLKERTS. I would ask that nursing graduate education be
continued with a directed revenue source so that nursing may pro-
vide and assist with the primary health care needs of the United
States in providing primary care.

Senator CONRAD. Dr. Jensen, what would be the message, the
single most important message you think the committee should
learn from this panel this morning? If you had to distill that mes-
sage into a few sentences, what would it be?

r. JENSEN. Well, I think it would be to redirect the funding
from the tertiary based medical schools that have historically pro-
duced an oversupply of super specialists and redirect it to the pri-
mary care training programs within the country.

Senator CONRAD. Maybe I could ask you, when you use the term
the “tertiary care facilities,” what do you mean by that?

Dr. JENSEN. Well, I am talking about those institutions that pri-
marily produce cardiologists, cardiovascular surgeons, neuro-
surgeons, et cetera, et cetera. We are seeing certainly an over-
supply of those types of subspecialties in this country.

enator CONRAD. If we had those people that represent those
sub%pecialties here today, would they agree with that characteriza-
tion?

Dr. JENSEN. Well, I am not sure that they would. [Laughter.]

But I think it is because they would not agree because they have
a vested interest.

Serllator CONRAD. All right. I thank the Chairman. I thank the
panel.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank Senator Conrad.

Dr. Jensen, you would not mind my suggesting that they have
a vested interest in the advancement of science.

Dr. JENSEN. There is certainly no question about that and that
did not mean to imply that they did not have. Certainly many of
the true and great significant findings have taken place in these
institutions. That is the reason I feel that they ought to be doing:
precisely what they are doing, but to a lesser degree, and
redirecting those funds.

~
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I also think very strongly that there is a tremendous body of pri-
mary care research problems that need to be identified and rem-
edied. That is where I think the—I pointed out earlier I was in
support of and speaking really for the community based medical
schools. We feel that we are the schools that would be able to direct
our attention toward primary care research problems and be re-
sponsible for determining outcomes, which is terribly important.

The CHAIRMAN. I th you, doctors all.

Senator Daschle?

Senator DASCHLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I'd like to take this opportunity to summarize what appears to
be an extraordinarily helpful hearing, and also to consider the
many excellent statements already given by the witnesses. Senator
Conrad, with his questions, summed up much of what I had in-
tended to address.

Dr. Budetti, I was particularly impressed by your last remark,
which properly describes the debate about all of health care reform
not just GME. Unfortunately, there are people who still believe
that doing nothing is somehow the most benign, the least detrimen-
tal course of action.

I think that, among all our options, doing nothing could have the
most detrimental consequences. I wish more people were here
when you said that yourself.

Witnesses, thank you for your references earlier to some of the
legislation we have worked on. You mentioned just a moment ago
that a delineated funding stream was crucial to the role that nurse
practitioners can play in future primary care allocation. Could you
elaborate a little bit more about why a funding stream is important
and how you would implement it?

Ms. FOLKERTS. With education, as I had stated, nurse practition-
ers are currently left to bear the burden of their education alone.
There is no directed revenue source to help with graduate nurse
education that does not undergo yearly review to provide funding.

We have 6,000 advanced practice nurses currently who cannot
get into programs that are wanting to provide primary care. And
to have that funding available to provide for graduate nurse edu-
cation would be a great benefit to nursing, to help provide for the
primary care needs of the country.

Senator DASCHLE. Is it accurate to say that were you to fail to
achieve some delineated funding stream that the future plight of
nurse practitioners would be like the one they face today, where
the medical community is not able to make full use of their poten-
tial as providers of primary care?

Ms. FOLKERTS. Absolutely.

Senator DASCHLE. Senator Conrad asked the question that I was
thinking of asking all of you. I would like each of you to propose
an action plan that you think we need to consider, regardless of
which plan ultimately may come out of this committee.

What specific pieces related to GME are essential if we are going
to convert our over-reliance on subspecialists to a greater reliance
on primary care practitioners?

e impression I have from your testimony so far is that the key
issue is a delineated funding stream. If we fail there, we probably
will have failed to provide the opportunities necessary to reach the
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goals set out in the Clinton plan. But is there more to it, and if
8o, what? Dr. Budetti?

Dr. BUDETTI. Yes, Senator. Just to be clear, we are not just talk-
ing about medical schools. We are talking about the entire spec-
trum of where the training takes place after the medical schools
produce physicians. That would be both the hospitals, and what we
would li]‘:e to see expand, the community based and ambulatory
care settings, in which primary care trainees need to do their train-
ing.

So I would say that the first thing is to set as a national policy
that we do want to put money into making sure that the future
work force that the health professionals of this country meet the
needs of the future, number one. That would mean that we would
require all payers to contribute equally and not just Medicare and
ad hoc from private sources.

And number two, establish a process like setting up the national
commission that is described in several of the bills, that would lay
out, as Dr. Colwill has described, for the existing Council, the na-
tional policy and what the goals were and then tie the two to-
gether. Say the money is only going to be spent if it pursues these
national policies.

Then step number three, let us figure out a way of divvying up
the money to meet these policies. That is a complicated phase of
implementation, but it is not something that I think is impossible
to achieve.

Senator DASCHLE. Dr. Colwill?

Dr. CoLwiLL. I think there is a dual goal. One is to have ade-
quate numbers of generalists. I think Dr. Jensen talked eloquently
g}rll. that and I have spent the last 22 years of my life doing similar

ings. :

Secondly, we need to find ways of reducing the number of spe-
cialists educated. Those come hand-in-hand. If you do one without
the other, you are not going to get the job done.
tthlator DASCHLE. Ms. Folkerts, do you have anything to add to

at?

Ms. FOLKERTS. Approximately 70 percent of all nurses in ad-
vanced practice currently are providing primary care. So nursing is
not affected by this shift to primary care because we are already
doing it. What we need is the graduate nurse education funding to
enable us to do it even better.

Senator DASCHLE. Thank you. Dr. Jensen?

Dr. JENSEN. Yes. I would suggest as Dr. Budetti has that it
should be an all payer system. I do not think there is any question
about that. I think it is unfortunate that currently it is just tied
to the Medicare system. We are talking about a change in the work
force and essentiallﬁ a national policy. I do not see that that should
be limited just to the Medicare system. That does not seem logical
or rational to me anyway.

The other thing is that I think it is important that you maintain
flexibility because a State like North Dakota with its State bound-
aries and with its make up of the medical school and the use of
our community facilities is considerably different than in Philadel-
phia or New York certainly.
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I think that you ought to maintain the flexibility in there to
make sure that the monies do come ultimately, primarily directed
back now appropriately to the primary care programs within the
country. That can occur within a consortium in a medical school,
in alliances, and hospitals joining those. And they may assume as
many different forms as essentially there are States. So I think
that is terribly important. I guess that is basically my advice.

Senator DASCHLE. Well, thank you all for your answers.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Daschle.

We do, indeed, thank you. You can see the field of response here
from the Senators.

I %:less what I would find myself interested in is the degree to

hich—Dr. Budetti, you began the subject and then each of you
added to it—we have in place unacknowledged policies which have
consequences, which can be shown to be related to what we do,
even if we have not decided that is what we want to do. That is
something you find in government. It is a very common tradition.
If you wanted to supplement any of your statements in writing by
giving us an example there, we would appreciate it.

I wish someone just once would address the subject of dentistry.
[Laughter.]

Surely it is pure accident that dental schools and medical schools
developed separately in the 19th Century; is it not? I mean, are
teeth not part of the body? Do you not let medical students look
inside the mouth?

Dr. BUDETTI. Senator, that is a tough question. Why we have po-
diatry sggarate from medicine, focusing on one part, the other end
of the body. ‘

The CHAIRMAN. There are historical reasons.

Dr. BUDETTI. There are historical reasons why we are there. It
inay also be everybody’s natural aversion to the work of dentists

suppose.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, then all the more the calling should be
honored.

Dr. BUDETTI. Absolutely.

The CHAIRMAN. To take a life in which people avoid you. I have
given enough commencement addresses and have sat on enough

latforms on which the Dean of the Medical School, the Dean of the

ental School said, oh, we are foin to be merging any day now.
I first heard that 30 years ago. It calls for some attention. I would
just leave it to you. It is curious to me that it is not attended.

The other thing is just to say for the record, that the advance-
ment of science is a great national undertaking. I think we are in
the heroic age of discovery. Much of the beginning of this century
was the heroic age of physics. We got to the bottom of the matter
you might say. All was done in Europe. Americans just watched it.

Now this age of medical discovery is in the main happening here.
That is a change in the culture. Once you learn these things you
learn them for all time. America, the United States, is doing this
for the rest of the world.

I am told, and I do not know how to judge something like this,
that the advent of universal health care systems has had a sup-
pressing effect on medical research in Europe. I do not know how
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you would count ug the papers and references. There are ways to
measure science, who gets cited.

Maybe the last great event was the discovery of DNA at Cam-
bridge. I cannot think of anythinﬁ else, but then I do not know the
field that well. If that were so, that is a question that needs to be
asked. Government policies have obviously facilitated what was
going to come anyway, I think. It was our turn, as it were.

It was 250 years ago that Benjamin Franklin established the
American Philosophical Society for the advancement of useful
knowledge. I happen to be a member. We observed the transit of
Venus in 1760. It was the first American science noted in Europe,
before the American Association for the Advancement of Science,
the American Academy of Arts and Sciences in Cambridge.

Something makes me uneasy about government deciding what
people should do on the edges of knowledge. The government will
not know. I am appalled when I read about people who want more
research in this or that in X and Y university. I mean, research
will be done by people who want to do it.

In these great days we have let people follow their own directions
and extraordinary things have happened. I am just musing here,
but you follow perhaps what I am saying. I cannot imagine ‘anY-
body walking in a room and telling an economist what he should
study. You do not know that. You can get pretty mediocre depart-
ments that way and the best ones will leave you and go to Toronto
where they will be allowed to do what they want to do, which is
another thought.

But the hour of noon having arrived and our party caucuses tak-
ing place, we want to thank you most sincerely. Do give us, if you
have a moment, and obviously this is your field, Dr. Budetti, and,
Dr. Colwill, you obviously are working at it, some idea of where you
think the hidden policies are. It would be nice to know how much
influence Hill-Burton had on the development of all those things.

A wonderful subject, beautifully elaborated. You can tell how
much we are grateful to each and all of you.

Dr. BUDETTI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. CoLwiLL. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. The hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:00 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee. ] am Dr. Peter Budetti, the Director
and Founder of the Center for Health Policy Research at The George Washington
University. I hold an endowed chair as the Harold and Jane Hirsh Professor of
Health Care Law and Policy, and serve as a full-time tenured faculty member in
the Department of Health Services Management and Policy, School of Business and
Public Management. [ also have joint appointments as Professor of Law in the Na-
tional Law Center and Professor of Health Care Sciences in the School of Medicine
and Health Sciences.

Mr. Chairman, my training is as both a Pediatrician and lawyer, A displaced New

* Yorker, I earned my medical degree from Columbia University College of Physicians
and Surgeons. After being trained in pediatrics, I studied law at the School of Law
(Boalt Hall), University of California, Berkeley. My undergraduate degree was
awarded magna cum laude from the University of Notre Dame.

I am and have been Principal Investigator on a range of extramural funded
projects and have published a number of articles on workforce policies such as we
are discussing today. Between 1978-84, I served on the national Committee on Pedi-
atric Manpower of the American Academy of Pediatrics. As Chair of that committee
between 1982-84, I worked closely with members and staff of the Academy to de-
velop data and analysis on the need for training pediatricians.

Between 1984 and 1990, I served on the other side of Capitol Hill as Counsel to
the Subcommittee on Health and the Environment of the Committee on Ener‘gy and
Commerce. I was the professional staff member with primary responsibility for leg-
islation and policy concerning health insurance reform, health professions education,
and & number of related areas. This past year I was called upon to serve as a mem-
ber of the core legislative drafting group for President Clinton’s Health Security Act.

From 19756 through 1984 I was with the Institute for Health Policy Studies,

School of Medicine, University of California, San Francisco, leaving as Associate
Professor-in-Residence of Social Medicine in Pediatrics. As Assistant Director of the
Joint Medical Program of the University of California at Berkeley and San Fran-
cisco in 1982-84, I was deeply involved in issues of medical education.
. Mr. Chairman, as someone who has spent many years deeply involved in this
issue, I very much appreciate the opportunity to discuss my personal thoughts on
the restructuring of our health professional workforce with you. I would emphasize
that I am here to present my own views, and I am not speaking on behalf of the
Administration, The George Washington University, the American Academy of Pedi-
atrics, or anyone else. Because I recognize well your time constraints, I ask that my
full written statement be included in the Record of this hearing, and I will make
only a few particular comments here today.

Mr. Chairman, [ believe that six main points should be emphasized with respect
to the need for federal action in shaping the future suprlg and distribution of health
professionals. First, there is a serious imbalance of health professionals, with far too
many in specialties other than primary care. This imbalance is costly in economic
terms, inappropriate in medical care terms, and escalating rapidly. Second, this ex-
cess supply of practitioners in specialties and subspeciaities is not merely a product
of market forces at work. To a very large deﬁree it is an unintended and counter-
productive effect of certain existing federal policies. As a result, without new federal
initiatives to reverse these perverse consequences, those federal policies will con-
tinue to exacerbate the situation. Third, even modifying current federal policies
would not be sufficient. Federal action to limit growth in nonprimary care special-
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ties is needed to assure that we have an appropriate health care workforce in the
future—neither the current market forces nor foreseeable changes in the health care
market will produce the mix of practitioners necessary to serve patient care needs.
Fourth, federal action will be effective and need not be overly intrusive or heavy-
handed. While there will be inevitable transitional problems, these can be mini-
mized. Fifth, health care reform presents a unique opportunity to reduce the need
for many people in the inner-city to go to large teaching hospitals and clinics for
their medical care, and to redirect specialty training at the same time. Universal
coverage will provide new opportunities for everyone to receive mainstream medical
care, and new challenges to teaching programs to broaden clinical teaching beyond
the traditional population of low-income individuals. Sixth, health care reform itself
could well be jeopardized by failing to reform the workforce. Continued growth in
the number of inappropriately trained specialists will create an ever-larger cadre of
health professionals wﬁo would feel threatened by and work to defeat comprehen-
sive health care reform. '

First, there is a serious imbalance of health rofessionals, with far too
mani' specialties other than Primary care. This imbalance is costly in eco-
nomic terms, inappropriate in medical care terms, and escalating rapidly.
Insufficient numbers of primary care practitioners are available for deployment
where they are needeG most, while highly specialized physicians proliferate and
dominate medical care practice and spending patterns. The proportion of gh{tnclans
in family medicine, general internal medicine, and general pediatrics has fallen pre-
cipitous 6 as the number in other specialties has skyrocketed. In 1931 about 87 per-
cent of U.S. physicians were engaged in primaware; by 1970 the share was re-
duced to 38 percent, and by 1990 to 31 percent. When obstetrician-gynecologists are
added in, the total is just under 36 percent. (Figure 1)

The Association of American Medical Colleges reports that between 1982 and
1993 the proportion of graduating medical students planning to become board-cer-
tified in Family Medicine fell from 15.5 percent to 11.8 percent, in General Internal
Medicine from 14.4 percent to 4.6 percent and in General Pediatrics from 6.2 per-
cent to 3.0 percent. (Figure 2) Overall plans to enter those general specialties fell
correspondinFly, from 36.1 percent in 1982 to 19.3 percent in 1993.(Figure 3) Even
after a small rebound from historic low rates in 1992, the 1993 figures still show
tl:lat nearly 50 percent fewer graduates foresee careers in primary care than a dec-
ade ago.

Wh?le fewer students are going into primary care, there has been an expansion
of residency positions in nonprimary care specialties that is nothing short of stag-
gering. In 1988, there were under 85,000 physicians (M.D. and D.O.) in residency
traininF; by 1992, there were over 101,000—a 19 percent increase in only four years.

Barely one-fourth of that expansion has been in primary care and obstetrics-gyne-
cology; the bulk of it has been in the other specialties and subspecialties. Between
1988 and 1992, the number of trainees in medical subspecialties grew by over 60

ercent, and in other specialties by 28 percent. Cardiology expanded by 50 percent,

ulmonology by 65 percent, Gastroenterology by 45 percent, and other medical sge-
cialties by 69 percent. In contrast, primary care residents increased by just under
1 1 percent, as did surgical specialists. (Figure 4)
r. Chairman, the pipeline of specialists and subspecialists in training that was
already glutted is now threatening to burst at its seams.

Second, this excess supply of practitioners in specialties and subspecial-
ties is not merely a product of market forces at work. To a very large de-
?'ree it is an unintended and counterproductive effect of certain existing
ederal policies. As a result, without new federal initiatives to reverse these
perverse conseguences, those federal policies will continue to exacerbate
the situation. Federal policies designed for other purposes have had the unin-
tended and unfortunate effect of creating a climate in medical education that is not
hospitable to the production of an adequate number of primary care practitioners
and that rewards expansion of positions in other specialties. These policies include:
generous funding for Graduate Medical Education (GME) through Medicare and, in
some states, Medicaid; Medicare’s payment policies for hospital and physician serv-
ices; and, support for a vast expansion of biomedical research in academic health
centers and teaching hospitals.

Al!:hough nominally neutral on the distribution of residents among specialties,
Medicare'’s GME payments in reality strongly encourage non-primary care physician
specialization. They do so in part because they focus nearly exclusively on hospital-
based training, cutting off the development of training sites needed for primary care
experiences: Training in teaching hospitals is centered on severely ill patients re-
ceiving the latest in high-technology medical care. While such experiences are criti-
cally necessary for a broad, modern medical education,they are not adequate for
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learning the skills and developing the practice style necessary to practice sophisti-
cated primary care.

In addition, Medicare pays for graduate medical education at a level and in ways
that create incentives for hospitals to train large number of physicians in hig\_ﬂy
specialized fields. Medicare’s hospital- and physician-payment policies work hand-in-
hand with the way that GME payments are made to encourage hospitals to empha-
size non-primary care specialties. Under Medicare's hospital-payment policies, spe-
cialist residents and fellows help generate far greater patient-care revenues than do
primary care residents. This not only encourages teaching hoagitals to favor special-
ties that treat the most profitable DRGs, but also provides a highly lucrative bonus
by multiplying the DRG payments more and more as hospitals add residents. .

Medicare’'s GME NPa ents have become a major source of revenue for teaching
hospitals. In 1993 e(fgc:re GME payments were projected to be $5.5 billion. In con-
trast, federal grant programs to support all primary care physician training were
some $64 million.

While primary care programs struggled, other specialties benefited from far great-
er funds from Medicare in payments for direct and indirect graduate medical edu-
cation costs. The stated rationale for Medicare’s GME payments is to compensate
for costs borne by educational programs that are not paid for by patient care reve-
nues. That rationale would apply equally to the ambulatory care training sites
central to primary care as to teaching hospitals, but federal policy generally has
been not to pay primary care sites directly for their GME costs. Hospitals can re-
ceive GME payments when their residents rotate through primary care sites, but
the sites are not paid for the costs of their own trainees. Non-hospital-based primary
care programs are generally not eligible for GME payments, although in a few cases
like the Federally Qualified Health Center program, direct medical education costs
are allowable. As a result, grimary care programs have been greatly restricted in
their ability to develop outside of hospitals.

The incentives for hospitals to have-large house staffs are particularly striking for
Medicare'’s indirect GME payments. Indirect costs are those that cannot be meas-
ured directly, such as extra demands on staff, as well as tests and procedures or-
dered for learnin% purposes. They also include costs attributed to the increased se-
verity of illness of teaching patients, even though those are also addressed by other
adjustments to hospitals under Medicare's prospective payment system (PPS).!

he complicated indirect GME formula increases diagnosis-related group (DRG)
payments as the hospital adds interns and residents. For example, a hospital with
a ratio of 0.26 interns and residents per bed has its DRG pﬁ{ments increased by
18.54 percent. On average, this amounts to about $2000 per Medicare discharge in
the major teaching hospitals. Those 230 hospitals were expected to receive about
$9989 in PPS payments per DRG in 1993 with the indirect GME adjustment, some
26 percent more than the $7901 they would have received without it.

Indirect GME payments to hospitals were about $3.3 billion for fiscal year 1993;
under current law, they are projected to reach $4.14 billion in fiscal year 1994, and
$4.48 billion in 1995. Putting the magnitude of these payments in perspective, the
indirect GME payments to only seven big teaching hospitals, which average about
$9 million each, equal the entire agf)ropriation for primary care training programs.

“Direct” GME costs are measurable ones such as house staff and faculty salaries.
Unlike the DRG multiplier used for indirect %ayments, direct GME pays hospitals
a certain amount per resident, based on their historical costs inflated to the present
and their proportion of Medicare patient days. The grand total for direct GME is
projected to reach $1.8 billion in fiscal year 1994, and about the same in 1995.

For many years, Medicare paid direct costs without regard to the specialty or
length of resident training. In the mid-1980s a provision was adopted that limits
payments for residents beyond an “initial residency period.” That change, albeit a
modest one, represented a recognition on the part of the Congress that a shift in
federal policy in the direction of primary care was needed.

GME payments interact with Medicare’s hospital and physician payment policies
to encourage hospitals to emphasize non-primary care specialties. Hospital pay-
ments under PPS help specialist residents generate far greater patient care reve-
nues than Yrimary care residents. While every hospital has strong incentives to
favor specialties that treat the most lucrative DRGs, the teaching hospitals have the
added incentive of the indirect GME multiplier. With GME payments ostensibly
blind to a hospital’s specialty distribution, residency proirams can be tailored to

make it attractive for specialists to bring their patients to the teaching hospital.

In sum, Medicare’'s GME payments have created strong financial incentives for
hospital-based training and the growth of large physician house staffs.

Finally, the emphasis on biomedical research has produced a generation of stu-
dents who have rarely seen primary care researchers, particularly not ones in posi-
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tions of prominence. Instead, these students have been impressed by the complex-
ities, stature, and potential funding for biomedical research. As a result, many think
that pnmarly care concerns such as treating chronic conditions among the elderly
or common low-back pain are less intellectually challenging and less important than
life-or-death problems such as heart disease and cancer.

In 1940 total funds for biomedical research had been estimated at $45 million; by
1987 they had risen to $16.2 billion. In contrast, Yrima care research has lan-
guished. Federal biomedical research support is wel overrilo billion while that for
primary care is well under $100 million, ckins in funds, primary care researchers
are far less numerous or visible to students and generally not found in prestigious
positions within health professional schools.

Each of the existing federal policies noted above needs to be modified or
counterbalanced if the educational setting is to encourage primary care. Failing to
change these federal policies is not a neutral position; such failure is an action that
will continue to use federal dollars to subsidize and encourage ever greater-speciali-
zation.

The Congress has addressed these issues in the past, and now has the opportunity
to include comprehensive measures in health reform. In particular, a complete revi-
sion of the approach to paying for graduate medical education is central to this
strategy. Encouraging primary care will require that payments be made for training
in the ambulatory-care sites, not just for intensive high-technology care in beachinF
hospitals. Payments should not reward expansion of the number of highly special-
ized residents. And, additional support to develop primary care research 1s needed
to enhance knowledge in the field and attract the best and brightest students.

Third, even modifying current federal policies would not be sufficient.
Federal action to limit growth in nonprimary care specialties is needed to
assure that we have an appropriate health care workforce in the future—
neither the current market forces nor foreseeable changes in the health
care market will ¥hroduce the mix of practitioners necessary to serve pa-
tient care needs. The first federal attempt to rely on a market approach was to
increase the overall supply of physicians with the assumption that a sufficient por-
tion would be primary care generalists. Beginning in the 1960s, the U.S. did succeed
in increasing overall supply: medical school first-year enrollments rose from 8,483
in 1961 to 15,998 in 1990. Moreover, International Medical Graduates entered the
country in large numbers. Unfortunately, while the overall physician-population
ratio r&early doubled (figure 5), the proportion of primary care practitioners de-
creased.

Much of the expansion of highly specialized medical practice during that earlier
period was made possible by the type of health insurance coverage that most Ameri-
cans had, indemnity plans that paid on a fee-for-service basis. In recent years, more
and more Americans have had their coverage changed to a wide array of managed
care plans—HMOs, PPOs, and other arrangements that limit utilization and spe-
cialty referrals. Some group- and staff-model HMOs that employ their own doctors
or otherwise limit the number of physicians available to subscribers now report a
shortage of available primary care practitioners. In response, these HMOs have put
together aggressive recruiting packages, including high initial salaries for new grad-
uates of primary care residencies. Other managed care entities are buying up estab-
lished primary care medical practices at a rapid rate.

These developments have led some to suggest that the private sector will modify
the training of specialists on its own in response to these changing market forces.
As a result, they argue, federal intervention will not be necessary. Unfortunately,
that optimistic view fails to consider the most important factors that determine the
rate of production of nonprimary care specialists—the financial and professional
self-interests of teaching hospitals and training programs.

Aneccdotal reports about developments in the job market for primary care practi-
tioners are unlikely to have a substantial effect on clinical program directors in
teaching hospitals who work to maintain the size of their residency programs at
nearly all costs. Nor will they deter hospital administrators who rely on specialty
services to generate revenues. The specialty societies and boards themselves have
been extremely reluctant to introduce restrictions on their numbers, in part out of
antitrust concerns. Third--and fourth-year medical students who have been im-
pressed with the high status and lucrative financial prospects of the high-technology
specialties—and who are counting on high earnings to pay their medical school
debts—will continue to respond to those forces.

Moreover, even if changes in the market for physician services due to expansions
in managed care were to influence the residency training market, the process would
take so lon% that far greater excess numbers of slgecialits would be trained in the
meantime. Enrollment in group and staff model HMOs and other relatively tightly
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managed care plans cannot suddenly replace indemnity fee-for-service coverage
overnight. It could well take five to ten years to get most geople into such plans.
Many parts of the country do not lend themselves to the urban large HMO model,
and many consumers would resist such a trend. Financial rewards for nonprimary
care specialties will continue for the foreseeable future, even under health reform.

Recognizing the need for public intervention into the training of specialists, some
states have taken measures to affect the distribution of trainees. These measures
cxlaln %t}l{ affect what goes on within state borders, however, and will have little over-
all effect.

If %‘owth in primary care is to be enhanced and in nonprimary care specialties
is to be restricted, there is a clear need for new federal policy. The distribution of
specialists needs to be determined on a national basis, to serve national health care
needs rather than the parochial interests of teaching hospitals and their trainin
ﬂro ams. The American College of Physicians (ACP), in its proposal for nationa

ealth reform, recognized the interaction of ?aduate medical education payments
with other factors in influencing.the supply o Feneralist physicians.2 The ACP also
called for regulatory controls on physician supply and distribution.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the best indicator of market forces at work is the
phenomenon described above: the number of specialists being trained is increasing
at an extraordinary rate. This enormous growth of specialty training has taken
place even as managed care has been growing at a similarly impressive rate. Fur-
ther delays in taking action will only mean that the baseline is that much more
skewed, and that many more professional lives will be disrupted. I believe it is nec-
essary to establish clear federal policies concerning the appropriate distribution of
:petiialists for the future, and to assure that those policies are implemented effec-

wvely.

Fourth, federal action will be effective and need not be overly intrusive
or heavy-handed. While there will be inevitable transitional problems
these can be minimized. The federal government can take steps that will
effectively redirect the training of specialists. Although substantial work needs
to be done to develop the best implementation strategies, the time for further study
of the problem has long since g?ssw. It has been some two decades since the federal
Graduate Medical Education National Advisory Committee (GMENAC) was estab-
lished. In 1980 that advisory body forecast overall and specialty é)hysician surpluses.
In response, federal legislation created an advisory body, the Council on Graduate
Medical Education (COGME), which has continuad to study and monitor the situa-
tion but has had little impact on physician supply and distribution in the face of
countervailing federal policies and private incentives. Under Dr. Philip Lee’s leader-
ship, the Congressional Physician Payment Review Commission began its ongoing
analysis of strategies for modifying physician specialization, and the Office of the
Asgistant Secretary for Health now has a major emphasis on this subject.

These federal experiences provide a sound basis for a thoughtful, reasonable ap-
proach to the predictably difficult task of cutting the training programs in certain
specialties. A variety of models for the federal system could be developed, ranging
from highly centralized to largely decentralized. With substantial private sector in-
volvement, the traditional professional lines of decisionmaking need not be highly
disrupted. The prospect of such involvement has grown recently. Unlike their pos-
ture for many years, many of the affected specialties, training programs, and aca-
demic health centers now seem poised to cooperate with appropriate federal meas-
ures. First, the number of practitioners needed in each field can best be forecast on
a national basis. Then, the flow of training funds can be directed to assure that they
go toward meeting this goal. All of this can be done in a way that assures that the
integrity and quality of“?gecialty training is preserved, and that opportunities are
not unfairly restricted. Whatever system for implementing residency controls is put
into place, the legislative tool to accomplish this task is simple: redirect training
monies. Unlike the open-ended approach that has characterized Medicare GME pay-
ments, future payments for specialty training should only be made to programs
whose ghysician training furthers the national policy. Public funds should no longer
be used to subsidize the production of unwanted numbers of specialists who will
continue to drive up health care expenditures and frustrate reform efforts.

In addition, the benefits of being included in health plans under the new system
should only be available to training sites that participate in the national program.
Without this lever, training programs will simply use the public support for ap-
gvrl"oved residencies, and will eeg unapproved ones going with patient care revenues.

e rationale for cutting off self-funded programs is that precisely those specialties
that are lucrative enough to generate sufficient patient care revenues to support
residency programs are the specialties that are to be reduced in the future. Continu-
ing to pay for operating certain residencies but permitting additional residencies to
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operate at their own expense would not control specialty size. Just as Medicare

ME payments helped subsidize a vast expansion of specialties and subspecialties,
even vastly expanded federal payments would net assure a redistribution without
adequate measures to prevent the development of “rogue” programs. Without a
strong provision, many highly remunerative proirams would be developed and so
subvert the policy that 556% of new physicians should be trained in primary care.
Since virtually all of the patient care dollars that would be used will be either public
funds or funt{s being spent under the federal mandate, programs should use those
funds to further the-national purpose and not to continue specialty expansion.

Fifth, health care reform presents a unique opportunity to reduce the
need for many people in the inner-city to go to large teaching hospitals and
clinies for their medical care, and to redirect spec alt¥ training at the same
time. Universal coverage will provide new opportunities for everyone to re-
ceive maistream medical care, and new challenges to teaching tprograms to
broaden clinical teaching beyond the traditional population of low-income
individuals. Mr. Chairman, I believe it is critically important to separate the serv-
ice function from the teaching mission in medical education. In many cases, teach-
ing hospitals are located in areas where few practitioners provide service. Because
residency training necessarily involves doing-while-learning, many people have be-
come dependent on the services provided by residents and fellows. But I believe that
we should recognize that relying on training programs to deliver services in health
professional shortage areas is at best a stopgap measure for desperate situations.

One major implication of sustaining unnecessary hospital-based, high-technology,
residency and fellowship programs simply because they provide needed services is
that excess numbers of specialists get trained in the process, and move on to prac-
tice in other communities. Training programs are, in a real sense, production lines,
not service delivery entities. Medical schools produce physicians, residency programs
produce specialists and subspecialists. While residents may represent a source of
cheap and highly profitable labor while in training, reliance on training programs
for service ultimately is extremely costly and inefficient in the long run when train-
ees become specialist practitioners.

Another serious implication of sustaining training programs for their ancillary
service function is the character and quality of the care provided. Mr. Chairman,
even the smartest and most dedicated medical students and residents are not as
skilled when they are in training as they are when they finish and go into practice.
By definition, they are not as experienced as they will be during their careers. And,
because they are in training, they turn over on a regular basis. People who have
no choice but to rely on training programs for medical care are assureq neither sea-
soned, competent practitioners nor continuity of care.

For many years, however, the dilemma has been that the sudden withdrawal of
services delivered by training programs would be highly disruptive unless other ar-
ran?ements were made to assure access to practitioners and tacilities. That is pre-
cisely why the logic is so strong for redirecting our training programs in the context
of national health care reform. Universal coverage for comprehensive benefits will
permit many individuals to receive private care for a sustained period for the first
time. With fully universal, comprehensive coverage, there should be little financial
reason for discriminating between teaching patients and private patients.

Nevertheless, it is clear that some measures will be necessary to assure access
even to insured individuals in many low-income and traditionally underserved
areas, since practitioners may not move in overnight to set u% private offices there.
The solution, however, is not to sustain training programs, but to expand service
delivery programs. Health plans should be required to provide services throughout
local areas. Community health centers, public hosgitals and clinics, and National
Health Service Corps sites should be sustained and expanded as necessar{. There
should be no question of reducing ii.obs, only of emphasizing jobs in the delivery of
health care rather than training of health professionals. Individuals should be ad-
mitted to teaching hospitals because they need the sophisticated care available in
those hospitals, not because unneeded trainees require clinical experiences to be-
come certified.

In the short run, of course, there will be problems in the transition period. Some
hospitals that have relied on certain lucrative clinical services staffed by residents
will have to develop alternative staffing patterns, or close down those services. Fac-
ulty unaccustomed to active clinical practice may have to see patients and take
night call themselves, or be replaced by health professionals who do so. Financial
and organizational assistance to achieve these changes should be provided as part
of the health reform package.

Mr. Chairman, for all the wonderful efforts that so many teaching physicians and
trainees have made over the years to care for people in their clinics and hospitals,
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I feel strongly that health reform should offer mainstream care to everyone. Teach-
ing Fxrtograma should be sustained for teaching purposes, not to deliver services.

h, and last, health care reform itself could well be jeopardized by fail-
ing to reform the workforce. Continued growth in the number of inappro-
¥ ately trained specialists will create an ever-larger cadre of health pro-

essionals who would feel threatened by and work to defeat comprehensive

health care reform. One further consequence of failing to bring the production of
specialists into line with overall federal policy is that the continued production of
more and more practitioners in the high-technology procedural specialties will make
it all the more difficult to control spending and achieve universal coverage. We phy-
sicians have proved quite enterprising in finding ways to be paid to put our training
into practice, whether needed or not. The more surgeons, the more surgery; the
more gastroenterologists, the more fiberoptic tubes that find their way into gastro-
intestinal tracts. )

A substantial excess of specialty care in active practice inappropriately defines
what care is needed. If the standard in the fee-for-service sector is excessive care,
it is all the more difficult for HMOs and other managed care systems to set more
rational standards. SimilarBw, it is more difficult to develop and expect physicians
to follow more rational medical practice ?uidelines if the standard of practice re-
flects the sup;;}y of Physicians and technology more than the needs of patients. Al-
lowing the surfeit of highly specialized thysncians to continue to grow will sustain
pressures against a system of care based on sound scientific knowledge and reason-
able medical decisionmaking.

In the absence of sound national policy to the contrary, if we continue to produce
hundreds of thousands of highly trained physicians we should not expect them read-
ily to suffer the prospects of limited opportunities. Even as their numbers have sky-
rocketed in recent years, highly specialized physicians have been able to achieve a
remarkable and sustained growth in their incomes relative to those of primary care
physicians. (Figure 6) Having survived more than seven years of advanced training
specialized physicians quite reasonably are likely to resist the expansion of mana ed
care plans and cost-containment measures that they perceive as likely to curtail fur-
ther growth in their earnings. Federal funds have too long been used to create this
well-heeled constituency with strong interests against reform. Continued expansion
of their numbers will only exacerbate both their motivation and their numbers.

GRADUATE MEDICAL EDUCATION TRAINlIt:llG PROVISIONS IN HEALTH REFORM PROPOSALS
(figure 7)

1. Administration Plan: S. 1757: Mitchell

Each of the priority areas that I have identified is addressed in the Health Secu-
rity Act. A national goal is established to have 55% of residency graduates enter

ractice in primary care, and numerous mechanisms to attain that goal are created.

xisting federal policies are revised: Medicare funds for graduate medical education
are pooled with those from other public and private sources, and are spent only on
residents who come under the national program. Permanent, mandatery sources of
all funds are provided. The Secretary of the Department of Health and Human
Services and a National Council on Graduate Medical Education are charged with
setting limits on the number of graduates from specialty training programs, with
extensive private sector involvement. There is some enhancement of primary care
research, along with the authorization of additional funds to support biomedical and
behavioral research in the area of health promotion and disease prevention. And,
although I have not mentioned the important facet of teamwork in primary care
previously, substantial funds are provicfed for training of a wide range of primary
care practitioners, including advanced practice nurses.

2. S. 491: Wellstone

Mandatory targets are established, to reach a 50-50 distribution of residents in
Flrimary care within five years. An Advisory Committee to the National Board on

ealth Professions Education is established. The Board would enforce the target by
cutting payments to State health security programs if goals are not met.

3. S. 1770: Chafee

Establishes up to seven demonstration projects to permit states to increase pri-
mary care by pooling direct GME payments to test ways to change specialty mix.
4. S. 15679: Breaux

Places limits on the number of specialty residents. Health Care Standards Com-
mission would determine the number and funding level of residency positions.
Eliminates current GME funding and establishes a national medical education fund,



44

with payments into the fund from Medicare and health plans. Provides for retrain-
ing in primary care for physicians in other specialties.

CONCLUSION

Time and again, the Congress has recognized the importance of federal direction
and support in the training of health professionals. The federal primary care grant
Brograma, the incentives built into the RB/RVS system of paying physicians under

art B of Medicare, the modest adjustment of Medicare GME payments in the direc-
tion of primary care, and the long history of support for the construction and expan-
sion of medical schools and teaching hospitals are all testimony to Congress’s com-
mitment to ensuring that the health professionals of this country serve the nation’s
needs. Now, as you address the pressing need to enact comprehensive health care
coverage for all, you have the opportunity to assure that the system of trainin
hetglth professionals helps and does not hinder accomplishing comprehensive healt
reform.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that it is time to direct public funds and efforts to assur-
ing a mix of practitioners that will serve the needs of the £ublic and to stop subsi-
dizing the wasteful expansion of specialty training. I thank you for your attention,
and I would be delighted to answer any questions.

ENDNOTES
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RESPONSES OF DR. BUDETTI TO QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DOLE

Question No. 1. In your testimony you suggest that the current method of financ-
ing manpower training has led to an over sug\ply of specialists.

f the problem is money, why not simply change the financing and let the market
work? “ﬁl do we have to force allocation of residencies by placing absolute Federal
limits on the number and t{lpe of residencies? . .

Answer. In my opinion, the current method of financing of graduate medical edu-
cation (GME) has been a major factor in creating an over supply of specialists in
fields other than primary care. agr%e that it would seem natural to seek a solution
by simply changing the financing. To date, however, the only approaches to chang-
ing the financing that seem likely to have the desired effect require limits on the
number and type of residencies. For example, one might set a policy that GME
funds would be provided only to primary care residencies, however many there are,
and other programs would be on their own. In that case, the likely result would be
that the other specialties would continue to expand. It is precisely those specialties
that are lucrative enough to generate sufficient patient care revenues to support
residency programs that are the specialties that are to be reduced in the future. If
one were to pay for operating primary care residencies but additional residencies
could operate at their own expense, there would be no effective control on specialty
size. Without controls on their numbers many highly remunerative programs would
be developed to serve the short-term financial interests of the teaching hospitals and
thereby subvert the policy that 556% of new physicians should be trained in primary

re.

In addition, to the extent that the market can help redirect specialty training,
there would be an enormous time lag. In the meantime, so many additional special-
ists would be trained—largely at public expense—that the realignment would be
even more difficult. In short, federal action to limit growth in nonprimary care spe-
c*i‘altfies is needed to assure that we have an appropriate health care workforce in
the future.

Question No. 2. Once you cap the absolute number of residencies and the distribu-
tion—what makes you think physicians will choose to locate where you believe they
belong'.:iNothing we've done 8o far has achieved the kind of geographic distribution
we need.

Answer. 1 agree that specialty and geographic distributions are quite different.
Each needs its own policy support. In large part, universal coverage is one approach
to moderating inequities in the location of physicians by permitting choices to be
made without regard to the financial status of individuals in the area. Nevertheless,
even with universal coverage, many rural and inner-city areas will lack adequate
health professionals. Programs such as the National Health Service Corps, Commu-
nity and Migrant Health Centers, and essential community providers are likely to
be necessary to assure adequate access for some time in the future,

Question No. 3. You have made no recommendations as to the training or use of
non-physician providers. In the rural states like Kansas, nurse practitioners, optom-
etrigts and others are vital. What can we do to increase their numbers and their
use’ .

Answer. As I noted, my testimony focused on p}:{sicians, but I strongly support
enhancing the training of nurse practitioners and other health professionals by
redirecting and adding to funds now available for that purpose. Not only are they
important in many rural states and other areas, they also enhance opgortunities for
the delivery of comprehensive services. Nurse practitioners are a valuable compo-
nent of a team-approach to Jn'imary care. Physician assistants as well as nurse prac-
titioners can also be trained in specialties other than primary care to help alleviate
the need to have residents simply for the purpose of service delivery.

Question No. 4. When you place a cap on the total numbers of residencies how
do you envision that we would distribute these numbers? There are a limited num-
ber of states that produce the largest numbers of residencies. For example, I under-
stand that New York state alone trains 15 percent of all residents. (12 percent in
New York Ci‘tly alone—60 percent more than the next largest state, California.)

I, for one, don’t want to tell the Chairman that Kansas is going to gain residents
at the expense of New York.

New York also has a very large number of international medical graduates. How
do you propose we choose between U.S. and foreign students?

nswer. There are a variety of ways that the residency slots could be distributed.
The total number of residents in each specialty should be determined on the basis
of the best estimates of future national needs. Then, these could be allocated on a
national, regional, or state basis. Clearly, any allocation system should take into ac-
count the fact that certain areas of the country have developed the capacity to oper-
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ate large numbers of excellent training programs. It would be wasteful and create
a great deal of hardship simply to redistribute programs on a formula that fails to
recognize these differences.

Nevertheless, it is also important to separate the service function from the teach-
ing mission in medical education. To the extent that training programs are sus-
tained not for their excellence but because many people are dependent on the serv-
ices provided by residents in teaching hospitals in areas where few practitioners
provide service, the problem is one of access to care that needs to be addressed di-
rectly. Reliance on training programs for service is extremely costly and inefficient
in the long run when trainees become specialist practitioners, and does not assure
people a continuing source of high-quality care.

As efforts to expand services proceed, it will be necessary to sustain existing deliv-
cry systems such as large urban teaching hospitals for so long as they are essential
in their communities. The sudden withdrawal of services delivered by training pro-
grams would be highly disruptive unless other arrangements were made to assure
access to practitioners and facilities. That is why changes in training programs need
to be done in the context of national health care reform. Health care reform presents
a unique opportunity to reduce the need for many people in the inner-city to go to
large teaching hospitals and clinics for their medical care, and to redirect specialty
training at the same time. Universal coverage will provide new opportunities for ev-
eryone to receive mainstream medical care. In the short run, however, there will
be problems in the transition period. Financial and organizational assistance to
achieve these changes should be provided as part of the health reform package.

I do not propose that we choose between U.S. and foreign students. Choices
anllong applicants to residency programs should be made by the programs them-
selves.

Question No. 5. Given the amount of time necessary to train a physician (3-8
years of residency following medical school), what happens if we guess wrong and
produce the wrong distribution? Demographics being what they are—I can’t imagine
we won’'t need happens if we guess wrong and produce the wrong distribution? De-
mographics being what they are—I can’t imagine we won't need urologist, cardiolo-
gists, and other specialties.

Answer. Precisely because of the long lag time from training to practice and the
uncertainty of any human predictions, all such decisions should be based on the best
available evidence and in a way that is flexible enough to adapt to changing cir-
cumstances. At the present time, we are skewing the future supply of specialists on
a far less rational basis. We currently provide substantial federal funds to teaching
hospitals without regard to societal needs. Specialty training programs can receive
subsidies to expand for whatever reason they choose, and tend to do so in the areas
that serve the immediate needs of the institutions. The remarkable expansion of
specialty residency slots by 60 percent in the four years between 1988 and 1992 can
hardly be explained by parallel changes in future practice needs.

Question No. 6. We will hear from Dr. Colwill that decision making has to be
local—you suggest that it should be national.

Answer. Please see my answer to number 4, above.

RESPONSES OF DR. BUDETTI TO QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR GRASSLEY

Question No. 1. You noted on page three of your statement that one of the Federal
incentives that helps to produce an excessive number of specialists is “. . . support
{;or a valst expansion of biomedical research in academic health centers and teaching

ospitals.”

is raises a number of interesting questions.

Does your point imply that we shou(id be cutting back on such investments in re-
search? And, if we do, aren’t we going to deprive our citizens of the benefits of that
research?

And, if we want the benefits of that research, don’t we have to train the special-
ists who can use it in providing care?

Answer. The quantity and quality of biomedical research in the United States is
one of the jewels in the crown of American medicine. Our national commitment to
such research should not be reduced. It is the very magnitude of our investment in
biomedical research that highlights the paucity of our spending for primary care re-
search. What is needed is a sugstantial commitment to primary care research both
to advance knowledge and to attract young physicians into that field.

Primary care research addresses the knowledge base supporting primary care
gractice, the biobehavioral environment of primary care, and the organization and
inancing of primary care services.! It strives to focus on the individual disease or
organ system, and to emphasize prevention,2 not a Opvosition from proponents of
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biomedical research and a lack of perceived value have made it difficult to establish
an adequate research base for primar{ care.

For its own part, with little federal financial support, primary care 