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Foreword

This is my take on the Green Paper. Feel free to disagree or correct anything if you think it needs it. The point is that the Green Paper for a National Care System is a major political instrument which will seriously change social realities for all of us in the UK. My assessment is therefore also inevitably political. However, my assessment on political issues is not an a priori intended opportunism for attacking Capitalism or Governments; it is a necessary part of interpreting what the Green Paper will do. Free enterprise can be fine if does not usurp or replace social justice, but that is the root of the problem, since the two philosophies mostly contradict each other.
Introduction

After the Second World War, post-1945 British politicians introduced legislation for social change by means of which the unjust effects of the class system of this country would be at least offset by increased opportunities for social mobility through removal of poverty, availability of education and health care and equality of work opportunity. The result is often described as the ‘welfare state.’ Disasterously as I see it, it was left to the auspices of Margaret Thatcher to begin the unstitching of these social values and replace them with capitalist values in conjunction with American market beliefs. She and her Government sold us off to the greedy fat cats whose world we are experiencing today everytime we get a bill.

Unfortunately, after Margaret Thatcher’s removal, this unstiching never stopped. Our present Government continues to unstich what was the ‘Welfare State’. The Green Paper proposes a 'National Care Service' which is not national at all. A national care service would belong to the nation, and so be simply funded by and for the nation. Instead, the proposed National Care Service will be interlinked with private enterprise and corporate control, just as happens in the National Health Service. Overall, the intention to remove the safety of the State in favour of corporate free enterprise presents, in my view, one of the most dangerous times for ordinary workers in the history of the U.K. 

If the Green Paper were rooted in a simple underlying philosophy of social justice, then the answer to how care should be paid for is also simple, being to use the nation's income to create a fully funded National Care Service, which might also be made part of the National Health Service, and both these services require political will and values of social justice right from the start. At the same time, if the stratification system is not going to be changed, then exclude those whose huge wealth does not require the State to intervene. Unfortunately, if Britain creates two different nations, then the word 'national' also must take on two different meanings.

Stratification and the Green Paper

The Green Paper for a National Care Service is an attempt to reconcile the two contradictory worlds of care and free markets, both having different underlying philosophies. That there will be no attempt to change stratification and therefore the mal-distribution of wealth in this country makes clear that the Government will remain stuck on how to solve this dilemma. It is generally the case that caring (which requires co-operation) and markets and profits (which require competition), are two different worlds. The Green Paper says the State will not have enough money to pay for care, not that money will be found to pay for care, so to me, this indicates already that there is no underlying committment to a social value. 

Instead, unable to put the burden for paying on the individual, and unwilling to tax the nation as a whole, the Green Paper heads for some middle road where individual and state will have a 'partnership.' Buzz words like 'personalisation,'  'more choice,'  'joined up services' are used in this middle road, but these will turn out to be just tactics since  the Government proposes to set these ideas within a new political structure, a system of controls which will be outside the remit of the individual. These buzzwords are not just new to the Green Paper: they have already been creeping into all other aspects of social life. They represent a whole new era of change, a new 'World Order.'

The Green Paper does nothing to challenge and alter the unjust distribution of wealth which underpins the British statification system and which allows the scandal of vast profits for C.E.O.s of privatised service industries, obscene bonuses for bankers and others, and huge salaries for the higher echelons of the British Society such as judges, politicians and the like who have no need to even bother worrying about their care at all. While ignoring the paucity of lifestyle inflicted on UK pensioners as the major contributor of the very illnesses which in the first place precipitate the need for care, the Green Paper argues that the accompanying rise in those who need care will be accompanied by ‘rising expectations.' This untestable notion is in any case ridiculous when the British Pensioner is already full of expectations which are unjustly ignored and thwarted by UK Governments. To neatly avoid the reality that we cause our own problems in this way is a measure of political intent, not one of misunderstanding.

New tactics for care in the UK

The Green Paper says bluntly that the amount of money you will get from the State depends on what structure you pick. This means that if the Government doesn’t like the method you finally settle on, then you won’t get as much money from them. This is simply an abuse of democratic power. As I read it, moves to privatisation can be seen in the methods by means of which money will be controlled: the Government proposes to use the local authorities to 'manage' the 'market of care' by assessments and the engagement of private firms and a controlling organisation which 'knows best.' 'Better quality' is something which the Green Paper wants to be decided by an independent organisation, not by us, the voters.

 As I understand it, it is clear from the Green Paper that personal choice and tailor made care packages will not involve a truly democratic input from citizens, but is a measure of putting the cost of care onto the individual and removing the State as the single safeguard for the citizen. The individual will be asked to do all the administrative work of finding care and support for themselves in the free markets, saving the Government a lot of work, and adding to the burden of how to top up for care when these markets prove more expensive than the limits allowed by the state. Only the well off will be able to top up. 

To argue who and how people should pay for care ignores the fact that the philosophy underlying stratification in the UK is Capitalist, and so the amount of money people have is rooted in that very stratification system. That some sections of the society won't have to worry about paying for care, while others will have to try and find ways to cope with their care needs makes the notion of 'partnership' academic. There cannot be a partnership unless the distribution system changes in the first place, and that is something British Governments as we have experienced them will never countenance.

Carers

The Green Paper makes the ridiculous argument that by helping those who need care, they will also be helping carers. This is a tenuous argument which suggests that the Government does not intend to make any real changes for the 6 million unpaid carers in the UK. There will be no real effort to return any of that £87 billion which these unpaid carers save the Exchequer each year. Helping those who need care is distinct from helping those who do the caring.  To make them the same by association is deceitful. They are different roles.

The benefit system

My view is that the Government should not claw back any benefits to create moneys for the local authority and free markets, nor engage in backdoor privatisation policies which take away the real choice of quality care by controlling assessment and funding to certain levels beyond which only those who can afford it will be able to top up. The Government should re-think this paper and not remove any present benefits which the vulnerable and sick get. For example, it is illogical to attack the Attendance Allowance when it is a benefit which already meets the very criteria the Green Paper says it will create, since those on this benefit have been rigorously assessed, and are free to use the allowance in a personal way. The Green Paper advocates these conditions, but they are already there.  

Conclusion:

 
The Green Paper wants to bring changes but without any intention to change the  distribution of wealth in the UK. In my view, to take money from the present benefit system and hand it over to local authorities for a more privatised and market governed system is unjust and is a bad mistake - robbing Peter to Pay Paul. As used in this Green paper, more choice and personalised care are wrapping labels for the market controls which will come.

On balance, the Green Paper is just another tool for reversing the welfare state and pushing forward the new order which will have two nations - the very rich and the very poor.  On the one hand, those who designed this Green Paper should think again about how to remove the distributive injustice within the British system, and create a truly beneficient social structure for National Care and Health for the people both now and in the future, while on the other hand, those for whom this Green Paper is intended will let it become law at their own peril.

