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' r H E  B E V E R I D G E  R E P . O R T  

1'111: Heveridge Report on Social Insurance and Allied Services 
is in its way a portent in English politics. 

'i'hough it is in form a report 'made by Sir William Beveridge to 
the Minister of Reconstructim, Sir William Jowitt, K.C., M.P., who 
held the rank ancl office of Paymaster tieneral (and is now Minister 
without Portf lio), and though the Keport admittedly raises matters 
of policy u h i k  are ' s o  important as to call for decision by the 
Government as a whole,' the issue 01 the Report was heralded by a 
regular campaign of advance publicity and propaganda which ap- 
peared to he designed and calculated to impose the document on 
Parliament ancl the people; and its actha1 publication was acconi- 
panied by such a fanfare of trumpets, in the Press and on the Radio, 
aa made one to understand, almost for the first time, the technique 
arid power of  publicity in the hands of a totalitarian rCgime and its 
habit of treating Parliament no longer as a deliberative assembly, 
but rather as a body accustomed obediently to register the decisjons 
of the Party, or the Fuhrer. Thus, within twenty-four hours of its 
publication, sunlmaries of the Report (as yet unconsidered by the 
tiovernnient or by Parliament)' were broadcast in twenty-two lan- 
guages as a forecast of the line of social legislation to be followed 
by tireat Britain in the post-war reconstruction. 

I t  soon became evident that this new-style propaganda had over- 
reached itself. One noticed that the speech which the Minister of 
Reconstruction made in the House of Commotis immediately after 
the issue of thc Beveridge Keport, was read word for word from 
a manuscript which had doubtless been agreed with the Cabinet 
or the Leader of the-Government. Some days later, Mr. Herbert 
Morrison, the newest inember of the War Cabinet, made a speech 
011 reconstruction -which was manifestly directed towards putting 
things (including the Beveridge Report) in their proper place and 
perspective. 

And, just before Christm,as, came the news that on instructions 
from the War Ofice, the latest issue of Current Alf(i irs,  containing 
a summary by Sir William of his Kcport, had been withdrawn from 
circulation. 'l'kr periodical Citrrrril Aflctirs is circulated to officers, 

1 One ought in foirncss to state that  the Report is Lurrently said to  have been 
written in sections, cach section being submitted, a s  drafted, in advance of 
publication, to the appropriate departments of Government. But these drafts 
were not final and are said in fact to have been freely revised. 
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to provide material for the discussion of topics of the day with men 
01 their units.. The reason5 given for the withdrawal of the issue 
containing the  sumiiiary were, firstly, that it was inappiopriate that 
official discussions of the Report should take place before the Gov- 
ernment aiirl Parliament had been able to consider it ; and secondly, 
that few oficers could have had time to study the original Report in 
fu l l ,  and that the summary by S i r  William Beveridge would scarcely 
enable them to espoiind the plan and conduct discussions on it. One 
is left a . i t l i  the impression that hir .  Wiiiston Churchill- intends for a 
little time to be Prinic Minister of England, and he (like Henry V I I I  
in this particiilar) is in the habit of paying due respect to the parlia- 
iiientary institutions of this country. Besides, not only the Army 
olficet-s, but also the general public, will now have a n  opportunity of 
studying tlre Report in detail, and not merely reading Part  I and 
Part  VI (some forty pa.ges out of three hundred) as they were at  one 
time told it was sufficient for them to do. 

Aloreover, the Report deserves to be read and studied, for it is 
in its way a masterly document, and in many ,places expressly in- 
vites discussion and states that the proposals it makes are provi- 
sional and open to argument (see, e.g., pp. 9, r o g ,  I I j, I 16). 

’The Report deals broadly with JYant arising ( I )  through intcr- 
ruption of e,arnings or loss of earning power, and (2; through failure 
to reh tc  income during earning to the size of the family. Abolition 
of .  IYant, we are told, requires a double redistribution of income 
t l i x u $ i  social insrirancc xnd by family or children’s allowances. 
lh! whole argument would accwrtlicgly seem to prxeerl upon the 

xssiimption that the wages paid to workers in  this country are in 
th.2 normal instance less than a l iv ing  wage in  the Catholic inter- 
pretation of the terin, that is to say, less than the amount which 
will cnab!e a inan to mlaintain himself and his wife and children, 
according to the currcnt standard of frugal comfort ; and in addition 
to make provision against the chances of ill-hcaltli and unemploy- 
ment and for old age. I f  the assumption is true, and, since it has 
been made a principle of legislatim, one must take it to be true, 
i t  is on Catholic principles a powerful argument, for a general in- 
crease ui :wges to hc paid to the father of the family and to be 
adriiicis:ered by him >.wording to ordinary standards of prudence and 
of justice. Such a direct and simple solution is consonant with the 
freedom and dignity of Christian citizens and is designed to maintain 
their indepcntlence in what has traditionally been a community of 
free citizens. 

As it happens, however, the country has been committed since 
1897 to the principle of Workmen’s Com,pensatioii, and since 1912 

THE BEVERIDGE REPORT . 
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to 1 he prinL.iple of compulsory Health and Unemployment lnsut- 
aticc; and since 1934 to the supplementary principle of Unemploy- 
nient Assistance. ‘Ihc introduction o f  the principle of compulsory 
Health and Uncmployment Insurance was opposed by Mr. Hilaire 
Belloc at  a public debate which took place between him and Mr. 
Ramsay Rlacdonald ;it the Memorial Hall, Farringdon Street, in 
191 I .  ’I’he idea was German (so he said) ; and besides the effect would 
bc to undermine the inhpendence of the ordinary citizen : to make 
hiin ‘ a depenclent citizen.’ And he wrote his powerful book on the 
Servile State to point the argument. Some ten years ago  %I. Charles 
Uastide, tlic Dii-cctor o f  the Ecole des  Scicrrcc.s Poliiiques e t  Econo- 
n7iqites in Paris, wrote a book 1,’Ariglelerre X o ~ c , ; d e  in  the same 
scrise, his argiimcnt being that the development of the sociai services 
in England was leading or wc:ultl lead to la stc‘ril is~lion f d i f i q u e  d e s  
clusses oLrvriCres m g l a i s e s ,  by making them ‘ pensioners ’ and so 
dependent on the existing political and economic order. ‘The issue 
is one o f  fact and can only be determined by those who are com- 
petent to judge the relative condition of ‘ dependence ’ and ‘ inde- 
pendence ’ ot ordinary working families before and since the intro- 
duction of what are called the social Scrvices. In his Report Sir 
William Heveridge claims that ‘ provision for mrJst of the many 
varieties of need through interruption of earnings and other causes 
that may arise in modern industrial communities has already been 
made in Britain on a scale not surpassed and hardly rivalled in any 
other country of the world. I n  one respect only of the first iniport- 
iiiice, namely limitation of iiiedical service, does Britain’s achieve- 
ment fall seriously short of what h,ag been nccomplislied elsewhere. 
I t  falls short also in its provision for cash benefit for maternity and 
funerals and through the defects of its system for workmen’s com- 
pensation. ’ 

The existing social services are, we are told, conducted by a com- 
plex of disconnected administrative organs, proceeding on different 
principles, doing inv’aluable servicc at  a cost in money and trouble 
m t l  anomalous treatment of identical problems fur which there is no 
justification. In aid of this argument one may refer to a recent case 
in which three oficials of three different departments arrived a t  the 
same hnuse a t  the same time to deal with pensions from three dif- 
ferent angle!.! I’hcre will be universal agrcernent with the pro- 

L’ Ttw di.;tinrtioii hctiveen ’ intlrprtident ’ and ’ dependent ’ citizens \\’as much 
u w l l  Iiy niviiilwrs o f  t hc  Eugrnics Socirty and suchkke in the  campaign t h ry  
\v.~gcd, in ihc years befor(. tht .  war ,  for the introdtiction among ’ dependrnt ’ per- 
sons uf birth preventiun and sterilisation and even euthanasia as a means of 
relieving the excrssive taxation of ‘ independent ’ citizens. 
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posal of Sir William Beveridge that the administration of all these 
social services should be unified in a hlinistry of Social Security 
with local security offices within rcach of all insured persons. 

Another real service done by Sir  if'iliian) Geveridge lies in the 
emphasis he puts on the decline of  the birth-rate and on the steps 
that I I I U S ~  be taken to arrest the dtcline. ' I'he persons of ,pension- 
able agc in Great Britain a t  the beginning ol the century were about 
2 1  millions or I in 17 of the whole population; in 1931 they were 
about 44 millions or I in 10 of the population; in 1961 they will be 
inore than 8 millions, o r  I in G of the population, and they will con- 
tinue to increase proportionately to the rest. O n  the other side the 
continuous decline of the child po#pulation, if not nrrested, will after 
1971 bring ahout a rapid diminution of the whole population. In 
1901 there were more than five childien unc!er I j  for every person 
of pensionable a g e ;  i n  1961 there will Iw one child under 1 5  for every 
person of pensionable age, and in 1971 :he children will be outnum- 
bered by the possible pensioners. ' These figures of ,population niove- 
ments impose a twofold necessity, first ' to seek ways of postponing 
the age  of retirement from work rather than of hastening it, and 
(secandlf) to give first place in social expenditure, to the care of 
childhood, and the safeguarding of maternity.' The attitude of the 
housewife to gainful employment outside the honw is not and should 
not be the same as that of the single woman ; shF  has other duties 
(p. 51) ,  ' though m.iternity is the principal object of marriage, there 
is no adequate provision for it in any case ' (p. jo). The principle 
adoptej  in  the Report is that on marriage every woman begins a new 
life in relation to social insurance.J The existing Anonialies Regula- 
tions are said to penalise the woman who marries as compared with 
a woman who (without being married) lives a s  a wife. In future it 
is proposed that the woman who marries shall receive a marriage 
grant and tha t  the unmarried woman living as a wil'e shall get no 
widowhood benefits. Again, the contributions of the man with whom 
she is living, if he is married to someone else, will go to  secure 
pensions and other benefits for his legal wife. ' Taken as a whole, 
the proposed plan for social security puts R premium on marriage 
in place of penalising it.' 

Wi th  this new recognition of the difl'erence between a lawful wife 
and a concubine, all decent opinion will be i t !  agrecment and; also 
Gith the new concern for children and the falling birth-rate., 

THE BBVBRIDGE REPORT 

3The statrmcnt (at p. 131 of the Report) that 'evcry woman on marriage 
will become a new person ' \vould srrm to he a little extr;ivag;mt from the point of 
view of Christian philosophy : hut onr does not expcct modern Stntr documents 
to show any particular perception of Christian principlrs. 
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On other aspects of the Report there is room for diference and 
debate. The assumptions 
which are said to be essential for any satisfactory scheme o f  social 
semrity, nanieiy (a )  Children's Xllowatxes up to the age of 15 ,  or  
i f  in full-time education up tc  the age  of 16; ( t i )  comprehensive health 
and rehabilitation services for prevention antl cure of disease and 
restoration ol capacity for work; (cj avoidance of mass unemploy- 
nierit ; these assumptions will be challenged on various grounds. 
As a reason for the gi\.ing of children's allowances it is said that 
a national minimum for families of every size cannot be secured by 
a wage system which niirst' be based on the product of  a mun's labour 
mid not on / h e  size 3f his family. The doctrine that wages must be 
based on the product of a man's labour runs counter to the teaching 
of Rerzctn Novnriim and Quadmgesimn A t i n o .  Why may not a liv- 
i n g  wage in t!ie sense of papal teaching be included in the costs of a 
business or  enterprise as well a s  overhead expenses and interest on 
borrowed money? 

And if family allowances a re  to be paid, why make no allowance 
in  respect of the firs: child, and why put upon the State the whole 
cost of maintenance of all children after the first?4 The provision 
Tor health and rehabilitation services opcns up vistas of a Ftate medi- 
cal servi1:c antl memories of thr notorious incompetence of the Minis- 
try of Health in the early days of the war. Moreover, there is a 
hint of compu!sion behind the phrase ' iestoration of capacity to 
work '  just as there is more than a hint of compulsion in the prac- 
tical conclusion (at p. 58) that ' nien and women in receipt of un- 
employment benefit cannot be allowed to hold out indefinitely for 
work of the type to which they are used or in their ,present places 
of residence if there is work which they cou1.d d o  available a t  the 
standard wage for that work.' Accordingly nien and women who 
are unemployed for a certain period are to be required as a condition 
of continued benefit to attend a t  a work or training centre. And 
the control of claims to disability benelit-both by certification and 
by sick visiting-will be strengthened. And conditions imposed on 
benefit ' must be enforced where necessary by suitable penalties ' 
(p. 58). It is plain that the State will exact a price in loss of free- 
dom for the gain in security.6 

And the Repcrt admits it in  many placcs. 

4 I t  is right to observe that this is admittedly one of the matters which are 
said (at p. 115) to be ' open to argument.' 

5The section of the Report which deals with changes 12 and 13 (at pp. 57-8) 
is briefly and discreetly handled. The price to be paid for loss of freedom is 
likely to vary in diffrrent places and at different times and will depend on the 
interplay of moral and social as  well as  political forces, 
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In these circumstances one may expect that the interests which are 
prejudiced by the proposals in the Report, e.g. the Industrial In- 
surance Companies and the Friendly Societies will be active in criti- 
cism and in their oivn defence.fi It is necessary, moreover, to be 
just even to Industrial Insurance Companies and their sh8areholdc.rs 
and employees. And one may observe that a person who has :L claim 
against an  Industrial Insurance Coinpany m a y  litigate it in open 
Court. A person who has a claim against the State is not always 
in’ thc same positioq, more especially if the Courts are closed to him 
arid claims ‘ire dealt with by tlie atlministration, as is contemplated 
in certiiin cases in the Report. Indeed, on the principle apparently 
that ‘ il revu!utionary moment in the world’s history is a time for 
revolutions,’ the proposal is that all citizens should in future be 
compelled in their measure tfJ be insured persons. The dignity of 
English citizenship was created by the Catholic lawyers who con- 
ceived the normal persun as liber e! l e g d i s  h o m o  : a free and lawful 
inla:i, competent to own property arid to manage his own af- 
fairs. Is it error to suppose that the conception of the free and 
lawful man i s  a nobler conception than the conception of the insured 
person or the dependent citizen? Is the loss of freedom fairly com- 
pensated by the gain in security? In its leading article on the Re- 
port, ?’he Times expressed its a.ppreciation o f  the assurance given 
by Sir William Beveridge that the poor need not be always with US.‘ 

Is the eternal providence of the State a necessary and sufficient sub- 
stitute for the providence liberi e t  legalis honiiuis ; and the Providence 
of God? The Beveridge Report raises deep issues [or our considera- 
tion and our choice. 

THE BEVERIDGE REPORT 

RICHARD O’SULLIVAN. 

8The criticisms formulatt-d by these bodies are (save in their demand for 
justice) not in the least lilirly to have any relation or rckrence to the principles 
of Christian philosophy. 

‘ W e  may none the less be permitted to think of the birds of the air and the 
lilies of the firld in their proper contest.  




