Essay on Assessment of the Liberal Reforms

Introduction

You need a couple of sentences to put the issue in context, then name the groups who were helped and finally tell me how the essay will deal with them. What was done, what worked and what might have been better.
Historiography

AJP Taylor has stressed how limited the welfare programme was that the Liberals carried out.  The State:

“provided a meagre pension for the needy over the age of 70.  Since 1911 it helped to insure certain classes of workers against sickness and unemployment.  Expenditure on the social services had roughly doubled since the Liberals took office.  Still, broadly speaking, the state acted only to help those who could not help themselves.  It left the adult citizen alone”

The Historian Peter Clarke has argued that, though limited, the way that the Liberals carried out welfare reform was very skillful for it by-passed the poor law and brought in a system that won popular approval.:

“The unconditionality of insurance benefits, to which workers felt they had earned the right, was a means of winning assent for state intervention.  Liberal collectivism thus made an appeal to Labour, by-passing socialist objections, which surely explains why the British Welfare State was built on the foundation of National Insurance”.

Martin Pugh concludes:  “The Edwardian social reforms were in no sense a welfare state, though they enjoyed an important link with the post 1945 system in the shape of the insurance principle.  The Liberal measures were not intended as a comprehensive or uniform system of welfare provision.  Rather, they involved targeting certain discrete parts of the problem of poverty.  Those not included continued to require a safety net, which meant that it was necessary to leave the poor law, though it clearly had a diminished role to play”.

Main Body

Topic Sentence

Terms of each Act

· __________________________

· __________________________

· __________________________

· ________________________

Assessment

Successes (what made a difference)

Failures (what didn’t make a difference)

Evidence and quotations

Linking Sentence
Young People - what was done?

In 1906, the government permitted local authorities to provided free school meals for poor children.  In 1907, school medical inspections started, although it was not until 1912 that free medical treatment was available. In 1908 a Children’s Charter was passed. 

The Education (Provision of Meals) Act 1906

Terms
THE ACT

It enabled local authorities to provide school meals for poor children.

Local authorities were given the right to put a ½ p on the rates (local tax) to pay for this.

Children who were from better-off families were expected to pay for their food.

WAS THE ACT SUCCESSFUL?

Successes 3 million children were getting free meals in 1906. By 1914 it was 14 million 
                    
Number of children taking school meals

1906

3,000,000 

1910

9,000,000 

1914

14,000,000 
It showed the problem and by 1914 free meals became compulsory.

During the summer break some children’s weight dropped which suggests that school meals were having an effect.
By providing meals for poor children the Government was feeding the children rather than their families. This challenged the idea of self-help.

It was difficult to decide who deserved to receive the meals; as a result more children than had been expected were given meals.  It was difficult to make parents pay for the meals, so they were given free to all children.
Failures
The Act was voluntary which meant that many local authorities chose not to provide school meals.  By 1913, over ½ the education authorities in England and Wales had failed to do so. The problem was money. The government helped in 1914 by providing money to meet half the costs of the meals and also made provision compulsory.


It only affected school children and not those who had left school but were still malnourished.
There were objections to the Act. It was argued that providing a school meal was expensive, others argued that it would undermine the independence and self-reliance of the parents and send out the wrong signal to the children.

The Education (Administrative Provisions) Act 1907

THE ACT
Medical inspections of all Elementary school children were to be inspected 3 times during their school career.

In Scotland School Boards were given the power to take action against parents who sent their children to school in a “neglected” state.

WAS THE ACT SUCCESSFUL?

Successes Inspectors identified the problem very well. Doctors produced many reports that highlighted the poor health of children.  
The state had taken another big step towards collectivism; in this case by welfare provision for children.
The theory of “self-help” was again being attacked.
Such actions were seen as a small step towards greater healthcare for all people in Britain. “Another step had been taken towards a general medical service” Derek Fraser, The Evolution of the Welfare State.
It brought the level of illness into the public domain and showed the level of the problem which resulted in compulsory School Clinics by 1912.

Failures It only provided inspections, not treatment which was too expensive for poor families until 1912. Identifying problems was easy but curing them was sometimes impossible.  
The costs of medicines, hospital care, spectacles, even of travel to a hospital were heavy burdens for many parents. A pair of glasses could well cost a quarter of the weekly income of a family. In 1912, the government set up and helped pay for clinics.
When the problem was a consequence of poor housing and diet, there was little that doctors could do.
The Children Act, 1908 (The Children’s Charter)

THE ACT

It became an offence for parents to neglect their children.

If children were not cared for properly it was the states responsibility to care for them.

Children were banned from buying cigarettes under the age of 16 and were not allowed in public houses under the age of 14.

Forbidden to give alcohol to the under 5’s unless it was to treat illness.

It allowed for the inspection of children’s homes.

It ordered parents to guard their fires because 1,000 children were burnt to death every year.

Child criminals were no longer to be sent to prisons with adults. The Act set up special Juvenile Courts and the borstal system.

Remand homes were set up to keep child offenders out of prison while awaiting trial.

The death sentence for children was abolished

Children were forbidden to beg.

WAS THE ACT SUCCESSFUL?

Successes The Act was important because it protected children from abuse.
The principle of “self-help” was being challenged further. The state was regulating how children were being brought up.
It covered many aspects of children’s life.

It treated children as a separate legal entity with their own rights and identity.

Failures

Failures
Many working class parents saw this act as merely middle class interference.

Old People - what was done?

The Old Age Pensions Act, 1908

THE ACT
People over 70 with an annual income of between £21 and £31 were to be given a pension of 5 shillings to 1 shilling on a sliding scale. Savings could be used to provide an income. Only 70 year olds who were British and who had lived in Britain for the past 20 years had avoided prisons for the past 10 years and who were not habitually drunk or work shy got the pension. The pension was to be paid for from general taxation. No contributions had to be made by those who received it. 
Successes Over 1 million receiving pension by 1914. Also the fact that it was given out in the Post Office took away the stigma of asking for Poor Relief.
Old people did not have to contribute to qualify for the pension.  Again, the self-help principle of saving for old age had been broken. People were not branded as poor if they went to the Post Office, unlike if they went to the workhouse. Many more people claimed the pension as a result. The money “topped up” the income that elderly people already had. Therefore, it did make a difference for many. It did serve to highlight the level and scale of poverty. The government expected half a million people to apply: by 1914 it was 1 million.
Failures
There were too many exemptions and the Act still pandered to the idea of the deserving and undeserving poor.

                        The amount was too little to live on as was only seen as a back up to savings.   Indeed, it was less than the minimum deemed necessary by Rowntree to remain above the poverty line. The Government never intended this Act to be a complete solution to the problem of poverty in old age. 
Historian, Peter Clark: 
                         “Anyone on poor relief was initially ineligible for a pension… (yet) paupers were the one group of old people manifestly in greatest need, but a wish to discriminate between the deserving and the undeserving died hard”. It is important to note that this clause was removed in 1911. The pensions cost the government £8 million in the first year. This caused the government problems as they had to find this extra money from somewhere.
The Sick - what was done?

There was no national health service at the time. The poor could not usually afford medical help. The National Insurance Act of 1911 gave some medical help.
National Insurance Act (Part 1), 1911

THE ACT

Payments:

Employees contributed 4d a week if they earned under £160 a year, employers contributed 3d a week, state contributed 2d a week giving workers “9d for 4d” according to Lloyd George.

Those earning over £160 could join but had to pay the employers part.
Contributions were recorded by placing stamps on cards.

Benefits:

Insured workers were entitled to 10 shillings a week for 13 weeks and 5 shillings for another 13 weeks if ill (women less).
Benefits did not start until the fourth day of an illness (to stop people going off work for trivial illnesses.)
Insured workers were entitled to free medical treatment from a doctor chosen by a local Insurance Commission as well as treatment at a T.B. Sanatorium.
After 26 weeks disablement benefit was 5s per week. 

Maternity benefit of 30s became payable. Insured workers were entitled to 30 shillings maternity benefit for the birth of each child.

Successes It gave self-respect to people who did not have to go to the poor house. It gave workers breathing space when ill. Everyone on low wages was insured.  The state had extended its role to help the poor in society.  The Act was a compulsory one. The strategy of using an insurance scheme meant that the highly unpopular poor law system was by-passed. The later NHS does owe much to this initial scheme.

Failures
Only the person who earned the money was entitled to these benefits. The family got no benefits if they fell ill. It did not help the self employed or slightly better off and did not cover hospital treatment. After using up their 26 week entitlement, ill workers had to rely on the Poor Law medical facilities. The self-employed, unemployed and those already covered by private health insurance were not included. Many people objected to licking the stamps. Some felt that reform did not go far enough. The Labour MP, Kier Hardie thought that a married woman should get the same benefits as the husband because her sickness would have the same devastating effect on the family.

“a porous plaster to cover the disease that poverty causes” K. Hardie. The Act was not always appreciated by those it was intended to help.  Many workers were angry at being forced to contribute money from their wages to this fund.  It reduced the size of their wage packet.  The Liberals did not get the electoral benefits they hoped for.  In fact, the Insurance Act was blamed for the loss of at least two seats in Parliament as angry workers voted for other parties in 1914.

The Unemployed - what was done?

Labour Exchanges 1908

By the 1st February 1910, 83 Labour exchanges opened their doors across the country. Winston Churchill visited 17 on the first day they opened. They were run by government officials. The idea behind a labour exchange was that unemployed workers could go there to find work. Employers would also go to these exchanges in order to find workers if they needed to. 
Successes New Labour exchanges were helpful. The idea was a good one and the number of exchanges grew quickly. By 1911 there were 414 exchanges in operation helping workers find jobs. The exchanges also offered a place for workers to mend their clothes and washing facilities.
Failures
The scheme was voluntary which meant that employers did not have to tell exchanges if they had vacancies and workers did not have to register with the exchanges if they were out of work. They tended only to be used by skilled workers and employers who needed such people. The manual and casual labourers were less likely to become involved. Both employers and employees disliked them Employees thought that they were being offered lower wages by employers who used Labour Exchanges. Employers thought that they were getting the worst workers who would not look for a job themselves.

National Insurance Act (Part 2), 1911

THE ACT
Part 2 of the National Insurance Act dealt with unemployment. It was also a combination of state help and contributions paid by workers and employers. Contributions were 2.5p employee, 2.5p the employer and 3p the govt. The worker was to register at a Labour exchange and pick up money there. After 1 week unemployed he would get 7s a week up to 15 weeks a year as long as he was not dismissed for misconduct. A week’s benefit was paid, for every 5 weeks of contributions made.
Terms


Successes Within 2 years 2.2 million insured. It gave breathing space to workers. The scheme was highly original.  No equivalent scheme had been introduced anywhere else in the world.  Therefore, it can be seen to be a radical piece of legislation. No distinction was made between the deserving and undeserving cases, further undermining ideas of individual self-help. Again, the role of the state and what it took responsibility for was extended. The Act recognised that unemployment had complex causes. The insurance fund prospered, and by 1914 it had a surplus of £23 million in it.

Failures Only some industries covered and only for a limited period of time. No difference was made between a single and a married employee. There was no cover for the rest of the family – only the person making the contributions. It only provided limited cover if the worker was unemployed.  Once the entitlement had been used up the Poor Law had to be used.  Again the contributions bit into already low wages. The scheme assumed that unemployment levels would remain below 5%. The reform was never intended to cover all types of unemployment.  It only applied to a limited number of industries: building, mechanical engineering, shipbuilding, iron founding, saw milling and vehicle construction.  (These industries used casual workers).  The Act was intended purely to help the worker between jobs. Only 2,250,000 men were covered against unemployment. “The House may ask why particular classes (trades) are in fact chosen. The trades to which I have referred are the trades in which we found, on the whole, that the fluctuations of employment were the greatest and, on the whole, they were the trades most sensitive to ups and downs of depression and good times.”

Acts to improve working conditions for low paid people and sundry other Acts:
The Liberal Government tried to improve the working conditions in some jobs.  The jobs that they tried to improve were either dangerous or poorly paid.
1906 Workmen’s Compensation Act Compensation for injuries sustained at work.

1908 Mines Act 8 hour working day established for miners

1909 Trade Boards Act controlled wages and working conditions in small workshops but did not specify a minimum wage for 200,000 “sweated trades” workers (mostly women)

1911 Shop Hours Act Shop assistants were granted a weekly half-day holiday, a maximum working week of 60 hours was established and washing facilities had to be provided in each shop. The Liberal Government also tried to improve conditions for those who relied on casual labour who often experienced periods of short-term unemployment. This was believed to be a major cause of poverty.  Such workers were not covered by insurance schemes run by the trade unions nor could they contribute to schemes run by friendly societies. 
In all cases the government showed that they were prepared to get in the market place and enforce minimum standards.
