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PREFACE

IN these two volumes we complete our history of the English
Poor Law, of which the first instalment, The Old Poor Law, was
published in 1927, The present work is complete in itself as a
philosophic history of the Poor Law of the past hundred years,
from the proceedings leading up to the Act of 1834 down to
the intreduction of Mr. Neville Chamberlzin’s Bill of 1928-1929.
The story told in these two volumes ig that of 2 unique episode
in English constitutional history, namely the creation, develop-
ment snd ending of the Board of Guardians of the Poor, as an
elected ad hoc Local Destitution Authority, working under the
direction and control of s Central Department, itself in 1834 &
constitutional innovation. Equally characteristic of nineteenth-
century social theory and political action is the life-history, from
birth to abandonment, of an arresting idea, that of the * Principles
of 1834 . From 1834 to 1928 all the problems of the Relief of
Destitution come under review, And the story ends as it begins
with the {(as yet unsolved) problem presented by the Unemployeg,
whom our grandfathers called the Able-bodied.

English Poor Low History summarises, for a period of 600
years, the continnously shifting and perpetually developing legal
relations between the rich and the poor, between the * Haves ”
and the * Have-note ”’, embodied in a multitude of statutes and
sdminigtrative devices. The main transformation of this body
of law became curiously reflected in a slight alteration of its
title. The old legal text-books, even down to the end of the
eighteenth century, dealt, not with “ The Poor Law ", but with
“ The Laws relating to the Poor ”, under the latter designation
including practically all the statutes regulating the behaviour
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vi PREFACE

of the poor to the rich, and the rich to the poor. The Poor
Laws of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries had little to do
with the relief of destitution. These statutes dealt, not with
the obligation of the rich to the poor, but with the behavioyr
of the poor to the rich. Thus the earliest group of Poor Laws,
notably the Statute of Labourers (1350), forbade the freedman
from wandering out of his own parish, from asking for more
than the customary wage, from spending money on fine clothes
or on the education of his children, and generally from demeanihg
himself otherwise than as a poor and dependent person. The
Poor Laws of that age were, in fact, methods of thrusting the
free labourer back into the serfdom out of which, in one way or
snother, he had escaped. They constituted a code for slaves or
semi-glaves. These penal statutes continued to form the main
part of *“ The Laws relating to the Poor ” right up to the 39th
of Klizabeth (1697); and for the next two centuriss they were
continned in a body of repressive law, including the statutes
relating to Vagrancy and Settlement and Removal, into which
the Elizabethan law for the relief of the poor was fitted. That
is why, in our previous volmne of English Poor Law History, we
described ““ The Old Poor Law  as ** The Relief of Destitution
within a Framework of Repression ",

From 1834 onward the repression of the badly-behaved
property-less man was left, in the main, to the ordinary Criminal
Law. The “ New Poor Law ” of 1834 was a strictly defined and
severely limited code of relief, the administration of which,
down to the end of the century, we deacribe in the first of the
present volumes. The Framework of Repression was replaced
by the gradual building ap of & new social structure, designed
for the actual prevention of the destitution that-the Boards of
Guardians had been set to relieve, In this new structure—
embodied in the Factory Cods, the Education and Public Health
Acts and National Insurance—which we describe in the second
volume of the present work, the Poor Law found iteelf more
and more embedded. Thus, what we find in 1929 is the Relief of
the Poor within a continually extending Framework of Prevention.
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In the Epilogus we set forth the constitutionsl revolution effected
by the Poor Law sections of Mr, Neville Chamberlain’s adven-
turous Act of the present year. We end this history of events
that are past with an attempt to forecast the consequential changes
in law and administration still required to bring the public
assistance of the property-less mess of the nation into harmony
with the social philosophy implicit in Political Democracy.

With the publication of these two volumes we bring to an
end a task on which we have been engaged since 1899, the
analytic and historical description of the structure and func-
tions of English T.ocal Government.! Like our works on Trade
Unionism and the Consumers’ Co-operative Movement,* though
on a larger scale, these ten volumes are studies of the structure
and functions, in origin, growth and development, of particular
socisl institutions. Such an analytic history of social institutions
seems to us to stand, in relation to Political Science, in much
the same position as Applied Mechanice stand to Theoretical
Mechanits ; or as & treatise on Mines or Bridges stands to
Geology, Chemistry and Mechanics. Beside Economic or
Political Science, as commonly understood, there is room for a
detailed study of the form and life-history of the social inatitu-
tione in which the theoretic conceptions are actually manifested.
There seems at least aa good a claim for exact and minute
examination and deacription of the structure and functions,
during a chosen period, and in & given country, of auch a social
institution as Local Government, a8 there is for the like study

3 The Pariah and the Couniy, 1900 ; The Manor and the Borough, two volumes,
1908 ; wnd Statutory Auikorities for Special Purposes, 1923—1four volumes on
the structure between 1689 and 1835 ; TAe Story of the King's Highway, 1913 ;
Eoglish Prisons under Local Government, 1020; English Poor Law History, Part. 1.
The Old Poor Low, 1927, and Part I1. T3z Last Hendred Years, two volumes,
1820—five volumes on the fomctions during four centuries, together with a
seaaller work, T'he History of Liguor Lisensing in England, 1907. A more detailed
soopunt of eaoch of thess will be found in the advertivement pages at the snd
of this voluome.

3 Bisory of Trade Unionism, 1804 ; revised edition, continued to 1920,
1020 ; Industrial Democracy, 1897; The Slory of the Durham Miners, 1020+
The Co-operative Movement in Great Britain (by Bestrice Potter), 1801 ; The
Coneumers® Co-operative Movemend, 1922
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of a particular species of the animal world. As the one exemplifies
and correcta our Biology, so the other may illustrate and refine
our Political Science.

From the standpoint of the historian, such a history of a
social institution presents difficultics and dangers of ite own.
The social institution to be studied must, in practice, be one of
modern times, if only for the reason that we know too little of
the exact form and the actual working of the social institutiops
of the ancients to be able to put them under the microscope.
For those of modern times the difficulty is, not the paucity but
the vastness of the material. It would, indeed, be much more
convenient, and perheps more exciting, to wait until nine-tenths
of the Minutes, Accounts, Reports, Autobiographies, Memoirs,
and Newspaper Articles of the nineteenth century had been
destroyed by Time ; and then adventurously to reconstruct the
social institutions of that century from the precious fragments
sccidentally preserved. We have done our best in an almost
untilled field ; but we realise how much more could have been
investigated, and what greater accuracy of analysis may still
be attained. And when the history of the institution is pursued
down to our times new perils attend the recorder. On the one
hend he may justly claim that to have taken part in the pro-
ceedinge of the Local Authority or the Royal Commission which
he iz dissecting and describing gives him an insight into its
real inwardness that would otherwise be lacking. On the other
hand there is the inevitable prepossession, not to say bias, from
which no one writing sbout his own time can be free, We can
only say that we have done what we could to become conscious
of our biss. We have given exact references to the sources on
which we have drawn. We have tried to do full justice to the
other person’s bias, The best that we can hope for is to be abused
for our bias—we hope, not also misquoted-—alike by the partisans
of a strictly administered Poor Relief, and by those of a lax
humanitarianism, But history, to be either interesting or sig-
nificant, must be written from a point of view; and this is the
less likely to be harmful the more plainly it is avowed.
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In so considerable a task we have been indebted to many
persons for information and facilities for investigation, to all of
whom we are grateful, though few can here be mentioned. To
Mr. Neville Chamberlain, as Minister of Health, we owe special
thanks for the friendly co-operation that led him to grant us
permission to read the MBS, Minutes down to 1849 (now in
the Public Record Office} of the Poor Law Commissioners; to
ransack the valuable library of the Ministry of Health; and
to obtain information from that Depsriment. We owe to the
generous assistance of Mr. H. W. B. Francis, the Asgsistant
Secretary in charge of the Poor Law Division, and of his col-
leagues in the Department, not only endless details of the past
administration, but also the correction of innumerable mistakes
of fact that would otherwise have disfigured our pages. Other
officers of Government Departments and Local Authorities, and
many past and present Poor Law Guardians themselves, have
willingly reaponded to our inquiries and helped us by suggestions
and comments, Needless to say, none of these has sny responsi-
bility for the facts we have stated, or for the opinions we have
expressed. We have throughout insisted on forming our own
judgments, snd formulating our own criticisms ; doing our best
to avoid mistakes, but aware that in so extensive a task we
cannot hope to have escaped error. To Mr. George Horwill and
Mr. A. R. Wataon, who have made particular inguiries into
Able-bodied Pauperism as it exists to-day, we owe special thanks,
Angd there are many other friends of varied experience in different
parts of England who have helped us with information and wseful
criticism, but who are too numerous to be given anything further
than this general but sincerely felt expression of gratitude,

SIDNEY WEBB.
BEATRICE WEBB.
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CHAPTER 1
THE ROYAL COMMISSION OF 1832-1834

Wira the ending of the long war, in 18141815, the English system
of Poor Relief came at last to a crisis which, after a couple of
decades of puzzled inquiry, produced the drastic Poor Law
Amendment Act of 1834, This revolutionary legislation notf
only gave a dogmatically uniform direction to English Poor Law
policy, but also incidentally transformed the system of Local
Government which had endured for over three centuries, and
established, for the first time (if we leave out of account the
forgotten experiment of the Stuart administrative hierarchy),
the principle of centralised executive control of local administra-
tion. What were the changes in the social environment and in
contemporary thought which induced and enabled an aristo-
cratic Whig Government to carry, with insignificant opposition,
through both the House of Commons and the House of Lords, a
measure which deposed the county magistracy from its position
of authority, and inaugurated, in the control of elected local
bodies by specialised central Departments, an entirely new
relation between the National Government and the Local
Auikorities ?

The Scandalous Ezpendsture on the Poor

To the propertied class in the first quarter of the nineteenth
century the foremost scandal of the English Poor Law was its
steadily rising cost. Thaan.nualexpand:turebythelncsl
Aubhcmtaes on the relief of destitution, which had risen from two
millions sterling in 1784 to four millions in 1803, gradually
mounted in the next ten years to over gix and & half millions ;

VOL. 1 I B



2 THE ROYAL COMMISSION OF 18321834

and in 1818 it reached, exceptionally, nearly eight millions. To
a generation unaccustomed to public expenditure, such a sum
seemed stupendous. It worked out at 13s. 3d. & year for every
inhabitsut—man, woman and child—and nesrly equalled the
entire peace expenditure of the National Government (apart from
the burden of debt) in all jts civil departments, omitting the
army and navy. Moreover, the Poor Rate did not stand alone.
Besides the more ancient Church Rate, applicable to all the
purposes of the parish as decided by the Vestry, but usually
inconsiderable in amount, thers had come to be, by the beginning
of the nineteenth century, in many pearishes, frequent Highway
Rates in supplement of the old Team Service and Statute Labour
on the roads; in many of the towns, Police, Paving, Lighting,
Cleansing and Improvement Rates; and everywhere a regular
County Rate, out of which was paid the heavy expenditure in-
curred by Parish Overseers in passing vagrants up and down
England, and to Scotland and Ireland, as well 8s the mainten-
ance of the prisons and the newly established lunatic asylums.l
Thus, there were added, by 1803, to the amount spent in the actual
relief of the poor, a further million and a quarter pounds in respect
of these other imposts; and this additional burden steadily
increased until, in 1833, it reached nearly two millions. Though
the aggregate sum levied in local rates of all sorts in no year
{prior to 1835) quite reached ten million pounds, and, at ite
highest (in 1818}, scarcely exceeded threepence per week per
head of the entire population, the financial burden was univers-
ally felt to be crushing; largely because of its ineguitable and
oppressive personal and local incidence. For the rates were
exncted, not from those who were receiving the rapidly rising
rents, royalties and profits, but, in accordance with the Eliza-
bethan legislation, from “ every occupier of lands, houses, tithes
impropriate, or appropriations of tithes, coalmines and saleable

1 We have desoribed the Church Rate and ita application to sli the
expenditure of the Vestry, together with the growth snd spplication of the
County Rate, in The Parish and the Counly, 1906, pp. 13, 24, 28, 38, b8, 665,
and 292, 308, 407, ete. ; and our volume sntitied English Poor Law History :
Part 1. The Old Poor Law, 1827, pp. 15, 370-385, For the Highway Rate see
The Story of the King's Highway, 1913, pp. 19-23, 256 ; for the town Improvement
Rates mos our Staiutory Authonities for Special Purposes, 1922, pp. 235-340;
and for the manorisl and municipal imposts see The Manor and the Borough,
1908, espocially vol. i. pp. 71, 124, 183.184, 210, 284-286, 377, and vol. ii.
Pp. 626, 615, 624, 826,
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underwoods " ; including, therefore, the farmer with the inn-
keeper and the village blacksmith or ahopkeeper, the rector or
vicar in his glebe with the squire in his park, each in proportion
to the assessed annual value of his holding. Even more unequal
and oppresgive was the local incidence of the parochisl rates.
The fifteen thousand separate parishes and townships, each one
having to maintain ite own poor, varied in area from a few score
acres to thirty or forty square miles; in the number of inhabit-
anta, from a few dozen to tens of thousands of households; in
financial resources, from a barren common to the densely congre-
gated reaidences, shops, banks, warehonses and wharves of the
parishes in the City of London. This inequality in status was
aggravated by the operation of the Law of Settlement and
Removal, which enabled the new industrial areas to attract men
and their families from outlying districts in times of good trade,
when each labourer was a source of riches, and in times of bad
trade to pass them back to the parish of their settlement, which
had not enjoyed the profits of their labour, where the infant,
the sick and the aged had to be supported by the Overseers, and
the able-bodied had to be found either work or maintenance,
Hence, whilst the more prosperous manufacturing districts often
eacaped with a Poor Rate of a few shillings, rateswereriaingin
rural parishes to over twenty shillings, snd, in a few instances,
to as much ast.hu'tynhﬂhngsmthepound thus involving
not infrequently & payment to the rate-collector that exceeded
the total sum levied by the landlord and the tithe-owner
themselves.1

It must be rememberod thet the assessments wers lax and lonient, usually
far below the annual rentsl valus. Thus at Bury 8t. Edmunds in Buffolk, in
1800, we read : *' The Poor Rates have risen to sn unexampled height . . .
forthoquuhr-omnhﬂhngnmﬂwpnunduponmtofﬁwthkdsof
the rental; in short, as muckh is pasd o the poor as to the landlord ™
eto., oiHenrndbbRohmon,byThomuSadler 3rd edition, 1872, vol. i
p.“]. Themt,indeod(whmhﬂwllndhrdleﬁodonthomtnﬁerthe
latier had paid sll the ratos), was rapidly rising. The common impression that
the rates were * eating up all the rent " was cotirely unfounded. ** Retween
1790 and 1820, through a oonsiderabls part of the country, the rent of land

mimughtlhlﬁnglwmtomdlﬂhmpm sere ' (Pauperiem
and Poor Laws, by R. Paahley, 1652, p. 04 ; Report on the Agricullure of Norfolk,
by B. N. Baocon, 1844, pp. 40, 06-97). “Tatmgudmhgedthnmmmd

prmdthopmd of ioﬂ,shavuhnmofhndulmmprundthe
mindo!tlwhndomvlthchimeﬂcdidmoitbetﬂmdnﬂ
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The Inadequacy of the Relief

To the general body of wage-earners, comprising five-sixths
of the whole community, the scandal of the Poor Law seemed to
be the insufficiency of the relief afforded to those brought down
to destitution, even in relation to the insecure and meagre liveli-
hood that in  good times *’ they enjoyed. For the economic and
social condition of the labourers in the rural districts of England,
notably those south of a line drawn from the Severn to the Wash,
was, in the first three decades of the nineteenth century, in the
midst of greatly increasing national wealth, probably at its very
lowest level since the Elizabethan Poor Law has been established.
Decade by decade, from 1761 down to 1813, the cost of living
had been, apart from a few exceptional years, almost continu-
ously rising ; whilst money wages had failed altogether to keep
pace with soaring prices,! and were, indeed, often unchanged,

rise in prices, antil over & groat part of Great Britain they were probably
doubled " (English Farming Past and Present, by R. E. Prothero, afterwards
Lord Erule, 1912, p. 210). And the increase in rent continued. Between the
two Poor Law inquiries of 1817 and 1834, * the wealth of the nation had
inoressed . . . much fester then the poordaz. Though pure agriowltural
rents had fallen in some districta, yet they were generally higher. The ronts
of lands taken up by hooses and gardens had risen greatly, except in little
country towna ™ {4 Guide io Modern English History, by W. Cory, part. ii.,
1882, p. 439). It wus thus misleading to asy that ‘* renta were in fact swallowed
npg?; raten * {The Beter Administration of the Foor Law, by Bir W. Chance,
1895, p. 1).

In this conmection, oo much hss been made of the unique osee of
Cholesbury (Buckinghamsahire), four miles from Cheaham, where it is said that
the whole of the farms were abandoned, and the land left derelict, in conse-
quence of the demands of the labourers for Poor Relief. This tiny parish of
178 acres, with a populstion in 1801 of 122 of all ages {(and in 1911 of 107),
with the msneion of the squire, the rectory of the inoumbent, the village inn,
» couple of farm-houss, snd & score of cottages, had & total rateable value
in 1803 of £121 only ($462 in 1011). Rven if the whole of the score of
lahourers’ {amilien revolied against the wages paid by the farmers, and
clamoured for Poor Relief, it ia diffioult to take serioualy ths suggeation that
it wae this that caused the conple of farmers to relinquish their tensncics.
Wa are not told either what tithe they had ta pay, or what rents they were
resisting. The parish is on heavy clay, and the crops of wheat and barley
were fetching unusually low prioea.

* * In the ixty years from 1700 to 1760 it is computed that 237,845 acres
m?agﬂy'm:r;ﬂwogwmmummmm
sopars losure y ' 4,039,023 scves ' (TAe Disappearance of
the Small Londowner, by Arthur Johnson, p. 90 ; William Cobbetl,
Q. D. H. Cole, 1924, p. 5). F e of "

Inbourer for the loasee under suciosure. But real wages, instead of rising, had
tallen, and fallen far. The writer of the Bedfordshire Report (p. 67), comparing
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even when not, since 1795, actually cut fo pieces by the grotesque
resnlta of the Allowance System. Moreover, the rural labourer
had lost, by the rapidly increasing enclosurs of commons and
the absorption of amall holdings into large farms, not only various
subsidiary sources of income—in garden ground ; in the keeping
of pigs or poultry; in grazing cows, goats or other animals;
and in the collection of wood for fuel—but also much of the
former opportunity for exceptional families, by thrift and extra
labour, to rise out of the position of wage-earners.! The Law of
Settlement and Removal hampered his migration to parishes
where his Iabour might be in greater demand, whilst the auto-
cratic power of the County Justices, together with the severe
enactments against combinations and “ seditious” meetings,
stood in the way of any attempt at Collective Bargaining.
Without opportunity for securing a foothold on any ladder of
sdvancement ; without moargin for eflective saving; virtually
bound hand and foot to the few locai farmers, who in many
perishes suspended his wages whenever frost or rain, or the
winter pause in agricultural operations, enabled them for a few
days or weeks to dispense with his services, and summarily
ejected him from the hovel that was his home as soon as he

the period of 1730-1750 with that of 18021806 in reapoot of pricea of wheat
and lsbour, pointa out that to enable him to porchase equal guantities of
bread in the second period and in the first, the pay of the day lsbourer in the
wecond period shonld have heen 2s. & dwy, whereas it was 1s. 8d, Nathanis)
Kent, writing in 1786 (Noles on the Agriculture df Norfolk, p. 165), sayn that in
the last forty or fifty years the price of provisions had gons up by 60 per cent,
and wages by 26 per cent, ‘ but thia is not all, for the sources of the market
which used 6o feed him are in a great measure cut off since the system of large
farme has boen 30 much encoursged’. Professor Levy (Large and Small
Holdings, p. 11) estimatea that wages ross between 1760 and 1813 by 60 per
cent, and the price of wheat by 130 per cont, Thus the labourer, who now
lived on wages alone, sarned wages of s lower purchasing power than the
wagea which be hed formerly supplemented by his own produce "' (The Village
Labourer 1760-1832, by J. L. and B. Hammond, 1812, p. 111).

The lateet and most exect eatimate of the changes in the level of prices
makea the coat of living in 1813 more than double that in 1780 ; but the fall
that then set in hrought the average coat in 1821-1831 down to 25 per oent,
above that in 1780 (** British Prices and Business Cycles, 1770-1851 ", by
N. J. Silberling, in Review of Rconomic Statistics, Harvard, 1023, reproduced
in An Economic History of Modern Britain, by J. H. Clapham, 1926).

' Aguiugt theee losses of the rural iabourer may be met, Professor Clapham
reminds us, one smal} and pot universal gein, namely, the permission to
cultivate a potato strip at & snbetantial and, sometimes, at » high rent (4s
Koonomic Hislory of Modern Britain, by J. H. Clspham, 1926, p. 121; The
Village Labourer, 1760-1832, by J. L. and B. Hammond, 1912, p. 180; Repart
of Poor Law Inquiry Comrission, 1834, p. 181).
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showed any sign of independence, it was inevitable, even apart
from the Allowance System, that the rural labourer should, for
the most part, be driven to Poor Relief whenever sickness or the
infirmity of old age, or the mere failure of employment for a week
or $wo, deprived him of his exiguous and always precarious wage.*
And, if we turn from the agricultural labourers in the South of
England to the hosiery workers, the handiocom weavers and other
operatives in course of supersession by new machinery, or thrown
out of employment by the recurring slumps of trade dependent
on production for & world market, we see them in a condition ¢
constant indigence, misery and helplessness, all the more striking
from its contrast with the affluence characteristic of the growing
class of capitalist employers, The “ National Dividend ” was,
indeed, rizing by leaps and bounds. In these very decades the
number of persons productively employed wase steadily increas-
ing; the new machine-industry, especially in textile manufac-
tures and every kind of engineering, was enormously augment-
ing the output of commodities; the mines of coal, ironstone,
copper, lead and tin were annually producing a larger supply of
the materials which industry was fashioning for the most varied
service ; the system of internal transport was reaching, by
canals and turnpike roads, an efficiency in speed and regulazity
never before dreamed of; agricultural improvements were
yielding an ever-growing food supply ; an extremely profitable
exchange of commodities between England and the countries
of North and South America, India and the ¥ar East, the Baltic
and the Mediterranean was continually enlarging the market
of the British manufacturer; whilst the ra.pldly exbendmg
commerce of the whole world was being carried, in the main,
by British ships, was being organised principally by the merchants
of London and Liverpool, Bristol and Glasgow, and was being
financed and insured almost exolusively by British bankers and
British underwriters. All this meant, in the first quarter of the
nineteenth century, in spite of the losses of the Napoleonic War,
an aggregate production of wealth to the nation as a whole
which, aithough comparative statistios are lacking, must have
far surpassed, per head of population, anything that the world

! This is vividly described, with the citation of sonvineing coni temporary
mmmmmmodKM.byJ L. and B. Hammond, 1912 ;
of Cobbett (see The William

Cobbeit, by G. D. H. Cole, 1024). ( e ot
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had ever before witnessed. What was clear was that it was
resulting, to thousands of persons in all parte of the Kingdom,
in profits beyond the dreams of avarice. When we remember
that the statisticians estimate the nation's annual income in
the third decade of the century at somewhere about three or
four hundred millions sterling, and that there were, at the time,
no public services other than those of the Poor Law available for
the five-sixths of the community who were wage-earners, the
payment of seven or eight millions annually—being no more
than two per cent of the total—will seem but a modest premium
against a social revolution.

A New School of Thought

The revolutionary changes in Poor Law policy, and in the
structure of Local Government, brought about by the Poor Law
Amendment Act of 1834, were, however, not the outcome of
mere fear, anger and greed on the part of the propertied classes.
This deliberately planned and persistently executed social
reform was rooted in theories firmly held by a new school of
thought then dominant among the ablest and most enlightened
members of the ruling class. The leading tenets of this school of
thought, so far as they concerned the treatment of the poor, may
be easily summarised.

1. That the public relief of destitution out of funds raised
by taxation—as distinguished from the alms of the charitable—
devitalised the recipients, degraded their character and induced
in them general bad behaviour.

2. That the operation of the Malthusian Law of Population,
sccentuated by the Theory of a Wage Fund, rendered all such
relief not only futile in diminishing the miseries of the poor, but
actually harmful in the creation of & wider pool of destitution.

3. That it was imperative for the National Government to
direct and control the action of the Local Authorities, so as to
impose on them a policy calculated to bring about the * greatest
good of the greatest number »*,

Pauperism a Disease of Society
Let us first consider the change of view with regard to the
provision from public funds for the destitute poor. Towards
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the end of the eighteenth century we note the emergence of what
was essentially a new doctrine about poverty. To the Tudor
statesmen who built up the Poor Law, persons who came into &
state of destitution were, if not a source of danger to the com-
munity, &t least & common nuisance. If they were able-bodied
they escaped from their parishes, infesting the countryside as
vagrants and mendicants, the willing recruits of rebellions
factions. If they were sick, crippled, feeble-minded, infirm -or
aged, they angmented the hordes of importunate beggars,

frauding the pious and spreading disease among the inhabitants,
whilst their dependent children died of neglect or were reared
in idleness or crime. The * Old Poor Law ”, as conceived by
the Tudor and Stuart statesmen, with which we have dealt in
our preceding volume,! may fairly be described as providing for
the Relief of Destitution within a Framework of Repression.

As the eighteenth century wore on, the position changed.
The increasing stability of the Government, the growing demand
of the new industries for a free and mobile labour force, and
finally, in the couple of decadea of consinuous war in which the
century closed, a gense of the need for endless streams of recruits
for the army and navy, caused the poverty of the poor, and even
the prevalence of deatitution, no longer to be regarded as danger-
ous to the State, or even objectionable a2 & common nuisance,
but actually as & condition, if not a direct cause, of the vast
incregse in national wealth that was beginning to be apparent.
From the last quarter of the eighteenth century onward this
new outlook increasingly colours the current pamphletz and
treatises about the Poor Law. Thus the Rev. Joseph Towns-
end (1739-1816), rector of Pewsey in Wiltshire, and sometime
chaplain to the Countees of Huntington and the Duchess of
Atholl—a close friend after 1781 of Jeremy Bentham—in his
famous Dissertation on the Poor Laws, of 1785, declares that
it seems to be a law of nature that the poor should be to a
certain degree improvident, that there may always be some to
fulfil the moast servile, the most sordid, and the most ignoble
offices in the community. The stock of human happiness ia
thereby much increased, whilst the more delicate are not only
relieved from drudgery, and freed from those occasional employ-
ments which would make them miserable, but are left at liberty,

! Ewglisk Poor Law Hisory : Part I, The Oid Poor Law, 1927,
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without interruption, to puréue those callings which are suited
to their various dispositions, and most useful to the State. As
for the lowest of the poor, by custom they are reconciled to the
meanest occupations, to the most laborious works, and to the
most hazardous pursuits; whilst the hope of their reward
makes them cheerful in the midst of all their dangers and their
toils, The fleets and armies of a state would soon be in want of
soldiers and of sailors, if sobriety and diligence universally
prevailed ; for what is it but distress snd poverty which can
prevail upon the lower classes of the people to encounter all the
horrors which await them on the tempestuous ocean, or in the
field of battle ¥ Men who are easy in their circumstances are not
among the foremost to engage in a seafaring or military life.
There must be a degree of pressure, and that which is attended
with the least violence will be the best. When hunger is either
felt or feared, the desire of obtaining bread will quietly dispose
the mind to undergo the greatest hardships, and will sweeten
the severest labours. The peasant with a sickle in his hand is
happier than the prince upon his throne,” ! Another expression
of the same state of mind appears in 4 Treatise on Indigence,
by Dr. Patrick Colquhoun, 1806 : * Without a large proportion
of poverty ”, we are told by this experienced inventor of the
modern system of preventive police, * there could be no riches,
since riches are the ofispring of labour, while Jabour can exist only
from a state of poverty. Poverty is that state and condition in
society where the individual has no surplus labour in store ; or,
in other words, no property or means of subsistence but what is

' A Disgertation on the Foor Laws, by s Well-wisher to Mankind [The
Roverend Joseph Townsend], 1785, pp. 34-36. This able and eloguent

pamphlet, {from which we shall repeatedly quote, had & great vogue, and was
isaued in suceesaive editions in 1786 and as Observations on the Peor Laws in
1788, It was reprinted in 1817, and had the distinction of being the only
publication quoted in the compmhonlive snd powerful Report of the House
of Commons Committes on the Poor Law in that year. In the seoond edition
of the Essay on the Principle of Population, 1803, p. v., Malthua mentions
Townsend a8 one of those from whom he had derived his ideas. Bentham
made Townesnd's scquaintance in 1781 (sce Bentham to CGeorge Wilson,
August 25, 1781, Works, vol. x. p. 02); snd the two bacams intimate friends,
discnssing the writings that enoh had in progress, including, in particular,
such eubjects as the means of subsistence, population and the burden of the
Poor Rate, Townsend (1730-1816) also published 4 Journey through Spain in
1791, which was reproduced in 1792, 1795 and 1814. Altogether, between
1766 and 18185, he issued ten separate works, in more than a acore of editions,

tl::sllgol.it.iu. travel, health and theology {see Gentleman’s Magasine, 1815 and
).
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derived from the constant exercise of industry in the various
occupations of life. Poverty is therefore a most necessary and
indispensable ingredient in society, without which nations and
communities could not exist in a state of civilisation. It is the
lot of man. It is the source of wealth, since without poverty
there could be no labour; there could be no riches, no refinement,
no comfort, and no benefit to those who may be possessed of
wealth, inasmuch as without a large proportion of poverty surplus
labour could never be rendered productive in producing eithar
the convemences or luxuries of life.’’ ! TFinally, we have the
testimony of C. P. Villiers, afterwards so distinguished s legislator
and Minister of the Crown, that it was exactly this optimistic
view of the poverty of the poor that led to the adoption of the
Allowance System in the last decade of the eighteenth century.
“1 was informed **, he reports of his inquiries as an Assistant
Poor Law Commissioner in 1832-1834, “ that the consequences
of the [Allowance] Bystem were not wholly unforeseen at the time
[of its adoption in 1795] ss afiording a probable inducement to
early marriages and large families ; but at that time there was
but little apprehension on that ground. A prevalent opinion,
supported by high authority, that population was in itself &
source of wealth, precluded all alarm. The demands for the
public services were thought to ensure a sufficient draft for any
surplus people.” 2

There was, however, one essential condition for the successful
working of the divinely designed ‘ natural order of society ",
whereby the many who were poor were compelled, by the whip
of starvation, to work continuously for the few who were rich.
The Act of God must not be interfered with by an Act of Parlia-
ment, “ There is no country in the world ”, contemptuously
remarked that typical American citizen, Benjamin Franklin,
when visiting London in 1766,  in which the poor are more idle,
dissolute, drunken and insolent. The day you passed that Act
{of 43 Elizabeth] you took away from before their eyes the

! A Treatise on Indigence, by Patrick Colquboun, 1808, pp. 7-9.

" I’t':verry ", wrote M. T. Sadler in 1828, * is the great weight which keeps
the socisl muachine going : remove that, and the gilded hands wonld not long
be soen to move aloft, por the melodious chimen be heard again ™ (Jreloand, it
Emza m R;mednf; b)i M. T. Sadler, 1828).

'vor Law Inquiry Commisaio 1834, A dix A, Villiers'
Report, p, Ma. quiry Ders, Ppen
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greatest of all inducements to industry, frugality and sobriety,
by giving them & dependence on somewhat else than s careful
accumulation during youth and health for support in age and
sickness. . . . I think the best way of doing good to the poor
ie not making them easy in poverty, but leading or driving them
out of poverty. In my youth I travelled much, and I observed
in different countries that the more public provisions were made
for the poor the lesa they provided for themselves, and of course
became poorer. . . . There is no country in the world where so
many provisions are established for them, so many hospitals to
receive them when they are sick ot lame, founded and maintained
by voluntary charities; so many almshouses for the aged of
both sexes, together with a solemn general law made by the
rich to subject their estates to & heavy tax for the support of the
poor. In short, you offered a premium for the encouragement of
idleness ; and you should not now wonder that it has had its
effect in the incresse of poverty. Repeal that law, and you
will soon see a change in their manners. St. Monday and St.
Tueaday will soon ceage to be holidays . . . industry will
increase, and with it plenty.” ! Twenty years later we find the
Rev. Joseph Townsend, in the pamphlet from which we have
already quoted, feeling his way towards the progressive limitation
of public provision for the poor. * The wisest legislator will
never be able to devise & more equitable, a more effectual, or in
any respect a more guitable punishment, than hunger ia for a
disobedient servant. Hunger will tame the fiercest animals ; it
will teach decency and civility, obedience and subjection, to the
most brutish, the most obstinate, and the most perverse. . . .
Unless the degree of pressure be increased, the labouring poor
will never acquire habite of diligent application, and of severe
frugality. To increase thiz pressure, the poor’s tax must be

! Franklin's article “ On ihe Price of Com and Management of the Poox ",
from which the sabove passsge is taken, appeared in The London Chronicle in
1766, whenoe it was copied in Ephemerides du Citoyen (Paris), and reprinted
in Repository of Belect Papers for Agriculiure, Arls and Mansfacturers, vol, i.
P 882. It is included in vol. li. p. 355, of Franklin's Works, edited by Jared
Bparks, 1538, ItwﬂlhnoﬁoegManklininl?ﬂl.likeDeFoemd
Mandevills half a cantury eatlier, was impreased with the evil alike of volantary
oharity and of com Poor Relisf. The naw feature in the argument of
Towneend and mers, as in that which dominated opinion down to the
end of the fiftesnth century, was the positive commendation of voluntary
provision for the destitate.
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gradually reduced in certain proportions annuaslly, the sum to be
raised in each parish being fixed and certain, not boundless, and
obliged to answer unlimited demands. This enormous tax might
easily in the space of nine years be reduced nine-tenths; and
the remainder being reserved as a permanent supply, the poor
might safely be left to the free bounty of the rich, without the
interposition of any other law. But if the whole system of com-
pulsive charity were abolished, it would be still better for the
State.”1 |

But Townsend’s pamphlet was read under the dark shadow
of the French terror, when the Justices of the Peace were anxious,
8o we are told, * to present the Poor Laws to the lower classes
a8 an institution for their advantage, peculiar to this country ;
and to encourage an opinion among them, so that by this means
their cwn share in the property of ths kingdom was recognised ».3
Moreover, the rise of the Poor Rates had not yet become a
public scandal, whilst the demand for “ hands” in the new
industries, and for more men in the army and navy, seemed
insatiable. It was not until the general demobilisation on the
Peace of 1815, and the extensive unemployment involved in the
ensuing slump in trade, that we find any considerable expression
of opinion in favour of the abolition of all compulsory provision
for the poor in order to allow the fullest possible scope for
voluntary charity. The chief propagandist in this movement
waa the Rev. Thomas Chalmers, the famous Scottish Presby-
terian minister, who regarded himself as a political economist,
and was much honoured by the Court and the aristocracy. From
his voluminous writings we quote the following:  Now, it
ehould be recollected, that it has all along been our mair object
to show, that the poor-laws of England are the result of a very
bungling sttempt on the part of the Legislature, to do that
which would have been better done had Nature been left to her
own free processes, and man to the unconstrained influence of
such principles as Nature and Christianity have bestowed upon
him. We affirm, that the great and urgent law of self-preservation
ought not to have been o tampered with ; that the instincts of

‘}Diuerhﬁoanﬂc?mhm,byaww-wi-hutolhnkind,l?s&
He in support of this opini both Montesquien and Henry ing,
m;q:,sporll.‘u{thel'mhw uiry Commiasion, 1834, Appendix A, Villiors'

P14,
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relationship onght not to have been so impeded in their opera-
tion; that the sympathies, and the attentions of neighbourhood,
ought not to have been so superseded ; that the powerful work-
ings of generous and compassionate feeling ought not to have
been so damped and discouraged, as they have in fact been by
this artificial and uncalled-for process of interference.”1 But
Dr. Chalmers did not stand alone. Many of the moat experienced
of English administrators of the Poor Law were of the same
opinion. Thus Thomas Walker, who was a prominent Poor
Law reformer, stigmatised paupensm as & disease of society
which must be rooted out in order to save the nation from
bankraptey : “ Pauperism, in the legal sense of the word, is a
state of dependence upon parochial provision. That provision,
so far as it is necessary to supply the demand for labour, is a tax
upon wages ; beyond that amount, it is a tax upon property, and
operates a8 a bounty to improvidence. Where labourers, with
an ordinary degree of prudence, cannot maintain themselves
and their families without parochial relief, such relief is part of
their own wages, kept back to be doled out to them as emergency
requires. . . . With respect to that celebrated statute 43rd
Elizabeth, the leading one on the subject, it would have been
difficult, @ priors, to have shown its defects, or even to have
withheld that approbation which till latterly has been universally
bestowed upon it. But the principle is assuredly erroneous :
it is the admission of & Morar PESTILENCE, to which it is in
vain to say—" thus far only shalt thou go’. It never has been—
it cannot be—confined to infancy, age, or infirmity ; to morbid
subjects, or to obscure quarters—it attacks and paralyses the
young and the vigorous—it seizes whole families—it becomes
hereditary—it pervades the city and the fields—it is found in the
most flourishing, as well as in the poorest districts, and, as long
a8 it is permitted to infest the land, it will have ite periods of
devastating violence, . . . The extent to which deceit and self-
debasement enter into the composition of pauperism is quite

Edinburgh Review, Fobruary 1818, attivle entitled * Causes and Cure of
Pauperism * ; reprinted in Dr. Chalmers and the Poor Laws, 181], under the
title of ‘* Comparison of Scottieh and English Panperiem **, In Memoirs of the
Life and Writings of Thomas Chalmers, by Rov. W. Hanoa, 1850, vol. ii. pp. 143-
147, is an extract from Chalmers' diary, in which he describes the writing of
this artiols, which led to the pamphlet, Additional Remarks on an Article in
the Edinburph Review on the Couse and Cure of Pauperism, 1818,
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inconceivable, except to those who have, as it were, anatomized
the subject. The whole life of a panper is a lie—his whole study
imposition ; he lives by appearing not to be able to live; he
will throw himself out of work, sggravate disease, get into debt,
live in wretchedness, persevere in the most irksome applications,
may bring upon himsel the incumbrance of & family, for no other
purpose than to get his share from the parish. It is his constant
sim to make every thing he has of as little value as possible ;
and he is consequently often obliged to throw away advantagés,
and to use those he keeps so as to be of little comfort to him.
He necessarily becomes what he feigns to be, and drags after him,
without remorse, his family and all within his infiuence, Such iz
the operation of the Poor Laws that deceit and self-debasement,
in various degrees, may be taken to be of the very essence of
pauperism. Pique and spite are frequent causes of it, and are
generally the worst cases to deal with ; but deceit and debasement:
are the means necessarily used to succeed.” 1

The Effect on Public Opinion

We have given these extracts from contemporary authors,
not only in order to illustrate the new appreciation of pauperism
a8 an artificially induced disease of society, but also to exemplify
the mental climate experienced by the Poor Law reformers of
the decades immediately preceding the Poor Law Commission of
1832-1834. The decisive element was undoubtedly a recognition
of the bad behaviour induced alike among employers and em-
ployed by the various devices for maintaining the able-bodied,
wholly or partially, out of the Poor Rate. When, under the

1 Observaiions on the Nature, Extent, ond Effecis of Pouperism ; and on the
Means of Reducing it, by Thomss Walker, M.A., 1825, pp. 6, 7, 13, 18 and 19.
Walker, subsequently the suther of The Oniginal, » onricns poblication in
weekly numbers in 1835 (of which & fourth edition was published in 1838,
snd a fitth, with » memoir by B. Jerrold, in 1874}, bad sttempted to reform
WWHVM&@&W{W}N 1817-22. He was, in

, appointed one i iary magistratos for the is, where
L62%, appolated cae o sh sipomdiny magiinin o the Moteopcs, vies

conflicts between panpers and Overseers, was succeasful ; snd markedly
in contrant with that of his collsague, William at the Worship Bireet
Police Oourt. Walker gave valuable information to the Poor Law Inquiry
Commimion in 1833; and be was one of the consulisd by Nassse
Sanior in the preparation of the Poor Law t Bill of 1834.

To simjlar effect wee 4 Letier to the Bt. Hom. Charies B. Bathurst, M.P.,
spon the Subject of the Poor Laws, by Richard Blakemaore, 1818, pp. 7-8.
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Allowance System, the farmers and manufacturers bacame aware
that they could reduce wages indefinitely, and the manual
workers felt secure of subsistence without the need for exerting
themselves to retain any particular employment, the standard
of skill and conduct of all concerned rapidly declined. To single
out the dull-witted employer and the lazy workman for special
grants out of public funds, to the detriment of the keen organiser
and the zealous worker, was obviously bad psychology as well as
bad economics. When adding to the number of children auto-
matically increased the family income, young persons hastened
to get married, aa it was, indeed, intended they should do by
the Justices of the Peace who adopted the Speenhamland Scale.
Even worse in ita moral effect was the “ parish pay ” given for
illegitimate children, combined with the hideous blackmail of
reputed fathers which inevitably arose from the bastardy pro-
visions of the old Poor Law. Further, it must be noted that the
whole of this primitive ““ endowment of motherhood ” was con-
fined to the most immora) or the least effective of the working
women, all workers by hand or by brain who earned their sub-
sistence being automatically excluded from any zllowance for the
children they reared. As we have described in our previous
volume, the Elizabethan Poor Law had become, by the beginning
of the pineteenth century, a systematic provision, not so much
for the unfortunate as for the less competent and the less pro-
vident, whom the humanity or carelessness of the Justices and
the Overseers had combined specially to endow out of public
funds,

The Sphere for Almsgiving

But there were other factors in the current objection 1o the
statutory relief of destitution. No student who to-day turns
over the multitude of books and pamphlets between 1785 and
1825, when the objection to any statutory relief of destitution
became the dominant feature, can fail to notice what a large
proportion of them were written by ministers of religion, or by
pious laymen. They were, in fact, an emanation of the powerful
evangelical school, then at the height of its influence. They
exhibit a remarkable agreement in the view that Christian alms-
giving, accompanied by religious education, inculcating sub-
mission to God’s Will, and respect for their social superiors, was
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the proper alternative to the Poor Law ; and, indeed, the only
*“ natural ** form of social provision for those without the means
of subsistence.! This view led to an idealisation of individual
charity. The rector of Pewsey, whom we have already quoted,
forcibly observes that * nothing in nature can be mors disgusting
than a parish pay-table, attendant wpon which, in the same
objects of misery, are too often found combined anuff, gin, rpgs,
vermin, insolence and abusive language ; nor in nature can poy
thing be more beautiful than the mild complacency of beneyo-
lence, hastening to the humble cottage to relieve the wanta of
industry and virtue, to feed the hungry, to clothe the naked, and
to sooth the sorrows of the widow with her tender orphans;
nothing can be more pleasing, unless it be their sparkling eyes,
their bursting tears, and their uplifted hands, the artless expres-
sions of nnfeigned gratitude for unexpected favours. Such scenes
will frequently occur whenever men shall have power to dispose
of their own property. When the poor are obliged to cultivate
the friendship of the rich, the rich will never want inclination to

! There wers, of course, sxperienced Poor Law sdministrators among the
clergy who dissonted from this ourrent idsalisation of almegiving. Among
these the most notabls wes the Rev. J. Howlett, Vicar of Dunmow and an
aotive Justioe of the Peace, notable for his support of & legal minimum wage.
In sn Ezomination of Mr. Pit’s Speeck in the House of Commons on Friday,
February 1918, 1796, Relative to the Condition of the Poor (p. 8), he writes, in
1796: ' It has slways appeared to me & powerful srgument, that our poor-
laws are rather a reatraint upon idlences than an incitement to it ; that, when
the distresssd have nothing to trost to bot voluntary donation, they naturally
bave recourse to every means of exciting compassion: the humane and
benevolent are easily moved by the appearance of misery ; they easily linten
to the tale of wos, and are soon imposed upon by oounterfeited wretohodness.
One succesafnl imapostor produsces many, and bypocritics] beggare are multipliod :
but, under our poor-lsws, such impositions and such deceptions are difiicult,”
Howlstt was the author, in 1788, of tno of the sblest pamphlets on the Old
Poor Law, The Insufficiency of the Conaes to which the incraase of our poor, and
of the poor’s rales Bave Deen ascribed . . . and a alight general view of Mr. A's
plan for rendering the poor independend.

Another clerioal writer who did not take Townsend's view was the Reverend
David Daviss, whose pamphlet enitled The Cavee of the Labourers in Husbandry
Stated and Considered, with an Appendiz shewing Earnings ond Exzpenses of
Labourers’ Families, 1705, is a powerful plea for systematioc publio provision.
*I read through ”, writes Lord Colobeater, ** an axcellent book by David
Daviea, Roctor of Barkbham, Berks, upon the cass of the Iabourers in husbandry
and thelr insdsquate pay. It contains the proposition upon which Whitbread’s
Bill was brought into the House of Commons before the holidaye, for ensbling
the Justices not only to set & mazimum of wages but also & minimum—their
earnings st present not being equal to their neccessry expenses ** {Diary and
Correapondence of Charles Abbol, . Lovd Colchester, edited by Chsrles, Lord
Colobeatez, 1881, vol. i. p. 21),
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relieve the distress of the poor.” 1 * Great is the mischief that
has arisen from the system of compulsory charity *, we are in-
formed in 1819 by an active member of the House of Lords;
* it deetroys the connecting feelings between the several ranks
of society, and their mutual dependence on each other; it has
ruined the morals of the people, rendered them odions and in-
solent, and independent of character ; it encourages the worthless
and audacious, whilst the poor of real merit often lose the benefit
of that charitable assistance, which in this country they would
certainly experience, if pity was not suppressed by the feeling of
that senseless and extravagant expense incurred by the present
system. Whilst, on the contrary, the principle of voluntary con-
tributions (as is well observed by the General Assembly of the
Church of Scotland), ‘ cherishes habits of humanity and benevo-
lence in one class, while it imparts relief to another ; and while
it is the discharge of a Christian duty, it confers the most valu-
able good upon society, by binding its different ranks together
through reciprocal ieelings of kindness and goodwill. It adorns
the Church, and sdds strength, and virtue, and happiness to the
State” ”* “ The proper remedy, or the remedy of Nature, for
the wretchedness of the few, is the kindness of the many ” was
the ofi-repeated maxim of Dr, Chalmers ; with its odd transposi-
tion of those well-worn categories of ** the few "’ and “* the many ”
It is right that justice should be enforced by law,” he writes
in the preface to bis work on the Christian and Economic Policy
of a Nation, * but rompassion ought to have been left free ; and
the mischief that nas practically enaned from the violation of
this obvious propriety, strikingly evinces the harmony of the
abstract with the concrete in the constitution of our actual
world—insomuch that derangement and disorder will inevitably
follow, whenever the natural laws of that microcosm which each
man carries in his own heart, are thwarted by the dissonancy of
those civil or political lawa by which it is often so vainly attempted
to improve on the designs of the Great Architect, when the

' A Disseriation on the Poor Laws, by a Well.wizher to Mankind [Rev.
Jossph Townsend), 1785, pp. 98-89,

¥ Remarks om the Bill of the Last Parliament for the Amendment of the Poor
Lawe ; with Observations on their Impolicy, Abuses, and Ruinous Consequences ;
some Suggestions for their Amelioration and for the betier Manage-
Poar.il;yJ Holroyd, Farl of Sheffeld, 1819, pp. 2-3; sce also

VOI.I C
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inventions of man are suffered to supersede the great principles
of truth and nature in the mechanism of human society.”?
“ For our own part ", he declared in 1818, * we will confeas we
have long thought that in the zeal of regulation against the
nuisance of public begging, some of the clearest principles, both
of Nature and of Christianity, have been violated. As disciples
of the New Testament, we cannot but think that, if told by our
Saviour to give to him that asketh, there.must be something
radically wrong in an attempt, on our part, to extinguish that
very condition on which He hath made the duty of giving to
depend. It appears to us, that to commit an act of direct and
formal disobedience against the precept itself, is not more re-
bellious than to point an act of prohibition against the offering,
or the existing of those circumstances under which the per-
formance of the precept is required of us. At all events, we see
no alternative between an entire and authoritative suppression
of mendicity, and an obligation, on the part of the authors of
this suppression, to ascertain the circumstances of those whom
they have thus interdicted, and to make provision for all the
actual want that is made known to them in the course of their
investigations. Those who are destitute, must be relieved some-
how—and must have some way of making their wants known :
and therefore we see no alternative between the allowance of
mendicity under some modification or other, and the establish-
ment of the very system which is now bearing so oppreszively
down upon the country. And we do confess, that, rather than
have such a system, we would sit down under mendicity in its
very worst form; we would let it roam unrestricted and at
large, as it does in France; we would suffer it to rise, withont
any control, to the height of unlicensed vagrancy ; and are most
thoroughly persuaded, that, even under such an economy, the
whole poverty of the land would be disposed of at less expense
to the higher orders, and with vastly less both of suffering and
depravity to the lower orders of society.” ?

! Preface in vol. xiv. of the collscted Works of Thomas Chalmers, 1830
1842, p. 8.

¥ Y Cause and Cure of Psuperism », in Edinburgh Reviere, February 1818,
pp. 285.286.
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The “ Natural  and the ““Ariificial

There is another strain of dootrine that can be detected
among those who wished to abolish the Poor Law, and to rely
exclugively on charitabie alma for the relief of destitution—the
faith in a “ natural ”’ order of society. The quaint feature in
this idealisation of lavszez-fasre was that the divinely designed
natural order of society was always assumed to include the whaole
body of man-made law on which rested the individual sppropria-
tion of the land, the tribute of interest on debt and every other
form of private property~—not omitting, as we must assume at
the period in question, the slaves on their ownem’ colonial
eatatea—together with the Courta of Justice and police by which
this “ property ” waa defended ; and yet was, without argument,
assumed plainly and unquestionably to exclude one particular
Act of Parliament, namely, the Elizabethan Poor Law which
ordained the responsibility of the property-owning class for the
relief of destitution! This lack of logic was perceived and
justified by the dialectician of the movement, Dr. Chalmers. In
his attempt to prove that, whilst the statutory relief of destitu-
tion was artificial, the laws relating to property (including all the
long array of statutes down to the date of his ingenious explana-
tion) were * patural V', he writes : * The truth is that we have
not been conducted to the present state of our rights, and our
arrangements respecting property, by any artificial process of
legislation at all. The state of property in which we find our-
selves actually landed, is the result of s natural process, under
which all that a man earns by his industry is acknowledged to
be his own; or, when the original mode of acquisition is lost
gight of, all that a man has retained by long and undisturbed
posseagion, is felt and acknowledged to be his own also. Legisla-
tion ought to do no more than barely recognise these principles,
and defend its subjects against the violation of them. And when
she attempts more than this—when she offers to tamper with
the great arrangements of Nature, by placing the rights and the
securities of property on a footing different from that of Nature
—when, as in the case of the English Poor Laws, she does so
under the pretence, and doubtless, too, with the honest design,
of establishing between the rich and the poer a nearer equality
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of enjoyment ;—we lmow not in what way violated Nature could
have inflicted on the enterprise a more aignal and instructive
chastisement, than when the whole territory of this plausible but
presumptuous experiment is made to droop and to wither under
it, as if struck by a judgment from Heaven, till at length that
earth, out of which the rich draw all their wealth, and the poor
all their subsistence, refuses to nourich the children who have
abandoned her, and both parties are involved in the wreck of
one common and overwhelming visitation.” 1

This assumption of there being a natural order of society,
which includes the private ownership of land and the system of
profit-making capitalist enterprise, but excludes all collective
provision for the citizens at large, whether statutory relief of
‘destitution or Factory Acts, Public Heslth administration or
rate-supported schooling, and to which the very idea of a logal
minimum of wages is anathema, lay at the root of the popular
Individualism of the nineteenth century, and continued to be
maintained by otherwise eduoated persons down to the very end
of the ceatury. * To-day it is difficult to understand from
whence came this curious fallacy ”, writes one who was brought
up in this faith ; * probably it arose, like so many other fallacies,
from a muddle-headed use of words. For when we talk about
things being natural, on the one hand, and artificial on the other ;
when we say, for instance, that a waterfall or & lake is natural
or that it is artificial, we attach to these two adjectives definite
meanings : in the one case the lake or the waterfall happens
without the intervention of man; in the other case it is due to
human artifice. But there is no such thing as social structure
apart from human beings, or independent of their activity. Thus,
strictly speaking, every development of social structure and
function, from the family to a police force, from the institution
of personal property to the provision of public parks and libraries,
from the primitive taboo to the most complicated Act of Parlia-
ment, is alike ® artificial ’, that is to eay, the product of human
intervention, the outcome of human activities. The plain truth
is that to apply the antitheeis of ‘ natural’ and °artificial’ to
social action is sheer nonsense. Anything that exists or happens
to buman nature in society, whether war or peace, the custom of

1 % Cavse and Cure of Pan ¥, in Edi iew, Fel 181
Pp. 285.886, petism nburgh Review, February 1818,
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marriage or the growth of empire,‘the prevention of diseass or
the wholesale alaughter of battle, and civilisation’ itself, is
equally ‘ natural’ ; ita very happening makes it s0.” !

The Principle of Population

We pass to the copsideration of the second article of faith
contributing to the initiation and general scceptance of the
Poor Law legislation of 1834 : the famous * Principle of Popu-
lation ”', from which was deduced the dogma that any relief of
destitution, far from diminishing the miseries of the poor, was
actually harmful in the creation of a still wider morass of poverty.

‘We need not inquire too curiously as to the paternity of this
principle, seeing that, in so far as the development of the English
Poor Law is concerned, the author wae without doubt the
Rev. T. R. Malthus,® As originally atated, this Principle of
Population consisted of two premisses: (1) *that food is
necessary to the existence of man ; (2) that the passion between
the sexes is necessary and will remain in ite present state .
“ These two Jaws,” he continues, ** ever since we have had any
knowledge of mankind, appear to have been fixed laws of our
nature ; and, as we have not hitherto seen any alteration in
them, we have no right to conclude that they will ever cease
to be what they now are, without an immediate act of power
in that Being who first arranged the system of the universe;
and for the advantage of His creatures, still exercises according
to fixed laws, all His various operations.” * But there was a

1 My Apprenticeahip, by Beatrice Webb, 1828, pp. 342-343. * The facts,
simulteneous snd successive, which sociotisa present, have a genesis no leas
vatural than the genesis of facts of all other olasses ™' (T'hs Study of Sociology,
by Herbert Bpencer, 1873, sdition of 1880, ch. xvi. p. 388).

* In the socond edition of the Essay on the Principle of Population, 1803,
Multhus modestly admits that the relation of the incresss of population to
deoreasing subaistenoe hed besn perceived by the Frenoh economists, and
smong English writers by Benjamin Pranklin, Sir Jemes Steoart, Arthur
Young and Joseph Townsend ; whilst Nassau Renior, in 1831, remarks that
thePnnelpleanopuhuonhad beenadoptedbylblthufmmthoworkl
of Townsend, Wallace and other preceding writers, but that “ though not

original, thees opinions were, however, bronght forward by him in so striking
and authoritative a manner, with the advantages of s polished style snd
elognent Jangusge, a tone of philosophical inguiry, and the justificatory
evidenos of statistioal details, an to attrect far more sttention than they had
previously obtained, and irrevocably ocouple the name of Malthua with the
theory they comprehend ™ (Two Leciures on Population, delivered before the
University of Oxford by Nasman William Senior, 1831).

§ Eseay on the Principle of Population, by T, R. Malthus, 1798, pp. 11.12.
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third premisa to the Malthusian theory of population ; a premiss
derived from a study of the past history of the human race.
Whilst there was no practical limit to the multiplication of the
human species except the attainable amount of food, there were
limits, and limits which would be rapidly reached, to the capacity
of the extrs men to extract additional food from the earth’s
surface, Following the topical fashion of political arithmetie,
Malthus gave & quantitative expression to this *“ law ”; popu-
lation increases in a geometrical ratio, whilst subsistence lags
behind according to an arithmetical ratio, with the consequence
that population presses, and always will press, closely on sub-
sistence. The only checks to this tragic tendency are famine,
war and pestilence, or, to state it in a more general way, vice
and misery, ‘ The view which he gives of human life ”, the
author writes in the third person in his preface to the first edition,
*“ has & melancholy hue ; but he feels conscious that he has drawn
these dark tints from a conviction that they are really in the
picture, and not from a jasundiced eye or inherent spleen of
disposition.”

1t thus followed logically that any relief of destitution, whether
by compulsory or by voluntary charity, in adding to the tem-
porary subsistence of the poor, merely enabled them to multiply
their numbers, and therefore failed to diminish their poverty.
This pessimistic conclusion was rendered more sinister by the
current theory of a * wage fund . According to the Political
Economy which the disciples of Adam Smith had, by this time,
got accepted by “ enlightened ™ opinion, the fraction of * capital ”
out of which it was assumed that wages, rates and taxes, and
even alms had to be paid was, at any particular moment, a
definite sum, incapable of immediate increase, and the whole
of this sum was necessarily and inevitably paid to the propertyless
class in one form or other, Hence, whatever was levied in Poor
Rate, or even given in charity, was merely abstracted from what
would otherwise have been paid in wages. It followed that it
was, in the long run, and in the aggregate, positively disadvant-
ageous to the poor, to give them either Poor Relief or alms,
because there resulted, in retum, little or no product in reim-
bursement of the draft on the Wage Fund, whereas the amount

m;'mmmmanummqwbymv T, R. Maltbus,
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spent in wages normally resulted in a product even exceeding in
value the wages paid. To cede to the Poor Rate collector, or to
dissipate in alms, what would otherwise have been devoted to the
employment of labour was, in fact, to rob industrious Peter for
the benefit of idle Paul, with a consequent diminution of the
national wealth, and incidentally of the Wage Fund of future
years.}

This gloomy forecast of the inevitable misery, past, present
and future, of the workers of all countries and all races, shocked
public opinion by throwing doubts on the beneficence of an
all-powerful Creator. Hence, in the second edition of the Essay
on the Principle of Population, published in 1803, Malthus intro-
duced a third check on increase, namely, moral restraint ; that is,
abstinence from propagation unless means of subsistence for the
prospective child are clearly available. * One of the principal
reasons ', we are told by Malthus in subsequent editions, “ which
have prevented an assent to the doctrine of the constant tendency
of population to increase beyond the means of subsistence, is &
great unwillingness to believe that the Deity would by the laws
of nature bring beings into existence, which by the laws of nature
could not be supported in that existence. . . . If it appear
that, by a strict obedience to the duties pointed out to us by the
light of nature and reason, and confirmed and sanctioned by
revelation, these evils may be avoided, the objection will, I trust,
be removed, and all apparent imputation on the goodness of the
Deity be done away with.” 8 This ray of hope does not seem to
have altered the effect of the Principle of Population on the

! Tt in, to-day, almost inoredible to what lengths tho aArgument waa carried
in 1833. Harriet Martineau's Cousin Marshall (included in [fluatrations of
Political Economy, 1834} gives us the thoroughgoing propagande of the time;
explaining how every form of assistance ia bad as tending to counteract the
* preventive check ' ; and on this ground condemning alike Poor Relief and
voluntary charity, the building of cottages for labourers to inhabit, the gift of
oosls or blanketa, the establishment of dispensaries and lying-in hospitals, and
the provision of slmshousee for the aged. This waa replied to in TA¢ Tendency
of Charilable Institutions, by Rev. Charles Lawson, 1833 (s sermon with an

» 1

1 In Inter editions of this Essay on the Principle of Populalion, not only is
moral restraint added to the chocks, but the Prineiple itself ia more logically
and clearly definad than in the firet edition :

“ 1. Population is necessarily limited by the means of subaistence.

“ 2. Population invariably increases where the means of subaistence increase,
unless prevented by soms very powerful and obvicus oheoks.

** 3. Those checks, snd the checks which repress the superior power of
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controversy asbout the Poor Law. Thus, in the Letier to Samuel
Whitbread, M.P., on Ms proposed Bill for the Amendment of the
Poor Lawe, Malthus objects that *“ The compulsory provision for
the poor in this country has, you will allow, produced effects which
follow almost necessarily from the principle of population. The
mere pecuniary consideration of the rapid increase of the rates
of late years, though a point on which much stress has been laid,
ia not that which I consider aa of the greatest importance ; but
the cause of this rapid increase, the increasing proportion of the
dependent poor, appears to me to be a subject as truly alarming,
a8 in some degree ‘to thresten the extinction of all honourable
feeling and spirit among the lower ranks of society, and to
degrade and depress the condition of a very large and most
important part of the community. . . . It is your object, and
I trust that of the nation, to diminish the proportion of dependent
poverty, and not to increase it ; but the specific evil I fear from
your Bill, aa it stands at present, is an increass of it.” ! And in
his speech on the Poor Laws in the House of Commona (February
1807) Samuel Whitbread acknowledges the influence of Malthus
in creating a great revolution in public opinion. ** Till within a
very few years of the period in which I am speaking, the 43rd
of Elizabeth was, if I may be allowed the expression, considered
aa the bible on this subject. Many persons observing the rapid
increase of the burthens imposed by that statute, have projected
plans of reform, and the legislature has adopted many new Acts :
but they have all proceeded upon the same principle. No one

population, and keep its effocts on & leve! with the tneans of subsistonos, are
ﬂlmolnl?bintomornlmtnim,vloemdmm"{dnﬂmyumm
of Population, by T. R. Malthus, vol. i. of 6th edition, 1828, pp. 23-24).

It in interesting to note that the desirability of *“ moral restraint *', or as
Malthus sometimaos preferred to call it, * prudential restraint ", is the only
part of the Malthusisn Priveiple of “ Populstion ” thet has survived to the
twentioth century. The confident sassumption that every increase in population
must, other things being equal, be scoompanjed by » falling-off in the supply
of food per head, bas boen not merely * postponed ™ by snooessive agricultural
improvements and sucoeesive developments of international transport, but
sotually diseredited sa s matter of theory by the discovery that the very
density of population i, up to & certain poins, & condition, not to sey actually
& camss, of an incressed food production per head. There is, in theory, in any
B . et plaoe, 2ty st (s The Lo of PosisiaT o i, Cor

08 Law 7 b = iy

o ey yeb { of Popwlation, by

Lutter to Bamusl Whithread, Esg., M.P., on Ms proposed Bl for the
Amqm.rmmbymmv.'r.n.uum..mo'f.pp.umal.
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ever ventured to surmise that the system itself was radically
defective and vicious. . . . One philosopher in particular has
arisen amongst us, who has gone deeply into the causes of our
present situation. I mean Mr. Malthus. His work upon Popu-
lation has, I believe, been very generally read ; and it has com-
pleted that change of opinion with regard to the poor laws, which
had before been in some measure begun. . . . This philosopher
haa delivered it a2 his opinion, that the poor laws have not only
failed in their object, but that they have been productive of
much more wretchedness than would have existed without them :
that ‘ though they may have alleviated & little the intensity of
individual misfortune, they have spread the evil over a larger
surface . Many persons, agreeing in this position, have wished
that the whole system was well expunged from our statute/book ;
and perhaps I should not go too far in saying, that such is the
prevailing sentiment.” * * Of all the applications of the doctrine
of Malthus ”, says the most careful student of his work, “ their
application to pauperism was probably, at the time, of the
greatest public interest. . . . These three chapters in the later
Essay on Population have influenced public opinion and legislation
about the destitute poor almost as powerfully as the Wealth of
Nations has influenced commercial policy. Malthua is the father,
not only of the new Poor Law, but of all our latter-day societies
for the organisation of charity.” 3

1 Substance of a Speech on the Poor Laws delivered in the House of Commona,
on Thuraday, February 19, 1867, by Mr. Whitbread.

* Malthus and his Work, by James Bonar, 1885, pp. 304-305. * Withount
the discussions raised by the Essoy on Population ™', he vontinues, ' it ia vory
doubttul if publis opinion would have been so far advanced in 1834 as to make
e Bill, drawn on auch lines, at all likely to pass into law. The abolition of
Outdoor Relief to the able-bodied was nothing short of s revolution. It had
noeded a lifetime of economical dootrine, reproof and correction ™, which
Townsend and Malthus had initiated, ** to convinse our public men, and to
some extent the nation, that the way of rigour waa at once the way of justics,
of mercy, and of self-interest ™ (ibid, p, 317). * This Act ” [of 1834], it was
claimed in the Memoir of Malthus prefixed to his Principies of Political Economy
in 1836, " is founded upon the besis of Mr. Malthus's work. The Essay on
Population and the Poor Law Amendment Act will stand or fall together.
They have the same friends and the same enemiss, and the relations they bear
to sach other of theory and practios ars admirsbly caloulatad to afford mutual
illumination and support.” The Memoir wes by Otter, Bishop of Chichester
{ Dictionary of Political Economy, p. 678).
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The Need for a Ceniral Authority

The recognition that pauperism was an artificially induced
“ disease of society ”, and the acceptance of the Malthusian
Theory of Population, were changes in public opinion which
easily ran into each other, leading, both apart and together, to
the same conclusion, namely, the desirability of the ultimate
abolition of all relief of the poor from public funds, and, pending
that happy consummation, the restriction of such relief to an
ever-diminishing number of recipients. But no one acquainted
with English Local Government could fail to realise that any
uniform and identical Poor Law policy—let alone any such
drastic revolution as was hoped for—would not and could not be
carried out by the 15,000 separate Poor Law Authorities, in as
many different parishes and townships, working under the
diversified and perfunctory supervision of thousands of unpaid
and uncontrolied county magistrates. If the adoption of the
proposed reduction to a minimum, and, as it was hoped, the
eventual abolition of public Poor Relief from one end of the
kingdom to another, was actually to be brought about, it seemed
necessary to establish some more authoritative, ubiguitous and
continuous control than merely one more statute laying down
prescriptions and limitations, to be enforced only by the spas-
modic interpretations of the law-courts. But the English people
were firmly wedded to the local customary practices of their
several parishes, their practically complete local antonomy in
levying their own rates, and their inmemorial open democracy
in the parish vestries. We have still to explore the influences
which made it possible to convert an aristocratic Whig Govern-
reent to a measure, and to persuade to its enactment a Legislature
mainly composed of the county magistracy, under which the
suthority of that magistracy in Local Govermment would be
eflectively side-tracked, and all the 15,000 parish vestries placed
under what was subsequently denounced as the aufocratic rule
of * the three Bashaws of Somerset House .

“ Benthamiom ”

I_t. is to Jeremy Bentham, the prophet of the Philosophic
Radicals, that we owe the insidiously potent conception of a

series of specialised government departments supervising and
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controlling from Whitehall, through salaried officials, the whole
public admipistration of the community, whether police or
prizons, schools or hospitals, highways or the relief of destitution.
To those who associate the English Utilitarians or Philosophic
Radicals with the lasssez-faire dogma of the economists of the
Adam Smith School this may seem surpriging. Jeremy Bentham
and Adam Smith agreed in basing their social philosophy on the
principle of utility. They both argued, in varying phraseology,
that the supreme purpose of human beings was to secure pleasure
and avoid pain; and that all acts, whether of individuals or of
communities, must be judged to be moral or expedient solely
according to whether they promoted the greatest happiness of
the greatest number. But how was this supreme purpose of
human life to be attained ¥ Throughout his classic work on the
Wealth of Nations Adam Smith implied that there was a natural
harmony or identity between the self-seeking impulse of the
individual man and the prosperity of the nation : a supposition
which was, by his disciples, merged in the larger conception of a
divinely designed natural order of society which happened to be
coincident with the private ownership of the instruments of
production under a system of free contract and free competition
—a system which “ The Invisible Hand ** had left, as if in a fit of
absent-mindedness, imperfect and incomplete. Hence the aim
of the new school of political economists was non-intervention ;
or, to be more exact, merely the sweeping away of all existing
man-made restrictions on the free use of capital and labour,
Bentham, on the other hand, had no faith in ** a natural order of
society ", divinely designed or otherwise. * External nature ”,
under which heading he insisted on including all social organisa-
tion, had to be controlled and altered in such a way a8 to maximise
human happiness. The very purpose of those communities of
men that we call nations or states was, in fact, through govern-
ment, to play on the wills of men as if these were a keyboard, in
order to harmonise the necessarily conflicting interests of indi-
viduals among themselves, and also those of individuals and the
community. The making of laws involved, in fact, a science, the
discovery of the ways and means by which the individual could
be led to further the interests both of himself and of the nation: it
was a matter, not for lafsses-faire, but for deliberate adjustment—
an adjustment to be attained by “ weighting the alternatives "
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by arranging law and publioc administration in such a way that
the individnal should find it actually to his own intarest to choose
the course which would promote the happinees of his fellow-
citizens. And the adjustment had to be constantly changing.
Hence Jeremy Bentham’s rooted objection to tradition and
custom and comruon law, and to the conservative tendencies of
that great corporation of lawyers which is always wedded to the
existing order of society. Jurisprudence, like mechanics and
medicine, waa an applied science, necessarily progressive; nof
only because it rested at all times on the newest discoveries, but
also becanse the ciroumstances with which law and administration
dealt were always changing. Thus he visualised & constantly
developing body of statute law and government regulations,
based on a quactitative knowledge of social facts. From this
conception followed the use of apecialised experts for the drafting
of laws, and the supervision and control of the Local Authorities
{which necessarily depend on the haphazard ideas of ordinary
citizens) by expert departmenta intimafely sasociated with the
central Legislature. Not that Jeremy Bentham was wholly
against a policy of lassses-faire. In industry and commerce—
spherea in which pecuniary self-interest was the dominant motive
—the adjustment of private interests to public ends might, for
the most part, be left to the automatic working of free contraot
and free competition. On the other hand, criminals, lunatics, the
sick and the destitute, were manifestly incapable of managing
their own affairs ; whilst other national interests, such as publio
health and public education, might not be adequately attended
to if left to the pecuniary self-interest of the individuals of a
single generation. Jeremy Bentham was, in fact, in respect to
the modern controversy between Individualiam and Socialism, a
practical eclectic. Whether a particular service should be carried
ont by the Government or by private enterprise, by contractors
or by salaried officials, depended on the circumstances, psycho-
Jogical and economic ; and theee circumstances had to be ascer-
tained by observation and experiment, directed by the scoumu-
lated knowledge and scientifio ratiocination of a ocentralised
Government Department;,

It is easy to deride the clipped sentences and outlandish
wording of the detailed plan of government which Jeremy
Bentham, during the first three decades of the nineteenth
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oentury, was elaborating in his Conststutional Code, and continu-
ously expounding to his distinguished group of friends and
disciples. When all ita defecte are duly noted, the scheme
emerges a8 a remarkable forecast of the twentieth - century
machinery of government in a highly evolved Btate. We have
thirteen specialised Departments, each presided over by its own
minister responsible to the Prime Mmister and to Parliament.
The activities of each of these Departments include, not only
research and statistics, and the wide publication of the informa-
tion collected and recorded, but also the inspection and direction
of any subordinate suthorities, together with the constant
initiation of new improvements in the service. Here, for in-
stance, is Bentham’s description of the Department directing the
relief of destitution: we may note, in passing, that the exact
meaning of Bentham’s new terms was carefully explained and
exactly defined.

! The student of governmental organisation will be interested to compare
Jeremy Bentham's proposals of 1820 or thereabouts, not only with the British
Government of 1914, but also with the scheme for it recrganisation contained
in the Report of the Machinery of Government Committes, Cd. 8230, proaided
over by Lord Haldane and including among ité members, uone of them ocon-
acionaly Banthamite, two of the most experienced of British Civil Bervanta
and one of the present writers; and will note the remarkable likenoas in
outline of the two schemes, with an interval of & hundred years between them.
There is the same smphasis on the need for constant inquiry and research in
eath Department of Government, Jeremy Bentham's Cabinet of fourteen
Ministers included the Prime Minister and the Indigence Relief Minister
desoribed above, witl Foreign Affairs, Army and Nevy, snd Finance, Tepre-
senting the old oconosption of governmeot. What is remsrkeble is that
Bentham suggested Cabinet Ministers for the following Departments, then
quits unknown snd unthought of in governmens circles, namely, an Education
Mininter; » Health Minister, whose Department included medical treatment ;
an Interior Communications Minister ; & Trade Minister ; & Preventive Services
Minister, dealing with police snd the provention of nnisances—ior instance,
unbealthy ocoupations, fouling of sir and water by manufactories, inundation,
conflagration, dreinage of lands, soffoostion in mines snd msnufactorice,
sdulteration of food, drugs and poisons, snd “ agsinst extraordinery scarcity
of necassarisa—precautionary suppliss in so far as freedom of trade in inudeguate
to the purposs "*; an Election Minister to administer the Election Code; a
Lagislation Minister {drafting of Bills prior to introduction, and the * legialative
amendmeant inspective function ™, a0 as to see that every Act was symmetrioal
and not jnoonsistent with existing laws, togetber with ocollection and publication
of neoessary information sbout proposed legislation and onrrent Acte of
Parliament) and s * Domaina * Minister, administering the national estate in
Iand, minoraly, publio buildings, eto. (Conssiuiional Code, vol, ix. of Works;
see alvo An Ecomomic History of Moden Brilais, by J. H, Clapham, 1028,
Pp- 312-318).
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SECTION VII
InpiceNce Reier MIiNmTER

Enaotive
Art. 1. To the Indigence Relief Minister, under the Legisiature
and the Prime Minister, it belongs to give execution and effect to
all institntions, ordinances, and arrangements, emasnating from the
Legislature, in relation to the relief of the Indigent.
Enactive
Art. 2. To this purpose it belongs to him to exercise, under the
direction of the Prime Minister,—ea to all persoms, in so far as
employed under the direction of Government, in the business of
affording such relief, the locative, suppletive, directive, and dislocaiive
functions ;—as to his own office, the self-suppletive function;—as
to things, in so far as thus empioyed, the procurative, custoditive,
applicative, reparative, transformative, and eliminative functions ;—
88 to persons and things, the snspective ;. —as to persons, things, and
occurvences, the siatistie, recordative, publicative, and qfficially-
snformative ;—as to slates of things, ordinances, and arrangements, the

Enactive
Arxt. 8. 8o, to exercise, in relation to all such institutiona and
establishmenta ss, for this purpose, are or shall he on foot or ir
progress, at the expense or under the direction of any sublegislatures
individuals, or bodies of individuals, incorporated, or otherwise
associated for this purpose,—the inspeciive, statistic, and melioration-
suggestive functions.®

And who were Jeremy Benthem’s friends and associates
during thess critical years ¥ Among them—to name only those
closely connected with the subject of Poor Relief—were James
Mill and his more celebrated son; there was Francis Place;
there were T. R. Malthus, E, G. Wakefield, George Grote and
Dr. Southwood Smith. Into this innermost circle of the Utili-
tarians—perhaps the most remarkable group of thinkers, writers
and administrators in English political history—carme, late in the

* Works of Jeremy Bentham, by Sir John Bowring, vol. ix. 1843, p. 441.
mmthwmwwmmmhmhw&mimm
of 1834 is dwelt npon in Leciwres on the Relokion behosen Law and Public Opinion,
by A. V. Dicey, 1008 ; see An Economic History of Modern Britain, by J. H.
Clapham, 1928, pp. 312-313; and compare the article on the Poor Law

Commismion, then just in ;
g 223-2::. just appointsd, in Quarierly Review, No. 408, January 1906,
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eighteen-twenties, a promising young writer on vital statistics,
charities and police, Edwin Chadwick, whose remarkable career
in connection with the English Poor Law from 1832 onwards
we shall presently describe. “ Many details of the New Poor
Law (1834)”, we are told by Chadwick’'s biographer, * were
taken from Bentham’s unfinished but amazing Constitutional
Code, whilst many of the arguments he [Chadwick] ueed in the
Poor Law Commission Report had already been advanced by
other writers. . . . In 1830 Chadwick became literary secretary
to Bentham, who ot that time was engaged in writing his Con-
stitutional Code.”* Two years later Chadwick was appointed,
on the recommendation of Nassau Senior, an Assistant Com-
missioner under Lord Grey’s Poor Law Inquiry Commission of
1832 ; in the following year he became one of the Commissioners,
and had a hand in preparing the Report of 1834 ; and in August
of the same year he was made the first paid secretary of the Poor
Law Commission, the Central Authority set up by the Poor Law
Amendment Act—a body which, as we shall presently see,
bore a remarkable likences to Bentham's Ministry of Indigence
Relief, except that another fourteen years had to elapse before
it was equipped with its own responsible Minister with a seat in
Parliament.?

! Sir Edwin Chadwick (1800-1890), by Maurice Marston, 1825, p. 22,

* Of specific suggeations for s National Executive Authority for Poor Law
administration, directing and coatrolling local Poor Ralief Authorities, not
many bhave been found, and nonw earlier than 1786. A Dublin correspondent
of Pitt {one Henry Falmer) suggeated to him in 1766 the contro) of Poor Relief
* by Sve National Commissioners supervising the work of inspectors of work-
houses, one for each county ™ (Pitt MBS. 308; wee Piit and Napoleox, by
Jd. Hollsnd Rose, 1912, pp. 88.80). In 1799 waa published Observations on
the Present Siode and Influence of the Poor Laws, founded on Experience, by
Robert Saunders, This pamphlet (in library of Minister of Health) sog-
geats & National Board of Commissioners empowered to direct and eontrol
all local Pogr Relief bodice, snalogoua to the Board of Control over the
East Indis Company and the affnirs of Indis, In 1802 much the same ides
wne adopted by Patrick Colgquboun, but combined with Inland Revenue
licences and polics, as & National Board of Pauper and Geperal Police
{woe DlaryofLord Clolchester, 1861, vol. i, pp. 134-135). A more precise fore-
cagt of whot was done s generation later was given in the asme year in
Kemarks on the Poor Lawas and on the Biate of the Poor, by Charles Weston,
1802—a work highly praised by George Coode, who wae Amistant Secretary
to the Poor Law Commissioners, 1834-1847. * Let thare be ", said Weston,

one suprems Netions) Board in London, consisting of such » convenient
number of Commissionern as may be thought eligible to ountrol and regulate
the whols. From the latter Board all the novesasry orders, information,
instruction, auggestions, eto,, would be vonveyed to the Locel Authorities.
All the various accounta would be also sollected, oxamined and passed through
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A Generation of Legislative Failure

The ferment of thought described in the foregoing pages,
disturbing the common acquiescence in the Elizabethan Poor
Law, and leading, as we shall presently relate, to its drastic
reform, took forty years to produce its effect. :

Thie legislative inertia is easily explained. In the first twenty '
years of the period the attention of the British Cabinet was \
abeorbed by the Napoleonic Wars ; whilst the rapid multiplica-
tion of the poor was actually desired in order to provide both
recruite for the army and navy, and a continuous stream of
additional hands for the mew developments of manufacturing
industry. Moreover, during the whole period from 1793 to 1832,

a terror of the French Revolution was mever sbsent from the
mind of the English governing class. Although, as it now seems,
the danger of a popular uprising on any considerable scale, in
the England of the first few decades of the nineteenth century,
was never very substantial, there was & continual undercurxrent
of seditions talk, which did not fail to become known to the
Government, and which seemed to be illustrated by spasmodic
little attempts at rebellion, From the food riots of 1795-1801
and the Luddite outrages of 1811, through the different outbreaks
of machine-breaking and rick-burning, and the successive con-
spiracies, usually revealed, sometimes fomented and always
magnified, by Lord Sidmouth’s apies, right down to the impulsive
wild jaoquerse of the South Eastern Counties in 1830, and the
tension of the struggle over the Reform Bill, there was, it seems
clear, what was regarded as a very ugly spirit among the mass of
the people. The consciousness of the existence of this spirit
not merely prevented the downright proposal by any statesman
for the total abolition of legal poor relief, or a definite limitation
of its total amount, or its statutory restriction to those then
living, which, as we have seen, the most rigorous economista

the same channels, from the lowest offices upwards; and lastly the result of
the whols would be annually reported by the Suprems Board to the King in
Council and to esch House of Parlinment * (p. 143). In 1832 the only idea of
drastio reform, apart from the Benthamites, snd other than mere abolition,
nseenms to have taken the form of absolutely centralised administration through
offivials, with nationalised finance {see, for instance, Parochial Rates and
Seitlements Considersd, by & Country Justice, 1832 ; History of the Engliah Poor
Law, vol. iii., by Thomas Mackay, 1898, pp. 30-31).
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were inclined to desire, but also hampered even the more moderate
Poor Law reformers. Nothing, it was felt, could safely be pro-
jected, however publicly beneficial might be the chenge, if
it was likely to be keenly resented by the mass of the people.
Even a committee of the House of Lords felt constrained to
declare, in 1817, that “ the general system of the Poor Laws,
interwoven with the habita of the people, sught, in any mensure
for their improvement, to be essentially maintained "2
This disinelination to take any action that seemed to conflict
with the established expectations of the common people was all
the more peralysing because there was a long tradition that the
Cabinet did not intervene in parochial and municipal affairs,
All such matters as roads and bridges, lighting and watching,
paving and cleansing, the drainage of low-lying lands and the
provision of relief for the indigent, were habitually left to the
legislative enterprise of private Members of Parliament, whether
through Loocal Acts or particular amendments of general statutes.
For a century and a half the British Government had concerned
itself almost exclusively with Foreign Affairs, whetherin diplomacy
or in war ; with the maintenance of ¢ivil order and the execution
of justios ; and with the obtaining, by taxation, year after year,
of the funds required for the King’s service. Taxation involved
customs and excise duties, and therefore some concern about the
production of wealth, whether in agriculture, manufactures or
commerce ; or, at least, about the encouragement or otherwise
of particular industries by duties or prohibitions. But there
waa still no assumption that any alteration was called for in the
“ Laws of England ’; and the promotion of legislation on mis-
cellaneous subjects was habitually left to the zeal of the Knights
of the Shires and the burgesses of those boroughs that were repre-
sented In the House of Commons.? With regard to the Poor Law
1 Roport of House of Lords Committee on the Poor Laws, 1817,
 Bir Charles Wood, afterwards Lord Halifax, is recordsd me saying to
Nuasan Bsnior in 1855, * When 1 waa first in Parliament, twenty-seven yoam
ago, the functions of government were chiefly executive, Changes in our lawn
were proposed by independent members, and cerried, not as party queetions,
by the sombined wotion of both sidea of the House. Now, when an independent
member brings forward a subject, it is not to propose himself & mewsure, but
6 call to it the attention of the Government. Al the House joins in declaring
that the present atats of the Iaw is abominsble, and in requiring the Government
to provide a remedy. As soon sa the Government has obeyed, and propossd
one, they ali appose it, Qur defects as legislstors, which is not our bumness,
us as administrators, which is our business, and, of course, they are
VOL. X D
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there had been, aa we have seen, since 1680, innumerable Bills
prepared by such members, and literally hundreds of Acts
passed ; but always without the Government of the day taking
any definite responsibility for them. Indeed, if we ignore the
forgotten episode of the centralised direction of the Privy Council
between 1690 and 1640, and if we put sside the occasional
legislation on vagrancy, and in later years a few Acts relating:
to prisons and lunatic asylums, which came near to the subject |
of the Poor Law, it is scarcely too much to say that, between the
43rd of Elizabeth (1601) and the Poor Law Amendment Act of
1834, which we have prebently to describe, there is, in the atatute-
bock, no manifestation of any government policy with regard to
such a domestic affair,

Pit’s Poor Relief Bill

To this long-continued failure of successive Cabinets to
grapple with Poor Law problems there was one conspicuous
exception. In the extreme stress of 1795-1796 Pitt, as Prime
Minister, obtained the summary rejection of Whitbread’s Bill
for & Legal Minimum Wage that we described in our previous
volume,! by undertaking himsed to bring forward a general
reform of the Poor Law. This undertaking was fulfilled in the
next Parliament by the introduction, on November 12,1796, of an
elaborate Bill of 130 clauses * to improve the condition [of the
poor] and to ensure a more comfortable maintenance and support
to them and their families, to encourage habits of industry and
good order, and thereby gradually to reduce the excessive amount
of the rates ”’, the passage of which into law would have revolu-
tionised the whole system.? FPitt's measure, which, though pre-
much more frequent. In administration there are seldom more than one,
or at most two, alternatives. . ., . But in Jegislation there may be twenty or
thirty alternatives. The cbanoes are against the precise plan on which the
Ministry has staked ita credit beating the whole field * (Many Memories of

Muany People, by Mrs. M. C. M. Bimpson, 1898, pp. 219.220). See to the same
effeet, Lord John Russell's speoch in 1848, Hansard, vol. xovii. p. 060;
Life of Lord John Ruasell, by Epencer Walpale, 1889, vol. if. p. 8 ; and further
confirmation in Leciures on the Relation betueen Law and Public Opinion in
England during the Nineteenth Century, by A. V. Dicey, 1905, p, 85.
1 English Poor Law History : Part I, The Old Poor Lavw, byﬂ snd B. Webb,
PP 175 178, 423.
¥ Housp of Commons Journals, vols. 51 and 52, March 1, 1796, to June 15,
1707 ; Hsxaard, Pebruary 12 and December 22, 1706 ; Hpecches of . . . Pitt
ix the Houge of Commons, 1808, vol. ii. p. 371 ; Anwals of Agriculiure, vol. xxvi.
PP 260-350; An Authentic Copy of the Bill for the Better Support and Main-
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sented in a very incomplete form, evinced, it was aaid, a “ keen
interest in the welfare of the poor ”*, was read a second time
without discussion, and was printed and referred to a committes,
in order that time might be given to the country to consider
its proposals, The Bill, which was immediately published in
pamphlet form, met with almost universal condemnation as an
example of improvident legislation, and was prompily smothered,
not, a8 is often supposed, by Jeremy Bentham’s privately circu-
lated criticiam of its proposals,! but by the storm of objection

tenance of the Poor presented to the House of Commons by the Right Honourable
William Pig, 1797 ; Heads of Mr. Pilt's Sperech on 12 February 1795 relative
to ke . . . Poor, 1797 ; The Siate of the Poor, by Bir F. M. Eden, 1797, vol. iii.
append.lx il.; Hisory of the E’!whdo Poor law, by Bir G. Nicholils, 1854,
vol. ii. pp. 125-129; +b¢d. vol. iii., by T. Mackay, 1899, pp. 105-108; The
Village Labourer, 1760-1832, by J. L. and B. Hammond, 1912, pp. 149- 152 ;

William Pift and the Great War, by J. Holland Rose, 1911, pp. 293, 568 ;

“Pitt and Relief of the Poor ", in Piit and Napoleon: Easeys and Letiers, by
the same, 1912, pp. 70-92; Diary and Correspondence of Lord Colchester, 1881,
vol. i. pp. 30-31, I, 82-83.

Pitt's propoeals lod to much comment (see An Ezamination of Mr. Piti's
Bpeech in the House of Commons on Friday, February 12, 1796, relalive to the
Condition of the Poor, by Rev. J. Howlstt, 1786 ; and Considerations on ihe
Subject of Poorhouses and Workhouses, their pernicious tendency, ete., by Bir
Willisin Young, Bert., 1796 ; the very critical Essay on the Public Merils of
My, Pitt, by Thomas Beddoss, 1788, pp. 138-170; and s pamphlet in support
of Pitt’s Bill, entitled dn Enquiry into the Couger and Produclion of Poverly
and the Siate of the Poor, by John Vancouver, 1786. See also Heads of Mr.
Piit's Speeck on 12 February I798 relabive to the Poor, 1197 ; An Abstract of
some Important Poinds of a Bill . . . for the Belter Support and Maintenance
of the Poor, ete., by the Joint Vestry of 81. Giles and Bt. George’s, Bloomsbury,
1797 ; Some Observations on the Biill, etc., by the Truatees of the Poor of Ken-
sington, 1707 ; 4 Letter to Sir William Pulleney, Bart., . . . conlatning some
observations on the Bill . . . by the Bi. Hon. Withiam Pift, etc., by lsaac Wood
{Shrewsbury, 1707)}; 4An Inguiry info the Present Condition of the Labouring
Claees . . . including Bome Remarks on Mr. Pit's Bill, by R. A. Ingram, 1707),

! Jeremy Bentham's pamphlet, entitled Observations on the Poor Law Bill,
February 1797, was not published at the time; but it was printed for private
circulation, and may probably have impressed the Prime Miniater, with whom
Bentham was personally aoquainted. It was found by Edwin Chadwick

Bentham's papers after his death in 1832 ; and was firet published in

1838, and incloded in Sir J. Bowring’s edition of his Works, 1843. Bentham’s
lively ridicule and slashing oritivisme of Pitt's proposals revolved round the
theeis that, nnder them, * idleness finds itself in as good a plight s industry ™ ;
but Bentham’s conclusiona in thia ettack were putely negative. More important
as ¢ revelation of his philosophy is the Oufline of « Work on Pauper-Management
Improved (Worke, vol. viii. pp. 368.439], which contains an elaborate plan for
uHouaofInduﬂryforEOOOpenomofmbhurmmd of all ages, on the
icon ™ or * Central Inspection Principle ', The two leading features

of Bontham's propossls for * pl.upm-mmagomant " wore (a) an selaborate
osusus of all the persons needing public ssistence, with a view to the dis-
covery of the canses of their deatitution, and the way to asajst them ; (b) the
educstionsl end reformatory character of the treaiment to be afforded to them,
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let loose from every Quarter Seesions, and manifested in the
scores of petitions to the House of Commons from Metropolitan
and provincial parishes and incorporations that we find recorded
in ita Journale. It must be admitted that the Government, and
especially “ the pilot who weathered the storm ”, had, in thia
critical year, no time to devote to even the most important
domestic reform. The Bill was duly reported from committee,
with numerous drafting and some substantial amendments ;
but after a desultory conversation on February 28, 1797, it was
never again mentioned in Parliament.

Pitt had long taken an interest in the Poor Law. He may
have credit for having supported Gilbert in the renewed Parlia-
mentary inquiry of 1786, which produced the new returns of
parochial expenditure (23 George IIL c. 56; 26 George III
¢. 58), which revealed the widening of the range of Poor Law
admizigtration with the increase of population and, with it, the
steady growth of the burden.! He wished to see this expenditure
brought regularly before Parliament and the nation in an annual
Poor Law Budget. His friend and colleague, George Rose
{1744-1815), in 1793 introduced with his approval a Bill for
facilitating the establishment of friendly societies among the
wage-oarners ; and in 1803 the same Minister got passed an Act
requiring a return of all Poor Law expenditure. Pitt himself
had apparently pondered over a primitive scheme for contributory
Old Age Pensions which an unknown projector had submitted to
him.2 The main idea of the Bill of 1796 seems to have been the
which was genninely degigned to rebmild their mental and physical health
and charsoter (regulsr occupation, high standard of nourishment and eduoation,
daily baths, music and gamea, with rewsrds for keenness in work ; it was,
for instanoe, an olement in hia plan to provide special treining for all the deai
and dumb and the montally deficisnt.) No relisf was to be given outaide the
Houss of Industry ; but Bentham’s * Self-claboration Principle * differed from
the “ Workhouse System “, the slogan of 1834, in that Bentham, far from
wishitg to deter, positively desired that all persons who were destitute should
enter hin House of Industry in order that they might be reinvigorated snd
re-oducetiod. In feot, all mendicanta were to be arrested, and brought
oompulnn!y into the House of Indusiry.

of the English Poor Law, by 8ir George Nicholla, 1854, pp. 89-208 ;
TkﬂlauojlkPoar, by 8ir F, M. Eden, 1797, vol. i. pp. 363-373; Pt and
Napoleon : Essays and Letiers, by J. Holland Rose, 1012, pp. 78-82.

! This acheme, by John Harmriott {(for & twoponoo per week subecription.
which was to yield an mtynfnlhillmgperwookstuxty-ﬁu},up:urnd
in the Pitt MBS, (“ Pitt and Reliel of the Poor ™, in Pilt and Napoleon :

Kssays and Letiera, by J. Holland Roes, 1912, pp. 79-92}.
Ysanc Wood declared that the ouvtline of the scheme in Pitt's Bill was
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orgenization of help to set on his feet the man who was being
borne down into chronic destitution. The Prime Minister, or
those who worked up the plan for him, evidently went diligently
through the principal pamphleteers of the preceding hundred and
fifty years, taking out of Sir Matthew Hale, John Locke, John
Cary, William Hay, Henry Fielding, Richard Burn, and Thomas
Gilbert whatever suggestions seemed plausible, and blending
these gleanings, higgledy-piggledy, with a few novel proposals.
Pitt realised the evil of simply leaving the unemployed able-
bodied workman to sink lower and lower into demoralisation ;
and the scheme was to contrive, by public assistance, to give
every man a helping hand so as to enable him to earn his own
bread. “The law which prohibite giving relisf where any
visible property remains should be withdrawn; no temporary
occurrence shonld force a British subject to part with the last
shilling of his little capital, and compel him to descend to &
state of wretchedness from which he could never recover, merely
that he might be entitled to a casual snpply.” A *‘School of
Industry * was to be set up in every large parish, or group of
smaller ones. These institutions—this idea was derived from
John Locke and Sir Matthew Hale—were to provide industrial
training and productive employment for the children, and to be
coupled with the allowances to be made for their maintenance,
attendance being compulsory for all such children from the age
of five until they could be found private employment at wages.
The same institutions were to set to productive work, as intended
by the Elizabethan legislators, and as urged by Henry Fielding,
any unemployed adults who chese to attend them. No able-
bodied man refusing to-attend and work was to be allowed Relief.
Waste lands were to be reclaimed. On the other hand, money
might be advanced on loan to enable a man to purchase a * cow
or pig, or some other animal yielding profit *, or presumably to

* evidently taken from two excellent inatitotions for the employment of the
poor established on the Continent; the ons st Munich under ihe direction
of Count Rumford, the other st Hamburg, of which an admirable account
bas been publiched by the worthy M. Voght™ (4 Letter io Sir William
Pulteney, Barl, . . . containing some Observations on the Bill, etc., by 1. Wood,
Bhrewsbury, 1797). But, whilst Bontham himsell had forwarded to Pitt
s copy of John Bellers' College of Indusiry, 1805, it seeme to have heen
Thomas Ruggles (1745-1813), author of s useful Hisfory of the Poor, 1797,
who actually suggested the * Schools of Industry ” to Pitt, by whom he had
bean consulted.
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set up otherwise in business for himself, if this appeared to be
likely to enable him to become self-supporting. The authorities
were not necessarily to wait until destitution had sef in, or until
all savings had been dissipated ; but were expresaly empowered
to help any persons settled in the parish who had not more than
£30 in possessions. Each parish, moreover, or group of parishes,
was 10 have a primitive social insurance scheme “ for the securing
& competent provision in cases of sickmess, infirmities and old
age ”, to be based partly on private donations and partly on a
subvention from the Poor Rate. Though the Law of S8ettlement
was not to be abolished, no person was fo be liable to removal,
even when he became chargeable, if relief was merely for sickness
or temporary disability. How all this was to be done is not
clear, Pitt had declared himself profoundly ignorant of *‘ county
matters ’; but he proposed County Guardiane of the Poor,
great use of salaried officers, an annual Poor Law Budgei for the
whole lingdom, and systematic reporte to the Privy Council,
These ideas (in which twentieth-century students find no small
degree of enlightenment, and oven some prevision of modern
proposals) were only vaguely outlined in what did not profess
to be more than & rough draft, and the parochial machinery for
putting them in operation was wanting.l On two points in

1 Among Pitt's MSS. in a draft of the Bill {No. 307), minutely annotated
in his handwriting. He had copies printed with broad margine for comments ;
and these he submitted to a number of persons whom he thooght capable of

Letters, by J. Holland Rose, 1912, pp. 70-92). Thomas Rugglee waa one of
those, and Charles Abbot, afterwards Jord Colchester, seoms to have besn
another. * In the oomsee of the morning *, he records on January 24, 1797,

+ 1861, vol. L p. 82; William Pig and ths Grea? War, by J. Holland
Rose, 1911, pp. 208, 588). Alroady, on April 8, 1798, he had noted thet Pitt
had sent him & printed copy of his Bill {p. 51). It may be noted that Charles
Abbot,whobymolwﬁounythammquyBamhm,mhi.
conneotion by marrisge, the of
fmhuhddmwwwmmmmmmwdm’t
mother). Abbot was on frisndly terms with Bentbam, but was far from
sharing bis opiniona.
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psrticular, Pitt’s humanity and his desire to grapple with the
whole problem led him to proposals which would have been
ruinous in the crude form in which they were stated, and which
violently antagonised the economists of the time. He recognised
the extent to which even labourers in regular employment at the
full current rates of wages were borne down by large families;
and he explicitly proposed to make an allowance as a matter of
right of not less than one shilling per week for each child in excess
of two (orin the case of widowsin excessof one).!  And, worst of all,
he incorporated in his ascheme the fatal ** rate in aid of wages ™,
inaugurated at Speenhamland, by which a labourer unable to
obtain from an employer the full current rate of wages might
agree with him to work for less, and—without any provision for
securing that there should be anything like an assured Standard
Rate at all, and without any limitation to cases of patent partial
disshility, such as the lack of & limb-—might have the balance
made up from the Poor Rate. It was made plain that there was
& growing opposition to any such proposals; and with the
abandonment of Pitt’s Bill the Government once more washed
its hands of the whole aubject.

We pass rapidly over Whitbread’s attempt, ten years later,
to get through Parliament a comprehensive measure humanising
Poor Law administration, amending the Law of Settlement and
Removal, encouraging thrift, penalising idleness and providing
for labourers thrown out of employment. Though attacked by
both Malthue and Cobbett, Whitbread got his Bill into committee,
even in & House of Commons elected in the Tory reaction of
1807; but the Portland Administration refused all support to
the measure, which accordingly failed to pass into law.?

1 ¢ Let us ”, Pitt anid, * make relief in cases where there are & number of
children a matter of right and honour, instead of & ground for opprebrium
and contempt. This will make a large family a bleasing and not a curse ; and
this will draw & proper distinction between those who are able to provide for
themselves by their labour, and those who, after having enviched the country
by a number of children, have a claim upon it assistance for their support "
(Hansard, xxxiii. p. 710; see Malthus and His Work, by J. Bonar, 1886,
Pp. 29-44 ; The State of the Poor, by Sir F. M. Eden, 1797, vol. iii. appendix ii.).

* See The Substance of a Speech by S, Whithread un the Poor Law Bill, 1807,
which called forth pamphlete of comment or rejoinder by J. Bone, J. Bowles,
esnd J. B, Monck during the same year; Ledter io Samuel Whitbread, M .F.,
ot ks Proposed Bill for the Amendment of the Poor Laws, by Rev. T. R. Malthus,
1807 ; The Village Labourer, 1760-1832, by J, L. and B. Hammond, 1912,
pp. 170-182; Life of William Cobbett, by . D. H. Cole, 1925, pp. 137-139,
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The Commaitee of 1817

The Peace of 1814-1815 brought with it serious dislocation
of business, extensive unemployment and a rapidly rising Poor
Rate, which gravely alarmed the propertied class, and of which
we have the echo in an impressive article by SBouthey in the
Quarterly Review for 1816. There ensued a long series of official
investigations and inquiries, which, in the absence of any action
by the Cabinet, resulted in the very minimum either of common
acceptance or of legislative change.! The most important of
these inquiries was started in 1817, when, on the motion of
John Christian Curwen, M.P. for Cumberland, the House of
Commons appointed, under the chairmanship of the Right
Honourable Sturges Bourne, M.P.,;* a Select Committee which
made an earnest attempt to discover some remedy for the rising
rates which threatened, so Curwen feared, to ‘‘ swallow up the
whole revenue and industry of the country, and extinguish every
vestige of respectability and happiness among the poor ”.* The

! H. C. Robinson thought Bouthey's articls * sbounding in exoellent
ideas ™ (Diary, elc., of Henry Crabb Robinson, by Thomas Sadler, 3rd edition,
1872, p. 280). Bee also A Moral and Polilical Essay on the English Poor Losps,
by Robert Walthew, 1Bl4; Thouphis on the Monagemeni and Relief of the
Poor, by William Clarke, I815; An Inguiry inio the Cauee of the Increase of
Pauperiem and Poor Rates, by William Clarkson, 1815 ; Colleciions relativs io
the Systematic Relief of the Poor at Ixffereni Periods and in Different Couniries,
by John Dunocan, 1818, .

! William Bturges Bourne (1760-1845), ““one of the many thoughtfnl
patriots who, secording to their strength, tried to do good before Reform, to
whom modern Liberals do scant justice ™ {4 Guide io Modern English History,
by William Cory, vol. ii. 1882, p. 417), wea M.P. 1802-1812, 1816-1831 ; Juint
Becretary to the Treasury, 1804-1806 ; a Lord of the Treasury, 1807-1800;
a Commissioner for Indisn Affairs, 1814-1822 ; & Privy Councillor from 1814 ;
Home Becretary in Canning’s brief Government, April to July 1827; First
Commiissioner of Woods and Forests in Lord Goderich’s Cabinet, July 1827 to
January 1828; then Lord Warden of the New Forest. He retirsd from
Parliament Fobrusry 1831, and waa appcinted a member of the Poor Law
Inguiry Commission, 1832~1834. His biography might usefully be written.

* Bee Curwen's republished speeches of 1816 snd 1817, and his Skelch of
a Plan . . . for bettering the Condition of the Labouring Clasees, 1817 ; Annusl
Rejginter for 1816 and 1817 ; Hansard, Fehroary 21, 1817; Reporta of Belect
Commities on the Poor Laws, 1817, 1818. The House of Lords alsc had &
Belsot Committes which reported in 1818 (History of ihe English Poor Law, by
Bir George Nicholls, 1854, vol. ii. pp. 178-191; idid. vol. iii., by Thomna
Mackny, 1899, pp. 22.23, 48.50; The Parish and the County, by 5. and B.
Webb, 1007, pp. 152-167 ; Diary and Correapondence of Lord Colchester, 1861,
vol Hi. p. 48; Letiors of Dawd Ricardo to T. R. Malthus, by James Bonar,
1887, p. 126; wnd, among a cloud of contemporary pamphlots, Conideration
on ihe Poor Laws, by John Davideon, 1817; An Inguiry inic the Naoture of
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Committee of twenty-one members, which included Caatlereagh,
Curwen, Sitr Thomas Baring and Thomas Frankland Lewis,
took much instructive evidence and made, in July 1817, a long
and able report, which lacked nothing but a constructive policy
of reform. * The leading members " of this Committee, so John
Rickman wrote at the time, “are . ., much dissatisfied to
find that, in their own heads, they can only find that they have
found nothing effectual ! ” * But although the Committee could
find no effective remedy, it embodied in its widely read report
much of the new movement of thought in favour of the abolition,
or at least the rigid limitation, of Poor Relisf; snd it was thie
publication that “ first brought the enormity of the abuses
before the public”. The vast revenues that were being raised
and expended on the poor seemed, in fact, to threaten national
ruin, “Such & compulsory contribution for the indigent”,
urged the Committee, “ from the funds originally accumulated
from the labour and industry of others, could not fail in process
of time, with the increase of population which it was calculated
to foster, to produce the unfortunate effect of abating those
exertions on the part of the labouring classes, on which according
to the nature of things, the happiness and welfare of mankind
has been made to rest. By diminishing this natural impulee

Benevolence . . . the Poor Laws, and to show their immoral tendency, by 4. E.
Bicheno, 1617 (and another in 1824) ; Observations on the Circumstances which
snfluence the condition of the Labouring Classes of Sociely, by John Barton,
1817 ; The Village System, being a Scheme for the Gradual Abolition of Pauperism,
anon., 1817; Arpuments in favour of . . . relieving the Ablebodied Poor by
Finding Employment for them, by Bir Egerton Brydges, 1817; TRoughts on
the Depreased State of the Agrievdiural Interest . . . and on . . . Hr. Curwen's
plan for beltering the condition of the Poor, by a Magistrate [R. Fellowes],
1817 ; Sugpestiona for the Employment of the Poor, ete., by H, B. Gascoigne,
1817 (and ancther in 1818} ; three in 1818 by Samuel Banfill {with another in
1828) ; Coneideralions on the Impolicy and Perniciows Tendency of the Poor
Latn, by Charlea Jerrain, 1818 ; A Summary View of the Report and Evidence
relating to the Poor Law, by 8. W, Nicoll, 1818 ; A Trealise upon the Poor Laws,
by Thomas Peregrine Courtenay, 1818 (M.P. for Totnes, 1810-1631 ; Secretary
to Board of Control, 1812-1828 ; Vice-President of Board of Trade, 1828-1830;
Privy Councillor, 1528)).

U Life and Letters of John Rickman, by Orlo Williams, 1912, pp. 101, 204,
It was for this Committee that Rickman sbatracted the Poor Rate returns of
1813-1814, after which he did the work annoally until 1834 ; and it waa he
who discovered the returna for 1748-1750, which had lsin untouched in the
recegsen of the House of Commona building. Theas returna were published in
abstract in Bupplementary Report of the Committes of the House of Commons
on the Poor Law, 1818, and referred to in Chalmers’ artiole in the Edinburgh
Review, Fobruary 1818, on “* The Cause and Cure of Panperism ™.
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by which men are instigated to industry and good conduet, by
superseding the necessity of providing in the season of health
and vigour for the wants of sickness and old age, and by making
poverty and misery the conditions on which relief is to be obtained,
your Committee cannot but fear, from a reference to the increased
npumbers of the poor, and increased and increasing amount of
the sums raised for their relief, that this system is perpetually
encouraging and increasing the amount of misery it was designed
to alleviate, creating st the same time an unlimited demand on
funds which it cannot augment ; and as every aystem of relief
founded on compulsory enactments must be divested of the
character of benevolence, so it ie without its beneficial effects ;
a8 it proceeds from no impulse of charity, it creates no feelings
of gratitude, and not unfrequently engenders dispositions and
habits calculated to separate rather than unite the interests of
the higher and lower orders of the community ; even the obliga-
tions of natural affection are no longer left to their own impulse,
but the mutual support of the nearest relations has been actually
enjoined by a positive law, which the authority of magistrates
is continually required to enforce. The progress of these evils,
which are inherent in the system itself, appears to have been
favoured by the circumstances of medern fimes, by an extension
of the law in practice, and by some deviations from its most
important provisions. How much of the complaints which have
been referred to your Committee may be attributable to one
canse or the other, it i3 perhaps not easy to ascertain. The
reault, however, appears to have been highly prejudicial to the
moral habits, and consequent happiness, of a great body of the
people, who have been reduced to the degradation of a depend-
ence upon parochial support ; while the rest of the community,
including the most industrious class, has been oppressed by a
weight of contribution taken from those very means which
would otherwise have been applied more beneficially to the
supply of employment. And, as the funds which each person
can expend in labour are limited, in proportion as the poor rate
diminishes those funds, in the same proportion will the wages
of labour be reduced, to the immediate and direct prejudice of
the labouring classes; the system thus producing the very
necessity which it is created to relieve. For whether the expendi-
ture of individuals be applied directly to labour, or to the purchase
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of conveniences or superfluities, it-is in each case employed
immediately or ultimately in the maintenance of labour.” 1

This Committee, it will be noted, emphatically endorsed the
thesis of Townsend and Chalmers that pauperism was an arti-
ficially induced disease of society, and unreservedly accepted
from Malthus the “ Principle of Population” and the Theory
of the Wage Fund, which rendered all expenditure on Poor
Relief illusory and positively mischievous, What the Committee
failed to discover was the lever for reform of the local administra-
tion, which Bentham was busily elaborating in the shape of a
central specialised Government Department, with the function
of supervision, initiation and control, and provided with the
machinery of a peripatetic inspectorate and an independent
official audit. It is, in fact, one more example of the inability
of this generation to grapple effectively with ite problems, that
all that immediately resulted from this impressive report was
legislation providing the more populous parishes with an improved
constitution for their Vestries, including a valuable provision
for the appointment of a salaried Overseer; and one more
trivial amendment of the Law of Settlement, which was so badly
framed, and led to such an increase of expensive litigation, as
to call for two successive amending Acts within a dozen years.2

A Decade of Controversy

There followed in 1821-1822 two Bills of more than ususal
importance, introduced by two lawyers of distinction, Scarlett
and Nolan, which failed to pass, but led to widespread discussion.?

! Report of Hoase of Commons Committee on the Poor Laws, 1817, pp. 7-8,
drafted, it is stated, by T. Frankland Lawis for Sturges Bonrne.

* The Parish Vestry Act, 58 George III. o, 69, 1818; the Select Vestry
Act, 58 George IIL. o. 12, 1819, both of them frequently called ** Sturges
Bourne’s Act”; and sn Act to amend the Laws ... 30 far as regards
renting tenements, 59 George I1I. o. 50, 1519 ; amended by 8 George 1V. c. 57,
1825, and 1 William IV. c. 18, 1830 {see History of the English Poor Law, by
Bir George Nicholls, 1854, vol. i. pp. 191-201, 210-211; sbid. vol. iii. by
T. Macksy, 1899, pp- 46.50; The Village Labourer, 1760-1832, by J. L. end
B. Hammond, 1812, p. 153; The Parish and the County, by B. snd B. Webb,
1907, pp. 152-170).

? Jumes Soarlett (1769-1844), & Whig M.P. in 1810, was Attorney-General
in Canning's Administration, 1827 ; joined the Tories and became, in 1834,
Chief Baron of the Exchequer, and in 1835 Lord Abinger (sse the pamphlet
An Essay on the Employment of the Poor . . . to which ia prefived o letter by
James Bearlet, 1822 ; and A Letier lo James Scerlett on Ms Bill relating fo the



44 THE ROYAL COMMISSION OF 1832-1834

In 1821 there was & select Committes on Agricultural Distresa ;
in 1824 one on the Wages of Labourers in Agriculture, and in
1826-1827 one on Emigration, from none of which could the
operation of the Poor Law be excluded. In 1828 a House of
Commons Committee definitely concentrated its attention on the
Relief of Able-bodied Labourers from the Poor Rate, with which
a House of Lords Committee was at the same time dealing in a
more general survey. During these years the working of the
Game Laws was under investigation by a House of Commons
Committee in 1823 and a House of Lordas Committee in 1828 ;
and the prevention and punishment of crime generally by
succesgive House of Commons Committees in 1827, 1828, 1831
and 1832; all of which inquiries, so far as the rural districts
were concerned, incidentally elicited significant evidence throwing
light on the administration and operation of the Poor Law.!
But successive Tory Cabinets, hampered by their internal
differences 28 to Catholic emancipation, afraid of the growing
demand for Parliamentary reform, and depending on a House
of Commons conscious of its lack of public support, sulleniy
refused to entertain any project interfering with the traditional
control of the parish by the connty magisiracy, and the cherished
“right to relief ” of the rural labourer under the Poor Law.

Poor Lawe, by o Surrey Magistrate, 1521 ; History of the English Poor Law,
by Bir George Nicholls, 1854, vol. it. pp. 221-224),

Michsel Nolan (circa 1763-1827), M.P. for Barnstapls, 1820-1626; appointed
in 1824 & Welsh judge, was the author of one of the best lega! textbooks,
entitled A Trealize on the Laws for the Relief and Seillement of the Foor, 1305,
1808, 1814, 1825 (sec The Speech of M.N. . . . om moving for leave io bring in
a Bill to alter and omend the Lawe for the Relief of the Poor, 1822 ; Hansard,
July 10, 1822; article entitled *“ The Management of the Poor *, in Edinburgh
Review for 1823, pp. 327-358 ; History of the English Poor Law, by Bir George
Nicholls, 1854, vol. ii. pp. 225.228).

! Among the many pamphlets between 1322 end 1830 we can mention
only An Inguiry into the Workhosse System, eto., by Rev, C. D, Brereton, 1822
{and four others); Thoughts on ihe Foor Lows, with a plan for reducing the
Poor Rales preparatory o their abolilion, by B. Brookes, 1822 ; The Principle
of the English Foor Laws illustrated and defended, by Frederick Page, 1822 and
1829 ; The Poor and their Relief, by Goorge Ensor, 1823; Letterto . . . Canning
on the . English Poor Laws, by w Veatryman of . Putney, 1828 {and
mothermisal) LdtebﬁeDwm;quHmaflndudrydBﬁkm
mwnmhwmmamdhmmhvummhhwembynw
Richard Whately (sfterwards Archbishop of Dublin), 1823; TAe Praclicable
Means of Reducing the Poor's Rate, ete., by Jossph Bosworth, 1824 {and others
in 1825 snd 1838); TthMRemdlua!Paum . considered,
by Bir R. J. Wilmot Horton, 1820; four by G. Ponhﬁ&uropo,F.RB in
18291831 (and four meore in 1848-1850).
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It was in vain that Wilmot Horton, the chairman of the Select
Commities on Emigration in 1826-1827, appealed to Sir Robert
Peel sz Home Secretary to take up a measure of Poor Law
reform, Like other statesmen, Peel refused to do when in office
what he demanded from his successors when he had been furned
out. In 1830, on the debate upon an Emigration Bill, he urged
that the question was ripe for legislation by the Government.t

The Labourers’ Lagt Revoll

Meanwhile the sudden flash of rural insurrection in South-
East England, between August and November 1830,% just as
Lord Grey was forming his Government, once more put the fear
of revolution into the hearts of the English governing clasa.
The effect of thiz *“ revolt of the field ” was actually to increase
the desire for Poor Law reform. There was a general impression
among parish officers and county magistratea in the disturbed
districts that the riots and rick-burning, the machine-breaking
and isolated attempts to set on fire churches, farm-buildings and
country mansijcns, were more frequent and more savage in those
parishes in which the Allowance System prevailed most com-
pletely, and had most strongly confirmed the labourers in their

} MB. letter from Hyde Villiers to Lord Howick, January 18, 1832 (ses
Hidory of the English Poor Law, vol. iii., by Thomms Mackay, 1809, p. 26).
Thore is some indication thet Peel even contemplated a Bill of his own, as
Leader of the Opposition. As early as 1823 Feel had been in correapondenco
with Thomas Walker sbout his Poor Law reforma at Stretford. (Blauchard
Jerrold’s miemoir of Wallker in the 1874 edition of The Original, vol. i.
PP- 134-141.} John Riokman, one of the clerks of the House of Commons,
who had long been charged with the preparaiion of the snnuesl Poor Law
statistics, writes in his disry in April 1831 as to * the best movement towarda
the amendment of the FPoor Laws ™. * There in likelthood, I think, that
8ir Bobert Peel would gladly try to sffect this during his abeence from
office, which wonld give him s great reputation, but which would ccat too
murh attention when in office. I could fit up the apparatua readily, having
not only arguments but clanses ready drawn in store. 1 would propose that
he shoukl make s circumstantinl apeech and print the Bill in the summer
seasion, and I could hear and dispose of all cbservations (they would not be

in the sutumn” {John Rickman to R. Southey, April 24, 1831, in Life
and Letiers of John Riciman, by Orlo Williams, 1912, pp. 306-307).

* Most interesting sources for this, * the last labourers’ revolt ", will be
{ound in the MS. volames of Homs Offics papera for 1830 in the Public Rovord
Office ; others in the reports of the Aseisteant Commisioners in Report of
Poor Lew Commission, Appendix A, 1834, The whole episode is minutely
and feelingly described in The Village Labourer, 1760-1832, by J. L. snd E.
Hammond, 1912, ch. xi. and xii. ; see alac A Sheplerd’s Life, by W. H. Hudson,
1010; Lord Grey of the Reform Bill, 1920, pp. 252253, aud Hisory of Englond,
by G, M. Trevelyan, 1820; Life of William Cobbett, by . D, H. Cols, 1926.
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belief that they possessed & “ right ** to full maintenance, Thus
the widespread issue of “ parish pay”, far from preventing
popular discontent, was the canse of constant anger among
those who either failed to obtain it, or who received less than
they chose to assume to be their due. * The violence of most of
the mobs ”, it was eaid, * peems to have atisen from an idea
that all their privations arose from the cupidity or frand of those
entrusted with the management of the fund provided for the
poor. . . . Whatever addition is made to allowances . . . excites
the expectation of still further allowances, increases the con-
ception of the extent of the right, and ensures proportionate
disappointment and Ratred if that expectation is not satisfied.” 1
It must, we think, be credited to the Whig Ministers for ahrewd
statesmanship, if not for humanity, that their stern repression
and savage punishment of the rural rioters was not the sole
outeome of the rebellion. In due course, after some six hundred
prisoners hed been tried by two special Commissions, each of
three judges ; after a couple of hundred men had been sentenced
to death, ten of them actually executed, the rest put into the
heli of transportation for life to Botany Bay; and after a
couple of hundred more had been either transported for various
terms or imprieoned with hard labour—when a new House of
Commons, more determined in its reforming zeal than any
that had preceded it, had been elected for the express purpose
of passing the Reforra Bill; and a Government was in office
pledged to drastic action—the Cabinet resolved on a decisive
step. Lord Althorp in the House of Commons, replying in
February 1832 to a question, doubtless prearranged, announced
that the Government had decided on appointing a Royal Com-
mission charged to conduct an elaborate investigation all over
the country into what was the actual working of the Poor Laws,
with an indication of the Government’s intention to take in
hand the reform of the entire system.s

* Report of the Poor Law Inquiry Commimioners, 1834, p. 50; seo also
PP. 36 and 289.

" Hansard, February 1, 1832. The Poor Law Inguiry Commission and
the Poor Law Amendment Act are, of course, elaborately described in The
History of the English Poor Law, by Sir George Nicholls, 1854, vol, ii. pp. 237-298,
and vol. lii., by Thomes Mackay, 1809, pp. 22.158, They are also dealt with
in the varions histories of the period, not wlways with complete sccuracy snd
undorstanding (see Hislory of England, 1830-1874, by W. N,

1871-1878, vol. i. pp. 900-319; Hislory of the Thirty Years' Peace (1816-1846),
by Harriet Martinesu, 1877; Hisory of England from the Conclusion of the
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The Appointment of the Commission

Some credit is accordingly due to Lord Grey’s Government
for ite courage in determining to reform the Poor Law,! all the
more because the subject had not been mentioned in the King’s
Bpeech ; whilst the Cabinet had, in 1832, no plan of reform before
it; and, in the stress of Foreign Affairs and the struggle for
the Reform Bill, no time to prepare one. In this predicament,
Lord Grey adopted a suggestion made privately on January 19,
1832, by one junior member of the Government to another, by
Thomas Hyde Villiers, Secretary to the Board of Control, to
Lord Howick, the Under-Secretary of State for the Home Office,
that the best course would be to appoint a non-party Royal
Commission to inquire into the whole subject; to prepare &
scheme of reform, and to educate public opinion.? A fortnight

Greal War, by Spencer Walpole, vol. ii. pp- 184-188; vol. iii., 1880, pp. 231.239;
vol. iv. 1886, pp. 20.35; Political History of England, vol. xi., by (. C. Brodrick
and J. K. Fotheringham, 1908, pp. 340-344 ; Social and Political History of
England, by J. F. Reea, 1920, pp. §9-61; A Student's History of England, by
8. R. Gardiner, 1881, p. 911 ; ThAe Cambridge Modern History, vol. x. pp. 880-
862; History of England, by G. M. Trevelyan, 1826, pp. 641-642; British History
in the Nineleenth Century, by the same, 1922, pp. 248-251 ; and very fully in
A Ouide to Modern English History, by William Cory, vol. ii., 1882, pp. 416-460.
The beat short scoount soems to us to be that in Histoire du peuple anglass
at diz-neuvieme siecle, by Elie Halevy, vol. iii., 1823, pp. 115-121; translated
as A History of the Englub People, vol, iii., 1927, PP 121.131).

1 Cobbett confidently declared that, with or without a Royal Commisaion,
the attempt would inevitably fail (Life of William Cobbett, by G. D. H. Cole,
1924, chap. xxv. pp. 407-418). * The Whiga took up the queation, not bacause
it was inevitable, nor becauss they had, when in opposition, studied it, or made
it & Party aymbol. . . . they took it up becanse thoy were intollectual poli-
ticians, aoquainted with the philosophers who sounded the backwaters of
society {A Quide to Modern English History, by William Cory, vol. ii., 1880,
p- 417). 1t may well be that the irrepreasible Lord Chancellor forced the banda of
the Cabinet. In 1831 Lord Balisbury moved a resolution as to reform of the
Poor Law, in anawer to which Lord Melbourne was vague and non-committal.
TLereupon Lord Brougham broke out, and aaid he had been studying the subject
since 1819 (when he had spoken in the House of Commona upon it}, and would
bring in & measurs of reform befors many months. Lord Salisbury withdrow
hia motion, saying he did so because the Government was going to bring in &
Bill. Melbourne disclaimsd having given any such undertaking, whersupon
Balishury retorted that Broughsm hed dons so (Hanzard, June 23, 1831),

¥ “The merit of having suggested the appointment of a commission for
the purposes of investigating the extent and the causes of the existing evils,
and of devising romedies {at that time an unusual proceeding) belongs to
Mr. Hyde Villiers, s remarkable member of a remarksble family, s statesman
whose esarly death was a public calamity which it is not essy to exaggsrate™
{Remarks on the Opposition to the Poor Law Amendment Bill, by a Guardian
[Nassau Senior], 1841, p. 28). Thomas Hyds Villiers (1801-1832), M.P., was
lmndwnoftheﬁntEnrlol’Chmdon,mdhmtherofthofouﬂhEul.md
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later the Commission was announced. Its members, chosen,
““ with a total absence of party feeling ”, it was said, by Lord
Brougham, the Lord Chancellor {(although Lord Althorp himsel
issued the invitations), were Dr. C. J. Blomfield (then Bishop of
London) as chairman ; Dr. J. B. Sumner, then Bishop of Chester
(afterwarde Archbishop of Canterbury), who had published a
well-informed article on the Poor Law in the 1824 Supplement
to the Encyclopedia Briiannica—both these bishops being, in
1832, fifty-two years of age; the Right Honourable Sturges
Bourne, then aged sixty-five, who had been chairman of the
8elect Committee of 1817, and had lately retired from Parliament
after more than a quarter of a century of public service ; Nassan
William Senior, a Chancery barrister, then forty-two, who had
just ecompleted his five years’ term as Drummond Professor of
Political Economy at Oxford ; ! the Rev, Henry Bishop ; Walter

of the better-known C. P. Villiers; and s friend of John Stuart Mill. He
wae & clerk in the Colonial Office, 1822 ; agent for Berbice and Newfoundland,
1826-1832 ; elected M.P. for Hedon, 1826-1830; for Wootton Bessett, 1830 ;
for Bletchingly, 183]1. In the Whig Government he had been appointed

to the Board of Control (1831); and he became during the ensuing
year one of the channels through which much Benthavizsm reached the minds
of Ministers (see History of tAe Engliah Poor Law, vol. iii., by T. Mackay,
1899, pp. 26.27; Memoir of Earl Spencer, by Bir Denis lo Marchant, 1876,
vol, ii. p. 467 ; Life and Leitera of the Fourth Kari of Clarendon, by Sir Herbert
Maxwell, 1813, vol. i. p. 80; Asioliography of Bir Henry Taylor, 1885). He
went so far s t0 suggest to Lord Howick five of the persons to be invited to
serve on the Commission, two of whom (Bishop Sumner and Nassan Benior)
were actually chosen. The other three whom the Whig Government did not
invite wers Jumes Mill, the historian of British India, Rev. Thomas Whatley
and Thomas Law Hodges, M.P, for West Kent,

That it was Lord Althorp {(and not Lord Brougham) who issued the in-
vitation was stated by Bishop Blomfield in the House of Lords on August B,
1834 {see A Memoir of Charles James Blomfield, by Alired Blomfield, 1863,
vol. i. pp. 170, 203). Brougham sven doclared in the House of Lords in 1523
that the appointment of A Commission was not his doing ; thet he had been
sgainst it ss Involving needless delay, but that he had been ponverted to ita
ussfulness (Hansard, February 8, 1833). He followed ita proceedings with
great attention. When Charlea Knight waa staying at Brougham Hall in the
autumn of 1832 the Lord Chancellor was having the internal documents of
the Commission sent down to him. ** Evening after evening would his despatch
box bring down some repart of an Amsistant Commissioner. He oocasionally
gave mo ', says Enight, * the task of looking over these voluminous papers,
snd marking passagos for his more careful perusal * (Poseages of a Working Life,
by Charles Knight, 1864, vol. i. pp. 197.198).

! Nasssu William Benjor {1790-1864) merita a fuller biography than the
suthoritative but brief notioe in the Dictionary of National Biography and that
in Boase's Modern English Biography, vol. ili. He had watched in boyhood
tho abuses of the Poor Law in the Wiltehire parish (Durnford) of which his
father waa the incombent ; and late in life he declared that, in 1815,  when
1 was twonty-five, I.zesclved to reform the English Poor Laws "', He became
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Coulson, & journalist and editor who had become & conveyancer,
then thirty-eight;? and Henry Gawler.? To them were added, in

a Chanocery barrister, and pupil of Sugden (Lord B8t. Leonards}, succeeding
to much of his master’s Inorative practice when the Iatter took silk. He was
veory intimate with the economists ; ons of the founders of the Politica] Economy
Clab in 1823 ; and ax the holder for the first term {1825-1830) of the newly
founded Drummond Profsssorship of Political Economy at Oxford, he became
the outatanding, as well as the fashionable, economist of the time. In 1830
Lord Melbourne called him in to report on the strange new portent of Trade
Unionism {see History of Trade Unionism, by 8. and B. Wobb, pp. 138.141
of edition of 1920). For his werk on the Poor Law Inguiry Commission, he
was offered by the Government the munificent sum of £500 and s knight-
hood, both of which he refused. An offer of & seat on the exsoutive Poor
Law Commission, with & salary for full-time work of two thousand s year,
did not tempt him to sbandon his highly remunerstive profemsion; nor did
he entertain & subssquent offer of the governorahip of Canada. What he valued
was his intimate intellectual intercourse with all the distinguished mon of his
generation, in Paris as well as London, eapecially the Whig governing families,
and both British and Frenoh sconomists and statcamen. His house at Ken-
mington became, from ita building in 1827 down to his death, as Sydney Smith
declared, a ** chapel of sage to Lanadowne House . The prospect of increased
leisure, though amaller incoms, induced him, in 1836, to accept from Lord
Melbourne one of the twelve new posts of Master in Chancery; and when
that office waa abolished in 1855 he retired on a pension equal to his full salary.
He wna appointed in 1847 for & second term of five years to the Oxford pro-
feasorship. During his hali-ventury of active life he gave advice to almost
every Whig Ministry, contributed many wrticles to the Edinburgh Review, and
took part in successive Royal Commissions and Committess of Inguiry: in
addition to the Poor Law Inquiry Commission, we may mention those on
Factoriea {1837), Handloom Weavers (1841), Irish Poor Law (1844}, and
Eduncation (1857). Among his many books the principal were four series of
lectures on Politioal Economy (which have been united into m single treatise,
skilfully amplified from the MSS. by &. Leon Levy, sntitled Industrial Efficiency
and Bocial Economy, by N. 8., 1828} ; three volumes of assays {moatiy reprinted
articlea); and pine volumes of journals and records of conversations with men
of distinotion (see n brief character sketeh in the Greville Memoirs, 1875, vol. iii.
p- 138; Many Memories of Many People, by his daughter, Mra, M. C. M. Simpaon,
1887; end “ Nassau W, Senjor, British Economist”, by 8. leon Levy, in
Journal of Political Economy {Chicago), vol. xxvi. p. 347 and p. 50B).

1 Walter Coulson (1704-1860), after sorving Bentham aa amanuensis,
becamo s barrister and jonrnalist ; edited the London nswepaper the Globe
and Traveller in 1823 ; n very intimate friend of Jamee Mill, and a constant
companion in his Bundsy walks ; in later life acted aa legal draftaman for the
Home Office. * When Mr. Coulson was propossd for the Poor Law Inquiry ”,
Lord Brougham recslled, in old age, * hiz having been the conductor of =
nowapaper waa stated as » ground for objecting to him ; but Althorp said it
was rather an argument in his favour, he having raised himseli to be s con-
voyancer ** (Life of Lord Brougham, by himeslf, 1871, vol. iii. p. 254 ; James
Mill, by Alszander Bain, 1882, p. 183; Letiers of Ricards to Malthus, by
James Bonar, 1887, p. 168).

* Henry Gawler had been ons of those who delimited the new Parliamentary
aonstituencies {Memosr of Thomas Drummond, by John F. M'Lennan, 1877,
p. 181}, He was sn uncle of the Benthamite law reformer, C. H. Bellenden
Keor, and brother of the John Gawler who took the name of Belenden Ker,
and vainly olsimed the dukedom of Roxburgh.
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1833, James Traill and, not least important, Edwin Chadwick,
then only thirty-two, who had been at firat given only the position
of an Assistant Commissioner. [If the three dignitaries on the
Commission were Tories, we may perhaps class the four other
original members as Whigs ; and the two additions made in the
following year notably increased this majority. What was more
important was that these humbler and younger members of the
Commission, who (as this body, unlike subsequent Commissions,
had no secretary assigned to it by the Government)! seem to
have done the work, had all, in varying degrees, irbibed the Ben-
thamite philosophy; two among them, indeed, were notorious
Benthamites, Coulson had been in his youth Bentham’s amanu-
ensis, whilst Edwin Chadwick (whom John Stuart Mill had
introduced to Nassau Senior, and who was at first the Commis-
sion’s indefatigable and irrepressible assistant, presently its
most active member, and finally its most copious draftsman)
had been actually living in Bentham’s household down to 1832,
and was one of his latest favourite disciples.? The Poor Law

! The name of no secretary appears in the warrant of appointment {as is
usual} ; or on any of the publications of the Commission, or on the queati i
that it isaued. We learn incidentally that George Taylor was secretary at
£800 & year from March 17 to July 17, 1832, Valuable memoranda by him
on the various statutory provisions relating to different parts of the subject
were printed in Appendix € to the Commission’s Report. He appesrs to
have been a landowner in Durham (1771-1861), who soon retired to his eetate,
devoiing himself to antiquarianism, and writing articles for the Quarterly Review.
He contributed the memoir of Surtees prefixed to the fourth volume of the
latier's History of Durham (see Gentleman’s Magazine, 185), p. 317; Modern
English Biography, by F. Boase, vol. iil. p. 888). He was rucceeded by John
Revans, who served from July 17, 1832, to the end of the Commission in 1834,
He became secretary to the Irish Poor Law Commission in 1836; and an
Assistant Poor Law Commissioner in England in 1838. We hear of him
again in 1850 as having been appointed to make a report on the oparstion of
the Law of Settloment, in which ho mentions that * aa the secretary to that
Inquiry (of 1832-1834) the whole of the details were eo deeply stamped on my
memory ”, ete. {Reports to the Poor Law Board on the Operation of the Law
of Settlement, 1850). John Revans wrote for the Westminater Review (£.g. an
artiole in 1831, whioh he republished long afterwards under the title England's
Navigation Lawe no protection to Britiah Shipping, 184D} ; and he also published
Obaservations on the proposed alteration of the Timber Duties, 1831 ; Evils of the
State of Ireland, thesr Cavses and the Remedy—a Foor Law, 1837 ; snd 4 Per.
centage T'ax on Domenstic Exzpendilure to supply the whole of the Public Revenue,
1B47.

! Bir Edwin Chadwick, K.C.B. (1800-1800), who may not unfairly be
deeoribed as the proposer of more of the socisl reforms of the nineteenth
century than any man except his master, Jeremy Bentham, and Robert Owen
himaelf, started as a clerk in a London attorney's office with but an imperfect
formal education, took to journalism, and was in 1830 called to the Bar, without
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Inquiry Commisaion of 1832 becamé, in fact, like the Municipal
Corporations Commiesion of 1833 and the Prisons Commission
of 1835, essentially an organ of the * enlightenment ” in Political
Science that was in these years emanating from Bentham and his
immediate followers; a fact which perhaps accounts for the
dynamic effect of their respective reports.

The Great Inquiry

The Commissioners (for whom offices were found at first at
Whitehell Yard) went promptly to work, meeting, as we inci-
dentally learn, never lesa frequently than once a week during
the whole two years of their inquiry, and often more.! But,
under the chairmanship of the Bishop of London, they were wise
enough to occupy themselves with directing the investigation,
to considering its results, and to formulating their own policy.

ever practising. As a friend of James Mill's family hia articles on Life Assurance,
Charitias end & Preventive Police, in the Westminsler Review and London
Review, were naturally brought to the notice of Bentham, who took him into
his household, 1831-1832, made him s favourite disciple snd left him o legacy.
Whilst atill serving on the Poor Law Inguiry Commisaion, he was made one
of the three commiseicners to inquire into tbe condition of children in facturies
(1833); and thenceforth co-operated in endleas investigations and reports
{Constabulary Force, 1838; Banitation, 1838-1842; Interment, 1843-1844;
Heolth of Towns, 1844; Health of London, 1847). His independence of
spesch and disregard of official conventions as Secretary to the Poor Lew
Commissioners, 18341847, led to friction ; and he was gind to escape to the
new Board of Health, 1848-1854 (where his impatient zeal sventually led to
the summary Patlismentary sbolition of the whole department, and to hia
own retirement on & pension of £1000 & year ai the age of 54). Ho continued
his propagendist activities for several decades at the congresses of the British
Asgocistion, the Amociation for the Promotion of Social Beience, sto.  After
the Reform Bill of 1867 he became & candidate for Parliament {after un.
succesafully trying for sdoption st London University, where he went so far
ag to print an election address, which is in the London Library, he actually
stond for Kilmarnook); but was unsuccessful at the poll, obtaining only one-
fifth of the votes cast. He was made a C.B, in 1848, and a K.C.B. in 1880,
No adequate biography of him exists; but the notics in the Supplemvnt of
the D.N,B. may be anpplemented by that in the Dictionary of Political Economy ;
by English Sawitary Institutions, by Sir John Simon, 1890 : by the less accurate
reminiscences largely dictated by Chadwick himaelf in extreme old age, entitled
The Healih of Nationz : A Review of ihe Works of Edwin Chadwick, by Sir
B. W. Richardson, 2 vols,, 1887; by s very laudatory article (by Siv David
Mamon) in North Brikish Review, 1850 ; by a acathing sttack upon his Public
_Hallth administration in Enginesrs and Officials, 1856, an snonymous volume
in the British Museum (706, g, 9); and by the inadequate memoir entitled
Bir Edwin Chadwick, 1800-1890, by Maurice Marston, 1925,

;Oé.d Membir of Charles James Blomfield, by Alfred Blomfield, 1863, veol. i.
.3
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They adopted the plan—said to have been suggested to them by
Lord Brougham—of not themselves hearing oral evidence, but
{whilst freely inviting written answers to specifioc questions) of
relying mainly on the personal investigations of Assistant Com-
missioners who spent a few months in travelling from place to
place.! At that time there was avsilable, it must be remembered,
apart from bare statistics of annual expenditure, no body of reporte
or returns showing what was going on in all the fifteen thousand
local areas of Poor Law administration, Neither the Home
Office nor any other public Department exercised any oversight
over the proceedings of the parochial authorities, or knew any-
thing whatever about the work of the vast majority of them.
H the Poor Law Commission was to convince the public that
reform was required, it was essential to reveal the evils that
existed. Accordingly, the Treasury seems to have found ex-
penses on a liberal scale, though apparently not salaries, for as
many a8 six-and-twenty investigators styled Assistant Commis-
sioners, whom the Commission itself was permitted to appoint ;
and it is characteristic of the period that, although only a few
of them are now identifiable as known Benthamites, they were
currently reported to be * without exception of the same par-
ticular bias ”* and certainly nearly all of them appear, from the
reports that they eventually contributed, to have been more or
less Benthamite in their opinions, if not, indeed, to have been
drilled by Chadwick himself.? These Assistant Commissioners

! “To him [ford Brougham] we owe an sdministrative invention which
has increased tenfold the efficiancy of commissicns, the dividiag the Com.-
missioners into & central board and itinerant assistants; the doty of the
latter being to collect facts and opinions, that of the fortner to direct the
enquiry, to digest the information, and to frame remedial measurea founded
on the evidence collected by thoir asaistants ” {Remarks om the Opposilion
bﬁerMwAMMby;Mn[NmuBmm],lHl.p.%}.
A similar plan waa adopted by the Factory Children Commision of 1833, and
also by the Municipal Corporations Commimion of tho ssme yesr, though in
the latter the jtinerant invesligations were committed to individual members
of the Commission, the work of considering and drafting the genersl report
being undertaken simost entirely by the chairman. This preference for indi-
vidual investigation on the spot, over hearing orai evidence in London from

ensuing three-quarters of & century,
lssl.AieﬂahM Viscount Altkorp, by a Buckinghamshire Magistrate,
P-
! Theos Amistant Commissioners of the Foor Law Inquiry Commision
were (if we may judge from the offices they subsequently held, their various
publications, or the publicity they obtsined), not equal in ability to thoss of
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(together with two of the Commissioners themselves), are stated
to have visisted, mostly between August and December 1832, about
three thousand parishes and townships, situsted in every county
in England and Wales. Their mission was to bring back, not later
than the end of 1832, under sixty-two comprehensive headings,
accounts of what the Poor Law administration actually was, and
what were the results that it produced. They were evidently
directed to give, in their reports, a large number of detailed
examples ; and, as the assumption was universal and nnques-
tioned that drastic reforms were reguired, we may not unfairly
infer that more stress was laid upon obtaining materials for a

the Municipal Cotporations Commission of 1833 (as to which see The Manor
and the Borough, by 8. and B. Webb, 1908, vol. ii. pp. 714-715). Out of the
whole twenty-six, only one attained distinction, namely, Charles Polham
Villiers (18021898}, grandson of the first Ear! of Clarendon, younger brother
of Thomas Hyde Villiers, who has been already mentioned ; and, like him, s
disciple of Bentham and friend of John 8tuart Mill. He uny safully conteated
Hull in 1826 ; became secretary to the Master of the Rolls, 1830 ; an Assistant
Poor Law Commmwm. 18321834 ; examiner of witnesses in Chancery,
1833-1852 ; Judgo-Advoc&ta -Goneral, 1852-1858. He waa elected M.P, for
Wnlverh&mpbun in 1835, retaining his seat in sixteen eloctions until his doath
(eixty-throe years) ; leader from 1837 of the Free Trade Party in the Houss ;
chairman of Select Committes on Import Duties, 1840 ; President of Board of
Trade, 1859-1868 ; retired on a Cabinet Miniater's pension of £2000 a year,
which be held till death (see hin Free Trade Speeches, 2 vols., 1883 ; Charles
Pelham Villiers and the Bepeal of the Corn Laws, 1883 ; and Life and Letters of
the Fourth Earl of Clarendon, by Bir Herbert Maxwell, 1913, vol. i p. 85).

Only three others seem to have coms into the Dickionary of National
Biography, namely, J. Wrotbeoloy (1768-1867), afterwards = Baronmet and
Lord Wrottealey ; and R. W. Pilkington (1788-1844) and his brother Henry

" Thelblutnumstohavabeenl;dmd(hﬂton'l‘ufnell(lm-

1886), suthor of & critical pamphlet entitled CAaracler, Objects and Effects of
Trades Unions, published anonymously in 1834, snd subvequently of various
valuable reports initiating improvements in Poor law administration (see
Boase's Modern English Biography, vol. vi., 1921 ; The Family of Tufnell, by
E. B. Tufnell, 1924, pp. 33-35). He and two othm obtained Civil Servios
appointments under the Foor Law Commissioners. Another, Charles Hay

Cameron (1705-1880), had been a candidate for the chair of philosophy at
University College, London, when be was mupported by Jobhn Steart Mill
(James Mill, by Alexander Bain, 1882, p. 263 ; Hisoire du pexple anplais,
by Elie Halévy, 1923). Hehaduhmdylemdoncommmomm(}aylon,
1832-1833 ; and he was appointed s member of the Law Committes of the
Governor-Gensral of Indis, and becams Law Member of Council and President
of the Council of Education for Bengsl, 1833-1845. Reiumning to England in
1848, ho lived in retirement until kis death in 1880 (Dictionary of National
Bmﬂby Boase's Modern English Biogrophy, vel. i, 1802; Autobiography
of Bir Hem-y Taylor, 1885, vol. li. pp. 48.56, 184). He wrote sod privately
ﬂnted two essays on The Sublime and Besutiful, and on Duelling (1838),

t apparently published nothing, exoept (in 1883, An Address to Parliament
mWMuo!GreﬂMlofm {see Mackenzie's Hislory of the Camerona,
1884),
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convincing indictment than upon appreciation of what was good
in the existing administration, or upon completeness and im-
partiality in the description of its working. Their voluminous
reports, together with the equally voluminous other statements,
were printed in foll, comprising altogether no fewer than
twenty-six folio volumes, containing in the aggregate over
thirteen thousand printed pages, all published during 1834-1835,
being by far the most extensive sociological survey that had at
that date ever beem undertaken—as Lord Brougham rightly
said, “ a masa of evidence the largest, the most comprehensive,
the most important and the most interesting that perhaps was
ever collected upon any subject”.* This prodigious mass of
material, which poured in during the autumn of 1832, was
digested and arranged during 1833 by Nassan Senior, who had
from the first taken the lead as the chief worker of the Comunis-
sion, in conjunction with Edwin Chadwick ; and was discussed
week by week at the meetings of the Commission. The Cabinet
wad in & hurry for resulta; and accordingly the Assistant Com-
missioners were asked to pick out of their material the most
instructive and the most telling examples of malpractices and
evil consequences. These selections were published by the
Commission as early as March 1833,* and steps were taken to

1 Speech of the Lord Chancellor . . . on the Second Reading of the Poor Law
Amendment Bill, 1832, p. 22,

* Administration and Operaiion of the Poor Laws : Ezivacis from the Informa.
tion veceived from His Majesty’s Commissioners an io the Administralion and
Operation of the Poor Laws, 1833 (March), It seems to have been republished
by the Btationery Office in 1837. It provoked Cobbett to an indignant answer,
entitled The Rights of the Poor and the Punishment of Oppressors, 1833 ; and
elicitad other controversial pamphlets, including 4 Letter 2o the Lord Altkorp
conigining some Observalions om the Exiracls, sto., by s Buckinghamshire
Magistrate, 1834, A judicious review of the Extracts is appended to the second
odition of John Wade's Hisory of the Middls and Working Classes, 1834,
pp- 583.587, in which it i pointed out that * the uniform spirit and com-
plexion of the statementa are such as clearly indicate that the chief object of
the Commissionsra was to colleot svidencs of defeota, not of exoellenoes . . .
their testimony is decidedly ex parte, intended appareatly to corroborste a fore-
goue conclusion, previously formed, perhaps, by the originators of the Com-
miission, o‘!.thevic{oustendancyof a compulsory sssessment for ths relief of

in .

* Huve you seen the book published by the Pocr Law Commisionsm t”
wrote J. 8. Mill to Thomas Carlyle, May 18, 183). * If you have not, Jet me
sand it t0 you. Often you have complained how littls of the state of the people
is to be learned from books. i[‘lnchistobekamdofﬂtromththookuto

ir physioal and their spiritual state. The result is altogether appalling to
dilettant!, and the gigmen, and the ignorsnt and timid in high stations.
me it haa been, and will be, I think, to you, rather consoling, because ws

JFE
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secure for this volume during that year & wide circulation among
the class then politically influential. During the same year
another volume was published in advance (in which Sturges
Bourne apparently refused to concur), dealing with the plan of a
*“ Labour Rate”, described in our preceding volume.! Mean-
while money was found, some of it evidently from the Treasury,
for such educational propaganda, by Francis Place and others, as
that already mentioned as being carried on in connection with
this preliminary volume, of which there are other examples.?

knew the thing to be unspeakably bad ; but this, I think, shows that it may
be considerably mended with a considerably less smount of intelloct, courage
and virtue in the higher classes than had hitherto appeared to me io be nocessary.
Anyway, the book cnnnot fail to interest you, because any authentic information
wk to any human being is intereating to yon ™ (The Leters of John Stuart Mill,
edited by Hugh 8. R. Elliot, 1910, vol. i. p. b1).

! Poor Law Imguiry—Labour Rate, 1833 ; roplied to in Strictures on the
Reply of the Poor Law Commissionera to the Inquiry of . . . Viscount Althorp
.« . on the Subject of Labour Rater, by John M. Payne, 1834 ; and seriously
considered in Four Leclures on Poor Laws, by Mountifort Longficld, 1834,
Pp- 85-92,

P * The appointment of the Commission, and the rumours s to its
investigations, produced in 1832-1834 a crop of pumphlets of no groal valus.
Noarly all the undermentioned are preserved in the British Museum, though
a few among them am to bo found only in the Bodleian Library, Oxford, or
in that of the Ministry of Health. In 1832 there were published : 4 Leiter to
the Farmers of . . . Nuorth Ilampshire on the Mcans of Reducing the Poor Rates,
by Lovelace Bigge Witter ; 4 Plan for relieving the pressaere of the Poor Latws,
by a Solicitor [Thomas Archer]; The Claims of the Poor ; An Enguiry into the
FPoor Laws and Surplys Labour, and their Mutual Regction, by William Day
[an Aesistant Commissionar]; Substance of the Speeck of Henry Drummond,
etc, [againet Rate in Aid of Wages) ; An Enguiry into the Principles of Popula-
tion exhibiting a System of Regulations fur the Poor, ote.; The Village Poor
Housze, by Rev. James White ; Observations on Pauperiam, by R. I. ; Obaerva-
tions on the Present Administration of the Poor Lawa, by J, B. ¥errers ; Home
Colonies ; Sketch of o Plan for the gradual extinction of Pauperiem, oto.,
by Rowland Hill; Hints for the Practical Administration af the Poor Lawe ;
Parockial Raies and 4 L idered, being a reply fo querier . .,
proposed by the Commissinners, ete., by a County Justice; A Conversation in
Political Economy, being an allempt to explain . . . lhe lrus causes of the enil
operalion of any general system of Poor Laws, by Philo-Malthua; The Poor
Law Commission : General Remarke on the Siate of the Poor, etc. In 1833
there were published : Reasons wiy Landlords should pay the Poor Raies for
Tenements of £10 Reni and under, by W. Whymper; 4 Letter to the Rev, 4. F.
Yeatman, from Henry Walter ; The Preseal Staie of the Poor Law Queation,
by Charles Weatherall; 4 Lefier to the Overseers of the Poor of the Parish of
Bexley occasioned by a Resolution paseed in Vestry 26 January 1533, by Thomaa
Strong : A Leiter to the Bolepayers of Great Britasn on ihe Repeal of the Poor
Laws, by James Sedgewick ; Remarks on Suggeations relative to the Management
of the Poor in Tpmwick, by Wim. C. Fonnerean; The Righis of the Poor and the
Puniskment of Oppressors, by Wm. Cobbett; Emigration for the Relief of
Parishes practically considered, by Robert Gouger; Leilers to Lond Althorp
ca. 08 ... the working of the Poor Laws, by Efardley] N[orton]: Ths
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The Report of 1834

Thus, when in March 1834 the Commission published its
General Report, prudently restrained in length to some three
hundred pages octavo, the whole governing class of the peried was
prepared for its sweeping conclusions. This General Report of
the nine Commissioners, dated February 20, 1834, was unanimous.
It seems, however, that it was aimost entirely the work of two only
among them. Edwin Chadwick, we are very authoritatively
told, was * the principal framer of the remedial measures ’, and
“the sole author of one of the most important and difficult
portione, the union of parishes ”.! But Chadwick was not an
impressive writer ; and Nassau Senior himself wrote or re-wrote
practically the whole volume : his own words are * three-fourths
of it was written by me, and all that was not written by me was
re-written by me ”.3 Chadwick msy have been very largely the

Righs of the Poor and the Poor Laws; A Letler to the Proprieiors and
Occupiers of Land ai Bledlow on thesr System of giving Bread-money in aid of
Wages, by Goorge Stophen ; Observations on the Management of the Poor as
administered through Workhotises, addressed to the Central Bogrd of Poor Law
Comms'uionera, by Capel Cure; The Abolition of the Poor Laws the safely of the
State . ., with an Appendiz containing an account aflkelabouwa Friend
Somdy 4 Plan for Diminishing the Poor's Rates in Agricultural Disiricle ;
A Letier to Lord Althorp on the Injustice and Other Evils of the Present Poor
Laws ; Spade Husbandry ; or an Attempt i develop the chief cavses of Pavperiom,
eto., hy Rev. Edmund Dawson. Early in 1834 there were published : Hints
ofaPhn#oRemedythEukofﬁePﬂorLam.byC B. C.; Observations on
the Morals of the Poor, by a Friend to Human Nature ; ProJedfarﬂeFmatm
of o Depoi in Upper amda,wdkamwlomwemwldompawhh
of England, by Jamea Buchanan, New York ; A Leiter relative to the affaire of
the Poor of the Rarish of Frome Selwood . . . with noles and observations on
mmmofwuwanGthmbyThomBm A TPransiation

of M, Ducpetiauz’s Works on Mendicity; Hints on the Maladminisiration
of the Poor Laws,; Hints for the Practical Administration of tha Poor Laws
(Bociety for the Diffusion of Useful Knowledge); Observations on the Poor
Laws ar they are generally administered . . . and on some of the mystems .
proposed, oto., by & County Magistrate ; AComnAommofmeOnmnofm
HomoflﬂmandﬁaﬂnnamenlofﬁchrmﬂeTmaudFmduu
of Swansea for the years 1818 o 1832 both inclusive, by K. Sockett ; Exiract
Mwm%ojﬂnmquﬂwdbymwﬁﬁmehmMampMa
by W. 8. containing & proposal for the Amendment of these lotws, by W, Bwaby.

! Nassan Benfor to the Government in 1834 (sec History of the English
Poor Law, vol. iil., by Thomas Mackay, 1889, p. 55).

¥ Nasmsan Benior to A. de Tocqueville, March 18, 1835 {in Correspondence
and Conversations of Alexis de Tocqueville with Nassaw W. Senior, 1872). This
is confirmed by the solicitor who was employed in preparing the Bill (ses hin
peefatory detter in Parockiol Sestlements : an Obstacle fo Foor Law Reform, by
Jobn Meadows White, 1835).

Chﬁﬁokhoﬁugmﬁ&yymhht,nhmdwtheom&mmﬁmm
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originator of ideas and projects ; yet Nassau Senior, less *“ quick
at the uptake ”, but of superior judgment, was the directing head
and supplied or revised the literary expression of the whole.

The Recommendaiions of the Commission

Wehavedescribed at somelength the action of the Whig Govern-
ment with regard to the Poor Law Inquiry Commission, partly
because it afiords an interesting example of the practical states-
manship of Lord Grey’s administration in its first year, but also
because the consequent Report has proved to be the most dynamic
of British blue books. For, as we have before observed, thia
Report not only determined for seventy years the acknowledged
policy of the English Parliament and the English Cabinet with
regard to the relief of destitution, but also established, for the
first time in Great Britain, a new form of government which was
destined to spread to other services, namely, the combination of a
specialised central Department exercising executive control but
notitself administering, with a network of elected Local Anthorities
covering the whole kingdom, each carrying out, at its own discre-
tion, within the limits of that control, the very large powers
entrusted to it by Parliamentary statutes.

merely charged him to explain and expand for their General Report what he
callod * my report, with the full exposition of my measurs, distinet in plan
and principle from every other Commissioner, either in or out of the
Commission *', which was published with those of the Assistant Commissionors,
but as a separate volume {Appendix A, partiii.). His memory at that distance
of time only allowed to Nassau Senior *‘ some aesistance in minor details *
(The Evils of Insunity in Central and Local Administration, by Sir E. Chadwick,
1885 ; mea also The Heolth of Notions, by Sir B. W. Richardaon, 1887, vol. ii.
pp. 321-383). There ja some evidence that this was the impression thai
Chadwick conveyed to his friends. ** He displayed 20 much saperior ability ",
ns Assistant Commissioner, wrote J. B. Mill in 1888, * that he was made
a member of the Commission itself for the exproas purpose of amsisting in
drawing up the new Poor Law. No one, except Mr. Benior, had so great
» Baro oe Mr. Chadwick, in originating all that was beat in the Poor law
of 1834 " (J. 8. Mill t0 James Henderson, Auguat 22, 1868, in TAe Leitera
of Jokn Siuart Mill, edited by Hugh 8. R. Elliot, 1810, vol. ii. pp. 119-
120). There was acoordingly some justification for the statement, made by
the Times (Bamea being editor) and others, that the Report was the product
of & aingle brain, meaning that of Chadwick. There seems no reason to doubt
that not only the plan of reform but also ** the administrative aystem eatablished
by the Act waa Iargely the invention of Mr. Chadwick, derived moro or leas
conscicusly from the tesching of Bentham, while the literary arrangement of
the Report, and the desp impression whick ita disclosu_es and verdiot made on
the public mind, were the work of Mr. Benior * (Hisiory of the English Poor
Law, vol. ifi., 1899, by Thomas Mackay, p. 56).
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Here are the actual recommendations as to immediate legisla-
tion, singled out by capital letters but embedded in a hundred and
fifty pages on ' Remedial Measures ™ :

* That except as to medical attendance, and subject to the
exception respecting apprenticeship herein after stated, all relief
whatever to able-bodied persons or to their families, otherwise
than in well-regulated workhouses (i.e., places where they may be
set to work according to the spirit and ivtention of the 43d of
Elizabeth) shall be declared unlawful, and shall cease, in manner
and at periods hereafter specified ; and that all relief afforded in
respect of children under the age of 16, shall be considered as
sfforded to their parents  (p. 262).

“We recommend, therefore, the appointment of a Central
Board to control the administration of the Poor Laws, with such
Assistant Commissioners as may be found requisite ; and that the
Commissioners be empowered and directed to frame and enforce
regulations for the government of workhouses, and as to the
nature and amount of relief to be given and the labour to be
exacted in them, and that such regulations shall, as far as may be
practicable, be uniform throughout the country ** (p. 297).

“To effect these purposes we recommend that the Central
Board be empowered to cause any number of parishes which they
may think convenient to be incorporated for the purpose of work-
house management, and for providing new workhouses where
necessary ; to declare their workhouses to be the common work-
houses of the incorporated district, and to assign to those work-
houses separate classes of poor, though composed of the poor of
distinct parishes, each diatinet parish paying to the support of the
permanent workhouse establishment, in proportion to the average
of the expense incurred for the relief of its poor for the three
previoue years, and paying separately for the food and clothing
of its own paupers " (p. 314).

“ We recommend, therefore, that the Central Board be em-
powered and required to take measures for the general adoption
of a complete, clear, and, as far as may be practicable, uniform
systern of accounts ** (p. 319).

“We recommend, therefors, that the Central Board be
empowered to incorporate parishes for the purposes of appointing
and paying permanent officers, and for the execution of works of
public labour ”* (p. 326).
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*“We recommend, therefore, that $he Central Board be
directed to state the general qualifications which shall be necessary
to candidates for paid offices connected with the relief of the poor,
to recommend to parishes and incorporations proper persons to
act as paid officers, and to remove any paid officors whom they
shall think unfit for their situations ” {p. 329).

“We recommend, that the Central Board be empowered to
direct the parochial consumption to be supplied by tender and
contract, and to provide that the competition be perfectly free »
(pp. 330-331).

“ We recommend, that the Central Board be empowered and
required to act in such cases as public prosecators ** (p. 331).

“ We thereforerecommend, that under regulations to be framed
by the Central Board, parishes be empowered to treat any relief
afforded to the able-bodied, or to their families, and any expendi-
ture in the workhouses, or otherwise incurred on their account, as
a loan, and recoverable not only by the means given by the 20th
section of the 59th Geo. III. ¢. 12, but also by attachment cf their
subsequent wages, in a mode resembling that pointed out in the
30tk, 31st, and 32d sections of that Act ' (p. 337).

“We recommend, therefore, that the Centrsl Board be
empowered to make such regulations as they shall think fit
respecting the relief to be afforded by apprenticing children, and
that at » future period, when the effect of the proposed alterations
shall have been seen, the Central Board be required to make a
special inquiry into the operation of the laws respecting the
apprenticing children at the expense of parishes, and into the
operation of the regulations in that respect which the Board shall
have enforced ' (p. 338).

“ We recommend that the Central Board be empowered and
directed to frame and enforce regulations as to the relief to be
affurded to vagrants and discharged prisoners ™ (p. 340).

** We recommend, therefore, that the Board be required to
submit a Report annually, to one of Your Majesty’s Principal
Becretaries of State, containing—(1) An account of their pro-
oeedings ; (2) Any further amendments which they may think it
advisable to suggest ; (3) The evidence on which the suggestions
are founded ; (4} Bills carrying those amendments (if any) into
effect, which Bille the Board shall be empoweread to prepare with
profeasional assistance ” (p. 341},
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“ We recommend that the Central Board be empowered to
appoint and yemove their Aesistants and all their subordinate
officers  (p. 341).

“ We recommend, therefore, that settlement by hiring and
service, apprenticeship, purchasing or renting a tenement,
estate, paying rates, or serving an office, be abolished " (p. 342).

“We recommend, therefore, that (subject to the obvious
exoceptions of persons born in prisons, hospitals, and workhouses)
the settlemeént of every legitimate child born after the passing of
the intended Act, follow that of the parents or surviving parent
of such child, until such child shall attain the age of sixteen
years, or the death of its surviving parent ; and thet at the age
of sixteen, or on the death of its surviving parent, such child
shall be considered settled in the place in which it was born
(p. 343).

e We recommend that whenever there shall be any question

regarding the settlement by birth of a person, whether legitimate
or illegitimate, and whether born before or after the passing of
the intended Act, the place where snch person shall have been
first known by the evidence of such person, by the register of
his or her birth or baptism or otherwise, to have existed, shall
be presumed to have been the place of his or her birth until
the contrary shall be proved ™ (p. 346).

* We recommend that the general rule shall be followed, as
far as it is poesible, and that every illegitimate child born after
the passing of the Act, shall, until it attain the age of sixteen,
follow it8 mother’s settlement * (p. 346).

“ As a further step towards the natural state of things, we
recommend that the mother of an illegitimate child born after
the passing of the Act, be required to support it, and that any
relief ocossioned by the wants of the child be considered relief
afforded to the parent ” {p. 347).

* We recommend that the same liability be extended to her
husband ™ (p. 349).

“ On the other hand, we recommend the repeal of that part
of the 35 Geo. IIL c. 101, 5. 6, which makes an unmarried preg-
nant woman removable, and the 50 Geo. IIL ¢. 51, ». 2, which
authorizes the committal of the mother of a chargeable bastard
to the House of Correction ™’ (p. 349).

“ 'We recommend, therefore, that the second section of the
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18 Eliz. cap. 3, and all other Acts which punish or charge the
putative father of a bastard, shall, as to all bastarde born after
the passing of the intended Act, be repealed ”” (p. 351).

“ We recommend, therefore, that the Vestry of each parish
be empowered to order the payment out of the rates raised for
the relief of the poor, of the expenses of the emigration of any
persons having settlements within such parish, who may be
willing to emigrate ; provided, that the expense of each emigra-
tion be raised and paid within a period to be mentioned in the
Act ™ (p. 367).

The Principile of Less Eligibility

Now it ia clear that it is the first of these recommendations
that reveals the main purpose of the Commission. The ** disease
of pauperism ”* wae to be cut off at its roots by limiting all
relief (beyond medical attendance), to able-bodied persons and
their families, to maintenance in a * well-regulated workhouse .
It was by this device of the *“ Workhouse Test * that the Com-
misgion proposed to aweep away the pernicious Allowance
System and other forms of the rate in aid of wages.? Of unique
historical importance was the hypothesis upon which the
Commissioners based this recommendation.

“ The first and most essential of all conditions,” the Com-
missioners tell us, & principle which we find universally
admitted, even by those whose practice is at variance with it,
is, that his [the able-bodied person] situation, on the whole,
shall not be made really or apparently so eligible as the situation
of the independent labourer of the lowest class. Throughout

Tt is not easy to discover, among all the voluminous reporta of the
Amistant Commissioners, to what extent the Allowance System actually
prevailed in 1833, In 1824 the returns obtained by the House of Commons
Commities on Labourers’ Wages, as 10 the practice of the various parishea
and townshipe, mostly declare that wages are not paid out of the Poor Rate,
either wholly or in part; except in the East Riding of Yorkshire, the East
Anglian Countios, the Home Countiee wnd the Southern Counties from Kent
to Wilta—a distribution largely oocincidont with the geographical division
between pasture and arsble farming. But most of the parishes which denied
tho practios admitted that they did not refuse Poor Relief to men in employment
in oases of large familics, misfortune or sickness (Report of Select Committee
on Labourers’ Wages, 1824). An incomplete summary of the retarns is given
in An Economic History of Modern Britain, by J. H, Clapham, 1828, pp. 123-124.
The fullest theoretical discussion of the Allowance Bystem is that in Four
Lectures on Poor Laws, by Mountifort Longfield, 1834, pp. 72-85.
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the evidence it is shown, that in proportion as the condition of
any pauper class is elevated above the condition of independent
lebourers, the condition of the independent class is depressed ;
their industry is impaired, their employment becomes unsteady,
and its remuneration in wages is diminished, Such persons,
therefore, are under the strongest inducementa to quit the less
eligible class of labourers and enter the more eligible class of
paupers. The converse is the effect wher the pauper class is
placed in its proper position, below the condition of the inde-
pendent labourer, Every penny bestowed, that tends o render
the condition of the pauper more eligible than that of the
independent labourer, iz 8 bounty on indolenve and vice. We
have found, that as the poor’s rates are at present administered,
they operate as bounties of this description, to the amount of
several millions annually ” (p. 228). And these bounties, as the
Commirsioners recognised, operated also as an Hlegitimate
aubsidy to the employers of the labourers so assisted, to the
disadvantage of employers in the less pauperised districts.
“Whole branches of manufacture” (to cite a much—quoted
passage} ““ may thus follow the course, not of coal mines or of
streams, but of pauperiem; may flourish like the funguses
that sprmg from corruption, in consequence of the abuses which
are ruining all the other interests of the places in which they are
esteblished, and to cease to exist in the better administered
districts, in consequence of that better administration *’ (p. 78).

On the other hand, so it seemed to the orthedox political
economist, where the condition of the able-bodied panper wes
made definitely “lese eligible ” than that of the independent
labourer, so great & “ reformation of manners ™ wae effected as
to constitute & veritable El Dorado of capitalist enterprise. By
such a change in the terms of Poor Relief, suggests one Assistant
Commissioner, ** New life, new energy is infused into the constitu-
tion of the panper ; ke is aroused like one from sleep, his relation
with all his neighbours, high and low, is changed ; he surveys
his former employers with new eyes. He begs a job—he will
not take a denial—he discovers that every one wants something
to be done. He desires to make up this man’s hedges, to clear
out another man’s ditches, to grub stumpe out of hedgerows
for a third ; nothing can escape his eye, and he is ready to turn
his hand to anything"” (pp. 247-248). “If these rigid con-
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ditions were invariably enforced [triumphantly explained two
other Assistant Commissioners] no inquiry would be necessary
into the pecuniary circumstances of the party cleiming to be
maintained at the public expense, nor into his character and
conduct ; in truth, this legal right to maintenance ought not
to differ from a legal liability to punishment, incurred by living
at the public expense,””? In short, by making the alternative
plainly penal, the whip of starvation was to be placed securely
in the hands of the employers,

It wiil be noted that the argument for the adoption of the
Principle of Less Eligibility, namely, its effect upon personal
willingness to accept, and even to seek employment under any
conditions offered by the competitive market, rather than continue
to accept the hospitality of the workhouse, relates only to those
who could take or seek such employment, that is to say, persons
not so far incapacitated by youth or age, sickness or infirmity,
as to be worth no employer’s while to engage them at the lowest
subgistence wage. The labourer’s obligations and requirements,
however, normally included the maintenance of a wife and young
children, Thus the Commissioners felt logically compelled to
take the family as the unit, and to exclude from Outdoor Relief
the wives and young children of the able-bodied men, even if
sick or infirm, whereas they did not recommend the same course
with regard to orphans and sick or infirm persons generally, or
even to the infirm aged and the widows burdened with offspring.
But if we examine the phrasing of the detailed reports of the
Assistant Commissioners, or indecd that of many parts of the
Commissionera’ General Report, we may dizcern an underlying
assumption that the “ Principle of Less Eligibility > is applicable
to the treatment of the whole pauper host—an assumption that
finds definite expression in the wording of one of the paragraphs
of the prefatory table of contenta.? An inference more fair to

! Report of Poor Law Inguiry Commissioners, 1334, Appendix A, U. H.
Cameron and John Wrottesley's Report, p. 160

* A pemsistent attempt has been made, from that day to this, Lo represent
the Report of 1834 as laying down the “ principle of less eligibility "' ss the
fundamental maxim of all Poor Law Relief, whether for the able.bodied man
(or worman), or for the aged and infirm, the sick and the defectives, or the
widows and orphans. Tt is true that one or two of the Inquiry Commissioners
may sometimes have meant this, Francis Plece, nine months before the Report
appeared, declared (poasibly after talkse with some of the Commissioners) that
“ the remedy, as far es a remody can be npplied, seems short and clear. No
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the Commissioners is that they were so much concerned with
their primary duty of stopping the Allowance System, and
generally the issus of  parish pay ” to the able-bodied workmen,
that they very inadequately considered, and threw altogether
into the background, the requirements of the large numbers of
sick, insane, crippled, blind, infirm, aged persons or orphan
children, without resources, whom no employer would engage.
With regard to these classes of the destitute the Commissioners ;
made hardly any recommendations; and the continuance of
Outdoor Relief to them, as a general system, was, in fact, in
other parts of the Report explicitly suggested.

The Workhouse System

The Principle of Less Eligibility being granted, the problem
belore the Commission was to find & practicable way of applying
it1 In a former work we have described at length the Work-
house Test, invented by Marryott, and embodied in & clause
of the Poor Law Act of 1723 authorizsing the withholding of
relief from any person who refused to come into the workhouse ;
and explicitly enacting that, under such circumstances, no

nsgigtance either in money, clothes or food should be given by the parish to
any one, in any case whatever, out of the workhouse, sosme cases of sickness
alone excepted, and even then sparingly " (Placs to Wade, July %, 1833, in
Life of Francia Place, by Graham Wallas, p. 332). Many subseguent sxponents
of “ Poor Law orthodoxy ™ have so expressed themselvea. But it is clear to
any student of the General Report that (whether or not there wes any division
of opinion among the Commiasioners) the Report itself carefully limits to the
able-bodied (meaning ususlly the able-bodied man) both its assertion of the
* principle of Jess oligibility ", and ite condemnstion of Outdoor Relief, with
its corollary the advocacy of the Workhowee Test for the able-bodied man
and his dependants.

What has apparently hitherto escaped comment is that, in the summary of
the revommsndations of tho Report, prefixed to the text under the heading
of * Remedial Measures ”, immediately after the table of contents—a
eummery which was perhaps all that many legislators resd, but which
{prepared by some subordinate, or perhaps by Chadwick) the Commissioners
thomselves probably never saw befors publioation—the ‘* principls of

inistering relief to the indigent " [without limitation to the able.bodied)
is in the widest terma given a3 * That the condition of the paupers shall in no
cass be o eligible as the condition of peraons of the loweat class subsiating on
the froite of their own industry *. This is vertainly not an accurste swmmary
of the General Roport as sighed by the Commissioners.

' An Account of Several Workhousea for employing and mainlaining the
Po;r".sl'?s& quoted in cur Baglish Poor Law History : Part I. The Oid Poor Law,
p. 245.
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Justice of the Peace could order Outdoor Relief to be given.
* Very great numbers of lazy people,” we are told, * rather than
gubmit to the confinement and labour of the workhouse, are
content to throw off the mask and maintain themselves by their
own industry ”; and this was so remarkable * at Maidstone
that, when the workhouse started thers in 1720 was finished,
and public notice given that all who came to demand their weekly
pay should immediately be gent thither, little more than half the
poor upon the list came to the Overseers to receive their allow-
ance .} During the next fifty years parish after parish repeated
the experiment, with the same apparent succese. But the terror
of those “ gaols without guilt” was, in the course of the next
few decades, condemned by all humane administrators of the
Poor Law; and the offending clause was repealed in Gilbert's
Act of 1782, which enabled any Justice of the Peace to order the
Overseers to give Outdoor Relief to the able-bodied—legislation
which let loose the Allowance System and other forms of the
rate in aid of wages. Under the pressure of public opinion in
favour of the abolition or severe restriction of Poor Law Relief,
the " offer of the House " was revived in 1820, without investi-
gation of the experience of the preceding century, by zealous
Poor Law administrators intent on applying the ** Test by
Regimen . We need not repeat our account of these experiments

1 The Commiasioners declared that thé root of the evil of ablo-bodied
pauperism vwaa the perversion of the Elizabethan legislation which contemplated
sotting the poor to work, not the grent of Outdoor Relief to the able-bodied.
As has been well stated, ** The Commissioners of 1832, with bow much sinesrity
in each case it would be interesting to sscertain, but with undoubted pelitical
wisdom, peid homege to the established dignity of the [1801] Act, and that
in ospital letters, by nrgwing that their policiea demonatrably carried out
Taz Brmrr axp InrenTiON of the Elirabethans ™ (An Beonomic Hislory of
Modern Britain, by J. H. Claphem, 1926, p. 351). The Comizissioners’ want
ot candour in this respect was promptly pointed out by John Walter, M.P. :
* Neither can T agree with the Commiszioners that o ayetem of workhouses is
aocording to the epirit and intention of the 43rd Elizabeth. On a careful
porusal of that statote I am convinced that the intention of it framers waa not
to tear from their homes, and imprison within four walls, auch able-bodied
persons as wete willing to perform the work they wero set upon by the
Oversoers ' (John Walter, M.P., to Poor Law Inquiry Commissioners, March 13,
1834, in 4 Lester fo the Electors of Berkshire on the New System for the
Management of the Poor proposed by the Government, by John Walter, M.P.,
1834, pp. 30-40). It had been forcibly pointed out in 1802 thet the ** Eliza-
bethan employment must neceassrily have boen done at their own habitations ;
the detsiled directions as to the modes of giving smployment countained in
the original Act, 13 Elizabeth, seamn to establish decisively that fact '’ { Remarks
on the Poor Lawe and on the Siate of the Poor, by Cherlsa Weaton, 1802, p. 93).

VOL. I F
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inaugurated by Robert Lowe, the incumbent of Bingham, near
Nottingham, in 1821, and copied by a dogen other administrators
at Southwell and Uley, Cookham and Hatfield, Redruth and
Welwyn, and a few other places, What the incumbent of Bing-
ham instituted was (to uee his own words in a letter to his friend
and neighbour, the Rev. J. T. Becher of SBouthwell) ** the system
of forcing able-bodied paupers to provide for themselves through
the terror of a well-disciplined workhouse ”. This effect of a
workhouse had, as we have seen, been discovered by Matthew
Marriot, or Marryott, a century before. What was new in Lowe’s
experiment was his reliance, not on bad treatment by under-
feeding, overcrowding and squalor, but on hygienic treatment
under conditions that were unpleasant.?

It was apparently Chadwick who pressed on the Commission
the *‘ workhouse system ” ag a solution for the problem of
pauperism.* “ By the workhouse system ", Chadwick tells us,

1 The Commiesionsrs of 1834 rested their whole-hearted approval of the
Workhouse Test on its apparent success in a dozen recent, and therefore
short.lived, experiments; they did not inquire into the far longer and more
ubiquitous eighteonth-century experimenta under the 1723 Act. What had
been realised by Poor Law administrators by the end of the eighteenth ventury
waa that the " offer of the House ** deterred the induatrious and well-conducted
able.bodied man and family from sccepting majntenance, whilst the habitual
malingerers went in and out of the House, dragging their families with them.
Even more serious waa the fact that the House of Indusiry, designed for the
sble-bodied, and the Parish Poorhouse, mesnt for aged and infirm, were alwaya
reverting to the General Mixed Workhouse with its indiscriminate herding of
men, women, able.bodied and sick, infants and aged, in one demoralised mass
of misery anu vice, It ix, however, only fair to point ont that the Commisaioners
in their specific recommendations to Parliament (elaborated and explained in
the text of the Report) expressly provided sgeinst this latter contingency by
suggesting separate buildinge for each of four classee—" (1) The agad and
really impotent ; (2) the children ; (3) the able-bodied femalss ; {4) the abla.
bodisd males ' (the sick being always considered legitimate recipients of
Outdoar Relief); * The principle of seperate and appropriato management '

* workhouse test’, The ides of the workhouse, he aslways insisted, was
derived frors the practios of the wor clamses themaselves with mgard to
their own Friendly Bocieties. The rule wea © All or N ', The Friendly
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*“is meant having all relief through the workhouse, making tkis
workhouse an uninviting place of wholesome restraint, preventing
any of its inmates from going out or receiving visitors without a
written order to that effect from one of the Overseers: disallowing
beer and tobacco, and finding them work according to their
ability ; thus making the parish fund the last resource of a
pauper, and rendering the person who administers the relief the
hardest taskmaster and the worst paymaster that the idle and
the dissolute can apply to”.» Or to quote one of the ablest
administrators—Baker of Uley—the thing to do was *“ To provide
for those who are able to work, the necessaries of life, but nothing
more ; to keep them closely to work, and in all respects under
guch restrictions, that though no man who was really in want
would hesitate a moment to comply with them, yet that he would
submit to them no longer than he could help; that he would
rather do his utmost to find work, by which he could support
himself than accept parish pay *.2

To a convinced Benthamite, regarding the machinery of
government as an instrument for harmonising the self-preservation
impulee of the individual with the statistically ascertained welfare
of the community, the argument in favour of the workhouse
system seemed beyond dispute. The alternative (advocated by
Townsend and Chalmers) of abolishing all Peor Law Relief to
able-bodied persons, either at once or in the near future, was
dismissed by the Commissioners for the simple reason that able-

public suthority, which is therefore obliged to offer all or nothing in soms other
form " {History of the English Poor Law, vol. iii., by Thomes Mackay, 1880,
p- 126). Chadwick persisted in this ourious misstatement to tho end of his
life (TAe Heallh of Nalions, by 8ir B. W. Richardeon, 1887, vol. i, p. 344}
There is no such principls ss ** All or Nothing * in Friendly Society administra-
tion, Tt is true that, whers & member has presented o medical certificate that
he is incapable of work, and thus is entitled to receive Bick Bonefit, all Friendly
Bocistion strintly prohibit him from working et his trade, or for wages (in order
to prevent both frand and the danger of subsidising wages below ourront
rates); and by an extepsion of the same principle, sometimes sbo from
working for himself in his own garden or sbout his own house {partly to check
fraudulent statementa of incapacity to work, and partly, as with the ruie
sgrinat being out in the evening, to ensure that the pationt does nothing to delay
complets recovery). But no Friendly Bociety has any desiro or ruls to prevent
the supplementing of the Sick Benefit by {a) accumulated savings, (4) income
from investments, or (¢) allowances or gifte from relations or friends—which
in what Chadwick's argument assumes, snd on which the rofusal of Outdoor
Ralief by strict Poor Law administrators is based. )

1 Report of Poor Law Inquiry Commistionors, 1834, Appendix A, part iii.
p 29,  Ibid. p. 230,
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bodied persons left to starve would risk imprisonment, and even
the gallows, in order to live ; and at beat would resort to vagrancy
and mendicancy. Further, such a violation of the immemorial
right to relief, and such a flat denial of what was felt to be a
natural right to live, would rankle in the hearts of whole sections
of the workers and prepare the ground for revolution. To quote
the words of the most sccomplished of the Assistant Commis-
sioners, C. P. Villiers, * To tell even the able-bodied man that he
shall not have relief, that he must find work or starve, would be
considered by him an act of the most cruel injustice, a flagrant
violation of his ‘righta', and would be resented accordingly ;
but if, without denying his right to relief, you assert yours to
determine the modas in which relief shall be administered, you
take away from him all cause of complaint, and force him to the
altemative of accepting meat and work. With the invariable
success in discouraging psuperiem which has ever attended the
refusal of relief except in the workhouse; with the constant
confession of Overseers and ratepayers themselves that they
have been forced to build new houses, and enlarge old ones, as
the only protection against the growing evil, and their acknow-
ledgments of the benefits which have ever resulted from the
practice, it is astonishing to find that it has been so little adhered
t0.”1 To take the middle course between the workhouse and
the allowance systems and to permit the Overseer or the Justice
of the Peace to give Outdoor Relief in meritorious cases, and
" offer the House ” to those suspected of malingering, was un-
hesitatingly condemned by all investigators and witnesses who
realised, not merely the occasional cruelty, corruption and
incapacity of the inmumerable committees and officers concerned,
but the lack of any kind of uniformity in determining whether a
particular applicant deserved to be the exception to the rule.
‘ If merit is to be the condition on which relief is to be given,"
argued the Commissioners, “ if such & duty as that of rejecting
the claims of the undeserving is to be performed, we see no
possibility of finding an adequate number of officers whoeo
character and decisions would obtain sufficient popular confidence
to remove the impression of the possible rejection of some
deserving cases ; we believe, indeed, that a closer investigation

’uRess.orb of Poor Law Inquiry Commissioners, 1834, Appendix A, part ii.
Pp- Bb-
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of the claims of the able-bodied paupers, and a more extensive
rejection of the claims of the undeserving, would, for s consider-
able time, be accompanied by an increase of the popular opinion
to which we have alluded, and consequently by an increase of the
disposition to give to mendicants.”! . .. * And although we
admit [explain the Commissioners elsewhere] that able-bodied
persons in the receipt of outdoor allowances and pertial relief,
may be, and in some cases are placed in a condition lesa eligible
than that of the independent labourer of the lowest class ; yet to
persons so situated, relief in a well-regulated workhouse would
not be a hardship ; and even if it be, in some rare cages, a hard-
ship, it appears from the evidence that it is a hardahip to which the
good of society requires the applicant to submit. The express or
implied ground of his application is, that he is in danger of perish-
ing from want. Requesting to be rescued from that denger out
of the property of others, he must accept assistance on the
terms, whatever they may be, which the common welfare requires.
The bane of all pauper legislation has been the legislating for
extreme cases. Every exception, every violation of the general
rule to meet a real case of unusual hardship, lets in & whole class
of fraudulent cases, by which that rule must in time be destroyed.
Where cases of real hardehip occur, the remedy must be applied
by individual charity, a virtue for which no system of compulsory
relief can be or ought to be a substitute.” 3 , , . “ When this
principle [the Workhouse SBystem] has been introduced ”, sum
up the Royal Commissioners, “ the able-bodied claimant should
be entitled to immediate relief on the terms prescribed, wherever
he might happen to be ; and should be received without objection
or inquiry; the fact of his compliance with the preacribed
discipline constituting his title to & sufficient, though simple diet,
The question as to the locality or place of settlement, which
should be charged with the expense of his maintenance, might
be left for subsequent determination.” 3

Other Suggeaivons
Such were the arguments adduced by the Commissioners of
1834 for the ' New Poor Law ™ which they recommended to

1 ; of Poor Law Inquiry Commismsioners, 1334, p. 272.
Ibid. pp. 262-283, 3 Ibid. p. 272.
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Parliament. And it must be admitted that the Workhouse
System, as the most practicable application of the Principle of
Less Eligibility, found abundant support in the voluminous
reporta of the Assistant Commissioners. The Commissioners, in
fact, collected out of these reports every scrap of fact or argu-
ment that pointed to the * offer of the House” as the only
relief for the able-bodied. But with equal completeness they
excluded from their Report—and, with a view to ita dynamic
effectiveness, perhaps prudently excluded—every suggestion or
proposal of the Assistant Commissioners that did not emphasise
the importance of the psnaces in which they placed their faith.
In particular, they had no use at all for suggestions or proposals
for preventing--not merely pauperism but-—destitution itself.
For instance, one of the Assistant Commissioners recommended
the provision of allotments for labourers, so as to enable them
to obtain for themselves some livelihood during spells of un-
employment ; and he cited the relative absence of pauperism in
Cornwall and other places where small holdings prevailed. An-
other considered the contemporary multiplication of beershops
far more important than maladministration of the Poor Laws
in impoverishing and corrupting the labourers; others, again,
pointed out that so long as thousands of starving labourers,
accustomed to live on potatoes, were permitted to swarm over
from Ireland, where there was no Poor Law, it would be vain
to hope to raise the earnings of the English agricultural labourers
and sweated factory operatives by sweeping away the rate in aid
of wages.! But the most important of these preventive measures
was the demand, by one or two of the abler Assistant Com-
misstoners, for the provision, at the public expense, of a national
system of education. Thus C. P. Villiers stated that *“ It is in
this view much to be wished that public charity conld be made
to include within its objects the prevention of misery and
pauperism no less than the provision for them whenever they
occur ; and for this purpose that all funds raised or bequeathed
for the relief of the poor should be rendered available for the
arrangements requisite for a national system of instruction .3

! Report of Poor Law Inquiry Commissioners, 1534, pp. 272-274.

* Ibid, Villiers Report, Appendix A, part {i, p. 126. This view was em-
phaaised in Knight's article on the Report, entitled ** Pauperism and Eduoation ™

in Journal of Edwucation, July 1834 ; woe Passages of o Working Life, by Charies
Knight, 1884, vol. i. pp. 242244,
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Even more emphatic was the Report of J. W. Cowell who, in
addmontoachngnsAmatantOommmmomr,wasdsooneof
the inspectors under the new Factory Act: ** Innumerable petty
circumstances, incapable of description or specification, but con-
stantly occurring, produced on my mind the strongest conviction
that thosp which were the best educated, were likewise the most
orderly, the most honest, the most industrious, the most thrifty,
the most prosperous; and that education was one of those
remedies for the evils produced in the Poor Laws, to which the
Poor Law Commission might properly advert. . . . The oper-
atives who work at night [he continues) are generally speaking,
the least respectable and the most degraded of the operative
class, They are also, as far ez my experience goes, the worst
educated. Persons who had no connexion with factories, or the
factory question, invited me to Bolton to stand on the road,
near & hnight-working factory, and be & witness of the brutal
manners, the dirty and disgusting appearance of the night-hands,
as they went at half-past seven in the evening to their work.
1 found, upon examining the certificates of night-hands under
21 admitted to that factory since October 1831, that out of
427 persons admitted, only 61 could sign their names, while
366 affixed their mark ; and the examination of many operatives
in the factory quite satisfied me that the representation of their
conduct and morals had not been overcharged. In a factory,
scarce g mile distant from the one which I have been describing,
where ozder, cleanliness, personal respectability were as visible
among the inmates as the reverse had been at the night-working
factory, I found upon examination that out of 532 people of all
ages belonging to it, 525 could read, and 247 could write. In
this latter establishment there was not one person who received
parochial aid ; all who were housekeepers paid their own poor
rates, though there were many in that factory who had formerly
received parochial aid, and others that bad been in debt; and
42 of the spinners made weekly savings, the amounts of which
I eaw. The harmony between this body of operatives and their
employers was complete, and the adult operatives, male and
female, had themselves established a school, without any assist-
anos from their employer beyond the loan of a room, at which
they instruct the children for half an hour every evening, after
the factory stops. I stayed to witness the acene. In thus
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gratuitously devoting themselves, after the fatigue of the day,
to imparting education to others, they certainly afforded the
strongest testimony of the advantages which they were conscious
of having derived from it themselves.

“ When I aee such a strong contrast hetween the characters
and habits of two large sets of personn in similar occupations, in
the immediate neighbourhood of each other, and observe that
one set has received the advantages of education, and the other
had not, can I avoid coming to the conclusion that education
among the lower orders is connected with the development of
those virtues which we desire to see them possess and exert for
the sake of the public weal, as well as of their own happiness,
and which the Poor Laws have done so much to destroy?$ . . .
I cannot, therefore, avoid conciuding, that some scheme of
education should accompany the plan which the Commission
now propose for healing the wounds which the Poor Laws have
inflicted upon the morals and habits of the labouring classes.” 3
But the Commissioners evidently thought any such recom-
mendation inopportune,

The New Model of Government

‘We pass now from the much-advertised ““ principles ” of the
1834 Report—principles which, as we shall hereafter relate, were,
for good or for evil, gradually abandoned in practice in the course
of the nineteenth century—to the revolutionary proposal for a
fundamental change in the machinery of English Government,
Here the Coramissioners brought forward a new model, devised,
at the outaet, only for the one servioe of the relief of destitution,
but destined to be adopted, with modifications, for other nascent
services, such ng Public Health and Public Edueation. Down to
the Poor Law Amendment Act of 1834 all the twenty thousand
local governing authorities of England and Wales, whether
Parish Vestries or Manorial Courts, Municipal Corporationa or
Btetutory Authorities for Special Purposes, together with their
respective officers, were, as we have described in our previous
works, practically free from any supervizion or control by the
King's Ministers, or by any department of the executive govern-

1 & .
MRapm.. Bep:t. m;agp-lnmm Commisioners, 1834, Appendix A, J. W.
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ment. It was not that these thousands of Local Authorities
esoaped all executive supervision. Parliament had entrusted the
Justices of the Peace in the Counties and in the Municipal
Corporations with vaguely defined powers of supervision and
control over Parish and Borough, Turnpike Trust and Commission
of Sewers, and their respective officers, varying sccording to the
subject-matter, and expressed in different terms in the innumer-
able statutes of the preceding three or four cemturies.! This
supervision and control by widely dispersed thousands of country
gentlemen and beneficed clergymen who had been placed in the
Commission of the Peace—though nominaily exercised by the
authority of the King—was throughout the two centuries that
followed the Restoration, essentially, not a national but a local
supervision and contro], exercised by a ubiquitous social caste.
With regard to these various public services, the Justices of the
Peace received no orders from the King’s Ministers ; they were
given no policy to put in operation; they were unoonscious that, in
the carrying out of the supervisory functions entrusted to them
by smccessive statutes, they were doing anything more than
taking part, according to their own discretion, in the administra-
tion of their own local affairs ; and, it must be added, as regards
their action as individual potentatea in their own neighbourhoods,
their habitual indolence, and especially their indifference to any-
thing but their powers as a petty magistracy, usually prevented
any useful exercise of such powers of administrative supervision
and contro} a8 they individually possessed.

1 1% is difficult to set forth with any brevity, and in an inteltigible form,
the complicated position of the Justices of the Peace, whether acting as
minor judgea, singly or in pairs; or meeling iv Quarter Bessions, first as an
sdministrative body for county bridges, gaols and Houses of Correction ;
secondly, aa a Court of Juatice having extensive jurisdiction in both civil und
criminal cases, sither as & Court of First Instance, or by way of appeal from
judicial decisions by individual Justices or groups of Justices; and thirdly,
a2 » body having both an initial supervisory anthority in various parochial
affairs and the duty of hearing appeals from decisions in auch administrative
matters given by individusl Justices, or local groups of Justices. Equally
difficult is succinet and intelligible precixion with regard to the occasional
communications made by one or other of the King's Ministers to the Juntices
of County or Municipsl Corporstion, whether through the Lord Lisutensnt
and Custos Rotulorum, the Mayor, the High Sheriff or the Assize Judges, on
such matters as poblic order, orime, the enforcement of the law, and, latterly,
slso a8 to epidemica—communioations taking the forma of injunction, request
or woggestion, and having only an undefined authoritativeness. See cur
volumies on The Parieh and the County, The Manor and the Borough, and
Statuiory Authorities for Spacial Purposes,
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The Commissioners found that most of the evils revealed by
their inquiry were aggravated, or, as some thought, actually
caused, by the practical autonoray of the 15,000 local Poor Law
Authorities ; and that these evils were seldom lessened (and were
in fect usually intensified) by the haphazard and spasmodic
intervention of the Justices of the Peace. For a generation the
feeling had been slowly growing that some kind of central con-
trol was required. What was new waa the sudden emergence, in
practically all the Assistant Commissioners’ reports, of the pro-
posal of a central government executive organ in supersession of
some or all of the powers of the Justices and Local Authorities.
Some of them, however, notably C. P. Villiers, seem to have
favoured the complete assumption by the National Government
of the whole administration of Poor Relief, by a department
analogous to the General Post Office, at the expense of a national
tax or rate. Such a proposal seemed to promise so much that
the Commissioners devoted a special section of their Report to
giving their reasons for rejecting it. They admitted ‘‘ that the
advantege of making it a national charge would be great and
immediate . “ There is no change”, they continue, * that
would have so numerous and so ardent a body of supporters .
.« . “It would put an end to settlements, With settlements
would go removals, labour-rates, and all the other restrictions
and prohibitions by which each agricultura! parish is endeavour-
ing to prevent a free trade in labour, and to insulate by itself a
conventional cordon a8 impassable to the unsettled workman as
Bishop Berkeley’s wall of brass .t Above all, the nationalisation
of the service would ensure both uniformity of policy throughout
the country and far greater routine efficiency in administration.
But in spite of these and other arguments, the Commissioners
decisively rejected the proposal. * It is probable”, they said,
 —indeed it i to be expected—that at first it would work well ;
that there would be a vigilant and uniform administration, a
reduction of expenditure, a diminution of pauperism, an improve-
ment of the industry and morality of the labourers, and an
increase of agricultural profit and of rant, But in this case, as
in many others, what was beneficial as & remedy might become
fatal a8 a regimen. Tt is to be feared, that in time the vigilance
and economy, unstimulated by any private interest, would be

1 Raport of Poor Law Inquiry Oommissioners, 1584, p. 170,
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relaxed ; that the workhouses would be allowed to breed an
hereditary workhouse population, and would cease to be objects
of terror ; that the consequent difficulty of receiving in them all
the applicants would occasion a recurrence to relief at home;
that candidates for political power would bid for populsrity, by
promising to be good to the poor; and that we should run
through the same cycle as was experienced in the last century,
which began by laws prohibiting relief without the sanction of
the magistrates, commanding those relieved to wear badges, and
denying relief out of the workhouse ; and when by these restric-
tions the immediate pressure on the rates had been relieved,
turned round, and by statutes, with preambles reciting the
oppresaiveness of the former enactments, not only undid all the
good that had been done, but opened the flood-gates of the
calamities which we are now experiencing. . . . Another objec-
tion is the difficulty of providing the necessary funds. . .. A
property tax would be called for, for that purpose, in England.
But all those who are domiciliated in Ireland and Scotland muat
be exempted from it as respects their personal property. How
should we be able to distinguish between English, Irish and
Scotch funded property, even if the claim of fundholders io
immunity from direct taxation were abandoned ? And if funded
property were exempted, how could we assess personal property
of any other description ? If personal property is exempted, and
the assessment confined to lands and houses, how bitter would
be the complaints of those whose rates are now below what
wonld then be the general average?”! These objections are
weighty ; but we shall not be unfair to the Commissioners in
thinking that they were not eblivious of the fact that the creation
(in supersession of 15,000 existing Local Poor Law Authorities,
and of the Poor Law jurisdiction of several thousand Justices of
the Peace) of a great State Department having tens of thousands
of salaried officials would, at that date, have horrified public
opinion. It would, indeed, have excited so much jealousy of
entrusting any Government with such gigantic patronage that,
when laid before Parliament, it must inevitably have shared the
fate of Walpole’s proposal for an excise, and Fox's India Bill.

1 Zbid. pp. 179-180.
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The Case for a Central Authority

In foregoing pages we have given verbatim the specific recom-
mendations to Parliament of the Royal Commisgion in respect
of the constitution and activities of the proposed Contral Depart-
ment. To this, by way of explanation or illustration, we may now
add, wherever poasible in their own wordp, the Commissioners’
argumenta in favour of the particular plan proposed. The main !
cause of the always-recurring failure to grapple with the ‘ disease
of pauperism ™ emerged, as it seemed, with startling clearness,
from sll the Reports of the Assistant Cormamissioners. The
existing Poor Law Authoritics were inherently unfitted for the
businees entrusted to them ; they had neither the knowledge
nor the experience for the difficult tesk of how and when to
relieve destitution, and how best to administer the requisite
institutions, ‘‘'There is no province of administration”, the
Comminsioners tell ua, *‘ for which more peculiar knowledge is
requisite than the relief to the indigent, there is no province
from which such knowledge is more effectually excluded. . . .
At present, the experience which guides the administration of
relief is limited to the narrow bounds of & parish and to a year of
compulsory service. The common administration is founded
on blind impulse or on impressions derived from a few indi-
vidual cases ; when the only safe action must be regulated by
extensive inductions or general rules derived from large classes of
cases, which the annual officer has no means of observing. . . .
The influence of the information and skill which any officer may
acquire, may be destroyed by other officers with whom bhis
authority is divided ; and even though he may prevail, it usnally
departs with him when he surrenders his office. The improve-
ments which he may have introduced are not appreciated by his
successor. In petty and obscure districts, good measures rarely
excite imitation, and bad measures seldom yield waming.”

“ The evidence collected under this Commission proves, that
whilet the good example of one parish is rarely followed in the
surrounding parishes, bad examples are contagious, and possess
the elementa of indefinite extension. The instances presented
to us throughout the present inquiry of the defeat of former
legislation by unforessen obstacles, and often by an administra-
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tion directly at variance with the plainly expressed will of the
Legislature, have forced us to distrust the operation of the
clearest enactments, and even to apprehend unforeseen mischiefs
from them, unless an especial agency be appointed and em-
powered to superintend and control their execution.” But it
wag not only knowledge that was lacking. What was even a
greater disqualification was—"* the state of their motives to either
the commencement or the support of improvement equally un-
promising "—to quote the quaint phrase of the Commissioners,
* Persons engaged in trade [they continue] have represented the
management of parochial affairs to be analogous to the manage-
ment of a bankrupt’s estate by creditors, where, although eack
creditor has an interest in the good management of the estate,
yet, as the particular creditors who were appointed sssignees
had not an interest sufficient to incite them to exertions which
necessarily interfered with their other and stronger interests, no
estates were ever so extensively mismanaged, or so frequenily
abandoned to plunder, until a special and responsible agency was
appointed for their protection [the Bankruptcy Court established
at the suggestion of Lord Brougham]. The common fallacy in
which the management by Overseers, that is, by twe or three
pereons, is treated as s management by the people of the * people’s
own affairs’, and an attention to their own interests’, meaning
the affairs and interests of some hundreds or thousands of other
perscns, may be exposed by a slight examination of the evidence.
It will be found that the private interests of the distributors of
the rates are commonly at variance with their public duties, and
that the few pounds, often the few shillings, which any parish
officer could save to himself by the rigid performance of his duty,
cannot turn the scale against the severe labour, the certain ill-
will, and now, in a large proportion of cases, the danger to person
and property, all of which act on the side of profusion. . . . Even
if the whole power were left to the Vestry, and the Vestry were
composed of the proprietors as well as of the occupiers, it could
not be eaid, except in very small parishes, that the governing
body were the managers of their own affairs. Numerous bodies
are incapable of managing details. They are always left to a
minority, and ususlly, to a small minority ; and the smaller that
minority, the greater, of course, is the preponderance of private
and interested motives. . . . We must anticipate that the
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existing interests, passions, and local habits of the parish officers
will, unless some further control be establiched, continue to sway
and to vary the administration of the funds for the relief of the
indigent ; and that whatever extent of discretion is left to the
local officers, will be used in conformity to those existing interests
and habits,” . . . “ We recommend, therefore, that the same
powers of making rules and regulations that are now exercised

by upwards of 15,000 unskifled and (peactically) irresponsible
Authorities, liable to be biassed by sinister interests, should be '

confined to the Central Board of Control, on which responsibility
is strongly concentrated, and which will have the most extensive
information.” 1 It was assumed, in short, that the membera of
the proposed Central Board, having personally nothing to gain
and nothing to lose by the adoption, in one locality or another,
of particular methods of relief or particular administrative pro-
cedure, would be disinterested ; whilst, being specially selected
for character and intelligence, and centring their whole energy
in discovering the right principles of relief, they would be able to
devise a policy which would be in the interests of the community
as a whole,

The Central Board

The Commissioners, having proved the need for a nationalised
Poor Law policy, rejected, for the reasons we have already
given, the proposal for the management of the whole Poor Law
administration as & branch of the “ General Government .
The alternative that they proposed was the scarcely leas ternfymg
National Board of Control. Accordingly, we see them prudently
opening out their plan in phrases of reassuring modesty, * We
trust that immediate measures for the correction of the evils in
question may be carried into effect by a comparatively small
and cheap agency, which may assist the parochial or district
officers, wherever their management is in conformity to the
intention of the Legislature; and control them wherever their
mansgement i8 at variance with it. Subject also to this control,
we propose that the mansgement, the collection of the rates,
and the entire supervision of the expenditurs, onder increased
securitiea against profusion and malversation, shall continue

! Report of Poor Law Inguiry Commissioners, 1834, pp. £80-287, 301.

—
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in the officars appointed immediately by the rate-payers.”?
The constitution of the Central Board was to be simplicity
itsell. “ We consider that three Commissioners might trans-
act the business of the Central Board. The number of the
Commissioners should be small, as they should habitually act
with promptitude, as responsibility for efficiency should not be
weakened by discredit being divided amongst & larger number,
and as the Board, whenever the labour pressed too severely,
might avail themselves of the aid of their Assistants. The
Central Board wounld probably require eight or ten Assistant
Commissioners, to examine the administration of relief in
different districts, and aid the preparations for local
changes.” 1

When we pasa from the constitution of the Board to its powers,
we note the hand of Edwin Chadwick, but we listen to the voice
of Jeremy Bentham., The activities of the proposed Central
Board were to follow, with a buricus exactness, the powers
of the Minister of Indigence Relief as sketched in Bentham’s
Constitutional Code. The first function of the * Central Agency,
instituted by the Legislature for the control of the administration
of the Poor Laws ", would be the collection of comprehensive
information from all parts of the kingdom. From this mass of
data would be evolved “ general principles ”, which could then
be laid down for the guidance of Local Authorities, not by
Parliament, be it noted, but by this highly expert Commisaion,
* The regulations of say system ” [Chadwick had explained in
one of his Reports—or rather, had made one of his witnesses
explain !] “ must be very numerous; and though they may be
uniform, it would be necessary to vary them from time to time ;
and unless Parliament was to do nothing but occupy itself with
discussions on details of workhouse management, it would be
impossible to effect any great alteration in that way. A great
many regulations, however ably devised, must be experimental.

Y Ibid. pp. 266-207.

Wo are reminded of the essential modernity of the idea of =n effective
independent professional audit, as required (snd not for cseh only) for all
sdministration, by the faot that the Poor Law Ingquiry Commissioners of
1832-1834, in proposing to set up an entirely new administraiive system,
never gave it a thought; whilst the contemporary Municipal Corporstion
Commismioners got no furthor than the suggestion of an audit by elected or

nominated ratepayers.
¥ lind. p. 34, -
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Here unforeseen and apparently unimportant details might baffle
the best plans, if there were not the means of making immediate
alteration. Suppose s general regulation were prescribed by
Act of Parliament, and it was found to want alteration; you
must wait a whole year or more for an Act of Parliament to
amend if, or the law must be broken, A central authority
might make the alteration, or supply unforeseen omissions in a
day or two. Besides, a central board: or suthority might get

information immediately on the matters of detail. If they bad '

for instance to settle some uniform diet, they could at once

avajl themselves of the assistance of men of science, physicians

or chemists ; but you would find that Parliament, if it could
really attend to the matier, and would do anything efficient,
must have almost ag many committees as there are different
details. If there was a central board established, and it were
really accessible, as it ought to be, persons in local districts
would consult them or make suggestions, who would never
think of applying to Parliament. Who would think of applying
to Parliament to determine whether four or five ounces of butter
ghould be nsed as a ration in particular cases, and whether the
butter should be Irish or Dutch ¢ or, if Irish, whether Cork or
Limerick; or to determine whether the old women’s under-
petticoats should be flannal or baize, and how wide or long ?
Yet on details of this sort, beneath the dignity of grave legielators,
guod or bad management would depend.” *

Finally, the Central Board was to be endowed with & power
which, if it had been explained in the way in which it was intended
to be used, would have ronsed opposition from one end of the
kingdom to the other. * That the Central Board be empowered
to cause any number of parishes which they think convenient
to be incorporated for the purpose of workhouse management "
scermned harmless emough to those who were accustomed to the
procedurs, dating from the end of the seventeenth century, of
obtaining Local Acts to incorporate groups of rural or urban
parishes under one body of Guardians or Directors of the Poor.
Throughout the eighteenth century the deaire to obtain & larger
unit of administration than the parish, and the hope of securing
management superior to that of the unpaid Overseer, had, as

! Repori of Poor Law Inquiry Commissioners, 1834, Appendix A, Chadwiok’s
Beport, part iii. p. £06.
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we have explained, constituted one of the main problems of
Poor Law reformers, The efforts of these reformers had resulted,
either through Local Acts, or throngh the local adoption of
Gilbert’s Act, in & couple of hundred Incorporated Boards of
Trustees, Governors, Directors or Guardians of the Poor dotted
about the country. What oould be more reasonable than to
adopt this well-klmown practice wherever the Central Board
thought that & larger unit than the existing parish was deairable ?
But those who drafted this harmless-looking clause meant some-
thing very different from the procedure and practice suggested
by the terms used. Instead of the exceptional * incorporation ™
of new groups of parishes in those areas in which this was thought
the more convenient course, the deliberate intention was to
impose the new form on the whole nation, in universal super-
session of all the existing Poor Law Authorities.* Instead of
making the change at the instance and with the consent of the
local residents, and with the assent of Parliament, it was to be
imposed by a bureaucratic authority, acting by its own volition,
without request from, or consent of, any local inhabitants,
witheut even ratification by the House of Commons, without
any chanos of appeal. In effect, what was meant was the
entrusting to three officials, sitting in private, taking only such
counsel a3 they secretly determined, of the taak of constructing,
for the whole of England and Wales, an entirely new system of
Local Government, by novel Local Authorities, with constitu-
tions, funotions and powers of which there had been no experience,
to which no consent of the localities was to be either sought or
required, and for which Parliamentary ratification was to be
dispensed with. The result was, as we shall recount in the
next chapter, the eventual sweeping away, so far as the
administration of the Poor Laws was concerned, of 15,000 Local
Authorities, indescribably varied in area and constitution,
togather with the jurisdiction in Poor Relief of the county and
borough magistrates; and the establishment of six hundred

* English Poor Law History: Part I. The Old Poor Law; vee soction on

the problem of the sros of sdministration, pp. 264-272, alsc chap. iil. on *“The
Guoardians of the Poor ", pp. 101-148.

* Nasean Senior privately explained to the Cabinet that * it was probeble
that Unions comprising two or thres hundred thousand porsons might be
!oult& desirables » (MB, diary No. 178 in library of University of London,
P. 102).
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Boards of identical constitution, with mechanically devised
areas and s high rating qualification, o be elected by plural
voting according to property, and diluted by the local Justices
of the Peace as ex officio members,?

* The whole evidence proves ”, the Royal Commission opti-
mistically sums up, “that if a Central Board be appointed,
congisting of fit persons, and armed with powers to carry into
general effect the measures which have been ao successful where-.
ever they have been tried, the expenditure for the relief of the\
poor will in a very short period be reduced by more than one-
third "3

The Commission as an Instrument of Inquiry

Can we estimate the value of the famous Royal Commission
of 1832-1834, not as a lever for obtaining immediate legislation

on preconceived lines—for which purpose, as we shall presently
show, it proved of unsurpassed efficiency—but as an instroment

1 This new model of local government is sketched out in Edwin Chadwick's
Reports; and it was be who suggested that the change with regard to the
* should be from the seat of justice to the Boards of Guardisns
{or the administration of the relief of the poor ', adding, *' they would dounbtless
act with the same public advantage with which men of their information and
rank have bosn accustomed to aot, a6 members of some of the boardy of the in-
corporstad Hundreds ; as well as iy the Vestriss of the parishea which they have
dispauperised " (Ropm-t of Poor Law Inquiry Commissioners, 1834, Appendix
A, partiii, p. 168). Compare Bentham's Constitutional Code on which Chadwick
bad worked ; and the snonymous pamphlet entitled Hints on the Expediency
of an Improved Divisional Arvangemens of England for Adminisiralive Purposes,
1834 ; and siso that entitled The Principles of Delegated Central and Special
Authority applied to the Poor Law Amendment Bill, 1834, which we imsgine
to bave been written by Edwin Chadwick himsell. These do not appear to
have been Namsan Senior’s ideas. * Senior's prinoipal suggestion ', we resd
in Qctober 1832, “ in to take away the controlling power of the magistracy,
to veat it, together with the duty n{mvhinsmdnudlﬁngthamounh.
poid local authorities, who might also be employed for other purposes ™
. E. Lewis to his fasher, T. Frankland Lewis, October 0, 1832; in Letler io
RWHW&rGowﬁLemadihdbyﬂi:G F. Lewis,

1870, p. 13).

W‘Entchldmukemtnhutod in the way of Benthamism wss, besides the
Central Authority, the formsticn of new districts unfetiered by history or
tradition, the election of the * Loocsl Legialstures ™ by the ratepayers, tbe
sdminjstration by sslaried profesionsls, and the insistence on reports (Cam-
Modern History, vol. x. pp. 600-062) ; together with (but Jam effectively)
for the biind, lpeoinl vision
fwidioh,luqnﬁumdmthlnluininsh.mdhwpahhw nok(Th
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of investigation into one aspect of the condition of the people ?
First we must note that the task set to the Commission was
not an inquiry into the prevalence and cause of destitution :
for the * poverty of the poor ” was at that time deemed to be
both explained and justified by the current assumptions under-
lying the Malthusian “ Law of Population ” and the economists’
“Theory of the Wage Fund . Accordingly, neither in the Report,
nor in the bulky volumes of evidence, do we find any notice
of Able-bodied Destitution, as distinguished from Able-bodied
Pauperism. In fact, there might have been in 1834, so far as
these proceedings were concerned, no Able-bodied Destitution
except such as was being dealt with by the Poor Law.
If this bad been true, it would have been a remarkable
testimony to the efficacy, in one respect, of the Old Poor Law.
Unfortunately it was not true. We know from contemporary
evidence that, between 1815 and 1834, there were whole sections
of the population who—to use modern terminology—were
Unemployed or Under-employed, Sweated or Vagrant, existing
in & spate of chronic destitution, and dragping on some sort of &
living on intermittent small earnings of their own, or of other
people’s, or on the alms of the charitable—handloom-weavers
and framework-kmitters displaced by machinery; millwrights
and shipwrights thrown out by the viclent fluctuations in the
volume of machine-making and shipbuilding; * frozen out™
gardeners and riverside workers rendered idle every winter, and
masses of labourers stagnating at the ports or wandering aim-
lessly up and down the roads in search of work. With all this
Able-bodied Destitution, not only spasmodically subsidised by
great public subscriptions® but also perpetually importuning
both the town Overseer and the rural Constable for assistance

1 Bee, for instance, An Exzposilion of one Principal Cavee of the National
Disress,” particularly in Manufacturing Disiricis, 1817; Speech of Henry
Brougham . . . on the preseni Disiressed Stale of the Manufocturing axd
Commercial Inmterests, 1817; An Appeal to the Public on ihe Subject of the
Fromework nitters Fund, by Rov. Robert Hall, 1810; A Letier to the Carpet
Moanufacturers of Kiddermsnster, by Rev. H. Price, 1828 ; Report of the Com-
mitiee appointed af a Public Meeting ot the Cily of London Tavern to relieve
the Manwfaciurers, 1820; Repori of the Select Commitiee on Fluctuations of
Employment, 1830 ; Report of D. Mackay io the Poor Law Commissioners on
the Distress of 18851837 among Hamdloom Weavers and other Manwfacturers,
1837 ; Report of the Royal Commission on the Hondloom Weavers, ete.

* In ons organisstion, between 1826 and 1829, no leas than £232,000 wes
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from the rates, the Royal Commission of 1833-1834 chose not to
concern itself, We find in it voluminous proceedings no statistics
of Unemployment, no statement as to fluctuations of trade, no
account of the destitution produced by the new mschines, no
estimate of the swarms of Vagrants who were being “ passed
by the Justices, at the expense of the rates, from north to south,
from east to west, and back again. The Commissioners con-
centrated their whole attention on one plagiie spot—the demoralisa-

tion of character and waste of wealth produoced in the agricultural |

districts by s hypertrophied Poor Law. In short, what the
Commissioners were told to discover was the extent, distribution,
cause and effect of this ariificially created burden of pauperism,
and the way in which thia disease of society could be minimised
and eventually abolished. But accepting this unscientific limita-
tion of the inquiry (for how was it possible to discover the cause
or cure of pauperism without investigating the destitution out
of which pauperiam arose ) we can see that, judged by twentieth-
century standards, * that brilliant, influential and wildly un-
historical report, which, after provoking something like a rebellion
in the North of England, was to be one of the pillars of the social
policy of the nineteenth century * *—to quote Mr. R, H. Tawney’s
vivid description-—was open to grave criticism. What the
Assistant Commissioners brought back from their tours was, in
the main, an extraordinarily full collection of particular instances
of maladministration relating to the Outdoor Relief of the able-
bodied ; picturesque details of the action of particular parish
officers ; and amusing anecdotes of their peculiarities. This rich
and copious store afforded what the journalists call “ good copy ™
for the two advance volumes, as well as for the General Report,
which were in this way made interesting to the public. The
investigation was far from being impartially or judicially directed
and carried out. The active members of the Commission (notably
Chadwick), and practically all the Assistant Commissioners,
started with an overwhelming intellectual prepossession,® and
‘ Rdwwnud the Rise of Capitalism, 1926, by R. H. Tawney, p. 272.

economist of the dsy, J. B. M‘Cullooh, in his Literature of

Pohacal Economy, 1845, wtatos that the 1834 Report and evidenos ** contein

a curious mixture of authentic, questionable and erronsous statements. The
Commimioners, with very few exceptions, sppesar to have set out with »
determination .to ind nothing but abuses in the Old Poor Law, and to make
the most of them; and this was no more than might have been expected,
soeing that this waa the moet likely way to effect its abolition, and to secure

e
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they made only the very smallest effort to free their investigations
and reports from bins—a defect in their work which is not to be

employment for themselves under the system proposed to he adopted in ita
stead. Hence the ersggerntion, ona-aidednmmdquoryaughﬂngly
ovident in most of their reports.” A legol critic of the same date romarks
that ** the instructions to their unpaid assistants, who hastily collscted evidenoe
throughout the country, breathed the Malthusian spirit, and spoke the lsnguagn
[of the House of Commons Committes of 1817]. . . , Henoe their partisl and
prejudiced reports detailing loeal abuses, A voluwe of such evidencs, headed
by & grossly pertial index [more correctly, table of contents], and the Report
of tho Commissioners enumersting the abuses and recommending remedies,
were published by aunthority. The public mind was thus infected with
Malthusian opinions, and either House of Parlisment yielded to the stream.
In tho lsat Poor Law panio [1817] the House of Lords appears to have stood
in the gap. But the dangerous eloquence of Lord Brougham was now arrayod
against the Elizabothan Poor Law, which be denounced as having inevitably
led to consequences the most pernicious that had ever flowed from the passing
or tho construction of all human laws " {Principles of the Legal Provision for
the Relief of the Poor, by William Palmer, 1844).

Acocusations were subsequently mede that the Commissioners wers guilty
of deliberate and purposeful misrepresentation. * The queations “, said John
Welter, M.P., “ have been put with a view to draw out snewers oonupondmg
withtheproconcmvedommomoftheﬁommhuonm...mohcﬁofm
cnge . . . are o miserably distorted as to leave but little of the substance of
trath remsining "' (4 Letter to the Electors of Berkshire on the New Sysiem for
the Minagement of ihe FPoor proposed by the Governmeni, by John Walter, M.P.,
1834, p. 20). Another pamphiet pointed out ' most extraordipary mis-
statementa ™ made Ly one of the Assistant Commissionars [Phe Anii-Pauper
System, by Rev. J. T. Becher, 2nd edition, 1834). To this the Asaistant
Commissionar made a sufficient reply in 4 Leiter to the Rev, J. T, B. of Southwell
in reply Lo certain charges, eto., by John W, Cowell, 1834 ; see, however, the
lettor from Lowe to Beober of April 4, 183, in Life and Leiters of . . . Hobert
Lowe, Viscount Sherbrooke, by A. Patohett Martin, 1893, vol. i. pp. 46.50.
In the Houss of Commoens, in Febroary 1837, hulden“dhvc&lychurgodthe
Commissioners, not only with gross mistakes, but with intentional falification
in their published reports similar to those which unquestionably pervaded
the Report upon which the Act was founded ' {PAe Political Life of 8ir Robert
Peel, by Thomas Doublodny. 1856, vol. ii. p. 237). Doubledsy himself wrote
even more specifically. * That the report and evidence upon which the Poor
Law Amendment Act was based, were garbied, the author asserta from direct
personal knowledge, The evidence collected in the two northern counties of
Drrham and Northumberlund was highly favourable to the old law, which in
those districts was honestly and liberally worked, snd with which no one
worth mentioning was dissstisfied. The whole of the Commissioners’ reports
with the evidenos, save and exoept s few sentences, was socordingly supprossed ;
80 that these two connties were all but ignored, together with their population,
thair extennive commerve and vaest mining establishments, in the documant
upon whioch Parliament prooseded to legialate on this coonsion * {The Polilical
Life of Sir Robert Peel, by Tbomas Doubledsy, 1841, vol. ii. p. 184). Thi
statement was quoted with scosptance in The Courts and Cabinets of William I'F.
and Vc’daria.bythol)nkooiBuckinghsm,lml. * No porticn of the Whig
machinery of government *, the Duke observed, * had become so obnoxious
h&omdhmtmﬂﬁdmum&mhwdhquky.fm&ay
were made £0 work in & particolar groove to seonre a Jeaired result. This was
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excused merely because we are to-day inclined to believe, as they
were themselves complacently assured, that their prepossession
against the Rate in Aid of Wages was substantially right. The
then existing practice of Poor Relief, the outcome of & couple of
centuries of experience, but to modern eyes calamitously bad,
stood condemned in their mind in advance ; with the result that
such useful and meritorious features as it posaessed were almost
entirely ignored, and some valuable lessons that might have been:
drawn from the experiments of the Old Poor Law were left to be .
painfully discovered, years afterwards, in working out the new
system.! In particular, the experience and results of the four

no conspicucusly the case in the Commission on the existing Poor Law that
it excited very indignant comments from persons who had opportunmcu of
obeerving the progresa of the inquiry. . . . A ‘ General Report * was deawn
np,!romwhmhlthubeenoonﬁdenuymwd there is good reason to believe
that all which told strongly in favcur of the old Elirabethan law was omitted,
whilst all which militated againat ita policy was retained * ** {vol. ii. pp. 137-138).
* These Commissions ¥, wrote the Earl of Aberdeen in 1835, “ have of late
been sufficiently arbitrary ** (Life of the Earl of Aberdeen, by Lady Frances
Balfour, vol. ji. p. 44). On the other hand, the conduot of the investigation
waa highly praised by John Btusrt Mill. * I rogard this onquiry with satia.
faction ”, he wrote in 1833, when the full results were not before him; “ it
has been more honestly and more ably performed than anything which has
been dono undor the authority of Government since I remember " (J. 8. Milt
to Thomas Carlyle, May 18, 1833, in The Lellers of John Stuart Mill, edited by
Hugh 8. R. Elliot, 1410, vol. i. p. 51), * No Commission ever worked so well
and so fast” (4 Gwide to Modern English History, by William Cory, 1882,
vol. ii. p. 417).

1 It must, however, be credited to Naasau Ssnior that he showed hinself
sufliciently open-minded to drop the opinion with which he had started,
namely, that all public rolief of destitution waa socislly injurious, and that the
Poor Law might with sdvantage be entirely abolished ; and to let himself be
convinced by the evidence {or by Chadwick's impetuosity) that it was mis-
conception of the law and maladministration that were to blame for the evils
that were revealed, and that a cure might be found in the eatablishment of
improved sccisl machinery and the redircovered device of the Workhouse
Test, {Three Lectures on the Rate of Wages, with a Preface on the Cavser and
Remedies of the Present Discontents, by Nassan Senior, 1850 ; and A Letier to
Lord Howick on a Legal Provision for the Irish Poor, ete., by Nasaau W. Benior,
1831—s pamphlet which went through three editions within six mounths).
Hehldnmodtlutmy publio provision for able-bodied destitution conld not

of limbs, or the complsie mental incapacity of idiooy or lunacy; and, very
doubtfully, also (¢} double orphanage. For the other cases (which make up
the bulk of modern panperism), soch aa () non-infectious sickness ; (¢} old age,
and () widows or desertod wivea, with their children, it wus that
nothing ought to ba done, in order not to weaken the necessary stimulus to
opdinery men to axert himaelf, and to save—unless (with doubiful pnblic

8
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thousand existing workhouses—several of which had more than
five hundred inmates, and of which an elaborate official return
was on record—were only very perfunctorily ascertained, and
never summarised or considered.! The scheme of investigation by

sdvantage) private cherity should chooss to interfere with * the punishment
inflicted by nntul:” on “m“;: ::;pmndenoe ”, which “ it is estab.
lished . . . can preven ving them to this punishment®
of *“want and degradation . It was afterwards said {sce Remarks on the
Irish Poor Law Bill, by Philo-Hibernus, 1837) by those who clung to the
abstract objection to any Poor Law, that Nassau Benior naver refuted, either
in the Roport of 1834 or in his lengthy apologin of 1841, the argumenta in his
Ls#erloLmiHomkoaaLm)Pmnaanform!nabPow,m Lord Brougham
argued in the Houss of Lords in favour of complete abolition as soon s it
was practicable (Hansard, July 21, 1834); and Harriet Martinoan expressed
the same view in Poor Laws and Pauperism Ilustrated, Chadwick, on the
other hand, merely talked of a reduction of those needing public provision
(theorphu:,mkmdngsd)to“n.smnll.well-deﬂnedput“ofthepopuhtmn,
coating ‘ loss than one-half of the present Poor Rates ™ (see the summary of
kis report, reproduced in TAe Health of Nations, by Sir B. W, Richardson,
1887, vol, ii. p. 338). Chadwick declared that, prior to the Poor Law Inquiry
Commiossion of 1832, ** eminent sconomista and statesmen, and indeed most
people of intellectual rank in society, adopted this [the Malthusian theory] as

conclusion . . ., prescribed, ss the necessary remedy, the sbeolnte
repeala.nddlullomceofanylegalpronuonofmlief . . and wero of opinion
that all mpasurea for dealing with the Poor Law in England ought to tend to
ite discontinuance ** (The Comparative Results of the Chisf Principles of the
Poor Law Adminisiration in England and Ireland, as compared with that of
Scotland, by Edwin Chadwick, 1884, p. 3).

An sble anonymous pamphlet [by Jobn Rickman], which seems to have been
printed in 1832 only for private ciroulation, takes thix line, and advocates thecon-
temporary Scottish eystem of relisnce on voluntary contributions and almagiving
(TAs Adminisfration of the Foor Laws, 1832, in Miniatry of Health Library).

Ricardo, on the basis of the Malthusinn and Wage-Fund hypotheess, had
declared, in his Principles of Political Economy, 1817 {pp. 57-58) that the
tendency of the Poor Laws was * not, s the logislature benevolently intended,
to smend the coudition of the poor, but to dateriorate the condition of buth
poor and rich alike. Instead of making the poor rich, they sre caloulated to
make the rioch poor; and whilst the prosent laws are in force, it is quite in
the nataral order of things that the fund for the maintenanoce of the poor should
progressively inoreasa till it hae absorbed all the net revenne of the country,
ora.tleutwmuehdltu&oshhuhﬂhlveton;;;hrnﬁdylngmd;:n
nerer-failing domands for the public expenditure. pernicious tendency
oithuuPoorLsmi:nolongorgmyMryamoeithnbunfuﬂydewlopodby
the able hand of Mr. Malthus, snd every friend to the poor must ardently wish
for their abolition.” Of Malthus, Southey had said in 1816, “ His remedy for
theeﬂlthgcnhdmtyhﬂmplyw.bohlhthommtu.mdmtha
poor into celibacy ** (Essays Moral and Political, by R. Bouthoy, vol. L p. 91).

! Roports of Committoes not inserted in the journals: Appendix to the
BReturns of 1776-1777 as to Poor Rates. As to the almost universal neglect of
this sonroe, soe An Economic History of Modern Britain, by J. H. Clapham,
1828, pp. 954-350. Additional particulsrs could have been obtained from the
1788 returns, and the most recent informsation from the nmmerous printed
reports, rules and sccounts of ths populons parishes and incorporstions, many
of which are otill extant.
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peripatetic Assistant Commiseionera was far superior to the more
usual plan of the Commission merely sitting in London to hear oral
evidence ; but the instructions to the Assistant Commissioners—
in contrast with those of the nearly contemporaneous Municipel
Corporations Commission—failed to emphasise the importance of
bringing back sifted facts rather than mere opinions, mpported by
documentary verification rather than by  ictureaque snecdotes.
The Commission could not allow itsolf tnne for much historical |
research, but a better appreciation of the origin and course of !
development of the institutions and practices found at work “I
might have enabled many errors to be avoided. But the most
striking deficiency in the whole mass of reports is the absence of
any astatistical survey, even to the extent of the approximation
that was practicable without a complete census, either of the
numbers of the pauper host, or of its division into classes by age,
sex and condition, or of the causes leading to their pauperism.
This ignoring of statistica led, in the diagnosis, to disastrons
errors in proportion ; and made the suggested remedial measures
lopeided and eeriously imperfect.! For instance, if any such

! Tt was more than a decads afier 1814 before any complete statistics were
systemstioally compiled of the numbere relieved. For the firet fow years the
figures aro scanty snd fragmentary. For the end of 1830 we find it officially
eqtimated that the total number in workhousea was about ninety-eight thousand,
and on Outdoor Relief about five hundred snd sixty thousand, with an
unascertained margin of unenumersted. Taking the total, then, st meven
handred thousand, with an expenditure of four and » balf millions, wo may
infer that the expenditurs in 1833 of six and three.quarter millions probably
represented the continuous relisf of something like on average of not much
more than ons million persons throughout the year. Of thees, the four
thousand existing poorhouses and workhouses, large and small, must have
acoommodated somewhere about one hundred thoussnd, the remsinder being
on Qutdoor Relief. 'When sstimates are made of the aged, the sick, the widows
and the orphans, we find it hard to believe that the sble-bodied men relisved
in health can bave numbered in 1833 as many a8 one b mdred thousand ; or
with their dependanta poasibly three hundred thousand. Yet so Little was known
that Nasaao Benjor, after two years® investigation, conld only give the Cabinet
the indioation thet * supposing the whole number of the abls-bodied paupers
snd their familisa npow to amount to s million ', adding, bowever, ** which I
believe to be above the mark » (Nassac Henior to Lord Lansdowne, March 2,
1884, in MS. diary No. 173 in Lbrary of Univereity of London). It was
probably three times the wotusl number, and this gross exaggeration In'gvly
M&eﬂmmiﬂonlmpﬁouofﬂnpmhhm In 1835 the pumber

children relieved was officially given as 71,298,

Mmbhrguﬂgm!wthnmbmuﬂwedmthemdhwhwhu
been given. Thus it was stated by Slaney in the Honse of Commans in 1828,
on the basis of ths published returns, that the total number of paupers waa,
in 1801, 1,040,000 ; in 1811, 1,340,000 ; in 1821, 1,500,000 ; in 1826, 1,700,000 ;
and in 1827, 1,850,000 (Hansard, vol. xvili. p. 1537 ; Hislory of Zngland, by
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classified statistics of pauperiam hid been made, it might have
revealed to the Commissioners, what Chadwick discovered a few
years later, namely, that the bulk of the paupers were not, as the
Commission seems to have imagined, either sble-bodied men, or
even wives and children of such men, but persons actually
incapacitated by old age or laid low by sickness, with the helpless

ts of these “* impotent peor ', It subsequently appeared
that disablement of the breadwinner by sickness was (apart from
any maladministration) a direct cause of a large proportion—
perhaps as much a8 one-hali—of the Outdoor Relief, and that
this part of the burden of the Poor Rates could only be lightened
by better urban eanitation and hospital treatment—in ahort,
by the measures of prevention that we shall describe in a later
chapter.

Further, the concentration by the Commissioners upon their
one panacea of the Workhouse System, in substitution for the
Outdoor Relief of the able-bodied and their dependants, together
with the absence of statistics as to both vagrants and removals,
led directly to their failure to recognise the nature and extent of
the evils of Vagrancy, on the one hand, and those of * that all
devouring, all destructive monster the doctrine and practice of
Settlement and Removal *’  on the other, to which other contem-
porary observers attributed a much larger share of the demoral-
isation and oppression of the Old Poor Law. The Commissioners
failed, indeed, even to think out what was involved in their con-
ception of a * well-regulated workhouse ”. It was not merely
that they underestimated the difficulty of providing, within
that institution, any ameliorative, or instructive, or even un-
demoralising employment for the able-bodied. They refused
to visualise the regimen that would be provided for the wives
and children of the able-bodied who were to be driven into the
workhouse ; for the orphans; for the sick; for the mentally
or physically defectives for whom no other refuge was available ;
o simuitinsousy . Jonipt of rolied, bat 5o the cetimated numbors o
diﬂgnl::rimpmsion-oo! uﬁﬁ'&wmﬁu of the Old Poor Law by
the Law of Nettlernent and Removsl, see Remarks on the Poor Law, and on the
State of the Poor, by Charles Weston, 1802, p. 50; the graphio repart by John

Ravans (who waa seoreiary o the Commimion of 1832-1834} in Reports to
the Poor Law Board on Settlement and Remaval, 1850 ; and Pauperiam and

Poor Laws, by Robert Pashley, 1852,
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and even for the * ins and outs ”, or ““ revolvers ’, who have ever
since proved the plague of workhouse administration.

One more crticism may be added. The inqguiry gave in-
sufficient attention to structure as contrasted with function,
Neither in the very elaborate printed Inetructions to the Asaist-
ant Commissioners,! nor in the lengthy guestionnaire issued to
all and sundry; and consequently nowhere in the mass of in-
formation accumnlated, nor in the Genetal Report, was there |
any adequate reference to the legal and constitutional position .
of the diverse Local Authorities by which the Poor Law was
actually being administered, It scems to have been taken for
granted that the Churchwardens, the Overseers and the Vestries
of the several parishes, of whoae existence every one was aware,
were all that needed to be considered. Thus the Commissioners
failed to realise the legal position, not only of the Gilbert Act
Urions, but also of the hundred or more bodies of Guardians,
Governors or Directors of the Poor that we have elsewhere
described as being incorporated under Local Acts; and likewise
of a whole series of Statutory Vestries similarly fortified, by which,
in a large proportion of the urban parishes both in London and
elsewhere, as well as not a few of those in the rural areas, the
Poor Laws were, in fact, administered. The result was that,
when the Bill came to be drafted, no adequate provision was made
for bringing these bodies, which had far greater powere of resist-
ance than the thousands of unincorporated parishes, under the
new Central Authority ; and the scheme of reform consequently
remained for a whole generation uncompleted.

The Poor Law Amendment Act of 1834

As is well known, the suoccess of the Report was prodigious,
There can seldom have been a blue-book which so instantly and

L The Insiructions from the Ceniral Board of Poor Law Commissioners io
Assistant Commissioners, 1832 (which were printed but not published), are
in the British Museum (8425, 0, 28). They run to sixty-four pages of i
questions evidently drafted mainly by Chadwick, but without (sa it seems to
us) sny undue or avoidable biss, other than aguinst inefficiency wud waate,

? In the Monicipal Corporstions inguniry, which waa started in 1833, the
Oommmms(porhpmwmmmmdomﬂydthehgd
profession} went almost to the other extreme; their investigationa going
minutely and precissly into constitutional struoture, only incomplsisly mto
the past malpractioss of the Corporations, and not at all into their appropri
arean or functicne for the future (The Manor aad the Borough, by B. deB
Webh, 1007, vol. i, pp. T12.787}.
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so completely achieved the immediate object for which it was
prepared and published. It convinced nearly every one of its
readers, not only that the Poor Law administration must be
drastically reformed, but also that the reform had to be carmed
throngh by a single statute, applicable to the whole kingdom,
which should provide for a national uniformity of system in all
parishes, There seemed also no gainsaying the inference cogently
drawn by the Commission that it was absolutely necessary to set
up an executive Central Authority, empowered to impose such
a uniform system on all the Local Authorities, which had to be
reduced in number by the combination of parishes into Unions,
or at any rate united for the establishment of workhouses and
the payment of their stafls; and continuously restrained from
departing from the system to which they were required to con-
form. Finally, though less whole-heartedly, public opinion felt
itself driven to accept the new slogan, for the able-bodied, of * less
eligibility .1 It seemed plain that it must be ruinous to provide
men with as good incomes, by way of Outdoor Relief in idleness,
as they might eam by working for an employer. And as less
than enough for maintenance could scarcely be justified, there
seemed no escape from the Commission’s panaces of substituting
an offer, to the able-bodied man, of admission to a *“ well-regulated
workhouse ’, for the demoralising Outdoor Relief, with a view
to its definite ceesation, so far as the able-bodied labourers were
concerned, within & limited time. That the Commissioners prac-
tically stopped at this point, in the way of specific recommenda-

! It was contended in 18, by the Poor Law Inquiry Commissioners,
and has sinoe been incessantly reposted, that the Act of 1801 never contemplated
and never authorised the relief of persons who used any ordinary and daily
trade of life to get their living. But (aa was pointed out by & conaciontious
Ansistant Commissioner in 1843) there is ** no traoe in any old writings of this
interpretation of the Act"; and there is ampls evidence that, already early
in the seventeenth century, * parish pay ™ was frequently given {in liev of
finding employment or * setting to work ') to adult sble-bodied labourers and
artisans, without any one raising a question as to ita legality, against which
there was no recorded judicial decision (see Twistleton's Report on Local
Acta, in Ninth Annual Report of Poor Law Commisioners, 1843, pp. 92-93 ;
and our previous volume, English Poor Law History : Part I. The Old Poor Law,
1827). It in intercsting to find from Nassaw Benior's disry that he privately
advised the Cabinet that even the Allowsnce System (of Outdoor Relief to
shle.-bodied men in private smployment) could not be said to be unlswful or
wlira vires. The Houss of Lords Committes in 1831 had saked thet the guestion
shonld be submitted to the Judges, but this hed not been done, and it must
be deemed to bs unsettled (MB. dinry No. 173 in library of University of
London, p. 143).



9z THE ROYAL COMMISSION OF 18311834

tions, and that they refrained from prescribing any more detailed,
or any more comprehensive scheme of Poor Law administration,
was doubtless prudent. The descriptive parts of the Report
carried sufficient implications to satisty the demand for & drastic
restriction of relief, whilst the strict limitation of the definite
recommendations was shrewdly calculated to facilitate their
acceptance, It was clear that even these limited recommenda-
tions could be catried out only by legislation brought forward
by the Government of the day, with the whole-hearted support .
of both Houses of Parliament. The immediate result of the
Report, as will presently be described, answered to expectation.
Regarded merely a8 an administrative expedient for enabling a
vecessary measare to be carried, with the very minimum of
opposition, successively through the Cabinet, the House of
Cornmons snd the House of Lords, the Report that Nassau Senior
and Chadwick had drafted was entirely successful.}

The Government, which had promised s measure of Poor Law
Reform in the King’s Speech at the opening of the session of
1834, lost no fime in dealing with the Report. In the Cabinet
Lord Brougham was a keen supporter of immediate legislation.?
The interest of Lord Althorp had been excited, and his support
secured, by the powerful pleading of Grote, whoge judgment he
trusted. Nassau Senior was pleading directly with Lord Lans-
downe® Even before the publication of the Raport, and indeed,
before its formal completion, Lord Melbourne, as Home Secretary,

1 Tt ia doubtfnl whether any other blue-hook bas had so long-lived an
influonce. The volume of 1834 waa reprinted by the Stationery Offico in
1885 and 1854, and again in 1005, at the instance of influential M.P."s and
others who wished to promote the continued ciroulstion of & document which
they thonght still needful for the education of the nation.

% He had himeelf sought oot Harriet Martinesu, who was then engaged
with her tales illustrative of Political Economy, in order to press her to devote
the neoxt of thess stories to the Poor law ; and her seriee entitled Poor Lows
and Pouperism Ilustrated, appearing in the latter part of 1833 and of the
beginning of 1334, waa admirebly caloulated to disseminate the * principles ™
of the Oommimioners’ Repott, snd to secare support for sven the universal

of its pannoss of ' the workhouse teet " (Harmet Martinsau's Auto-
bl'ogmphy 1877; Harrist Martineau, by Theodora Boeanquet, 1928),

* Namsan Senior to Lord Lansdowns, March 2, 1834, MS. disry (173)
in Hbrary of University of London. This volume {(which is referred to in
Hisiory of the Englieh Poor Law, both in the second volume by Hir Gecrge
Nicholls and in the third by Thomas Mackay) includea » day-
of Nazsau Senior's proceedings with the Cabinet, notea of the discussions snd
decigions, some ocntemporary lstters, and s few comments by himself. The
sccount in the taxt is mainly drewn from thin vivid private record.
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directed Nassau Senior to prepare, for submission to the Cabinet,
the heads of a complete Bill, as to which the latter consulted
confidentisally & dozen of those whom he thought most capable of
helping him.! Early in March 1834 his draft was brought by
Lord Melbourne before the Cabinet ; on the 16th it was in prin-
ciple agreed to; and on the following day Nassau Senior and
Sturges Bourne were summoned to go through the measure,
clause by clause, with the full Cabinet of fourteen. During the
ensuing four weeks the several proposals were discnased and
debated with doubting and dissenting Ministers at a dozen
different meetings, either of the Cabinet or of its committee of
seven which had been appointed,? when Chadwick and the solicitor
employed to see to the drafting detaila were sometimes called in
to assist. The Duke of Richmond objected to the proposed

! Among theso wero George (afterwarda Bir Qeorgoe) Nicholls, then manager
of the Birmingham branch of the Bank of England ; Rev. T- Whately, brother
of the Archbishop of Dublin, who had carried out the reforms at Cookham ;
Charlea Mott, who had snocessfully carried on large institutions in which ho
farmed paupers sent to him by parish suthorities, snd who wse afterwanls
sppointed an Amsistant Comwmissioner; several othere who had supplied
useful information, such as Brushfield and Tooke; an ingemious London
Police Magistrate (T. Walker, who bad succcasfully reduced the pauporism at
Stretford {Manchester) and had published, in 1826, a lengthy pampblel,
Observations on the Noture, Exteni, and Effectz of Pauperism; in 1835 the
author of The Original) ; and John Tidd Praft (1797-1870), consuliing ¢ounse!
to the Commissioners for the Reduotion of the National Debt, 18281870 ;
counsel to certify the rules of savings banks and friendly socicties, 1834-1846 ;
Chisf Rogistrar of Friendly Societies, 18461870 ; he wrote or edited a score of
legal manusls, including three on Poor Laws, 1833, 1834 and 1835-1864. The
drafting solicitor employed was J. M. White {17909-1883), of White and Borrett,
who became in 1842 solicitor to the Eeolesiasticsl Commissioners (see hie
Remarks on the Poor Law Amendment Bill, etc., by John Meadowe White,
1834 ; and Boase's Motlern English Biography, vol. iii. 1901).

Bentor afterwarda declared that the Bill adopted by the Cabinet from his
draft diffored ** from the recommendations of the Report chiefly in two reapects :
the subatitution of Unions for perishes in the management of the poor and
the disteibution of relief [whereaa the Report had contemplated the sphere
of the Union as merely the management of the workhouse snd the payment
of the officials therein employed], and the almosi total exclusion of the appeal
to magietratos ' (Remarks on the Opposition o the Poor Law Amendment Bill,
by » Guardian [Nsseau Senior], 1841, p. 37}

t The Cabinet Committee did not include Lord Brougham, but consisted
of the Duke of Richmond, Lord Ripon, Bir James Graham, Lord Althorp,
Lord Molbourne, Lord Lanadowne and Lord John Runscll {Remarks on the
Opposition to the Poor Law Amendment Bill, by a Guardian [Nassau Senior],
1841, p. 87). Current opinion sscribed the detailed consideration of the Bill
to “the Keeper of the Great Seal [Brougham) snd the Chanoellor of the
Exchoquer {Aithorp); snd by the latter it was brought in on the 17th of April
in & wpeech of great longth sud great lucidity * (Memoirs of Viscount MHelbourne,
by W. T. M. Torrens, 1878, vol. i. p. 441).
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power to compel the new Boards of Guardians to build work-
houses at the ratepayers’ expense. Lord Melbourne demurred
to the new Central Authority being ailowed to issue mandatory
orders without the sanction of a Secrstary of State. All the
peers objected strongly to the proposed peremptory prohibition
of Outdoor Relief to the able-bodied on s specified date, even
after two yeam’ warning and preparation, as they feared this
would lead to a * rural rebellion ", or at least to rick-burning. /
Nassau Senior met these objections with pertinacity, as being .
fatal to the scheme of reform; and when the Cabinet insisted, '
he saved the situation by ingenious compromises giving him the
substance of what was indirpensable.! The successive revises
of the Bill, as bound up by Nassau Senior, fill three folioc volumes.
By the 16th of April he had satisfied Lord Althorp and Lord
Lansdowne that, with regard to the prospective abrogation of
Outdoor Relief to the able-bodied, they must (to use the words of
the latter) do their duty undeterred by fear of popular displeasure;
and on the following day Lord Althorp introduced the Bill into
the House of Commons,

There can scarcely have been, during the past hundred years,
a measure of first-class social importance, gravely affecting the
immediate interests of so Iarge a number of people, that aroused,
in its passage through both Houses of Parliament, so little effective
opposition, and even so little competent discusaion, as the Poor
Law Amendment Bill, * For the first time in modern Parlia-
mentary history *’, wrote Nassau Senior seven years afterwards,
* faction was silent, and all parties united to give force to the

1 Thus, whilst agreeing that * Generel Orders " should be * laid before "
& Beoretary of State for forty days, to coms into foree only if no ohjection
was taken, he managed to retain the provision that ** Specisl Orders ™ (those
addressed to one Union} should be immedistoly mandatory. In practics the
Contral Aunthority sccordingly ismed nearly all its commands in the latier
form (see Eighth Annual Report of the Poor Law Commissioners, 1842, p. 2),
The constitutional objection against giving the Central Authority power to
requirs rutes to be made for workhouse-building wes met by making sny
sxpeaditure in exooss of one-tenth of the previous rate dependsnt on consent

{sections 64, aa. 66, 67, 68).
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principle and perfection to the details of a measure which they
felt to be essential not merely to the welfare, but to the civilisation
of the country.” Nassau Senior and Chadwick, with the aid of
Francis Place, of the two Mills,).of Harriet Martinean and other
Benthamites, and apparently drawing freely on the funds which
the Treasury could at that time make available, had conducted
with remarkable effectiveness their propagandist campaign.
Lord Althorp’s introductory epeech, which was clear in exposition
and extremely moderate in doctrine and conciliatory in tone, was
received with cordial approval, and the first reading was carried
without dissent. The T'imes, indeed, made up its mind to fight
the measure tooth and nail, posaibly for personal reasons, John
Walter (M.P. for Berkshire), the proprietor, was instigated by a
genuine though sentimental humanity to resist any rigorous
curtailment of Outdoor Relief ; and it may also be that Thomas
Barnes, the editor, was moved by his resentment of the unfriendly
behaviour of Lord Brougham.! The Standard snd the other
influential newspapers, whick had begun by approving, gradually
adopted much the same line. Thus the Bill * was attacked in all
ita provisions by four-fifths of the Metropolitan journals with
unexampled virulence and pertinacity . Support in the press
was in fact almost confined to such Radical organs as the
Observer, the Examiner and the Monthly Repository. If we may
believe Harriet Martinean, who was on such points usually well-
informed, a wealthy Whig M.FP. was so stirred by the opposition

! We are told by Bain in his biography of James Mill, 1882, p. 372, that
he * atrongly sympathised ® with the Poor Law Amendment Bill, ** while
John wrote strongly in its favour *'.  * 1 waa myself at this very time ™, states
John Stuart Mill, “ actively engaged in defending important measures, such
as the great Poor Law reform of 1834, sguiost an irmsetional clamour grounded
on the anti-centralisation prejudios " {Astobiography, p. 183).

* The currently believed anecdote on”the subject describes how Lord
Althorp wrote & note to Lord Brougham saying, ** Are wo to make war on
the Times, or come to terma? " Lord Brougham received this when sitting
in court, scribbled an immodiate answer, and tore Althorp's letter in fragments,
which he threw on the floor. Someone pisced the fmgmenta together, and
took them to Barnes, the editor of the Tmes, who had that very dey spplied
to the Government for some informstion, which had been curtly refused.
Thereupon the Times, on April 18, 1834, opened fire on Broughem in a series
of vituperative leading articlea (see the story in the Greville Memoirs, 1875,
vol, iii. p. 96; in TAe Vidorian Chancellors, by J. B. Atlay, 1906, vol. i. pp.
326.328; in A Guide to Modern English History, by Willism Cory, vol. il
1882, p. 459; and in * English Party Organisation in the esrly Nineteenth
Century ™, by A. Aspinall, in English Historical Review, July 1828, vel. xbL.
p- 410).
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of the T'¥mes to the new Bill that he promptly purchased the
Morning Chromicle, and made it the enthusisstic and pertinacious
supporter of what he regarded as the greatest reform of his
generation? Whken the Second Reading came on (May 9) the
opposition was voiced by Col. Evans and Sir Francis Burdett, and
supported on constitutional grounds by Sir James Scarlett and

Sir Samuel Whalley. But the division lohby showed only twenty
opponents in & House of 344, The opposition was, however, .
renewed on the motion to go into committes, and on various '

clauses in committee, bringing up Poulett Scrope in aid of Cobbett
against the inhumanity of the Government’s proposals ; but also
giving Sir Robert Peel an opportunity for showing his friendliness
to the Bill. Except for an important amendment accepted by
Lord Althorp, which limited the duration of the Act to five years
—a limitation on which the Cabinet had iteelf determined at one

stage of the drafting—the only important change made in com-
mittee wes in the bastardy clsuses, The Government had
proposed to allow no recourse against the father of an illegitimate
child, leaving the burden, as the Commissioners had proposed,
where “Providence appears to have ordained that it should ba”,
on the mother! The Houee of Commons did nothing for the
mother, but insisted, with Lord Althorp’s acquiescence, in epite of

opposition from Grote, on giving the parish & right to get a
magistrate’s order against the father indemnifying it for any

1 This was Johno {sfterwards Sir John) Eassthope, M.P. for Banbury, whe,
in April 18234, paid £18,000 for the Morning Chronicle to ita proprietor Clement,
who had himself bonght it for £23,000 (see Hisiory of the Engliah Poor Law,
vol. iii. 1895, by T. Mackay, p. 128; History of the Thirty Years' Peace, by
Harriet Martinesu, 1840-1850; History of England from 1330, by William
Nusasu Molesworth, 1871-1873, vol. i, p. 317; Journals of the Reigna of George IV,
and William IV., by Charlea Greville, 1874, vol. iii.). Bir John Easthope
rotained the paper for fourteen years, selling it to the Peelite group in 1848,
The new owners, who inoluded Lord Lincoln and Bidney Herbert (afterwards
Lord Herbart of Lea), sank some £200,000 in it within six yeare; snd then
sold out to & group who were believed to be acting in the intereat of Napoleon
1L (Life of Sir William Harcourt, by A. Q. Gardiner, 1023, vol. i. pp. 62-63;
Selactions from the Corvespondence of Abrakam Haywmd by H. E. Carligle,
1880, vol. i, pp. 124.125 ; * English Party Organisation in the sarly Ninsteenth
Century , by A. Alpinu.ll, in English Historical Review, July 1826, vol. xli.

409).

P “ On the Poor Law Bill ', wrote Lord Morley in 1838, “ an extraordinary
combination of hostility on the part of every journal (with two exoeptions,
Chronicle ond Observer), both metropoliten and , proved perfectly
and completely inoperative * (Lordl[orleytoGoorgeV‘dluu. Jn!y%,lﬁﬁd,
in Life and Letisre of the Fourth Earl of Clarendon, by 8ir Herbert Mazwell,
1018, wol. i p. 123).
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expense to which it was put. After a Ministerial crisis {uncon-
nected with the IPoor Law) had caused the replacement of four
members of the Cabinet, the Third Reading was secured on
July 1, by 187 to 50. In the louse of Lords the several stages
of the Bill were extended from July 1 to August 8, partly owing
to a further political crigis, in which Lord Grey resigned office, to
be sucoeeded in a week by Lord Melbourne with a reconstructed
Ministry. Lord Wynford, Lord Eldon, Lord Teynham and Lord
Alvanley, partially supported by Lord Kenyon and the Marquis
of Londonderry, opposed the whole measure; but the Duke of
Wellington supported it; the two bishops who had sat on the
Commission of Inquiry were staunch in their backing ; and, with
the powerful aid of Lord Brougham, the Second Reading was
carried by 76 to 13.* The Committee Stage was enlivened by an

! Hansard, July and August 1834; Life of Lord Brougham, by himself,
1871, vol. ii. pp. 411-412.

PBrougham's long and rbetorical oration had a great effect, alike in the
House of Lords and in the country, and was reprinted in pamphlet form,
To.day it reads almost like & deliberste parody of the contemporary * en-
lightened " publio opinion. * Look to that volume ™, ho said, ** and you will
find the peuper tormented with the woret ills of wealth—listless and unasttled
—~wonring away the hours, restless and hali-awake, and sleepless all tho night
that closes his slumbering day—needy, yet pampered—ill-fed, yet irritable
and nervons, Oh! monstrous progeny of this unnatural ayetem, which has
matured, in the aqualid recesses of the workhouss, the worst ills thet haunt
the palece, and made the pauper the victim of those imaginary maladies
which render wealthy idlencss lees happy than laborious poverty ! Induatry,
the zafeguard against impure desirea—the true preventive of crimes—hut not
under the poorJaw! Look at that volume, the record of Idleness, and her
sigter Guilt, whioh now stalk over the land ¥ (pp. 32.33).

Acvording to Lord Brougham, the Elizebethan Poor Law arcss from the
abaence of any knowledge of politioal sconomy, more especially of Malthua'a
law of populstion. *, .. those who framed the statute of Klizabuth ware
not adepts in political scienoe—they were not acquainted with the true priuciple
of population—they counld not foresee that & Malhus would arise to enlighten
msnkind upon that important, but as yot ill-understood, branch of science—
they knew not the trus principle upon which to frame a preventive check, or
favour the prudential sheck to the unlimited increase of the people. To all
that, they were blind; but this I give them credit for—ihis they had the
sagacity to foresse—that they were laying the foundation of a system of
wretchedness and vice for the poor—of a aystem which would entail upon them
the habitual breach of the first and most sacred law of nature, while it
hardened the heart against the tenderset sympathies, and ersdicatod every
humans feeling from the human bosom ** (p. 8).

Brougham had told both Althorp and Melbourne what he intended to say,
and thess prudent oolleagues had begged him “ for God'a sake, say nothing of
the kind . He then sent for Nassau Senior the very afternvon on which he
was to speak, snd read alond his notes, whereupon Senior remonstrated with
him, saying that it was only maladminiatration that was complained of, and
that the Bill did not propose to do away with Foor Relief. But Brougham

YVOL. I H
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animated controversy between the Bishop of Exeter (Phillpotts)
and the Bishop of London (Blomfield) as tothe policy of forbidding
to the mother of an illegitimate child all recourse against the
father. A large number of the peers were inclined to the view of
the Commissioners and the Government, harsh and stern though
it seemed ; and the Bishop of London carried with him most of
his colleagues on the episcopal bench.;.-but, in the end, the
illogical compromise inserted by the House of Commons (at the
instigation, it is eaid,? of * the ill-directed benevolence of & few
ladies of quality ", who did not see why the father should escape
all penalty !) was substantially accepted. The clause adopted by
the House of Commons was, however, weakened, on the motion of
the Duke of Wellington, by requiring the applicatior of the
Overseera against the father to be made to Quarter Sessions
instead of to any two magistrates ; by making neceasary at least
some evidence corroborative of the assertion of the mother, and
by providing that any sums recovered should be retained by the
parieh and not paid to the mother herself.* The Duke of Welling-
ton, who was keenly interested in getting the Bill into a shape
that the House of Lords would accept, secured also a great
watering-down of the clause definitely providing for the abolition
of Outdoor Relief to the able-bodied at the expiration of two
years ; leaving the provision merely as one for the “ regulation *
of relief by orders of the Commissioners as and when they thought
fit—implying, it was explained, a policy of eventual prohibition
but without expressly naming it, or fixing any date for its adop-
tion.® The House of Lords made altogether no fewer than forty-
three amendments, thereby endangering the Bill. But half of
these changes were merely of a drafting nature, whilst the others,
including the new bastardy clauses, were not regarded by Nassan
Senior as effecting any important impairment. Lord Althorp
sccordingly recommended the House of Commons to accept them

persisted ; and Benior faslly concluded that his ** philosophical disquisition
had done no barm in the House of Lords, although * out of doors it excited
- t olamour agsinst Lord Brougham *, and *‘ the papers failsd in their

wours to conneot the messure with Lord Brougham's views ™ (MBS,
Diary, pp. 200-204 ; Lord Brougham and the Whig Parly, by A. Aspinall, 1027,

Pp- 241-248).
1 and Pasuperism, by R. Pashley, 1852, p. 201.
' Bections 69-78 of the Poor Law Amendment Act, 1834,
! Section 52 of the same.
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all! Cobbett, who had fulminated againet the Bill in several
pamphlets, chose this occasion (August 13, 1834) for one more
furious attack on what he called ** the Poor Man Robbery Bill ” ;
but the House supported the Government to the end, and on
August 14, the very day of the prorogation, the Bill received
the Royal Assent. ‘‘ Never did a great measure pass through
Parliament more easily ”, exultantly declared Naassau Senior,
“ we might say more trinmphantly. A few ultra Radicals, with
Cobbett at their head ; apostate Reformers anxious to cloak their
new Toryiam by declamations against the arbitrary powers given
to the Commisaioners and the patronage to Government ; country
magistrates, the ‘poor man’s Justices’, benevolent dispensers of
other people’s property ; the heroes of Vestries, owing their seats
to a parish clique which the new Bill waa to annihilate ; one or
two lawyers, governed by the instinctive professional horror of
change—of such materials, joined with a few sentimentalists who
could not perceive that the poor themselves were the greatest
sufierers under Poor Law maladministration, was constituted
the miserable opposition in the House of Commons.” # The
student of the period gets the impression that public feeling
against the Bill ontaside the Legislature was slow to move; but
that the volume of opposition was, during these months, steadily
growing, and might very quickly have made itself irresistibly felt.
It may well be that the Ministry, the House of Commons and the

! It ia characteriatic that the only amendment made by the House of
Lords with which the House of Commons steadfasily refused to agree was that
by which the clause anthorising the visitation of the workhouse by noncon.
formist ministera had been deleted as unnecessary. This clause was reingerted,
and in spite of & protest by Lord Brongham, the Hounse of Lords had to accept
it {Section 1), or lose the Bill.

The complicated legal phraseology of the statute warranted the publication
of An Analytic Index to the Act for the Amending of the Poor Laws, ete., by
Willism Rodwell, 1834, Lagal explanations are to be fonnd in TAe Poor Law
Amendmeni Act, with o Commentary, by Willinm Theobald, 1834 ; and Remarks
on the Poor Law Amendment Act, by John Meadows White (the drafteman
whom the Home Office employed), 1834. See also 4 Practical Xxplanation of
'1{:55 Dutier of Parisk Officers . . . and . . . of Guardians, by Maurice Swabuy,

! Remarks on the Opposilion lo the Poor Law Amendment Bill, 1841, pp. 43-
45, by a Quardian {Naasau W. Benior].

*In 1834 ", wrote sixty years later one whose name does not appear ns
intervening in the debatos on the subject, ** the Government, and Lord Althorp
far beyond all others, did themsolves high honour by the new Poor Law Act,
which rescued the English pesssntry from the total loss of their independence '
('?)Llldltonn' l;;}diary. 1807; in Life of W. E. Gladsione, by John Morley, 1903,

ip. 3
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House of Lords were uneasily conscious of this rizing tide ; and, as
there was general agreement in the Legislature itself that a
drastic reform was imperative, there may almost have been,
among all but & small minority, something very like a tacit con-
spirzacy to pass the Bill into law before the populer resistance
could be made effective. Thus, to use the words of a recent
historian, * the victory which the Ministers won when they
carried the New Poor Law was a Parliamentary not a popular
success. And i% may well have contributed to weaken still
further the position of the Government, already seriously shaken
by a controversy which engrossed men's minds snd kindled
their passions .2

The Poor Law Amepdment Act of 1834 (4 and 5 William IV.
¢. 76) was a bold and drastic measure of reform, couched in terms
of English Parliamentary draftemanship, of which the supreme
merit is to minimise the incitement to, and the opportunity for,
any Parliamentary opposition. Thus the Act iteelf, notwithstand-
ingits hundred and ten long and verbosesections, contained nothing
that can be called a scheme for the relief of destitution, or even
any explicit plan of reform. Moreover, the Act did not abolish
any existing Local Authority nor deprive any existing official of
his post or salary. Although the Report had stated strongly
“ the mischief which has ariren from magisterial influence ”,
the Aot did not “ contain a single direet proposal for depriving
the magistrates of their jurisdiction”.2? Thus there seemed

1 Hisloire du pevple anglais, by Elie Halévy, vol. jii., 1923, p. 121, tranalated
an A Hisiory of the English People, wol. iii., 1827, p. 131.

ltnwwthnotmth&tthe&]lmdeamedtoolanient,notonlybydom“n
Mmlwonomnh.bntbymohaWhgmhuthn.godEulSpenm
Hs publi under a thin vell of snonymity, » oriticiem addressed to his
mmmp]ainmgdthahmmdthemmdurgmgthnmsle
ta nhould be whippsd, that single men who were able-bodied should be
given no relief other than paid employment, that the workkousse shonld be
ruade severe gaols, to which idle psupers should be judicizlly committed, and
that all Qutdoor Relief should be narrowly restrioted (4 Zetter to , . . Lord
Althorp on the Bill for amending the Poor Law, by a Chairman of Quarter
Sessions, 1834).

Y Remarks on the Opposition ko the Poor Law Amendment Bill, by a Guardisn
[Nassau Benior], 1841, pp. 38-30.

It appears that, in the discussions with the Cabinet, before and during the
pamsage of the Bill, Nawau Benior was personslly respomsible {a} for the
axolusion of the Commimionsrs from the House of Commons, even against
Lord Althorp's opinion; (¥) for the introduction of the exception to the
prohibition of Qutdoor Relief, in * sudden and urgent necesaity ™, which he
took from nearly the same phrase in Sturges Bourne's Act; (¢} for enlarging

H
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little to oppose. The chief operative provision was that for the
eatablishment of a new Government Department under, not a
Minister who could answer for it in Parliament, but three
salaried Commissioners with a Secretary, none of whom were
permitted to sit in Parlisament ; who were empowered to appoint
Asaistant Commissioners and s clerical staff, and to 1ssne man-
datory rules, orders and regulations to the Local Poor Law
Authorities (Sections 1-18). It was implied rather than declared
in the Act that the Commissioners were, in these directions and
instructions, to proceed, generally, according to the principles
laid down in the Report of the Poor Law Inquiry Commission.
Indeed, all that was explicitly enacted was that the new Com-
miasioners were (Section 15) not “ to interfere in any individual
case for the purpose of ordering relief ” ; they were to protect
against proselytism the particular religious principles of the
recipients of relief (Section 19); and whilst, by Section 52, the
ultimate abolition of OQutdoor Relief to the able-bodied was
pointed to, the Commissioners were discreetly empawered only
to “ regulate ” such relief at such dates and in such ways as
they might deem fit, The Act carefully avoided mentioning any
supersession of the existing Poor Law Authorities, and did not
even explicitly impose on them any new policy. There were to
be mandatory regulations framed by the Commissioners (Sections
15-18, 22, 42-48, etc.) ; the Commissioners’ sanction and approval
was to be sought (Sections 23-25, 62-63); the Commissioners
might, within limits, direct the erection of a workhouse (Sections
23-25) ; they might even unite, for all Poor Law purposes, * so
many parishes as they may think fit ** (Sections 26-29) ; and for
the Unions thus formed the Commissioners might fix the quali-
fication for the newly elected Guardians of the Poor (Sections
38-41). Buch a measure presented the very smalleet target to
critios and opponents; and, as already mentioned, it slipped
through both Houses of Parliament, in an exceptionally broken
and tempestuous session, notwithstanding the intervention of
two severe political crises, a change in the Prime Ministership,
and two successive Cabinet reconstructions, within four months
the Commissioners’ power to require any existing workhouse to bo altered
np to ope-tenth of the rateable value of the Union, eo as to include the building
of o new workhouse np o one quarter of the rateable valus; (d} for giving

way a8 to confining settlemsnt to birth only, sbout the consequences of whioh
he beoame alarmed (MS. Diary, in library of University of London).
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of its introduction, without adequate diacussion of principle, or
detailed examination of details. Yet in ita bold simplicity it was
enongh to work a complete revolution in what was, at the time,
and measured by expenditure, the largest single branch of civil
administration in the nation.

The Government lost no time in putting the Act in operation,
Already before it was law, Nassau Senior had been offered the
chairmanship of the new Commission—an arduous position, for
which be refused to abandon his lucrative profession and his
comfortable intimacy with all that waa intellectually distingnished
in London and Paris. He was then invited to suggest persons
for the three commissionerships, whereupon he named, in the
first place, Edwin Chadwick, whom he strongly recommended as
“ the only individual among the candidates, perhaps I may say
in the country, who could enter into the office of Commissioner
with complete prearranged plans of action”. He also recom-
mended the experienced drafisman of the 1817 report, Thomas
Frankland Lewis, M.P.;? and, for the third place, George
Nicholls, whose reforms at Sounthwell, twelve years ago, kad been
made the basis of the Commission’s workhouse proposals.?

1 {f the three Commissioners * thus impartislly chosen ”, ss Nassan
Benior reports, ** one only belonged to their own party [Bhaw Lefovre] ; another
had beld high offics nnder their opponents {Lewis] ; snd the third [Nicholls]
w0 far sa his politics were known, was o Cotservative " {Remarks on the Opposition
to the Poor Law Amendmeni Bill, by s Guardian [Nassan Senior], 16841, p. 53).
There wers doubtiess many other sspirsnts to these well-paid poets ; but we
only bappen to know of one, Francis Flace, whose propagandist real on
behalf of the Inquiry Commission we have slready noticed, wrote on March 4,

of the Eraminer, Albany Fonblsnque) for s commissionership. * 1
go into the business *', he wrote, ' and help o carry it on with all my
snd soul; would work carefully, promptly and efficiently on the great
good i of o snd be utterly oarless of
abose which will be showered down in all possible forras on the obnoxions
Commissioners * (Life of Froncis Place, by Grabam Wallaa, p. 332). Mr.

nearly wrecked the new system as it was; and Chadwick and Place together
would have gooe near to bring about s revolution ™ (ibéd. p. 333).

The other persons suggested by Nassau Benior were James Btephen (of the
Colonisl Office) ; and the Rev. Thomas Whately (brother of the Archbishop
of Dublin), whom Hyde Vilticrs had, «s we have mentioned, vainly recommended
for membership of the Inquiry Commission on the ground thai hs had * reformed ™
his own parish of Coockham by insisting on o test by taakwork {History of the
English Poor Law, vol. jii., by Thomas Macksy, 1809, p. 165).

¥ Nicholls was sleo snggeated by J. W, Cowall, who had been one of the
Amistant Commimioners (see H. G. Willink's memoir, prefixed to the second
edition in 1888 of Nicholls' History of the English Poor Law). For hie Boor
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After the briefest consideration, the Government accepted most
of this advice, but substituted, for Chadwick as a Commissioner
at £2000 a year, J. . Bhaw-Lefevre, a young man of outstanding
brilliance and Whig connections, appointing the former to the
humbler office of Secretary at £1200 a year. On the 23rd Angust
1834, within ten days of the formal enactment of the law, the
three Commisaioners took the oath of office * before Mr. Baron
Alderson at his house in Park Crescent at noon ” ; held a Board
the same day “ at the office of the late Factory Commission in
Whitehall Yard ”, formally appointed the Secretary whom the
Cabinet had chosen for them (Edwin Chadwick), together with an
assistant secretary (George Coode); notified their appointment
to the Clerks of the Peace for all the counties in England and
Wales ; ordered a seal to be prepared ; and thus immediately
took in hand the colossal task that had been entrusted to them.!

Law work ss Overseer at Southwell, see our English Poor Law History : Part I.
The Old Poor Law, 1927.

! MS. Minutes of Poor Law Commissionera (vol. i.} Auyuat 23, 1834,



CHAPTER I1
THE POOR LAW COMMISSIONERS, 18341847

THE enterprise committed to the new Poor Law Commissioners
was one of difficulty and peril.? It had been comparatively easy
for Nassau Senior apd his colleagues, with a couple of dozen
highly educated Assistant Commissioners, unstinted travelling
expenses, and ample means of publicity, to produce a report on
Poor Law scandals carrying conviction to the small governing
clasa of the period. The Whig Cabinet had then been supplied
with an elaborate Bill which looked as if it embodied a scheme

avoided, not only the practical difficulties of the problem, but

1 For this chapter we have been permitted to draw upon the hitherto
plored MBS, Minutes of the Poor Law Commissioners, 18341847, now in
Public Record Office, together with the extracts and doouments printed
official nse in volumea of Exiracis from the Minuies, 18301841, Absiracts
Correspondence, 1842-1843, and an Official Circular, Nos. 1 to 81, 1840~
and (N.B.) Now, 1 to 58, 1847-1850; in addition to the multifarious
and the more important Genweral Orders, described i the fourteen
of the Commissioners 1835-1847, and in the still more valuable
publi in 1840 and 1847 ; with the Home Office papers of
in Public Record Office, and the numerous and often voluminous
proceodings in either Honse during the thirteen
pplementing general histories, there is the greater detail of the
histary of Bir George Nicholls {1854) and Thomss Mackay {1809),
diaries, articles, pamphleta and reminiscences of Nasan Senior and
i i or biographiss of William
. T. Sadler, Rev. J, Rayner Stophens, Dr. Southwood Bmith and
leading stateemen of the time—not to mention innwmerable
controversial pamphlets, of which we bave cited only & selsction; and our
own book, English Poor Law Policy, 1010.
104
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also, except i so far as the able-bodied male labourer was con-
cerned, even any precise statement of what reform was intended.
In fact, the Poor Law Amendment Act, with all ita hundred and
ten sections, did Little more than create, for a five years’ term,
» new Central Authority, and empower that Authority to make
regulations and orders that would put matters right. The Poor
Law Commisaionera had now to devise and to get put in opera-
tion the orders and regulations that would, if not actually nd
the country of the whole pauper host of & million or so
actually in reoeipt of relief, at least so reduce the burden on the
ratepayers 88 to justify a renewal of the Commission’s five
years’ term of office! Mesnwhile suspicion and resentment
was spreading among the wage-eaming class; the hordea of
little people who directly or indirectly profited by the lax
administration condemned by the Report were up in arms
against any change; and politicians, worthy and unworthy,
were ready to make party capital out of all the inevitable
grievances and mistakes attendant on even the wisest and
most beneficial of reforms.

The Three Commissioners

It must be admitted that the three men to whom this task was
jointly committed were not badly chosen. The senior, Thomas
Frankland Lewis, who acted as chainman, was a man of fifty-four,
& Weish country gentlemar who had satin the House of Commona
for twenty-two years as & member of the Tory party, had
served on various Coramissions and Committees of Inquiry, and
had for three years held non-Cabinet office, but with the rank of
Privy Councillor, in the suoccessive administrations of Canning,
Goderich and Wellington. He had long been interested in the
problem of Poor Relief; and he was reputed to have drafted,
for Sturges Bourne in 1817, the report of the House of Commons

‘Omdthamwwwmminimmthmdmhdthapodﬁon
at the end of the first yoar: ' The public mind . . . is anxiously looking
foruomethmgton]hynhappmhemiom thatmmethmgmudbedonoilm
undisputed truth ; the remedial measures of the Report gave encouragement
t.h&t.aumthmgwuldbedone the Poor Law Amsndment Aot announced that
something should be done ; it remains to show that something Aos bees done ™
(FmtAnnuﬂRopuﬂoiPmrhwGommmnemlm Hall's Roport, p. 207).
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Committee on the Poor Laws, of which he had been a diligent
member.? He was, we are told, “ a careful and accomplished
man, but formal, verbose and dull ”’.

The second Commissioner, John George Shaw-Lefevre, was,
in neatly every respect, a contrast to both his colleagues. Among
the young men of Whig connections, for whom Lord Grey and
Lord Melbourne found places, he was, perhaps, the most talented.
A Benior Wrangler and promptly made a, Fellow of the Royal
Bociety, Shaw-Lefevre had used his Trinity College Fellowship to
travel all over Europe—in the course of a.long hfe he came
to read and correspond in as many as fourteen langusges—and
to acquire, by knocking about the world, the wide acquaintance
with people that Macaulay had with books. He was one of the
founders of the Athensum Club; a leading member of the
Society for the Diffusion of Useful Knowledge, and in 1823 an
original member of the Political Economy Club. After starting
in practice as a conveyancer, he commended himaelf to the
Whig Government by the tact and discretion with which he
carried out the task entrusted to him in 1832 of delimiting many
of the new county constituencies, He looked towards a political
career; and he was, st the General Election of 1833, by one
vote, actually elected M.P. for Petersfield, but lost the seat on
petition. He was then secured for the Civil Service; and had
been for a short time Under-Secretary at the Colonial Office when
he was, in 1834, at the age of thirty-seven, appointed a Poor Law
Commissioner, bringing to the work the gifts of the successful
administrator. *“ He was”’, wrote Lord Blachford, * the most
amiable of men; also clear-headed, most industrious, of great

1 The Right Honombloﬂlr'l'homuhnkhndlavh Bart. {1780-1855),
& Isndowner at Harpton Court, Radnorshire, was M.P. 18121834, and again
18471865, Among the various Commistions and Committess on which he
had sarved wers those on Poor Lew, 1817, Inland Revenue, 1821, English
Government Revenue, 1822, and Irish Education, 1825-1828. He was Joint
Seoretary to the Treasury, 1827 ; Vice-President of the Board of Trade (and
Privy Counciilor), 1827-1828; and Treasurer of the Navy in the Duke of
Woellington's Administration, 1830. He reeigned his sest in Parlinment to
become chairman of the Poor Law Commimioners, 1834; and relinquished
that post in 1839, when his more distinguished son, G. C. Lowis, was &)
He was a member of the Royal Commimion on the Rabecoa {Turnpiks) Riots,
1843 ; was croated & baronet, 1846 ; and re-entered the House of Commons
in 1847, sitting until his desth.

® Memoire of Viscownt Melbourne, by W. T. M'Cullagh Torrens, 1878,
vol. i. p. 327.
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literary accomplishments, a man of the world, and a thorough
man of business .} )

For the third Commissioner, the Rovernmenthad chosen, at the
age of fifty-thres, the retired captain in the East India Company’s
mercantile marine, and subsequently the successful bank manager,
George Nicholls, who, twelve years before, had served for two
years ns Overseer, undertaking the complete administration of
the Poor Law in the parish of Southwell (population, in 1821,
3051) ; where he had successfully applied the panaces of “a well-
regulated workhounse ”, described in his Eight Letlers on the
Management of the Poor, by an Overseer (1822), It was this
experiment that had commended itself to the Poor Law Inquiry
Commissioners ; anhd Nicholls was thus, in some sense, what C. P.
Villiers subsequently called him, * the father of the new system " 2
which the Commissioners were appointed to bring everywhere
into operation. Without personal charm, literary distinction or
breadth of view, Nicholls was an honest, industrious, plodding
official, of sterling integrity and cautious practical judgment,
with long and varied experience, not only of maritime command,
but also of civil engineering and banking. To the new office at
Somerset House he contributed a practical kmowledge of the
administrative difficulties to be overcome,?

1 Letters of Frederic Lord Blachford, edited by G. ¥. Marindin, 1896, p. 117.
Bir John George Shaw.Lefevres, K.C.B. (1797-1878), was senior wrangler,
Cambridge Univernity, 1818 ; Fellow of Trinity, 1818; F.R.B., 1820. Alter
mnngumywsu?oorhwﬂonmmnor,hemm 1841, transferred
to the Board of Trade s Joint Assistant Secrotary. In 1848 he wea appointed
Deputy Clerk of the Parlisments, and in 1858 Clerk of the Parliaments, & post
from which he did not retire until 1875, at the age of neventy-elghh having in
his long official life served on endiess committees and commissions, He beeams
K.C.B, 1857; D.C.L. Oxford, 1858. From 1842 to 1882 he was also Vice-
Chl.ncallor of the University of London ; snd from 1868 to 1862 one of the
Civil Service Commissioners (unpaid). * 8ir John Lefevre ", wrote Lord
Belbarne, * wuoneofthebutlmgumsmlﬂurope He served the Btate well,
without ostentation or self-seeking, in many public offices, proving hmmnli
in everything a wise and sagacious man, s discrest and modest as he was &
{Memorials, by the Earl of Shelborne, pert ii. Personal and Politieal, 1808,
vol. i. p. 18). We have found notl:mg published from his pen except n t.nm-
lation of & Duich romence, The Burgomasier's Family, by E. C. W. van Gobie,
afterwards Walrée, 1873. HnwnGeorgehadl.longpohhcnlm.m
crested in 1804 Baron Eversley, and died at the age of 98 in 1928,

* 0. P. Villiers to Sir George Nicholls, August 28, 1881 {seo History of
English Poor Law, vol. iii. 1809, by Thomas Maoksy, p. 483},

* Bir George Nicholls, K.C.B. (1781-1885), after ming at ses from 1798
to 1815, and accumulating a substantial competensy, most of which was jost
by the destruction of his last ahip by fire, settied for seven years on a small
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The Seorelary lo the Commiasion

The choice of a secretary to the Commission proved less suc-
cessful. Edwin Chadwick, on whom the post was conferred,
had, as we have seen, played a considerable part in the work of
the Inquiry Commisgion; and Nassau Senior’s strong recom-
mendation of him to the Government as the best of all possible
persons to be 8 Commissioner had made him feel sure of the
post. Instead of & Commissioner, however, at £2000 & year, he
found himaelf only secretary at £1200. He therefore started in a
bad temper. Chadwick at the best of times was a * bad mixer *’,
either aa a colleague or a subordinate. He had acquired from
Bentham the latter’s absolute assurance as to what, on any given
subject, was the right policy ; the rational policy ; indeed, the
only gensible policy ; without imbibing also the old philosopher’a
wise patience with the stupidities of others. Chadwick, during
the thirtiea and forties, was always ready with a policy ; a.lwa.ys
eager to enforce it peremptorily on all concerned ; always in-

property in Nottinghamshire, where he had his Poor Law experionce. He
wad then engaged from 1823 to 1827, with Thomas Teiford, in varions caual
and herbour projecta; snd, after the crash of 1825, in the Liquidetion of &
Glonoester bank ; which led to his appointment in 1826, as manager of the
mwiyoponedBimﬁnghamhnmhoftheBmkulEnghnd,whenhinnm
yoars' administration waa markedly suocessful ; and whers, fncidentally, he
became acquainted with Sir Robert Peel. It was upon Peel's sdvico that,
when the offer of the Poor Law Commissionership was made to him, he nltimstely
deoided to accept, at the age of fifty-thres, what was presssd on bim by Lord Mel-
bourne s » patriotio duty ; though by so doing he sacrificed present incoms and
favourable prospects. From 1838 to 1842 it fell to him, at Lord John Russell's
request, with Cornewall Lewis, to devise, and then practically alone to sd-
minister, the new Irish Poor Law. In the embittered controversies that
followed, over both Irish and English Poor Law administration, Nicholla fell
out of official favour, perhape unjustly ; and though he was mude & C.B, in
1848, be waa oontinned in offioe only as secretary to the new Poor Law Board,
at a salary redaced from £2000 to £1500 a year. In 1851, at seventy, inoreazing
ili-health compelled hie retirement, when he was made K.C.B. and given a
special penaion of £1000 a year, He had become a director of the Birmingham
Ganal Company in 1844, and was elected chairman in 1853, serving ma such
until 1884. He was also a director of the Rook Life Assurance Company from
1848 until hin death in 1965 at the age of eighty-fonr. Besides his Leiters on the
Management of the Poor, 1822, and his three histories of the English, Irish
snd Soottish Poor Laws, 18541856, he published in 1842 an sgricnltural
moanusl called The Farmer's Guide (and later The Farmer), which went through
soversl editions. A biographical mewoir by his son-in-law, H. G. Willink,
is prefixed to s seoond edimdhnﬂndwyofﬂw.?oorlaw, 1809 {sen
ahoMiaqup'N Biography and Dictionary of FPolitical Economy,

a disoriminating appreciation in Sir Willism Ashlsy's Sxrveys : Historic
undEmw,lDM,pp-M).
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trepid to rashness in trampling down the opposition which could,
he imagined, only arise—the plrase occurs perpotually—from
* ginister interests ”. He soon made it plain, inside the office
and outside, that he thought very little of the Commissioners
whom he served ; and who, as he complained, * never compre-
hended the measure” which they had to administer, “in its
largest conception ", as ** originally conceived by Nassau Senior
and himself.! He made it widely known that he regarded the
Commiesioners as far too cautious and slow ; and as temporising
to the point of weakness in the way that the old evils were
allowed partislly to continue, and only gradual and piecemeal
reforms were insisted on. But he was too prudent to give any
sufficient cause for the dismissal of one who had the ear of Lord
John Russell and other Whig statesmen ; and after a few years
of uneasy eecretarial service, during which the Commissioners
seem to have kept him at arm’s length, he was, as we shall see,
allowed to fill up his time by successive investigations, not
strictly germane to the immediate work of the Poor Law Com-
mission, but of great social value.

The Procedure of the Commissioners

The proceedings of the Poor Law Commissioners between
1834 and 1847 {until the department which they created was,
in the latter year, placed under a Minister styled President of
the Poor Law Board) are of lasting interest, not only as an
¢arly and a typical example of the outlook and methods of
British bureaucracy, but also because the action of the Com-
missioners during their earlier years of office moulded the English
Poor Law system into the form which it still (1928) essentially
retains, and endurably stamped upon it some of its most char-
acteristic features. . We shall therefore deal with the episode at
some length.

The Commissioners, who had to decide their procedure for
themselves, seem, from the gtart, to have made a skilful com-

! See the illuminating expreeai iok's feelings
“ Paironage of Commisdsns  repinted anamymensly nades th s of The
Poor Law Commission, 1848, from Wesiminster Review, No. 90, October 1848,
This was evidently written by Chiadwiok himsalf. With this may be compared
the artiols, wholly inapired by Chadwick but written by his friead (Sir) David
Mamon, in The North British Review, May 1850, vol. xiii. p. 40,
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bination of individual and collegiate activity. The whole country
was divided into nine regions, each of them assigned to an
Asgistant Commissioner, and these regions were grouped into
three provinces, each of which was taken under the supervision
of one of the Commissioners. The enormous mass of letters that
started at onece to pour in daily, together with the stream of
reports, formal and informal, that soon began to come from the
Assistant Commissioners, was first sarted by provinces, and
marked A, B, or C. The basketfuls relating to each province
were then gone through by the clerks serving personally the
several Commissioners, each batch being submitted during the
morning to the one eoncerned, to be by him minuted either for
immediate action on his own authority, or for submission to the
Bosard, In the afternoon the three Commissioners assembled as
‘ the Board ”, it being apparently assumed that two formed a

quorum, attended (we are told), ““in gemeral , either by the
Becretary or by an Assistant Secretary, for discussion of policy
and for taking important decisions.?

With great practical wisdom the Commissioners started very
cautiously to work. Their legal and constitutional position was
a8 unprecedented as the task assigned to them. There had, of
course, been many other Boards and Commissions (of which the

1 This procedure is described in great detail, as instituted in 1834, in
Letters addressed by the Poor Law Commissioners {o the Secrelary of Staie
respecting the Transaction of the Business of the OCommission, 1847 ; and the
description is confirmed by the brief and formal eutries in the MS. Minute
Book, vol. i. August to December 1834, and in the subsequent volumea, 1836
1847. Tt in significant that, from the outset, there is no formal record in the
Minutes of the SBecretary being sver pressnt at the Commisaioners’ meetings ;
snd {whilst not even permitted to take the Minutes, which arse, from the outset,
“ by another hand "'}, Chadwick was apparently excluded from (a) giving
ardere a3 to how letters were to be answered : {b) taking part in the discussion
of polioy : or {c) preparing the drafta of rulea or Orders, these being always
prepared for the Commisioners, as it ia expresaly stated, by one or other of
the Assistant Secretaries. Chadwick had, therefore, some ground for complaing.
It ia, we think, clear that he waa deliberstely prevented {rom anything mare
than formal attendance on the Commisioners ; wod thet the friction betwesn
them and himaseH dated from the very beginning of their respective sppoint.
menta. From the firet, ** Mr. Chadwick's minutes ", wo learn suthoritatively,
* were of & miscellaneous character, relating principally to the reception of
deputations by the Commissioners, and the reading of the reporte of Assistant
Commissionera * (sbsd.). In 1839 he seems to have discontinusd his cccasional
sttendance at the meetings of the Commissiorrms ; and, in 1841, even going
to the office.

The Assistant Becretary, firsi appointed at £500 » year, mnnubloyoung
barrister, Goorge Coode, sfterwards the wuthor of historical and legal reports
on the Law of Settlement, etc., of great value.
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Board of Control was a well-known example), charged with
executive duties, and endowed by royal or Parliamentary author-
ity with extensive coercive powers. It was, therefore, scarcely
on this ground that the Commission was denounced as uncon-
stitutional, but rather because of the peculiar nature of its task.
Nowadays we take for granted the need for some control over
elected local governing bodies, from the Joweat to the highest,
by one or other Department at Whitehall. But in 1834 there
was, a8 we have already described, no such relation between
local and central government; and every step in the control,
and even in the gnidance or direction, of the Parish Authorities,
or of the incorporated * Governors and Directors of the Poor ”,
was resented, The first action of the Commissioners, within &
fortnight of their assumption of office, was to send out some
gixteen thousand eircular letters to Churchwardens and Over-
seers, vestrymen and rate collectors, clergymen and Justices of
the Peace all over England and Wales, assuring them that the
new Act of Parliament, which was enclosed for their guidance,
had abrogated no part of the Poor Laws, and had relieved no
parish and no official of duties or responsibilities.> It was essential
that the parochial administration ahould be carried on without
interruption. Meanwhile the Commissioners had to furnish the
rooms in Somerset House * placed at their disposal by the Govern-
ment ; engage a staff and organise their work. In November
1834 the parish officers were instructed, by another Circular, to
“carry on”’ as heretofore, with all due vigilance and economy ;
but some general advice wae also submitted for their considera-
tion. It was suggested that, wherever possible, able-bodied male
applicants, who could not be refused help, should be set to tasks
of work, in return for which the relief shouid be given at piece-

1 M8, Minutes, Poor Law Commission, August 26, 1834 (Circular of
September 4, 1834). A corresponding circular was addressed to all the Justices
of the Peave on October 8, 1834 (ibid. October 6, 1834).

! The Commimioners had their offices, at first, temporarily in the rooms in
Whitehall Yard that had been cccupied by the Royal Commission on Factories,
bot they immodiately msked the Treasury to provide more sxtensive
socommodation (MS. Minutes, August 25, 1834). Within a month they met
in roomu at 1 and 2 Bomerset Plaoe, SBomerset House, * the office assigned to
them » {ibid. September 24, 1834), which remained their address for & score of
years. By the beginning of 1858 the Poor Law Board hed removed t6 Whitehall,
which, first a$ Gwydyr House, and then in the newly erected buildings on the
other sids of the street, continued to be the addreas of its successor in 1871,
the Local Government Board, and, from 1919, of the Ministry of Health.
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work rates, to be alwayas computed 8o as to be * conaiderably
less than the ordinary wages for similar work . Where such tasks
could not be set (and this, we imagine, meant nearly everywhere),
at least half of whatever ralief was given (and apparently the
whole of the allowances for children) should be in bread. Tke
lists of aged and infirm persons to be relieved should be “ care-
fully revised ”. And wherever a suitable workhouse already
existed, relief might be offered in the form of admission to such an
institution, an offer which would exonerate any parish officer from
the necessity of granting any other relief. It is at least doubtful
whether this beneficent advice was, at that stage, often followed.?
The peremptory orders of the Commissioners were still to come.

The Assistant Commassronera

To form the new Unions, and to get the new workhouses
built, involved personal visitations ; and had therefore to await
the appointment of Assistant Commissioners, which did not get
completed until November and December 1834. By an act of
abnegation rare in those days of government patronage, the Com-
missioners were allowed by Lord Melbourne’s Cabinet to select
for themselves the nine Assistant Commissioners who were first
chosen ; and presently the others whom the Treasury was moved
to sanction,® These were sent first to those counties in Southern

! Circular of November 4, 1834. One success only was claimed. * The
reports . . . show that the recommendstion of this substitution of relief in
kind hes been extensively acted vpon " (Firet Annual Report of the Poor Law
Commisaioners, 1834, p. 8).

1 To the Commissioners, it was said, the Government * surrenderad the
most valuable patronage, if it had been used sa patronage, that any modern
sdministeation has had, at one instant, at ita dispossl, seventeen Assistant
Commisionerships of £700 & year each, and the whole steff of & large
oatablishment * (Remarks on the Opposition to the Foor Law Amendment Bill,
by & Gluardisn [Nasssu Senior), 1641, p. 53). Thess Asaistant Commissioners,
with seven more who filled vacancies during 18358 and 1836, must be distinguniched
from thoss who served under the Poor Law Inquiry Commission, 1832-1834,
of whom only three were reappointed to the nsw task (Power, Pillkington and
Tufnell). They includad Bir Francis Bond Head, who dealt with Kent (as to
whom see p. 125); Dr. Jsmes Phillipe Kay, sfterwards Sir J. P. Eay-Bhuttle-
worth (see p. 26L}; Edward Carlion Tufnall, who had been one of the Inquiry
Assigtant Commisaioners (ses p. §3); Thomes Stevens, an able young Berkshire
squire, who energetioally applisd the Act in his own district, the notoriona
Brldﬁeldﬂnwn(ﬂmm chisfly of Towns, Villages and Schools, by
Rev. T. Mozley, lsaﬁ,vol fi. p. 20), and was, in 1836, appointed an
Amistant Commimioner; and Charles Mott, the sucoeesful sdministretor of
groat institutions in which he *“farmed * paupers from varions parishes, who
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England which were most seriously pauperised, where they had,
by persuasion, to secure the general assent of the parochial
officials and the local Justices to an immediate grouping of
perishes into Unions.

The Formation of Unions

Contrary to official expectation, the grouping of parishes
into Unions and the election of Boards of Guardians was effected,
in these heavily pauperised counties, with little difficulty. Their
leading residents were found usually to be in despair about Poor
Law administration; the Churchwardens and Qverseers were
pleased to be relieved of their disagreeable tasks; and most
people were glad to adopt anything that promised reform. The
Ansistant Commissioners, disregarding county and borough
boundaries, went on the plan of grouping together two or three
dozen parishes within a ten-mile radius, geographically centring
round the market town commonly frequented by their farmers
and others, s0 as to facilitate its use as the place for the meetings
of the new Board. With the exception of little sputters of anger
in one or two villages of Buckinghamshire and Sussex,! from mobs

bad given vsluable information to the Poor Law Inquiry Commission, and
had been epecially consulted by Nassau Senior. He seems to have been s
diligent but not & very tactful or discreet Civil Bervant, and he waa eventually
wsked to resign, There ie published from his pen only & Report . . . relolive
to . . . the Management of the Workhouse ai Eye, 1838,

! For deecriptions of theee little riots at Amersham and Arnpdel sse Pirst
Annual Report of Poar Law Commisioners, 1935, pp. 83-64; History of the
Engliah Poor Law, vol. jil., 1889, by Thomas Mackay, pp. 235-237,

The propagands in favour of the new mesaurs was plainly more auzccessful
in the Bouth of England than in the North, A marked feature was the number
of pamphlets by beneficed clergymen, smong which we may mention especially
those by the Rev. Thomaas Bpencer (uncle of Herbert Epencer), including
Observations on the State of the Poor and the Practical Tendencias of the New
Poor Law, eto., 1835 ; The Oulcry aguinat the New Poor Law, or who s the
Poor Man's Preend ! 1838 ; The New Poor Law ; stz Bvils and their Remedies,
189‘; Raawuf'm: o FPoor Law Considered, 1848, and The Wani of FPidelity in
Hm;ofﬂdt_glmmapedingt&erPmLmu. 1844, Also by clergymen
were the following : The Nature and Derign of the New Poor Law sxplained,
by a Norfolk clergyman (Rev. Sxmuol Hobson), 1834 ; Flain Remarks wpon fhe
New Poor Law Amendment Ach.eto., by Thomas Garnier, Dean of Lincoln,
1835; A Word or T'wo aboul the New Poor Law, by 8. G, O, [Sidosy Godolphin
Osborne], 1835; 4 Plea for the Aged and Infirm Poor, ote., by & Country
Clergyman, 1886 ; Reasons of o Clergyman for acting as o Guardian of the Poor,
by Mordaunt Barnard, 1887; Pauperism iraced fo its True Sources, ete., by
hm_shclua. Dean of Durham, 1837 ; TAe Paet and Present State of the Poor
MMMM»&N&PnMwMMWmM,
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of labourers excited by gross misrepresentations of what was
taking place, the Assistant Commissioners met, in these Southern
Counties, with no resistance ; and the work proceeded at & great
rate. Within nine months of incessant activity, the Commis-
sionere and their dozen or more Assistant Commissioners had set
up 111 new Boards of Guardians, for as many newly created
Unions, in which no fewer than 2311 parishes had been included,
with a total population of 1,385,124, being about one-tenth of the
whole Kingdom ; and raising Poor Rates to the amount of
£1,221,543, being (as these were districts more pauperised than
the common average), about one-gixth of the total raised by Poor
Rates, Bo far, the new Act seemed amazingly successful. The
harvesta of the summer and autumn of 1834 were exceptionally
good, the year being afterwards noted as one of the most pro-
ductive of the century. Bread was cheap ; trade was brisk, and
the weather after July was fine and hot. No more favourable
moment for the restriction of relief to the able-bodied labourers
could have been chosen The mere stirring-up of the public
opinioch of the rate-paying class, and the attention directed to
the waste of money that had been taking place, together with
the summary transfer of the work from a host of unpaid, un-
willing and often terrorised Overseers to a smaller number of
salaried officers, working under the direction of the newly
elected Boards, was of itself sufficient—even without any pro-

by Rev. Charles Day, 1837 ; The Contrast, or the Operations of the Old Poor Laws
condyasted with the receni Poor Law Amendment del, by Rev. Joseph Boaworth,
1838; The Poor Man's Advocate, or o few words for and to the Poor, by Rev.
Herbert Smith, 1839 ; and, by the same, Correspondence with the Poor Law Com.
missioners on the Principles and Working of the New Poor Law, 1841 ; A Plsa
Jor the Poor, for General Circulation, by the Hon. and Rev, Baptist Noel 1841;
FPour et Conive, a few Observations wpon the New Poor Law, by Clerioun, 1841 ; An
Earnest Plea both for the Poor and for the Rich . . . in whick it 18 shewm Aow
the New Poor Law Machinery may be made the insirument of diffusing . . .
blassings, eto., by u Parochial Clorgymosn, 1842,

3 Tt was fortucate for the villager, and for the Commisaionars, that bread
'uohelpforlmpleofyuﬂ&fmthexkctdlSSi"{AnEeMicHiaﬂory
of Moders Britain, by J. H. Clapham, 1926, p. 466). “ The four years
tummhngwrthlas&wmymofextnordmuy it may almost be said,
unprecedsnted, sgricultural plenty. The harvests during the whele of this

were 8o fine that not only was the agricultural produce of the British
isiands sdequate to the maintenance of ita inhabitants, but the accumulated
luplupmdmﬁmhdthueymwnomdup.inthahopuofbemr

until, in the year 1838, the aversge price of wheat fell to thirty-nine
shillings and eightpence the quarter : considerably lower than it had been far
ixtyyun;’(ﬁuwphaof?oplm by Bir Archibald Alison, 1840, vol. il.
Pp. 44046
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hibitory orders, and before the new workhouses were built—to
effect an immediate reduction in the total sum spent. One
country gentleman is reported as saying that “if even the
ghadow of the Bill can produce for us such an effect, surely what
benefit we shall derive from it substance .2

In the ensuing four years the formation of Unions was steadily
continned, the new organisation thus successively covering the
Western and Midland Counties, Wales and finally, not without
difficulties and resistance, the * Industrial North . The first
obstacle encountered by the Assistant Commissioners was the
number of “ Gilbert Act Unions ”, under statutory bodies of
Governors and Directors of the Poor, and parishes governed
by special Acts of Parliament; for the dissolution or merging
of which, without the assent of the Governors and Directors
themselves, the Poor Law Amendment Act was found not to
have made adequate provision. This was, as we have mentioned,
an unfortunate result of the failure of the Poor Law Inquiry
Commissioners to obtain any snfficient account of the structure
of these local statutory Authorities.? The Poor Law Coramis-

% Nassau Senior, at the end of 1835, was writing triumphantly to George
Villiers, **Our domestic revolation is going on in the most pesceful and
prosperous way. The Poor Law Act is covering England and Wales with a
network of small aristocracics, in which the Guardiana chosen by cccupiers
and ratepayer are snecesding to the power and influence of the magistrates.
By this time all Kent has been split into 21 Poor Law Unions, Sussex into
certain others; in short, the old parochial suthorities have been superseded
in helf the country already, and will be superseded in the rest by the end of
next year.” Fifteen Asaistant Commisgionors, with £1000 & year Lo invigorate
their exertions, are in constant motion to effect these operations, and ten
more are to be added to them * (Nassau Senior to George Villiers, December 1,
1835; in Life and Lettera of the Fourth Eerl of Clarendon, by Sir Herbert
Maxwell, 1913, vol. i. p. 86). The salary was not £1000 but £700 a year
{MS. Minutes Poor Law Commissionera, October 22, 1834) ; but an additional
guinea for subsistence was paid for each day out of London, besides the sctual
expenaea of travelling.

* When we came to deecribe these bodies in The Parish and the County,
1007, and especially in Statutory Authorities jor Specinl Purposes, 1922 (in the
chapter on * Incorporated Guardians of the Poor™), we were asurprised to
discover {except in & few pages of Capiain Chapman’s Report of Statutory
Poor Law Authorities in Appendix A) hardly snything about their constitu-
tionsl structure in the voluminous publications of the Poor Law Inguiry
Comamiwion. The instructions issued to the new Amistant Commissioners in
the autumn of 1834 contained no mention of the incorporated bodies of
Governore, Directors or Guardians of the Poor, and only the briefest refcrence
to any parish having a Local Act (Imsiruciions, etc., 1834, 64 pp., in MS.
Minutes, Poor Law Commission, 1834}, The Poor Law Commissioners found
themaelvea driven to make an investigation of their own, of which the results
sre given in their Second and Fourth, and especially their Ninth and Tenth
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sioners discovered, in fact, that they had no power to include any
such places in the new Unions without the express consent of
two-thirds of the existing Guardians or other membera of the
statutory authorities,! This not only prevented any complete-
ness in ** unionising ", but what was worse, the continued exist-
ence of these unreformed lagoons of independent administration
seriously interfered with the convenient grouping into Unions of
other parishes interspersed among them. . A few of the lagoons
were persuaded to agree to being merged, and others slowly
followed. But owing to the difficulty of getting amending
legislation, not for a whole generation was the last of them
absorbed, and the new organisation completed from one end of
the Kingdom to the other.

The Opposstion of the North

Scarcely less intractable was the continued opposition to the
“ New Poor Law " manifested in some of the industrial centres
of the North of England. We shall describe presently the in-
cessant attacks that were kept up, in Parliament, at public
meetings and in the newspapers, on the Commissioners and all
their doings, in the face of which it seemed, for years, almost im~
poseible that the new Central Authority could be permanently
maintained. The factory towns of Yorkshire and Lancashire,
where the evils of excessive psuperisation had not been felt,
were stirred up to oppose the intended diminution of local
Annual Reports. Raferences to othar sources will be found in our chapter
mentioned above (pp. 107-151 of Siatuiory Auldorities for Special Purposes,
by 8. sud B, Webb, 1922).

1 Sea the snswer of the Law Officers an to the Gilbert Aot Unions, September

5, 1835, in First Annual Report of the Poor Law Commimioners, 1335, pp.
20.22, 373-375 ; and that as to Local Act parishos, MB. Minutes, Poor Law




THE REVOLT OF THE NORTH 11y

autonomy, and the threatened substitution of the workhouse,
which was universally styled the “ Bastille ",! for Outdoor Relief.
At Huddersfield, for instance, where the Union was formed in
January 1837, the opposition under the leadership of Richard
Oastler was such as forcibly to suspend all proceedinge for more
than a year,? At Todmorden, where John Fielden had his cotton
mills, the payment of rates was refused by the firm ; a riot was
got up to resist the constables who sought to execute a distress
warrant ; the houses of the newly elected Guardians were
wrecked ; and order was not reatored until both infantry and
cavalry had been sent to the town.! Similar riots took place
elsewhere. ‘* At Bradford ”, we read, * blood was shed by the
military in an attempt to force the measure on an unwilling
community .4 In Aprl 1837 the Poor Law Commissioners
gravely reported to the Home Secretary the amount of resistance
with which they were meeting ; and even asked the Government
whether they were to proceed with their task., Lord John
Russell suggested that they should go on gently, even at the cost
of a years delay® The Commissioners, accordingly—greatly
to the disgust of their militant Secretary—chose a policy of
patience, and even of “ overcoming by yielding ”; contenting
themselves with getting Unions established wherever this could
be done without actual rioting ; in some places setting up the

1 ¢ Basty, with a long ¥, was the popular distortion of the word in
native Yorkshire ** (T'he Fagrancy Problems, by W. H. Dawson, 1910, p. 93).

¥ The Poor Law Bill exposed : ia it & Whig meazsure ! It cannot be indroduced
into these disiricts, by a Friend to the Mapufacturers, 1837; Mr. Ousiler’s
Speech on ihe New Poor Law, 1837; The Right of the Poor io Liberty and Life,
by Riohard Oastler, 1838 ; Third Annuai Report of the Poor Law Commia-
sioners, 1837, pp. 18-31, 120-127; Fourth Annual Report, 1838, p. 47. It
waa Osatler’'s denuncistion of the New Poor Law that got him dismised from his
smployment, and thereby landed him, in 1840, in the Fleet Prison for debt,
whenoe John Waltar rescued him in 1844 {Brougham v. Brougham on the New
Poor Law, by Richard Osatler, 1847},

'Mmmhmdmhurhwcommhionmu,lm”.ﬂ%.

4 Political Life of Sir Robert Peel, by Thomas Doubledsy, 1556, vol. ii.
p- 262. This Bradford tumult (in which no lives were lost) is tully described
in the correepondence preseated to Parliament {Papers relative to the Bradford
Union, 1638) ; sod in Fourth Annual Report of the Poor Law Commissioners,
1888, pp. 47, 187-211. The ricts at Todmorden, reparted in MS. Minates,
Poor Law Commimioners, November 26 and 28 and December 3, 1838, were
sobsequontly described in As decount of the Todmorden Poor Law Riots of
November 1838, eto. by T. Edwin Ashworth, 1911. Bee, for the whole episods,
An Ecomomic Hislory of Modern Britain, by J. H. Clapham, 1926, p. 581
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new Boards of Guardians merely o carry out the Elizabethan
Poor Law, without imposing on them even good advice; and
allowing them unlimited freedom in their appointments of
officers.! It seemed to these prudent administratora better to
get the new machinery established, even in form, without aiming
at any rigid uniformity of practice, rather than to impose by
force on recalcitrant localities & policy which could only be
applied successfully when it had gained the assent and approval
of those by whom it had necessarily to be worked. And this
patient forbearance, which is, we think, characteristic of the
ablest British bureaucracy, was helped to success by the skilful
use of an accidental coincidence. One of the Benthamite reforms
carried out by the Whig Government was the institution, by
Act of 1837 (6 and 7 William IV, c. 85) of a systematic registra-
tion of birtha, deaths and marriages. The appointment of the
local registrars was—it is said on the suggestion of Edwin Chad-
wick—placed in the hands of the Boards of Guardians of the new
Unions formed under the Poor Law Amendment Act; and the
new Act was sent to them in a Circular on August 27, 1836. The
natural desire of the leading inhabitante of each locality to
exercige this patronage thus became an inducement to them to
get the new Board of Guardians into existence ; &nd the Com-
missioners fell in with this feeling so far as to form 31 Unions in
Lancashire and Yorkshire exclusively for registration purposes,
and without any Poor Law powers; a piece of “low cunning
and deceit ”*, by which (so it was complained in a petition from
Bury), the Commissioners, “ under the pretence of having no
object in view but to carry into effect the Act for the registrations
of births, marriages and deaths, have aitempted to foist the New
Poor Law on those manufacturing districts in which there exists
a general conviotion that its enforcement will be destructive of
the peace of society, and of the security of life and property .2

1 An Ecomomic History of Modern Britain by J. H. Clapham, 1926, p. 581.
The Commissioners had to explain their patience to puzzled inguirers. “ A
oartlmnmountof:ﬂeg&htym be expected to be found in the recorded
procesdings of Boarde of Guardiana " was their answer to one legal correapondent
{MS. Minutes, June 7, 1838).

1 MEB. Minutes, Poor Law Commimionera, August 1836, and May 8, 15837 ;
Petition to the House of Commons, April 1837 ; Third Annual Report of the
Poor Law Commissioners, 1837, pp. 127-130.

In 1844 & comperison was made between three of these ** Registration
Unions " without Poor Law powens (Rochdale, Oldbam and Ashton-under-
Lyue) and 38 Poor Law Unione in the neighbouring manufscturing districts,
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At subsequent dates, when the local feeling had guieted down,
these 31 Boards of Guardians wers graduslly authorised to assume
the duties of Poor Relief. In the end, without any actual
coercion of influential local sentiment; by getting Treasury
consent to set as many &s twenty-one Assistant Commisgioners
simultaneously at work; by quiet persistence and continued
persuasion, and by the bribe of being enabled to dispense a little
local patronage in the new appointments, the Commissioners
gradually had their way ; and the great majoerity of the parishes
unprotected by Local Acts or by incorporation under Gilbert's
Act were at last brought into line. On December 31, 1839, the
Poor Law Commissioners were able to report to the Home
Secretary that 95 per cent of all the parishes and townships in
England and Wales {or 13,691, comprising & population of
11,841,454) had been brought effectively under the Poor Law
Amendment Act; leaving outside only 799 parishes, with a
population of 2,055,733, these being rearly all parishes profected
in their sutonomy by statutory authority which the Commis-
sioners could not override, or parishes inconveniently interspersed
among such protected parishes.t

The Boards of Guardians

It does not seem that any difficulty arose, or that any objection
was raised, with regard to the constitution that the Poor Law
Commissioners devised for the Boards of Guardians that were to
sdminister the affairs of the new Unions. The Poor Law Amend-
ment Act bad laid down that these new ‘‘ rural municipalities ”,
a8 they were fondly styled in some quarters, should include in
their membership all the Justices of the Peace residing in and
acting for their areas, but should otherwise be based on election
by what was for the time a wide constituency, without distinction

showing that,-in the former, pauperism had increased, in the preceding five
yours, by 147 per cont, their workhouses being inhabited by * the old and
young, the idle, proﬁlgnte, and sick . . . sll mized up together in one confused
mass " ; whilst, in the latter, poupmm bad increased by only 68§ per cent,
wnd their workhouses enjoyed the rigid clamiflcstion of the Commissionsrs’
Orders {Official Circular, No. 41 of November 30, 1844).

! Report of the Poor Law Commissioners . . . on the Continuance of the
Poor Law Commismion, 1840, By 1847 the Commismioners complained only of
48 Gilbert Act invorporstions or Unions or Parishes under Looal Acts {(Letler
ﬁml&e?owhwﬂmumanhﬁnbth Transachion of the business of

the Commission, 1847, p. 49).
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of sex, namely all the ratepaying occupiers, however amall the
rental value (as in Hobhouse's Act of 1831, 1 and 2 William IV.
¢. 60); with the addition of all the owners of land or buildings
within the area, whether or not they were ratepayers—a pro-
vision never before explicitly known to English Local Government.
The total Poor Law electorate for England and Wales was
estimated at 2,000,600 ; or much more than the Parlismentary
electorate. But the Poor Law Amendment Act had introduced
plural voting (as in Sturgee Boume's Act of 1818, 59 George IIL
¢. 18), both ocoupiers and owmners having to cast votes, according
to scales to be prescribed, in proportion to the rental value of
the premises concerned. Moreover, by & provision new to
English Local Government, it had been ordered that these votes
were to be * given or taken * not by show of hands at a meeting,
or by oral declaration at a poll, but “in writing collected and
returned in such manner as the Commissioners shall direct ™.
The Commissioners directed thet voting papers should be left
by parochial officers at the house of each ratepayer, to be by
him filled up and signed in his own handwriting (or if he counld
not write, with attestation by the witness to his mark}), and
given to the officer who was to call for it a day later. Owners
who were not resident ratepayers were to obtain their voting
papers by individual application on the day of election to one
of the Churchwardens or Overseers. The main desire of the
Commissioners was, apparently, whilst providing for election
on a wide franchise, to avoid the opportunity for excitement
and mob pressure afforded by public meetings, Owners qualified
to be electors might appoint proxies to vote on their behalf.
The Aot itself had also provided that the right to vote or to be
elected depended on all the parochial rates, due up to six months
before the date, having been paid before the day of election.
The qualification for a Guardisn (which the Act had left to the
Commissioners to prescribe, subject to 8 maximum of £40 rental
value) was usually fixed at an oocupeancy worth £25 per annum.
There was, of course, in that generation, no thought of * Labour
representation ’.! During the first years (a8, indeed, has ever

! The Poor Law Commissioners’ directions ss to the oomstitution and
slaction of the Boards of Guardians wers consolidated in their General Order
of Janoary 16, 1845 ; Eleventh Annual Report of the Poor Law

Commissioners,
1848, p. 101 ; The Ewglish Poor Law and Poor Law Comimisnion, 1847, pp. 18-18.
The ex-officic members (the locsl magistrates} numbered, on the aversge,
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since proved to be the case, year after year, in & majority of
Unions) there was, in most cases, no contest for the election of
the Board of Guardians, the office being assumed, without demur,
by one of the principal farmers or other middle-class residents
in each parish, There were, however, in the urban parishes,
from the outset, pome contests, in which a surprisingly large
percentage of votes was oocasionally cast. In short, the arrange-
ment made by the Poor Law Commissionere for the establishment
of the new Board of Guardians, in which, to use the Com-
missioners’ own words, “ members of the upper and middle
classes act together, as & body, in the dispensation of relief ” 1—
this setting up of what Nassau Senior described as ““ & network of
small aristocracies . . . succeeding to the power and influence
of the magistrates "—was, from the standpoint of the time,
wholly suecessful.

The Provision of Workhouses

The universal provision of the * well-regulated workhouse *
recommended in the Report of 1834, on which, at the suggestion
of Nicholls, Nassau Senior and Chadwick had based their hopes
of a drastic restriction of pauperism, was not found so simple
as the formation of the Unions and the election of the Boards
of Guardians. Here the Commissioners were driven, within
their very first year, 10 & momentous departure from the * New
Poor Law” of the 1834 Report. This reactionary decision,
which was never explained to the public, adversely affected the
whole subsequent development of English Poor Law administra-

tion.®

20 per cent of each Board. In the 586 Unions that had been formed out of
13,808 parishes under the Act in 1847, thers were 17,185 elected, and 4339
ex-officio Guardians, making 21,504 in all When the whole Kingdom was
bmn&;mdeGMmMnmhromemben
reao ,000.

Oomdmhaion_, 1340.;;. 39. There wu':l.n at the ontest, no restrictions on the
use of proxies ; “ one perwon at election of Guardians for the parish
of Chelses, in 1838, held 633 proxies ™ {ibid, p. 42). *

* This departure from the 1834 Report, which saddlsd English Poor Law
sdministration with the General Mized Workhouse, has not besn dealt with

by such Poor Law historians as Nicholls and Mackay, or Fowls and Aschrott.
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The General Mixed Workhouse

The “ General Mixed Workhouse ”, which the Poor Law
Inquiry Commissioners had found existing, not only in a small
way, in several thousands of rural parishes, but also (as is usually
forgotten), as a big institution in various populous parishes
such a8 Liverpool and 8t. Martin’s-in-the-Fields, London, had
resulted, after a whole century of experience, in the hideous
agglomerations that we have described in our previous volume,
Though diemissed only in a few sentences in the General Report
of 1834, the horror of it had been realised by the Inquiry
Commissioners ; especially, we gather, as regards its effect on
the children, by the chairman, Bishop Blomfield.! Accordingly
what the Report recommended by way of * well-regulated
workhouses ” was not a single institution and a single building
for each Union, in which should be concentrated all Indoor
Relief ; but the sdaptation, in each Union, of the various existing
poorhouses, and, where necessary, the provision of others, in
such a way that the indoor paupers might be classified, not in
different parts of one building, but in entirely separate institutions,
under separate management, with a regimen appropriate to
each class. * At least four classes are necessary ”, declared the
Report, “{1) the aged and really impotens, {2} the children,
(3) the able-bodied females, and (4) the able-bodied males; of
which we trust the two latter will be the least numerous claasea,
It appears to us that both the requisite classification and the
requisite superintendence may bﬂett-er obtained in separate
buildings than under & single roof . . . Each class might thuas
receive -an appropriate treatment; the old might enjoy their
indulgences without torment from the boistercus; the children

Apart from its mention (as hereafter quoted) in The Health of the Nation, by
Sir B. W. Richardson, 1887, vol. ii. pp. 3564.355, it was first described in the
Report of the Poor Law Commission, 1909 (Majority Report, vol. i. of Bvo
odition, p. 173; and more fully in Minority Report, vol. iii. pp. 18-23); see
also Englizh Poor Law Policy, by B. and B. Webb, 1010, pp. 54-60.

i Bishop Blomficld had teken an active part in the work of the Commission.
* During the two years that the Commimion wes st work *, Namau Benjor
testified, ** he was present at all our meetings, never fewer than onoe & week,
often more numerous. He brought to them great knowledge, both of principles,
and of dstails, unwearied attention, snd, what was equally important, un-
daunted coursge ' {4 Memoir of Charles James Biomfield, by Alfred Blomfield,
lmn vol. i. PP m-m)-
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be educated ; and the able-bodied subjected to such courses of
labour and discipline as will repel the indolent and vicious .}
The need for separate buildings, under entirely different kinds
of officers, with different qualifications, at different rates of
payment—in contradistinction to one large building under a
tingle officer—is emphasised again and again in different parts
of the Report.?

It is startling to find that the Poor Law Commiseioners
between 1834 and 1847, pursued an entirely different policy.
The published documents for this period do not afford any
explanation of this divergence. They do not show, for instance,
whether it meant the deliberate adoption of a new plan, or
whether it resulted merely from a discovery that the recom-
mendations of the Report were impracticable in particular
Unions. The documents, for the most part, simply assume the
advantage of the establishment, in each Union, not of a group
of specialised workhouses for the different classes, but of one
institation, to be called * The Union Workhouse”, for the
paupers aa 8 whole. In no Special or General Order, in no
Circular or published Minute, can we find any actual instruction
(though, as we shall mention, in the first year there were two or
three hypothetical suggestions) that a Board of Guardians should
carry out the emphatic recommendations of the 1834 Report
in favour of classification by institutions, and of the adaptation
of the existing buildings into specialised workhouses, “ assigning
one class of paupers to each of the houses comprehended within
each incorporation”.> Nor was the unity introduced and
insisted on by the Poor Law Commissioners one of structure only.
That the policy was to have, under the one roof, for all the various
kinds of paupers, only cne institution and one regimen is revealed
not only in the model plan provided. In the elaborate series of
Special Orders and General Orders, which culminated in the
General Consolidated Order of 1847 (in substance still in force),
we find a minutely particular body of rules, referring always to
““ the ” workhouse of the Union, applied with practical identity
to all Unions, providing for the reception, under a single roof
and subject to a single officer, of every kind of pauper ; applying

! General Report of Poor Law Inquiry Commisaioners, 1834, p. 307.
* See ibid. pp. 305, 306, 307, 313.314.
¥ P. 313 itd,
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to all the inmates a common regimen, and (with quite insigni-
ficant variations, to be subsequently noticed, for the aged,
the sick and the infants), treating all the kinds of paupers
alike.!

It was possibly connected with this policy of one general
workhouse for each Union that we find the Poor Law Commis-
sioners assuming that the grouping together of a score or more
of parishes alrost inevitably involved building a new workhouse.
At first, indeed, the Assistant Commissioners were directed to
examine to what extent existing poorhouses or workhouses
conld be “ made useful for only one class of paupers,” ? “ so that
they might constitute, as it were, the wards of one common work-
house ”.* In August 1835, the Poor Law Commissioners conld
still write of their year’s experience that “ it has also been proved
that the expense and loss of time in building new workhouses
may, in many cases, be saved by & union of parishes and the
combination of their existing workhouses and poorhouses, by
asgigning one or two classes of the paupers to one of the separate
workhouses within the district ”.4 But already by that time
the contrary policy was being carried out by the most energetic
subordinate of the Commissioners, who {as his unpublizhed

! Bae the first of such * Orders and Regulstions ", in Firet Annual
of the Poor Law Commissioners, 1835, pp. 95-110; the Consolidated Order
for the Administration of Relief in Town Unicns, in Second Annual Report,
18368, pp. 81.89; the General Order, Workhouse Rules, Februry 5, 1842, in
Eighth Annual Report, 1842, pp. 79-104 ; and the General Consolidated Order,

July 24, 1847. Bee, for the whols spisode, Mincrity Report of the Poor Law
Comtnission, 1009, Cd. 4499, pp. 7-23 of 8vo edition ; and Esglisk Poor Law

at Emsworth, oapable of being adapted for the porposes of the Union

in order to make a distinotion between the able-bodied and the infirm, we
to retain the Havant houss, wnd fit it up as & workhoose under

disipline for sach as apply for relisd being out of sod

aad helpless ¢ Emaworth, where tmder & mild discipline they may receive

oomfort consistent with their age, their charscters snd their od

Latier to the Inhabitants of Warllingion, Hants, on ths New Poor Law, by Rev.

William Norris, 1836, p. 33).

4 Fiwt Annual Report of the Poor Law Commissionsms, p. 18,

HLL
N
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reports show) had qmckly satisfied himself, and was rapidly
convineing his superiors, that the policy of utilising as specialised
institutions the existing parish workhouses was, with the means
of communication, locomotion and government of that time,
sdministratively impossible. Already by August 1835, Sir
Francis Head was reporting that * with the exception of
Romney Marsh, the whole of the East Kent, comprehending an
area of 590 square miles, is now grouped into compact Unions of
parishes ; these Unions are all very nearly of the same size—
all contain very nearly the same population—all have volun-
taridy adopted for their workhouse the same low, cheap, homely
buslding—all have agreed in placing % in the centre of their respective
Unions "2

It is interesting to see the arguments by which this flagrant
departure from the policy of the 1834 Report was sttacked and
defended. In 1835 we have a magistrate of Kent, belonging to &

1 Ibid. p. 166. The Right Hon. 8Bir Francis Bond Hesd, Bart. [1793-1875],
whose family was of Jewish extraction, served in the Royal Engineers, 1511-
1825; became managing director of a Bouth American mining company,
1826-1827 (woe his Reporis of the La Plalo Mining Associghion, 1827, and
Rough Noies of Journeys in the Pampas and across the Andes, 1828). He then
published a Life of Bruce (the African iraveller), 1830; and the clever and
vivacions Bubbles from the Brunnens of Nassau, 1834. Whilet Assistant Poor
Law Commimionsr, he wrote s lengthy article in the Edinburgh Review,
eulogistically describing the working of the New Poor Law, which was
immediately published under the titls English Charity (1835). Appointed
Aggintayt Poor Law Commigsioner in 1834, he waa, in the following year,
made s K.C.H. and appointed Lieut.-Governor of Upper Caneda, where, in
a situstion of difficulty, order was maintained by somewhat drastic energy,
and he wag creatsd s baronet (1836). ** His conduct in other respects, however,
was not equelly aatisfactory; he weas reprimanded and came home.” In
fact, ba had " saved & British connection, that waa not seriously threatened,
by driving a few extremista into & rebellion that tact could have prevented or
precaution forestalled ' {Charies Buller and Responsible Government, by E. M.
Wrong, 1826, p. 22).

On to see the Prime Minister, to ask for continued employment, he
waa met by Lord Melbourne’s remark, * But you are such a damned odd
fellow "—*“ & verdict ", it has boen said {Lord Melbourne's Fapers, edited by
Lloyd C. 8snders, 1889, p. 423), " fully justified by his indiscrest boak ",
A Nurrative of Recent Evenis in Canada, which he promptly published, firt s
& Quarierly Review article (vols. Ixiii. and lxiv.) and then sa a book {1B3%).
Bubseguently he wrote many articles for the Quarierly Review; and half
s score of bright and interesting, but somewhat superficisl, deecriptive
volumes. In 1867 be waa made & Privy Councillor. FHe has boen desoribed
88 8 " olover and versatile, though sometines inacourste writer ™ (lemm
of National Biography); * & better writer of bays' books than a governor ™.
Hin brother, Sir Georgs Head {1782-1855), also an officer of distinotion, wae
lhonuthorotanﬁddumipﬂonofindmtm]mdpoﬁnﬂdhgimd(d
Home Towr, eto., 1835, 1837, 1840).
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Union where they had so far adhered to the recommendations of
the Report, writing very graphically on the subject to Sir Francis
Head. * There iz one point ”, he said, ** upon which our practice
differs materially from most of our neighbours, and it is one
upon which I entertain a strong opinion that ours is the correct
gyetem, It is the adaptation of existing workhouses to different
classes, inatead of building new ones. . . . In the first place,
upon our syetem there is a great saving of expense ; our homes
altogether have cost us under £300. . . . I dislike the appearance
of these new houses all over the country. . . . I dislike the out-
ward and visible sign of change that is being operated. I am
alarmed at the irritation. I fear the consequences. When we
have eight workhouses there is hardly an inducement to pull
down one only, and to pull them all down is next to impossible,
from the wide surface over which they are spread. Our system, I
might almost say, eludes the grasp of insurrection. Besides this,
how much more perfect is the classification. How secure are
our separate schools from all contamination. How small are the
masses of pauperism which we bring together, compared with the
congestion of one vast House. With us, cur Houses are not like
prigsons, for we require no high wall to separate the classes;
eight or ten miles distance is far more effectual than the highest
walla ”,

To this Sir Francis Head replied to the following effect. He
did not at all agree with his correspondent that eight classified
workhouses were better than one genersl establishment. * The
very sight”, he said, “of s well-built efficient establishment
would give confidence to the Board of Guardians ; the sight and
weekly assemblage of all servants of their Union would malke them
proud of their office ; the appointment of a chaplain would give
dignity to the whole arrangement, while the pauper would feel it
was utterly impossible to contend againat it. In visiting such a
series of Unions, the Assistant Commissioner could with great
facility perform his duty, whereas if he had eight establishments
to search for in each Union, it would be almost impracticable to
attend to them. I would, moreover, beg to observe that in one
establishment there would always be a proper governor, ready to
receive and govern any able-bodied applicants, whereas in
separate establishments this most important arrangement (the
Able-bodied House) during harvest, etc., would be constantly
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empty, and consequently would become inefficient in moments
of emergency .1

8ir Francie Head, as we have seen, had his way. In writing
a farewell istter to the Kentish Boards of Guardians at the end
of 1835, he urged them to stick to the prescribed dietary, and to
appoint a chaplain “to your central house, which will shortly
be the sole establishment in your Union, . . . As soor as this
important object bas been gained—as soon as you find that the
whole of your indoor poor are concentrated in one respectable
establishment—under your own weekly superintendence—when
you see yourselves surrounded by a band of resolute, sensible,
well-educated men faithfully devoted to your service—you will
then, I believe, fully appreciate the advantage which you, as
well aa your successors, will ever derive from possessing one
strong, efficient building, instead of having, from false economy,
frittered away your resources among your old existing houses,” 2

After this we hear practically no more of the policy of
specialised institutions for particular kinds of paupers, as recom-
mended in the Report of 1834. The policy of the Poor Law
Commissioners settles down definitely to that which provided
each Union with one general workhouse, in most cases built for
the purpose, near the centre of the Union, which was to be, not
merely a testing place for the able-bodied man, with his wife
and dependent children, but—to use the Commissioners’ own
words—* likewise a receptacle for the sick, the aged and bed-
ridden, deserted children and vagrants, as well as harmless idiots:
classes of persons who need constant and eareful supervision.
It includes a nursery, a school, an infirmary and & place of
temporary confinement.” 3

t MB. Minutes, Poor Law Commissioners, November 3, 1834; also MS.
correspondence of Sir Francis Head in Ministry of Health archives. Hin abls
correspondent waa William Day, a young Sussox squire who was keenly
interested in Poor Law administration, end became Vice-Chairman of the
Uckfleld Union (MB. Minutes, Poor Law Commissioners, November 8, 1834).
In 1836 he was offered and he acoepted office as an Asistant Commissioner
{ibid. Yanuary 18, 1836} ; and he is found, for the next few years, putting the
Act in operstion in the Westorn Midlands and Wales. He ecems to have been
an energetic but not always snbordinate official ; and in 1845, at the time of
the Andover Inquiry, he was called upon to resign (see A Ledter io Lord Viscount
Courtenay, stc., by Willism Dsy, 1847). He slso wrote An Erguiry inlo the
Poor Laws and Surplus Labour, and their mutual reaction, 1632,

* ME. correspondence of Bir Francis Head, in Miniatry of Health archives ;
ses English Poor Law Policy, by 8. and B. Webb, 1810, p. 58.

* Leiters from ihe Poor Law Commissioners relative to the Transaction of the
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It in clear that thia was not the policy of Bishop Blomfield
nor of Nassau Senior, nor of any of their colleagnes on the
Inquiry Commission. It can also be proved that it was not the
policy of the only one of them who passed to the new Department
at Somerset House, as Secretary to the Commisaioners appointed
to carry out the Report. It happens that Chadwick's own draft
of 1834 on this point, before it had received Nassau Senior’s
polishing revision, was preserved by him, to be published half &
century later by Sir B. W. Richardson. As it is of interest in
showing the nature of the revision, ag well as in emphaaising the
feelings of the Inquiry Commissioners, we may give its actual
wording in Chadwick’s clumsy phraseology. * The towns com-
prehonding several parishes, and the rural districts comprehend-
ing several parishes, in each of which there is already a workhouse,
admit of & superior management under an incorporation in which
several workhouses will be combined under one management.
Thus, when a town, which contains four or five parishes, each
with its zespective workhouse, is incorporated, each house may
be exclusively appropriated to a particular set of paupers. The
old and impotent might be placed in one house by themselves ;
the whole of the pauper children may be placed in another house ;
the able-hodied females may be placed in a third of the work-
houses, and the able-bodied males may be placed in the fourth
house, the best adapted for discipline and regulation. Each
class may then receive an appropriate treatment : the old may

DBusinees of the Commission, 1847, p. 80. The poasibility had been once barely
mentioned in 1837 of the ons * common workhonse establishment ** consisting
“ of = selection of the better workhouses now oxisting in each Union ”, instead
of concenirating ** all the necessary socommodation in one workhouse situsted
in the osntre of the Union " {Third Annual Report, 1837, p. 27). Bee also
the reforence to this pomibility in the Imstructionsl Letter sent in that year
each new Board of Guardians (i54d. p. 82). In June 1837, the Commissioners
id that had slwsys preferred one central workhouse, but had sometimes
wed axisting ones to remair. Their two years® experience had now confirmed
in their belief that one ceniral workhouss was better {Poor Law
Commismsioners to Newoastle Board of Guardians, June 20, 1837).

Two years Iater, in describing with praise, * the consolidation of work-
houss establishments **, which kad been going on in Lancsshire and Yorkshire,
the Commissioners observe * that very few will nltimately find it deairabls to
retain more than one establisthment ” {Fifth Annunsl Raport, 1839, p. 20). In
the Bpecial Report dated December 31, 1830, it is pointad out, as evidenos
that the Commissioners had not yet had time to put their policy eompletely
into execution, that there were “ still about seventy Unions in which a csntral
workhouse ™ had “ not yet been built ** (Report of the Poor Law Commisioners
= « . on the Continuanoce of the Poor Law Commission, oto., 1840, p- 7).

Hh
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enjoy their comforts, the children may be educated properly for
service, and discipline and rigour may (not by the Legislature
or the Government, but by the Commissioners’ regulations} be
concentrated, to stop the influx of pauperism from the able-
bodied. It is found very difficult in one amall workhouse to
introduce any system of classification ; but by a combination of
workhouses under an incorporation, a classification, to the
extent of the number of workhouses included, may be made
without any additional expense, with all the economy of extended
or wholesale management, and with many advantages which
are hot obtainable when the whole of the various classes of
paupers are brought under one roof.” ?

How keenly Nassan Senior felt on the subject may be inferred
from the indignant surprise that he expressed in 1862 that the
Poor Law Commissioners and the Poor Law Board should have
deliberately perpetusted the General Mixed Workhouse which a
whole century of experience had shown to be so horrible. “ We
recommended ”, in the 1834 Report, he told a House of Commons
Committee, * that in every Union there should be a separate
school ; we said that the children who went to the workhouse
were hardened if they were already vicious, and became con-
taminated if they were innocent. We recommended that in
every Union there should be a building for the children and one
for the able-bodied males, and another for the able-bodied females;
snd another for the sick {3.2. the sged and infirm]. We supposed
the use of the four buildings in every Union—four distinct
institutions—except this, that they need not be Workhouses.
You might easily hire a house [apiece] for four distinct institu-
tions separate from each other. We never contemplated having
the children under the same roof with the adults.”” ¢ * But all this

! Extract from * Measures proposed with relation to the Administration
of the Poor Laws *, & paper of 1834 shown by Chadwick to Richardson sbout
1886; included in T'he Health of Natioma, by Bir B. W. Richardson, 1887,
vol. {i. pp. 3564.355.

? Evidence of Nassan Senior before Sslect Committes on Poor Relief, 1862
{H. of C. No. 488 of 1862), p. 74 ; Minority Report of Poor Law Commission,
1800, Cd. 4409, p. 17 of 8vo edition. Whilst Bishop Blomfield and Nassau
Benior had been conoerned mainly about the ohiidren, others had thought of
the comfort of the aged. The solicitor who had drafied the Poor Law Amend.
ment Bill pointad out that it might be * well worth the considerstion of the
Guardians whether . . . & parish should not be recommendsd to receive their
aged and infirm in these receptacies, onoe made comfortable for them, so as
to ressrve the united workhouss for such of their paupers as require striet

YOL. I K
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plan waa overhorne ', Chadwick, in hiz old age, informed
Sir B. W, Richardeon, “ by one started wirthin the Executive
Commisnion of treating the separate classes in veparate wards of
the same house, the Union liouse. under onc chief manager.
The separate ayatem was the mosat dithieult. 1t required services
of specialists in administration which ecould not readily be
obtained. For the treatment of the puuper children by school
teachers of the mixed physical and mental training the teachers
had then all to be trained. For 1he ageregation of cases for the
purpose of segregation, and the special treatment of the segre-
grated cases suggested by Mr. Chadwick, undivided individual
power was requisite. But he had none. All the Assistant
Commissioners—lawyers and soldiers mostly—went in for the
Union house™ ;! and the Poor Law Commissioners found them-
selves convinced that the Assistant Commissioners were right.

The Need for a Single Workhouse

The “lawyers and soldiers ™ among the Assistant Commie-
sioners, whom Chadwick blamed for landing the Commissioners
into a policy of building a General Mixed Workhouse in every
Union, had something to say for themaseives; and even more
than Sir Francis Head revealed to the Kentish Guardians of the
Poor. Chadwick and his eolleagues on the Inquiry Commission
had failed adequately to think out the problem ; and what they
proposed was promptly found to be, from the very nature of the
case, and a8 George Nicholls doubtless told them, quite impracti-
cable. We may give an instance from a Union in which the
proposal was put to the test. The new Board of Guardiane of
the Westhampnett Union (Sussex), presided over by the Duke of
Richmond, who had been a member of the Cabinet Committee
with which Nassau Senior discussed the scheme of reform, was

supervision, sither with reference to work or discipline ™* (Remarks om tha Poor
Law Amendment Act, ete., by Jobn Meadows White, 1834, p. 32).

3 The Healik of Nations, by Sir B. W. Richardson, 1B87, vol. ii. pp. 355-358.
Chadwick in 1868 told Gathoroe Hardy (sfterwards Earl of Cranbrook), who
mentioned it in his speech in the House of Commons on the introduction of the
Metropolitan Poor Bill, that the Poor Law Commissioners had not originaily
intended to have large central workhouses, but separate smaller houses, among
which the various clasies of paupers oould be distributed according to their
several requirements,
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the “ model Union ™ of the time. The Guardians, we are told,
originally decided “ to retain five of the old parish poor houses,
so that, in conformity with the recommendations of the
1834 Report, certain descriptions of paupers should be sent
exclusively to each, intending to retain the large Workhouse at
Westhampnett for the able-bodied alone. . . . The house at
Yapton was at first intended solely for the aged, that at Alding-
bourne for the children, and that at Pagham for the aged
and infirm; that at Sidlesham to remain unoccupied till the
Board should see what elaims were made for adniission to a
workhouse. . . . Jt was found that four workhouses would be
quite unnecessary ; and after preat consideration it was deter-
mined to appropriate the house at Yapton entirely to the children,
and to make other additions to that at Westhampnett, where all
the other paupers were to be brought. Some inconvenience,
however, was found to result even from the existence of two
separate cstablishments. There could not be the same diligent
supervision of the management of the House, the same attention
to the treatment of the inmates, nor the same regularity of
accounts as there might he if the whole establishment were
concentrated under one roof.” 1 It was, in fact, discovered by
expericnee within 4 few months that the automatic distribution of
each family among four separate institutions, however appro-
priate it might be for permanent residents, or even for patients
undergoing prolonged courses of treatment, was incompatible
with the use of the * offer of the House " merely na a “ test of
destitution ’, under the rule, on which the Poor Law Commis-
sioners insisted, that the family must enter and leave as a whole ; ?

1 Minority Report of the Poor Law Commission, 1900, Cd. 4499, pp. 19.20
of 8vo edition, quoting Report of Westhampnett Union, March 14, 1836, in
House of Commons Paper No. 108 of 1838,

Nicholls, whose idée fize sbout the * workhouso test ™ made him lacking
in eandour, resta the case for a central workhouse for the whole Union on
aconomy. ‘' It was ", he says, ** at first considered that the expense and losa
of time in building new workhouses might sometimes be saved by using the old
pariah workhouses or poorhouses, and aasigning one or two classes of the
puupers belonging to the Union to each houss. This was done in & few in.
atances, but it rarely answered ; and it was found that, in the long run, it
waa both more effective and more econcmical to provide s well-arranged
and sufficient workhouse as apeedily as possible after the Union had been
formed. In most casss an entirely new building was erected " (History of
the English Poor Law, by Bir George Nicholls, 1854, vol. ii. p. 313).

* “No individusl of & family should bs admitted unless all ita member.
enter the House, . . .This principle is established very generally in the
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and that the head of the family must be free to take himself and
his dependants away at any moment, ‘ the sooner the better ™.
When the able-bodied labourer presented himself, with his wife,
possibly a grown-up feeble-minded son or daughter, and several
young children, it was not eagy at once to despatch these several
persons to different buildings, scattered, miles away, all over
the Union, with the practical certainty that, in a few days,
the labourer would elect to leave the hated “'Bastille”; when
his various dependants would have to be fetched from their
several institutions to join him at the workhouse gate, and with
him face the world anew. In 8o far as the applicants for relief
were aged folk, without belongings ; or doubly orphaned children,
for whose upbringing the Gusrdians had to become responsible
until they reached an age at which they conld be apprenticed ;
or sick persons for whom hospital accommodation was requisite,
the separate institutions might have been practicable. But the
Inquiry Commissioners had not distinguished between the
workhouse as an instrument for “ testing destitution ”, which
would be successful if it made people keep out of it ; and the
workhouse as a place of institutional treatment, which could
only fulfil ita purpose by the patients remaining in it. Nor was
any one class sufficiently numerous, in the Unions of ten miles
radius that the Commissioners preferred, to permit of that
* aggregation for the purpose of segregation” after which
Chadwick pedantically hankered. Thus, in the Milton Union of
Kent, where there had been 1900 people in receipt of relief, the
¢ sirman (8ir John Tylden) reported * we thought that we should
want workhouse room for 500 able-bodied, and for 1000 of the
other classes ; it turns out that we have no able-bodied males,
not enough women to do the work of the house, and only 106

English Unions " (Report of George Nicholly . . . on Poor Laws, Ireland,
18397, pp. 38-39).

The MB. Minutes of tha Poor Law Commisioners show them, in their
firnt yoars, to have insisted tensciously on this rule ; repeatedly refusing to
allow one or more children of & man burdensd with a large family to be recaived
into the workhouse without him (MS. Minutes, May 18 and December 23,
1836, and October 31, 1637), They had o give way in a case in whioh the
husband snd ali the children came in, but the wife steadiastly atayed outside.
It waa held that the wifs oould neither be soerced nor punishad (ibid. December 7,
1537). On the other hand, from 1840 onward, when there was pressure on the
workhouse scoommodation, the able-bodied man was coossionally admitted
alone, his wife and children being given Outdcor Relief (ses p. 133).
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inmates altogether”.* S8uch a number was not exceptionally
small, At the middle of 1839, after three or four years’ use of the
new workhouses, the total inmates of all the institutions main-
tained by the 478 Unions then established under the Poor Law
Amendment Act, in urban and rural districts alike, was only
97,510, giving an average of about 200 for each institution—
nearly all the adults among them being the “ impotent poor ”,
aged and infirm persons, sick and defectives, in each case with a
few dozen or a few score of children of all ages and conditions,
Owing to the Poor Law Commissioners’ overwhelming desire to
use the workhouse, not merely or even mainly as a residential
institution, but as a * test ” to induce people to keep out of it ;
owing to their firm conviction that it would be fatal to depart
from the rule that each family must enter and leave as a whole ; 2
owing to their very natural failure at that date to realise that what
was needed was, not the mere relief of destitution but the pro-
vision of hospitals, lunatic asylums, residential schools for
orphan children and homes for the aged; and awing to the
relatively amall population of the great majority of the Unions
that were formed, there was, in fact, as*Nicholls must have
explained, and as the Assistant Commissioners found, no practi-
cable alternative to the perpetuation of the General Mixed
Workhouse,

Re‘SmondAmuanaponottthmhwcominimlmTﬂmll's
POl"r-

RepartoithePowthommom . on the Continusnce of the
Poor Law Commiasion, 1840, p. 56.

* We may note an exceptionsl and temporary resort to the davice—
known afterwards as the Modified Workhouse Test—which the Whitechapel
Board of Guardians obtainad the reluctant permission of the Local Government
Board to adopt in 1887, and whioh was Ister made tha basis of the Hollealey Bay
experimsnt for the unemployed. In the aoute distress of 1840-1841, " in
the Halstead Union, in Easex . . . the workhouse being nearly full, the
Guardisrs sdmitted abls-bodied men into the workhouse, while their wives
snd familise were relisved at their own homes. . . . {In the Taunton Union]
npm&oumhmdhcumthqadmmodthehuddm
family into the workhouse, granting adequate outi-relief to the remaindes ™
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The Scheme of Classification

The Commissioners were the more ready to fall in with this
solution in that, with what seems to-day a curious self-compla-
cency, they ascribed the horrors of the General Mixed Workhouse,
which Crabbe had described in memorable verse, and which their
own Assistant Commissioners had found still existing up and down
the country, merely to the lack of the oversight and of the rules
of a Central Authority.! The Commissioners seem to have been
ahnost childishly complacent about the claborate schome of
classification which they imposed authoritatively on every
Union, great or small, urban or rural, whether provided with an
old and ill-adapted building, or with one newly erected according
to the approved plans. As enacted for Union after Union,
from 1836 onwards, confirmed with only minor modifications by
a General Order of February 5, 1842, and stereotyped in that
of July 24, 1847 (which the Commission of 1905-1909 found in
substance still in force), this classification (which has the force of
statute law) required the separate provision for seven distinct
classes of paupers, (i.) men infirm through age or any other
cause ; (ii.) able-bodied males over fifteen ; (iii.) boys between
seven and fifteen ; (iv.) women infirm through age or any other
cause ; (v.) able-bodied femsles over fifteen ; (vi.) girls between
seven and fifteen; and (vi.) children under seven. Explicit
rules enjoin that cach class is to remain in the separate apart-
ments or buildings assigned to it, without communication with
any other class.

Some such general classification is, of course, required in any
residential institution. What is remarkable is the rooted belief
of the Commissioners {and their successors) that any paper rules
of the sort could possibly attain their object. * This separation ™,
emphatically declared the Commissioners in 1834,  must be entire
and shsolute between the sexes, who are to live, sleep, and take

! This was the Jeason drawn by Nassau Senior from the strictures of a
Frenoh critio upon mixod institutions on the Continent (De la charité ligale,
per F. M. L. Naville, 1831 ; sea Remarks on the Opposition (o the Poor Law
Amendment Bill, by & Quardian [Nassau Senior), 1841, p. 34). Ho aleo quotes
with spproval Bishop Copleston sa to the eightoenth-century workhouses
having becoms what they were owing merely to the lack of continuous cutaide
supervision (Second Letter to . . . 8ir B, Peel on the Couses of the Increase of

Pauperism and on the Poor Lows, by one of bis constituents [E. Coplosten],
18189, p. 76 ; in ibid. p. 31).
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their meals in totally distinct and separate parts of the building,
with an enclosed yard for each .2

We need not stay to criticise the glaring omissions from this
classificatory scheme, in the light of modem institutional experi-
ences. As we pointed out in 1910, “ there is no class for the sick,
whether suffering from infections or contagious disesses, or from
others. There is no class for the lying-in cases. There ia no
class for the lunatics, idiots, imbeciles or feeble-minded, There is
no provision for infants at the breast, who, by the classificatory
scheme, were ordered to be separated from their mothers. There
is no class for the vagrant intending to stay only one night.
Finally, there was no provision made for any segregation by
character—not merely none by past charaster, but not even for
any by present character or conduct, which would have effected
a separation between quiet and orderly inmates, and the turbulent
prostitute or semi-criminal ”.* The explanation of these omis-
sions is, plainly, that in 1836, 1842 and 1847, the Poor Law
Commissioners, who had, of course, not begun to think of the
Workhouse as an institution for specialised treatment, refused
even to consider it seriously as a place of continucus residence.
They still contemplated the sick and infirm, the aged, the defectives
and the mothers in childbirth, being normally in their own homes,
in receipt of Qutdoor Relief. The Workhouse was still thought of
only, or mainly, as & “ test .3

1 MS. Memorandum on the Workhouse, sent with the firet Instructiona
to the Amsistant Commissioners, in MB. Minutes of Poor Law Commisaion,
November 4, 1834,

* Englich Poor Law Policy, by 8. and B. Webb, 1010, pp. 61.62. It ia to
be noted that the classification imposed by the Orders, which had the force of
law, is more rigid than hed been originally contemplated by the Commisaioners.
Thus, in the firat instructiona to the Assistant Commissioners (which wers not
published), they were told that the *' sick must have scparate wards or rooms
appropristed for them " ; sod * infants may be kept by the mothers until
of age to reoeive instroction, when they are to be sent to the schoal ; for
** each workhouse must, of course, be provided with a sohool ™, to which, in
timea of unemployment, the ohildren of able-bodied labourers, not otherwise
in receipt of relief, might be admitted during school hours, snd fed (MS.
Minutes, November 4, 1834).

! To the end of hia life, after nearly twenty yests’ experience of central
Poor Law sdministration, Nicholls could stili so regard it. “ It is herdiy
an oxaggersticn to say,” he wrote in 1854, * as a genersl ruls, that a work.
houss may be regarded as being useful in proportion to the small number of
its inmates " (Hislory of the Knglish Poor , by 8ir George Nicholls, 1854,
vol. ii. p. 441). The parmenent workhovse population has, in 1828, come to
excoed 200,000,
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It ia only fair to say that some of the classificatory omisaions
and ineptitudes were (witbout altering the legal effect of the
Orders) silently remedied, as regards particular Unions, by Ia-
structional Letters, ordinary correspondence or verbal permissions
of the Assistant Commissioners or Inspectors. But what was
never remedied is the futility to which the classificatory scheme
itself is reduced by the neceasities of the household service.! The
Poor Law Commissioners themselves, and their seccessors down
to this day, have always suggested or sanctioned a system of
institutional organisation dependent on the household work being
performed, as far as practicable, by the inmates themsclves, all of
whom are fo be kept inoessantly occupied, up to the limits of their
ability, in the service of the Workhouse. This may be the right
system for 8 Workhouse ; but it is obviously inconsistent with any
strict separation of ita inmates into classes isolated from each
other in the daylight hours, Thus, far from each of the seven
prescribed clnsses being, in & General Mixed Workhouse, kept
entirely apart from all the rest, even under the Classificatory
Order, “ the able-bodied women who formed Class V. might be
supervised by the aged and infirm women of Class IV. The
children under seven who formed Class VII. might be super-
vised either by the able-bodied women of Class V., or by the aged
and infirm women of Class IV., or by thegirlsofClassVI. The
boys over seven who formed Class IIL. might be supervised by the
aged and infirm men of Clase I. The girle over seven who formed
Class V1. might be supervized by the aged and infirm women of
Class IV. These girls, so far from being confined to the premises
ssxigned to their olass, were to be employed in the able-bodied
women’s wards, in the aged and infirm women's wards, in the
wards for children under seven, and in household work generally,
provided only they were somehow prevented from communicating
with able-bodied men or boys. The sick, whether male or female,
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bodied women, by the girls between seven and sixteen, by the
aged women, or by any combination of these that the master
might direct, in iteelf necessarily destroyed all real segregation .1
Finally, we have what it was left for & woman Guardian sixty
years later to describe as * the extraordinary omission of any
directions concerning dining hall and chapel ”’: places of common
sssembly in which the gibbering idiots were in view of the children
and the pregnant women, and which enabled assignations to be
made by notes passed from men to women.? This common
dining hall and chapel appeared in the model plan published by
the Poor Law Commissioners * {or the gnidance of the new Boards
of Guardians simultanecualy with the classificatory scheme ; and
these places of common assembly have ever since continued to be
features of the * well-regulated Workhouse ” for all ages, all
grades of intelligence and both sexes.

Critics of the Workhouse

The General Mixed Workhouse, for which the Poor Law
Commissioners gradually got extensive new buildings erected
all over England and Wales (and, meanwhile, also from one end
of Ireland to the other) has ever since remained—in spite of
continuous efforts at improvement by Poor Law (uardians and
Central Authority alike—the opprobrium of the English Poor
Law system, condemned by a whole series of observers, and
approved by none. * During the last ten years ”, said a learned
lawyer in 1852, “ I have visited many prisons and lunatic asylums
not only in England, but in France and Germany. A single
English Workhouse contains more that justly calls for con-
demnation in the principle on which it is established than is
found in the very worst prisons or public lunatic asylums that
I have seen, The Workhouse as pow organised is a reproach
and disgrace peculiar to England ; nothing corresponding to it
is to be found throughout the whole Continent of Europe. In
Fra.nce, the medical patients of our Workhousea would be found

in *‘ hopiteux ’; the infirm aged poor would be in * hospices ’;

1

P T B
Poor Law Conferences, T1897-1898, p. 93.

? Firat Anvual Report of Poor Law Commissioners, 1835, pp. 97, 111,
407-415.,
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and the blind, the idiot, the lunatic, the bastard child, and the
vagrant would similarly be placed in an appropriate but separate
establishment. With vs a common malebolge is provided for
them all ; and in some parts of the country, the confusion is
worse confounded by the effect of prohibitory orders, which,
enforcing the application of the notable Workhouse Test, drive,
into the same common sink of so many kinds of vice and mis-
fortune the poor man, whose only crime is his poverty, and
whose want of work alone makes him chargeable . ., It is
at onoe egually shocking to every principle of reason and every
feeling of humanity that all these varied forms of wretchedness
should be thus crowded together into one common abode ; that
no attempt should be made by law . . . to provide appropriate
places for the relief of each.” ! Continental writers of authority,
at one time admirers of our Poor Law, became equally con-
demnatory of the General Mixed Workhouse. “ The English
Workhouse System ”, declared Rudolph von Gneist in 1871,
* notwithstanding the elaborate Orders, remains undeniably at &
stage of development which most Continental administrations
have passed. The Workhouse purports at one and the same
time to be: {i.) A place where able-bodied adults who cannot
and will not find employment are set to work ; (ii.) an asylum
for the aged, the blind, the deaf and dumb or otherwise incapaci-
tated for labour ; (iii.) a hospital for the sick poor ; (iv.) a school
for orphans, foundlings, and other poor children ; (v.} a lying-in
home for poor mothers; (vi.) an asylum for those of unsound
mind not being actually dangerous ; {vii.) a resting-place for such
vagabonds as it is not deemed possible or desirable to send to
prison. The combination of such mutually inconsistent pur-
poses renders the administration defective as zegards each ome
of them ; subjects to shame and indignity whole classes of persons
who never ought to be brought into such companionship; and
in particular makes the institution as & place for children
absolutely ruinous”2 A quarter of a century later a French
critic made much the same complaint. * In the Workhouse as
we have described it ”, wrote Emile Chevallier, “ we see many

1 Pauperiam and Poor Laws, 1852, p. 364, by Robert Pashley, Q.C., late
Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge, author of Travels ir Crele, ete. ; Minority
Report of Poor Law Commission, 1608, p. 17.

% Das Self-Governmeni, otc., by R. von Gneist; edition of 1871, p. 748 ;
Minority Report of Foor Law Commimion, 1909, p. 18.
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faults. The requirement of work from inmates, justified if it
contributed towards the cost of maintenance, hecomes, when it
is so ludicrously unproductive, nothing better than an un-
warranted punishment. Yet the institution might possibly
justify itself, if not to the economist, at any rate to the philan-
thropist, as capable of affording a temporary refuge for unmerited
distress, but for the fact that in these establishments the very
notion of relief gives way to that of penal treatment, whilst
in the majority of cases they result in complete promiscuity
between the idle and the worthy, between vice and misfortune ”.!
Nor have these weighty foreign condemnations of the very nature
of the General Mixed Workhouse evoked any denial of the facts.
The institution, admitted, in 1881, the Rev. T. W. Fowle,
“ containg those very classes whom one would least of all select
to associate with each other ; both sexes, extreme ages, different
degrees of imbecility and disease, those who are much to be
pitied and those who are much to be blamed. All these are
under the same roof, and under the government of the same
officials, who may be as fit to deal with one class of inmates as
thiey are unfit to deal with another. Hence, there comes from
thiz aggrezation of classes something that may be described as
the Workhouse cssence; it is neither school, infirmary, peni-
tentiary, prison, place of shelter or place of work, but something
that comes of all these put together, Nor ia it possible by any
classification to prevent contact, and, it may be, moral contagion ;
in the smaller houses classification is at all times difficult, and
in no case does it hold good at meals, church, and other occasions.
And it may well be that the regular and peaceable (afflicted)
inmates endure much preventsble suffering from the operation
of this cause .2

We need not dwell on this regimen, or on the details of
administration of the Workhouse, as to which the Poor Law

' La Loi des panvres, by Fmile Chevallier, 1895, p. 392. Bee also £tude
sur lea Workhouses, by H. Dispan de Florau, 1812,

3 The Poor Law, by Rev. T. W. Fowle, 1881, p. 142; Report of the Royal
Commigsion on the Poor Laws and Relief of Distress, vol. iii.. being the Minority
Report, 1000, pp. 17-18. The evila of the General Mixed Workhouse are,
indeed, officially recognised. I have ", reporta an Inspector, ' on seversl
ovcoasiona in former reporta commented on the evils of mixing up different
classsa of paupars in the same Workhouss; but I feel compelled to refer to the
subject again, bacause of ita great importance, of which 1 am convinced "
(Thirty-sixth Annusl Report of the Local Government Board, 1907, p. 284,
Lockwood's Report).
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Commissioners issued innumerable instructions in one form or
another, all of them caloulated, according to the knowledge of
the time, and in some degree, to repair the omissions, remedy
the evils and improve the management of the *“ mixed " insti-
tution to which the Commissioners had committed themselves.
We must do the Poor Law Commissioners and their successors,
together with their Assistant Commissioners and Inspectors,
the justice of recognising the skill and assiduity with which they
have persistently striven to prevent the grosser scandals by
which workhouse administration has, generation after generation,
occagionaily been marked. We must accord appreciation of the
continuous efforts of humane and enlightened members of Boards
of Guardians to cope with the manifold difficulties attendant
on the conduct of what is essentinlly the aggregation together
of a whole series of residential institutions for the treatment of
apecialiced classea, in intimate combination with each other,
and with the fundamentally different object of maintaining, by
semi-penal conditions, a deterrent “ Workhouse Test . It may
be freely admitted that, in the best cases, a large measure of
practical efficiency has been attained. But we ghall fail to
realise the gravity of the step takem by the Poor Law Com-
misajoners, in 1835-1837, in deciding to perpetuate the General
Mixed Workhouse—we shall find it difficult to understand the
subeequent course of English Poor Law administration—unless
we note how largely this has consisted of a perpetual series of
efforts to undo what was decided in these years; of attempts
to take out of the General Mixed Workhouse, and to transfer
to specialised institations or other forms of treatment, one class
of paupers after another ; the children, the vagrants, the persona
of unsound mind, those suffering from infectious disease, other
gick persons, the blind, the deaf and dumb, the crippled, the
sane epileptics, the chronically infirm or fesble-minded, the
aged, and even the able-bodied unemployed !

There ia, however, one explanation of the failure of the Poor
Law Commissioners and the Boards of Guardians to carry out
the specifio recommendations of the Report of 1834 in favour of
distinet and specialised institutions, under separate management,
for different classes of paupers; an explanation which may be
thought to absolve them from blame. It may be said that the
faalt was “ higher up ™ ; that it was in the creation of Local
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Authorities responsible, not for providing the best possible
treatment, en the snieresls of the communily as o whole, for the
training of the children, the curing of the sick, the care of the
insane, the well-being of the aged, and the setting to work of
the able-bodied, but for merely relioving the destitution of the
destitute as such, that the error lay; and that this error was
committed by the Inquiry Commissioners themselves, in the
Report of 1834, Was it practicable for an * Indigence Relief
Ministry ”, working through local Destitution Authorities, to
persist in maintaining such separate institutions ? If Nassau
Senior and Chadwick had been able to study csrefully the
century-long experience of the Workhousea under the Old Poor
Law, they would have realised the unlikelihood of an Authority
charged with the relief of all kinds of destitute persons, primarily
and ostensibly in their own interests, and merely in respect of
their destitution, being able to resist the lure of the General
Mixed Workhouse. ° There is one fact,” we say in our summary
of this experience, *‘ that stands out in the analysis of all the
different types of Workhouses, whether the institution was
started a3 a House of Correction, as a factory for profitably
employing the poor, as & means of deterring applicants for relief,
or as an establishment for the education of the young, the treat-
ment of the sick, or the detention of the mentally defective and
the lunatic. However it began, the institution was perpetually
crumbling back into the General Mixed Workhouse, We have
already likened this sociological fact to the analogous biological
fact, the ‘ reversion to type ’ of artificially bred species of planta
or animals ; for instance, the reversion of all the varieties of
pigeons to the ‘ Blue Rock * pigeon. The sociological process of
reversion seems to be closely associated with one original or
dominant purpose of the institution as reflected in the structure
and function of the governing Authority. Now the original
and dominant obligation, cast upon the parish officers and the
Justices of the Peace by Parliament, was not the education of
the children, or the treatment of the sick, or the confinement of
the lunatic, or the profitable employment of all who were able-
bodied, but the mere relief of the necessities of the whole body
of the poor within a partioular area ; in short, the abatement or
removal of the public nuisance of destitution. Now and again,
owing to the presence of enthusisstic reformers of one kind or
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another among the parish officers, Justices of the Peace, or In-
corporated (Guardians of the Poor, some more recondite purpose
would be superimposed on the primary object of the ingtitution.
But these exceptional reformers would pass away ; and under
the direction of the common type of Overseer, Justice of the
Peace or apathetic governor or Guardian of the Toor, the
secondary purpose would be given up, and the General Mixed
Warkhouse, with all its horrors of promiscuity, oppression and
idleness, would again emerge as the localised dumpheap for all
kinds of destitute persons. The undifferentiated Local Authority,
formed to deal with the destitute as such, could never perman-
ently avoid the undifferentiated institution.” 1

The Abolition of Outdoor Relicf

If with regard to the Workhouse the Poor Law Commissioners
departed from the 1834 Report in the direction of greater sim-
plicity and severity, with regard to the equally crucial question
of Outdoor Relief they were accused in some quarters of having,
from their earliest years, fallen short on the opposite side. There
are, however, on this point conflicting versions as to what had
been intended. The esoteric doctrine, held at this time by many
who thought themselves enlightened—we suspect by George
Nicholls and perhaps by Edwin Chadwick, and by some of the
Utilitarian economists with whom they were in touch—was that
salvation lay in admission to the Workhouse being offered to sll
applicants for assistance, without exception; and in Cutdoor
Relief being as soon as practicable, for all classes of recipients,
completely withdrawn.2 This was pictured by Harriet Martineau

1 English Poor Law Hislory : Part I. The Old Poor Law, 1827, pp, 415-4106.

! This universal adoption of the * Workhouss Test V', and complete pro-
hibition of Outdoor Relief was expresaly recommended for Ireland by Cernewall
Lewis {see Absiract of the Final Report of the Commissioners of Irish Poor Law
Inguiry, ete., alwo of Letters by N. W, Benior and G. €. Lewis, 1837} ; and by
George Nicholls (see his Report on Poor Laws, Ireland, 1837, p. 37); and
sctually put into & statute in 1838, when, with the aesistance of the Poor
Law Commissioners, an Act {1 and 2 ¥ic., c. 56) was passed “ for the more
offectual relief of the destitute poor in Ireland . The administration of the
Poor Law thus instituted in Ireland was entrusted to the Engiish Poor Law
Commissionera; and Nicholls, a2 we learn, resided in Ireland for this purpose
* from September 1838 up to the end of 1842°" (Lelter from the Poor Law
Commissioners relalive to the Transactior of the Business of the Comsmizsion,
1847, p. 22), rigidly insisting, ss the law required, on tho universal refusal of
Qutdoor Relief. We oven find the Poor Law Commissioners observing, in
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in her tales of Poor Laws and Pauperism Illustrated (18331834},
where the universal application of the “ Workhouse Test > waa
shown as leading infallibly to all classes of paupers promptly
preferring to do without relief altogether; and the story closed
with the picture of the Workhouse Master and his wife turning
the key in the lock of the front door of the completely emptied
workhouse, and walking back to the entirely “ depauperiged ”
village ! There is, accordingly, some justification for the per-
sistent belief, sedulously fostered in after yesrs by those who
desired its acceptance, that the “ Principles of 1834 included
{and, indeed, mainly consisted of) the complete abolition of Out-
door Relief, in favour of the ‘“ Workhouse Test,” and of an
exclusively institutional provision for all the destitute! But
whatever may have bean loosely phrased in private talk, there
is no warrant for the impression that the Commissioners’
own Report of 1834 contained even a suggestion of the general

their apecial apologia of 1840, that * the ayntem of Jegnl relief which actually
exists in England, and the aystem which is ebout to be introduced into Ireland,
may be considered as substaniially identical; that i to say, both systems rest
upon the Workhouse™ (Report of the Poor Law Commissioners . . . on the
Continuance of the Poor Law Commission, 1840, p. 12). L. the same report
they alip into language explicitly condemning sll Outdoor Relief as such,
* The fundamental principle with respect to the legal relief of the poor is that
the condition of tho pauper cught to be, on the whole, lexs elig:ble than that of
the independent labourer, . . . Al distribution of relief in moncy or goods to
be spent or consumed by the pauper in Ais own house, 48 inconsistent with the
principle in queation " (ihid. p. 45).

It in wignificant of the manner in which Nicholls understood the 1834 Report
that, in the elaborate summary of it which he gave in his Hislory of the English
FPoor Law, 1854 (vol. ii. pp. 252-277), the provision of Outdoor Relief for the
sick sud aged, of which the Commissionera cloarly contemplated the continuance,
is not so much as mentioned. He saye elsewhere that *' the extinction of
Qutdoor Relie! waa reckoned upon, or at least was expected to be so far
reduced aa to form the exception ™ (ibid. p. 391). It may bo inferred that in
1834 he bad advanced on his opinions of 1821, At any rate, in his Southwell
experiment of the latter year, he had not only continued Ountdoor Relief to the
aged mnd infirm, but had even anticipated the modern Day Industrial School,
by etarting a school for the children of wage-carning labourers with large
familien, where the pupils wers taken off their parents’ banda all day,
sdequately fed, and eent home at night (ibée. p. 246). This expedient (aa
slready mentioned) waa tentatively suggested to the Assistant Commissioncrs
in their first Instructions {MS. Minutes, Poor Law Commissioners, November 4,
1834) ; never, we believe, confirmed or repeated by the Poor Law Board, the
Local Government Boerd, the Ministry of Health.

! This impression went so deep as to meke subsequent writers imagine
that the Commissioners sctually did stop Outdoor Relief! ™ A million
pensioners ', wrote Spencer Walpole, * were suddenly deprived of their
pensions, and forced to depend on their own labour for their aupport " (History
of England, by 8ir Spencer Walpole, vol. iv., 1886, p. 28).
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abolition of Outdoor Relief, still less any recommendation to
that effect. That Report certainly gave the Legislature and the
public to understand that its recommendations contemplated a
continuance of the universal practice of relieving by weckly doles
the great majority of the destitute aged and infirm, sick and
mentally or physically defective, and widows and orphans ; and
that it was stern only in definitely demanding, at some date no
more than two years hence, the absolute refusal of Outdoor
Relief to the able-bodied men and their dependants. ‘* There
was nothing in Lord Althorp’s speech ”, rightly declared a com-
petent observer, who waa possibly Nassau Senior himself, ** which
shows that the Government contemplated the refusal of Qutdoor
Relief to the aged and infirm, or to classes other than able-
bodied labourers, as a consequence of this measure,”

Nassau Benior, in fact, had specifically assured Lord Lans-
downe, for the Cabinet, that the proposed workhouse was to be
only for the able-bodied and their families ; “ the aged and im-
potent,” he wrote, “ the true poor as they are called in the 18th
Elizabeth, are excluded.”®* The Poor Law Amendment Act,
as modified in the Houase of Lords, was actually milder than the
Report or the Bill, in that it omitted all mention of a prohibition
of Outdoor Relief, even to the able-bodied men; and merely
(by Section 52) empowered the Commissioners to make, regarding
zelief to the able-bodied, such “ rules, orders and regulations ”
as they thought fit ; supplementary, we must assume, to their
other “ rules, orders and regulations "’ (under Section 15} for the
relief and management of the poor generally. The Commissioners
themselves explained in 1847 theat they had  been placed between
two extreme opinions, . . . On the one hand, it is held that the
main object of the Poor Law Amendment Act is the extinction
or repression of Outdoor Relief generally (and not merely of the
Outdoor Relief to the able-bodied), with the consequent diminu-
tion of the expenditure from the poor’s rate ; and that the Com-
missioners ought to proceed to the accomplishment of this end
with little regard to public opinion. On the other hand, it is
assertod that the existing law and the regulations made under it
have gone much too far in the limitation of the Qutdoor Relief

3 Tha English Poor Law and Poor Law Commission in 1847 (Anon.), p. 11.
* Nassau Bepior to Lord Lansdowne, March 2, 1834 ; in BS. Diery (No.
178 in libeary of University of London).
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to the able-bodied, have efiscted too great s reduction in the
amount of pauperism and the expenditure for the relief of
the poor, and have thereby deprived the poorer classes of
a vested right in the property of the rate-paying part of the
community.’”” 1

Accordingly, though we find the Poor Law Commissioners
almost at onoe prohibiting (except in case of sickness) any relief
whateoever to men actually in employment at any wage at all,
or to their families; and promptly restricting the kind of Out-
relief given to able-bodied men who were unemployed ; and,
a8 soon 38 & Workhouse was available, even probibiting, in
Union sfter Union, Qutdoor Relief to the unemployed able-bodied
men and their families ; we do not find any such reatrictive orders
about the Qutdoor Relief of the aged and infirm, the sick and
the mentally or physically defective, or the widows and orphans.
With regard to these classes of paupers (who normally comprise,
in the aggregate, more than half of all the applicanta for relief)
the Poor Law Commissioners left to the Boards of Guardians an
unfettered discretion, which was nearly everywhere used to
contihue the customary practice of Outdoor Relief. In com-
parison with the Overseers' work in the past, the administration
was ususlly doubtless improved, the cases were more carefully
investigated and possibly more regularly watched, whilst manifest
fraud or misbehaviour became more certainly a cause of dis-
qualification. But the stream of doles to the non-able-bodied
was not interrupted.

Even with regard to the able-bodied and their dependants,
the Commissioners thought it prudent to proceed cautiously.s

! Letiera of the Poor Law (‘ommisrioners relative 1o the Transaction of the
Busineas of the Commiagion, 18 7, H, of C. No. 148 of 1847, Pp. 3031 ; Englizh

Poor Law Policy, by 8. and B. Webb, 1910, p. 87.

* The Poor Law Commismioners had more prodence than some of their
Astistant Commissioners. “It appeara to me *, wrote Sir Francis Head in
1835, within ten dsyn of his appointment—uot fdr nothing had he been known
in South Amerios aa ** Galloping Head **—* that we have no disoretion allowed
to us to deliberate whether the Workhouse System is good or bad. Our Poor
law Amendment Aot i» physic which the Legislature, in the charscter of
Physicians, has prescribed to remody an acknowledged ovil. We mre called
upon to sdminister it, snd it seema to mo that the only disorstion granted to
18 iy tp determine what period is to elapss hefore all Gutdoor Relief ia to be
#opped " (M8, letter, Bir Francls Hoad to B, L., in Ministry of Health archives ;
English Poor Law Policy, by 8. snd B. Webh, 1010, p. 88). Wo may charitably
assume that Sir Francis did not mesn whet he.said ; and that he waa

ing only of the able-bodied and their depsndants.

YOL. I L
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Whilst promulgating very definite prohibitions as regards Out
door Relief to persons actually in employment (and, in England
south of the Trent, also to adult men failing to secure employment)
provigion wag expressly made for numerous exceptions. The
various Prohibitory Orders provided that Qutdoor Relief might
be given, even to adult able-bodied men, {1} “ where such person
shall require relief on account of sudden or urgent necessity ™ ;1
or (2) “on account of any sickness, accident or bodily or
mental infirmity, aflecting such persons, or any of his or her
family, or on account of the funeral of any of his or her
family ”” ; and, most far-reaching of all, characteristically added
only in the ** Instructional Letter ” that accompanied the Order,
{3) in any other case whatsoever where “ the immediate withdrawal
or denial of Qutdoor Relief may appear likely to produce serious
evil to the applicant ”, subject to the case being reported within
fifteen days to the Poor Law Commissioners ““ in order that the
Commissioners may give their opinion thereupon ”. The latter
exception, the widest of all loopholes,? promoted to the body of
the Order, has continued to exist down to the present day (1928) ;
without publication of the total number of cases during each year
in which the necessary covering sanction is given or refused. In
the early years of the Poor Law Commissioners it is clear that
local laxity waa judicionsly winked at, “ In the Rye Union, for
instance,” we leam incidentally in 1845 from a rebellious Assistant
Commissioner, “it was the practice of the Commissioners to
sanction, as a matter of course, amall sums in aid of wages to lists
of able-bodied men. In 1842, when the district including that
Union was placed under my superintendence, I enquired into the
gubject, and I was told in the Commissioners’ office that I was to
overlook the existing compromiscs of the law in that Union, for
the populstion was too deeply pauperised for the Poor Law
system to work beneficially there.” 2

But, at all times from that day to this, we gather that the
Central Authority has given its covering sanction to many such

1 This exception was inserted by the House of Commons during the passage
of tbe Poor Law Amendment Bill, at the instance of Nasau Beuior himsalf
{MB. Diary, p. 97).

® Repott of the Poor Law Commimioners . . . on the Continuance of the
Poor Law Commimion, 1840, pp. 105-110.

d Latiers t0 ... Sir Jamee CGrahom ., ., on the BSubjed of Recend
Pmm&mmmdmmdnmlimbyﬂ W. Parker, 1845, p. 3,
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cases, reported as s matter of course from many of the Unions;
without, we may observe, revealing to Parliament or the public,
or to the Poor Law Guardians generally, the extent of this breach
in the prohibitory regulations. In 1842 it was confessed that,
“in cases where this [the Ont-relief Prohibitory] Order has
been issued ”, the Poor Law Commissioners ** had been obliged
to sanction large exceptions to its provisions ”.t

The Commissioners, in 1847, explained and justified what
Chadwick and others had criticised as their weak and temporising
policy. They claimed that they had ** pursued & middle course
almost equally removed from each of these extremes. They have
considered the main object of the Legislature in passing the Poor
Law Amendment Act to have been the extinction of the Allowance
System, or the system of making up the wages of labourers cut
of the poor's rate. With this view their regulations respecting
the limitation of Qutdoor Relief have been almost exclusively
confined to the able-bodied in health ; and these regulations have
been issned particularly to the rural Unions, inasmuch as it was
in the agricultural counties, and pot in the large towms or manu-
facturing districts, that the Allowance System was most prevalent,
and led to the most dangerous consequences.”

The Poor Law Commissioners, in short, prudently refrained
from even attempting to abolish Outdoor Relief. To use their
own words, “In a matter beset with difficulties, arising both
from the social condition of the poorer classes, and the divided
state of public opinion, the Comm. sioners have endeavoured to
follow & safe and a prudent, and at the same time a consistent
course ’.2 With regard to the various classes of the ** impotent ”
poor, making up at least one half of the whole, they publicly
disclaimed any wish to interfere with the customary method of

! Ninth Annual Report of the Poor Law Commissioners, 1842, p. 381
This in borne out by the MS, Minutea of the Commissionera for their earlier
years, which mention many such covering approvals, which seem indeed to
have besn granted almost as a matier of course (see also the printed Extracts
Jfrom the Minutes of the Poor Law Commissioners, 1830-1841). The frequency of
this practice was incidentally revealed in 1911, when {apparcntly for the firat
time) etatistios were compiled of the " departures from the Cutdoor Relief
Regulations reported to the L.G.B. during 1809 ", which show that Qutdoor
Relisf waa thus sanctioned to 31,890 persons in 235 Unions (Report of
Departmental Committes on the Orders as to Qutdoor Relief, 1811}, without
stating in how many cases sanction waa withheld.

¥ Report of the Poor Law Commissioners . . . on the Continuancc of the
Poor Law Commission, 1840, p. 52,
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reheimthepnupersownhome.‘ It was mainly with regard to
persons in employment that they were determined peremptonly
to stop Outdoor Relief. From the able-bodied man in health
and temporarily unemployed, with hie immediate family
dependants, the Commissioners also sought to get Outdoor
Relief graduslly withheld, and admigsion to the Wozkhouse
oftered instead ; but this the Commissioners insisted on with so
many exceptions and loopholes in the Southern Counties, and so
faintly and with so many alternatives in the industrial urban
districts of the North, as to leave in every Union a larger or
smaller number of cases in which the Guardians were free to take
their own line. We need not be surprised, accordingly, to learn
that, by the end of 1839, ** the number of paupers in the Work-
houses is about 98,000 ”, whilst “ the number of paupers receiv-
ing Outdoor Relief is above 560,000 .2 Nor did the Poor Law
Commissioners see their way to make any approach to a solution
of the social problem presented by the continued existence of a
half & million destitute people—a total that from that day to
this has never fallen more than a trifle below the figure of 1839—
for whom nothing moze satisfactory than weekly doles was
provided. With regard to the aged and infirm (who, with the
sick and the children pot dependent on able-bodied parents,
accounted for the bulk of the pauperiam), the Commissioners
expressly declared *“it is not our intention to issue any such
yule . . . unless we shall see in any particular Union or Unions
frauds or abuses imperatively calling for our interference ”.*

! This may not have been the original intention of the Commissioners. It
is possible that some at loast of the Commissioners had, at the ocuteet, the
ides of prohibiting all Outdoor Relief. * In districta *, they state at the end
of their firwt yoar, * where the sdministration of relief is in advanoce of the
ﬁnmdmmmuummwmum.dm

the Cookham Union we bave ordered that all Ontdoor Reliel to the able-
bodied shall be discontinued. We Aave establizhed that in the parish of Sandridge
mo Outdoor Reliaf skatsoever should be allwed * (First Annual Report of the
Poor Law Commissioners, 18365, p. 28). It is not stated what sctuslly happened
.t&ndﬂdgs,whowhngthhunivwlpmhb&twnmmﬁnhimd.

mhmitting, for oonfirmation to the Home Secretary, the first General
O:dupmﬂﬁthntdmRaMtooHabodhdmthePowthom
misionors informad Lord John Ruseell that (aa regards the widows
with children and the other clusses to whom Outdoor Kelief was not prohibited)
the Order " established snd confirmed the present practice of the Boards of

Guardians " (M8, Minotes, November 21, 1830).
* Report of the Pocr Law Commissionars . . . on the Continuance of the

Poor Law Commission, 1840, p. 20.
¥ Ibid. p. 61.
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The Three Orders on Oul-relief

The practice of the Poor Law Commissioners with regard to
Outdoor Relief settled down into two distinct streams of regula-
tions : one expressly permitting such relief under conditions to all
and sundry of the destitute except “ able-bodied mals persons
{(and sometimes even to them}, culminating in the Outdoor Relief
Regulation Order of December 14, 1852 ; and the other prohibit-
ing such relief to the able-bodied, subject to extensive exceptions,
culminating in the Outdoor Relief Prohibitory Order of December
21,1844 In 1842-1843 the Commissioners, perhaps unwittingly,
took a new departure. Finding that it was impracticable, in the
Unions of the Northern Counties,  to issue the Order prohibiting
Outdoor Relief to able-bodied persons ", they issued the Outdoor
Labour Teat Order, allowing such relief in return for a task of
work, From 1843 onward the Commissioners took to issuing
this Order also to Unions in which the Outdoor Relief Prohibitory
Order was actually in force. By 1847 the position had become
complicated and anomalons. *“In 32 Unione the Labour Test
Order of 1842 was alone in force, whilst in 29 others the regula-
tions were easentially similar to this, In this part of the country
the discretion of the Local Authorities to give Outdoor Relief to
able-bodied independent women (as to other independent women})
was unfettered by any regulation, and not directed by any instrue-
tion, Outdoor Relief to able-bodied men and their families was
within the diseretion of the Local Authortties, if it was accompanied
by test work by the man, and subject to certain conditions. In
other parts of the country, comprising 396 Unions, the Prohibitory
Order was alone in force, and Qutdoor Relief to the able-bodied,
whether men or women, and their families, was, with limited and

! Bea our English Poor Law Policy, 1910, 28.31, for the extraordinary
diffioalty in discovering whether or not able- independsnt women were
intended to be included among * the able-bodied »* in either or both of thewe

Orders, Avisened in 184], the Genersl Prohibitory Order waa quite exoeptionally
pllaininihmoeh“overylbh-bodmdpmmnhwfomﬂo"(ow
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precise exceptions, prohibited ; unless, in particular instances,
the Local Authority reported it to, and got it sanctioned by the
Central Authority. In yet other parts of the country, com-
prising 81 Unions, the Prohibitory Order and an Outdoor Labour
Test Order were jointly in force  ;* and Outdoor Relief to the
able-bodied was both universally forbidden, subject to exceptions,
and universally allowed under conditions! This curions com-
plication would scarcely be worth our notice if-it had represented
merely the cautions prudencc with which the Poor Law Com-
missioners, during the first thirteen years, slowly extended ** the
Workhouse System " all over England and Wales. What makes
it worth analysis to-day is the remarkable way in which the
geographical areas snbject to one or other imperative General
Order were silently altered. “‘ Union after Union was brought
under one or other of the three aystems that we have described,
until, by 1871, with half a dozen exceptions, the whole area was
covered. . . . But meanwhile a great change in the policy of
the Central Department was taking place. The areas over which
the three systems were spplied completely shifted in relative
importance.” In 1847 the Outdoor Reliefi Prohibitory Order,
which may be said to come nearest to the “ principles of 1834 7,
and which, so Chadwick strenuously urged, ought to have been
imposed on sll, had been imposed on 396 Unions ; the two other
systems standing out only as relatively small exceptions, tem-
porarily applicable to 142 places in all. It is clear that at that
period, when Nicholls was still a Commissioner, the Central
Authority was of opinion that, ““ where there is 8 commodious and
efficient Workhouse, it is best that the able-bodied paupers should
be received and set to work therein . The historian of Poor
Law administration finds that, far from there being any pro-
gression to the completion of this total policy of prohibition,
the part of England and Wales to which it was applied, has
been, during the ensuing sixty years, steadily and continuously
diminishing in extent. By the time the Poor Law Board had
been transformed into the Local Government Board the 396
Unions had fallen to 307, and when the matter was inquired
into by the Poor Law Commission of 1905-9, thia number had
further sunk to 274, nearly all being Unions of declining
population. In more than half the Unions, comprising the

1 Baglish Poor Law Policy, by 8. and B. Webh, 1810, pp. 30-31.
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Metropolis and its suburbs, and most of the large towns, with
probably three-quarterse of the whole population, the Central
Authority has found itself constrained by its own experience to
the opinion that it is “ not expedient absolutely to prohibit
Out-relief even to the able-bodied” ;! and apparently con-
tinued in that conviction right through the century.?

No Reports on Outdoor Relief

With regard to the particular cases in which Outdoor Relief
was given, the conditions under which the recipients lived, and the
effect upon them and their children of this form of relief, we find in
the published reports practically no information. It was, in fact,
the Poor Law Commissioners who started the prastice, which
continuously characterised the Poor Law Board and the Local
Government Board, of taking no cognisance of the paupers on
Outdoor Relief. Except to the able-bodied and their dependants,
and to applicants not residing within the Union, the Local
Authoritiés were not forbidden to grant Outdoor Relief ; but the
Assistant Commissioners (and, after them, the Inspectors) were
not required, and were certainly not encouraged, to “ inspect ™
the Out-relief paupers, even incidentally as a part of their
continuous survey of the work of the Guardians as a whole.
The Poor Law Commissioners preferred to give no directions,
and to proffer no advice as to what should be done with
these half a million or more persons who were being main-
tained at the expense of the Poor Rates. The statistics were
compiled, year by year and Union by Union ; the total number
remained practically undiminished ; but we find absolutely no
reporte as to their manner of life, or the environment to which
they were subjected, or the results npon their children, or what
was the death rate and the sickness rate among them ; or upon
how this important part of the work of the Boards of Guardiana
could be improved. Except for occasional statistics, the fourteen
successive Annual Reporte of the Poor Law Commissioners are

1 Circnlar of August 25, 1852, in Fifth Annual Report of Poor Law Board,
1882, pp. 21-22.

1 English Poor Law Policy, by B. and B. Webb, 1910, pp. 90-81. The
three Orders were found by the Poor law Commission of 1808-1909 siill in
foroe and not substantially altered.
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silent on the way in which a large majority of the whole army of
the destitute were in fact being dealt with.?

Modical Relief

To this deliberate disregard of the conditions of Out-relief
there was, at the outset of the Commiwmioners’ work, one con-
gpicuous exception. They lost no time in tackling the conditions
of service of the medical practitioners who were engaged to
attend to the sick paupers. This * medical relief ”, consisting
of the advice and attendance of a medical practitioner, and such
bottles of medicine as he chose to dispense, which had never
been expressly authorised by any statute, had grown up as a
form of “ relief in kind ”', by the parishes nearly everywhere
entering into an arrangement with a local doctor, usunally for a
lump sum annually, to attend on any sick psuper notified to
him. Theee varied and unequal parochial arrangements, often
scandalously inefficient, and sometimes extravagantly costly,
had necessarily to be revised on the formation of Unions; and
the new Boards of Guardians were pressed by the Poor Law Com-
missioners, and seem to have been advised by nearly all the
Assistant Commissioners, to resort to the expedient of putting
up publicly to tender the “ contract "’ to supply medical aid to
the sick poor, in order to give the work to the dector who would,
like the contractor for bread, quote the lowest price. Under this
system, which led in some places to most extraordinary offers
from doctors eager to secure a footing, there was, it was asserted,
in some Unions the moet scandalous neglect of the sick poor, and
in nearly all of them a marked reduction of the payments to the
doctors, among whom a storm of indignation arose. The Poor
Law Commissioners, not secing why medicine, like everything
else, ehould not be supplied by the lowest bidder, at first defended
this introduction into the medical profesxion of the practices of

1 Tt is quite an exoeption to find in the Eleventh Annoal Report of the
Poor Law Commissioners, 1848 {pp. 183-153), a report of & survey, made not
by any Amistant Commimioner but by the committee of » Board of Goardians
(nmmvﬂm}.dmwmmmmamumum
persaon} oa Outdoor Relif. The Commissioners observed that '* much
advantage would, we think, be prodooed by a similar inspection of this clase
of cottages in other Unione ” (p. 31}. We do not find that anything was done,
either in this or in other cases.



MEDICAL RELIEF 153

the competitive market,! but presently bent before the storm.
In 1839 they admitted that * the system of tender ought to be
abandoned ”’ ; and they undertook to issue regulations putting
the Poor Law doctors on the footing of public officers, with
salaries fixed, without competition, at rates affording & fair re-
muneration for the work, to cover the whole of the persons “ on
the pauper list ” {(meaning the “ impotent poor ) ; together with
an additional payment per case (8o as to enable the Guardians,
if they chose, to make the relief “ on loan’’) when any able-
hodied man {and presumably any of his dependants) was excep-
tionally granted “ medical relief”. This * General Medical
Order * was, however, not issued until March 12, 18422

The Attacks on the Poor Law Commissioners

The incessant storm of criticism, vituperation and misrepre-
sentation, in the country, in the press and in the House of Com-
mons, under which the Poor Law Commissioners had to work,
almost from their appointment, is of interest to-day more because
it failed than because it suoceeded. It may be doubted
whether any bureaucrats ever had such abuse poured on their
heads as the * three Kings of Somerset House'.” ? Why did so
vigorous, so persistent and so populazly influential an attack mis-
carry in its substantive purpose of destroying the New Poor
Law? Why did it, nevertheless, so gravely affect the policy

! Poor Law Commimioners to Lord John Ruseell, July 1, 1836 {MB. Letter-
Book). They had specifically advised Boards of Guardians that the invitation
of tenders for medical relief was * the moat desirable course ¥ (MS. Minutos,
November 28, 1835).

2 MB. Minutes of Poor Law Commimsioners, November 20, 1835, March 19,
1836, Jane 6, 1839, Report of the Poor Law Commimioners . . . on the
Continuanos of the Poor Law Comminsion, eto., 1840, pp. 73-81. The oon-
tmvuuymybefollowodinf‘h?rdnmmﬁmdofﬁeﬂamm . of
the Provingial Medical and Surgical Association io walch over . . . the
of Poor Law Medical Relief, 1838; TAhe Second Part [of the same], 1842;
HMML{O!MMC&M,]W; TAe Requirements and Resources
of the Bick Poor, by Edmund Lloyd, 1838 ; Parochial Medical Relief, otc., by
E. T. Meredith, 1340; Docements relating io the Adminisiration of Medical
Relisf, otc., 1844;: Report and Evidenos of the SBelect Commitiee on the
Administration of Relief to the Poor, 1838 ; First and Second Annual Reporta
of the Poor Law Commisioners, 1535 and 1836 ; Seventh and Eighth Annuasl
Reports of the sams, 1841, 1842 ; Evidenoe before Seloct Committes of the
of Commons on Medical Relisf, 1844 ; TAe English Poor Law and Poor
Commission in 1347, pp. 37-830; Hisiory of the English Poor Law, by Bir
Nicholls, 1854, vol. il. p. 301.

3 Bocial and Political History of England, by J. F. Rees, 1920, p. &1.

H
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and administration of the Poor Law Commissioners? Why, in
particular, did it so largely paralyse successive Legislatures and
seriously hamper successive Governments to such an extent as
to keep the very continuance of the Central Authority for thirty
years an open question ? Why, with this large measure of effect-
iveness, did the opponents of the new system fail altogether to
detect its real shortcomings, or indicate any of the numerous
improvements or modifications that can now he seen to have been
required ?

The agitation against the New Poor Law, as it is instructive
to note, failed in its ostensible object because it was purely nega-
tive in character, and proposed no other alternative than a
reversion to the previous practice, which had been econvicted of
such scandalous abuses, The objection popularly taken to the
proposals of the 1834 Report, and consequently to the Poor Law
Amendment Act and the proceedings of the Commissioners, was
in fact based on humanitarian considerations of a short-sighted
kind. The Allowance System, or Rate in Aid of Wages, was felt
to be, in 1834 as in 1795, the only visible way of enabling the rural
labourer in the SBouthern Counties to subsist upon the only wages
that the farmer would pay. To withdraw this support, after a
whole generation of acquiescence, seemed not only a cruel, but
also a flagrantly unjust robbery of the poor. But it was not only
against the Allowance System that the “ Workhouse Teat ** was
to be applied. The unguarded language, and perhaps the unex-
pressed intentions of some of the advocates of the New Poor Law,
appeared to threaten the abolition of all the weekly pensions by
which, not the able-bodied alone but also the destitute aged and
infirm, the sick snd the defective, the widows and orphana had
been for centuries maintained. To offer to all these poor folk
nothing better than incarceration in a “ Bastille ”, with the
avowed object of deterring them from accepting even that poor
substitute for a means of livelihood, seemed to every kindly
disposed person a mockery.! It was no wonder that the common

1 Wae noed soarcely remind the reader of the expremsion that this fecling
found in populsr litersturs, of which the best-known exampla during the
docade 1834-1845 were Skeiches by Boz (1833-1838) and Oliver Twnat (1837~
1838) by Charlea Dickens, and Spybil (1845) by Benjamin Disracli. In 1843
Mre. Frances Trollope published in ten monthly numbers & sentimental story
a3 tc Poor Law cruelty, entitled Jessic Phillips.

We may cite » soore out of the numerous pamphlets of 1835-1847 againat
the New Poor Law : A Leiter lo the King in refuiotion of some of the Charges
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people everywhere revolted against the imposition on their
parishes on such a system ; that both Cobbett ! and the Chartist
agitators against “the three Bashaws of Somerset House”
found a ready response to their efforta ; and that for a whole
decade no majorities could silence pertinacions objectors either
in the House of Commons or in the House of Lords. But no one
explained how else the calamitous resulta of the old system could
be avoided. Moreover, it was daily being found, by actual trial,
that when Qutdoor Relief to the able-bodied men was, in one rural
parish after another, gradually stopped, the agricultural labourers’
wages were in fact raised, if not very considerably; employ-
ment became somewhat more continucus ; and, to say the least,
little or no increass of human misery was manifest. The initial
experiments were, as we have mentioned, greatly helped to success
by the fine summers and abundant harvests of 1834, 1835 and
1836, and by the opening of *“ a source of unexpected employ-

preferred against the Poor, by John Bowen, 1835 : The Malthusian Boon un-
masked, with Hemarke on the Poor Law Amendmeni Bill, by a Friend to the
Poor, 1838; A Letier on the Probable Incrense of Rural Cime in consequence
of the . . . New Poor Laws, and the Railway System, by Sir George Stephen,
1836 ; An Exposure of the Cruelly and Inhumanity of the New Poor Law Bill,
aa exhibited in the ireaiment of the helpless poor by the Board of Guardians of
the Morpeth Union, by Robert Blakey, 1837; Cotlage Poiitics, or Letiers on
ths New Poor Law Bill, by the same, 1837 ; Second Leiter to Hix late Majesiy,
containing o Refutation of some of the Charges preferred againat the Poor, with
some accound of the working of the New Poor Law in the Bridgwater Union, by
John Bowen, 1837 ; An Appecl io the Benevolent and Real Christians : the new
Poor House Weighed and found wanting, by John Abingdon Kay, 1837; An
Address io the Engiish Nation agoinst the New Poor Law, etc., by John Bowen,
1839 ; Mary Wilden, o Victim to the New Poor Law, or the Malthusian and
Marcupian System ezposed, by Bamunesl Roberts, 1839; The Rev. Dr. Pye
Smith and the New Poor Law, by the same, 1838 ; 4 Letter io the Hev. Herbert
Smith . .. on the Poor Law . . . and on . . . that unjust . . . law, by a
Layman, 1841 ; The Union Worklhouse and Board of Guardiana Syatem, etc.,
by John Bowen, 1842 ; The Murder Den . . . some account of . . . the New
Poor Law in the Eastbourne U'miom, ete., by Charles Brooker, 1842; On the
Tendency of the New Poor Law sericusly fo impair the Morals and Condition
of the Working Classes, by John Johnson Marshall, 1842; Tde Triumvirate
af Weatminster, eto., by Philanthropy, 1846 ; An Oppressed Poor in an Insolvent
Nation, ete., by Agricola, 1847,

The serious expositions snd criticisms of the new system included the
following : Four Lectures on the Peor Laws, otc., by Mountifort Longfield,
1834 ; Four Laciures on the Poor Lawe, by William Foster Lloyd, 1835; Two
Lectures on the Jusiice of the Poor Laws, by the same, 1837; 4 Collection of
Statutes . . . relating to the Relief of the Poor, etc., by W. G. Lumiey, 1843;
Principles of the Legal Provision for the Poor, by William Palmer, 1844.

3 A good sccount of Cobbett's objections will be found in Life of William
Cobbet?, by G. D. H. Cole, 1024, chap. xxv. pp. 407-419.
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ment ” in railway construction.! And when it appeared that the
rural labourers were, as a rule, actually better off than in the
previous decade, and that Outdoor Relief was not in fact
generally refused to those incapacitated for work, and often
indeed not even to the able-bodied man in temporary distress,
the popular resentment at the new system lost moet of its force.d

That the criticism of the New Poor Law was nevertheless
persisted in, and the attacks on the Commiksioners were con-
tinued, we ascribe not merely to its humanitarian and emotional
groundwork, but also, ss we suggest, to a certain weskness in

1 “ Fortunstely, for my neighbourhood, s well a8 for many other paris
of the country, the formation of railways furnishes snoh & source of unexpected
smployment for the young, the active and the robust, that the reported magical
sflocts of the Workhouse System, so far as able-bodied labourers are conoernad,
osn bardly be experiencod smongst ws to any great extent for some time io
come . . . I doubt the certainty sod conclusivensss of the test, beoause I
think the people will submit to long and severs privations, and msy be induced
to commit crime, rather than aoospt the offer of the House ' (A Lelter to the
Poor Law Commissioners . . , on tha Working of ihe New Sysiem, by the
ohairman of & Board of Guardisos, Willism Lutley Solater, 1836, p. 10).
A Ciroular was sent t¢ neighbouring Unions as to the employment provided
by the pew railway consiruction (MBS, Minutes, Poor Law Commimioners,
Deccmber 18, 1835). It is mentioned sa haring been specially useful in North
Bedfordshire, Buokinghamshire snd Warwickehire in the Report of Beleot
Committes on the Poor Law, 1837, quostions 500, 4041 ; snd in the Re
of the Royal Commission on Agriculture, 1836, qnultwnl 207, 1012, 8107
and 8198 (ese History of the English Agriculivral Labourer, by W. Hasbach,
1008, p. 220; Popuiation Returns of the Age of Molihus, by Q. Tdhothﬁth,
1826, p. 127 ; Life and Labowr in the Nincleenth Cendury, by C. R. Fay, 1920,
p.lOG Labour Migration in England wwder the New Poor Law, 1800-1850, by

Arthur Redford, 1926, pp. 105-106).

! Some little smistance was afforded by the migration from the rural

parishes in Southern England to the industriel districts of Lanosshire that
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the intellectual defence of the new system. It had been easy to
demonstraty the economic absurdities, financial extravagance
and social demoralisation of the Old Poor Law; and to the
whole rate-paying class, as well as to the economists of the time,
the mere “ offer of the Workhouse , and even, for & minority,
the provision of continuous maintenance in a “ well-ordered
Workhouse ”, seemed a glorious panaces. But the Poor Law
Commissioners, and those who defended the New Poor Law,
got entangled in their own * administrative subtlety, the Work-
house Test!”! They were never clear in their minds, or at
least never candid in their explanations, as to whether they
intended the “ tést™ to operate as an automatic excluder of
every claimant, and thus be calculated quietly and gradually to
save the whole expenditure on Poor Relief (as Harriet Mattineau
had argued); or, as an automatic sifter, allowing all but the
able-bodied to pass throngh its meshes, in order to be provided
for inside, When foroed to recognise that the  test * operated,
in fact, not as a dam but as a sieve, these Poor Law enthusigsta
refused to consider what shounld be done for those who, by
passing through it, had proved the genuineness of their destitution.
If the test was really to deter applicants for relief, residence in
the Workhouse had to be made, not merely  less eligible ” than
wage-earning to those who could work, but also to those incapable
of that alternative, simply horrible! Vet it was just those who
were most helpless, most destitute and, as it seemed, most
deserving, who would, in sheer peril of starvation, actually
become residents in the * Bastille™; including those who, as
children or decent folk, would be moet injured by the disagreeable
conditions, It passed the wit of man to contrive a General
Mizxed Workhouse that should appear so uncomfortable as to
deter from entrance every person who could possibly earn a
bare living wage ; and yet be, in fact, so endurable, and withal,
80 improving, to those who could not possibly maintain themselves
by work, as to induce them both to enter and voluntarily to
remain for as long as was socially expedient. To this dilemma,
the Poor Law Commissioners gave wavering and mutually
inconsistent answers. They hastily disclaimed any intention
of withholding Outdoor Relief from any but the able-bodied
labourers who either were, or ought to be, at work for wages

} History of the English Poor Law, vol. tii., by Thomas Mackay, 1899, p. 375.
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sufficient to maintain them, and who (in the rural counties
at least) had, as it seemed, to be deterred by a disagreeable
regimen from entering the House, or from remaining in it when
employment could possibly be obtained. It was a minor matter
that the Commissioners always insisted on the wife and children
of the able-bodied man accompanying him into the workhouse,
and on subjecting these innocent victims to the sojourn purposely
made deterrent for the man. What was more important was
that, as experience showed that there was always some helpless
individuals who could find no other refuge, these toco had
perforce to be subjected to the regimen intended to deter the
incorrigibly idle, able-bodied male !

The Treatment of the Indoor Paupers

We do not find that any one, whether critic or supporter of
the New Poor Law, in these years fairly faced this part of the
problem. These half a million “ impotent poor” of one kind
or another, was there nothing better to be done with them or
for them, in the intersst of the community as well as their own,
than immure them in the * Bastilles ”, or continue their inade-
quate and unconditional doles of Outdoor Relief ¥ "Within four
or five years of the erection of the mew institutions nearly a
hundred thousand such persons, including, besides younger
children, no fewer than 22,302 boys and giris between nine and
sixteen, had drifted into these General Mixed Workhouses,
either because the more zealous of the new Boards of Guardiana
had, without rebuke from the Poor Law Commissioners, tried
on them the * Workhouse Test " intended to deter the able-
bodied, or because the Outdoor Relief afforded to them had
proved insufficient to their needs.

The Poor Law Commissioners then found themselves in a
difficulty. “ With regard to the aged and infirm ”, they com-
plained in 1840, ** there is a strong disposition on the part of a
portion of the public so to modify the arrangements of these
establishments as to place them on the footing of almshouses.
The consequences which would flow from this change have only
to be pointed out to show its inexpediency and its danger. If
the condition of the inmates of a Workhouse were to be so regu-
lated as to invite the aged and infirm of the labouring classes
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to take refuge in it, it would immediately be useless ae a test
between indigence and indolence or fraud.” * This, it may be
suggested, Tevealed an incidental drawback of the General
Mixed Workhouse, which the Poor Law Commissioners had
themselves substituted for the series of separate institutions
proposed in the Report of 1834. But it was not a potent argu-
ment for depriving the old people of the opportunity of enjoying
the “indulgences” which that Report had promised them.
Indeed, in securing the acceptance of the Report by the Cabinet,
Nassu Senior had explicitly assured Lord Lansdowne that the
Commissioners’ proposal was to assign “ distinct, quiet and
comparatively comfortable abodes to the impotent™.? BSome
other reason had to be discovered for making the Workhouse
unplessant even to the aged.

The justification was found in an argument which had not
oceurred either to Sturges Bourne’s Committee of 1817 or to the
Poor Law Inquiry Commission of 1832-1834, and which appeared,
we believe, on this occasion for the first time. To render the
Workhouse at all comfortable for the old people, it was said,
“ would no jonger operate a8 an inducement to the young and
healthy to provide support for their latter years, or as a stimulus
to them, whilst they have the means, to support their aged
parents and relatives. The frugality and forethought of & young
labourer would be useless if he foresaw the certainty of a better
asylum for his old age than he could possibly provide by his
own exertions ; and the industrious efforts of a son to provide
& maintenence for his parents in his own dwelling wounld be
thrown away, and would cease to be called forth, if the alms-
house of the district offered a refuge for their declining years,
in which they might obtain comforts and indulgences which even
the most successful of the labouring classes cannot always obtain
by their own exertions.” ®> There is, we think, something re-
pellent in this idea of making uncomfortable the last years of
worn-out old men and women, whom sheer destitution had
driven to accept the cold hoepitality of the * well-regulated

! Report of the Poor Law Commissioners . . . on the Continuance of the
Poor Law Commiasion, eto,, 1840, p. €7.

¥ Nasssu Ssnior to Lord Lanadowne, March 2, 1834 (MB. Disry No. 173
in library of Univensity of London).

* Report of the Poor Law Commissioners . . . on the Contivusnce of the
Poor Law Commission, etc., 1840, p. 47.
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Workhouse ”, professedly in order to stimulate, not them, but a
new generation of labourers, to such great and continuous thrift
as would provide for themselves and their wives, or their widows,
or their parents, annuities eufficient for their maintensnce in
senility ; but, really, as the Commissioners almost confess, be-
cause it had been found more convenient or more economical to
house these aged people in the same institutions as the able-
bodied paupers. It took, sa we relate in a subsequent chapter,
more than half a century to reverse, and that only imperfectly,
the new policy with regard to the institutional provision for the
aged poor which the Commissioners thus adopted in 1839.

But the hundred thousand inmates of the Workhouses in 1839
were not all old people. Something ltke & quarter of the whole
were children underaixteen. Forthe sick and infirm, or the widows
and orphanps, as for the aged, those who denounced the New
Poor Law for the inhuman barbarity of its General Mixed Work-
house seem never to have hit upon what is now the obvious
solution. The fundamental defect of the Poor Law policy of the
reformers, in 1834-1847 as in 1832-1834, was that they limited
their vision strictly to the prevention of pauperiem, meaning
recourse to Poor Law relief, without ever considering what was
required in order to prevent the occurrence of destitudion. Yet
already Chadwick was feeling his way, a8 the means of preventing
applicationa for Poor Relief, to the prevention of sickness (which
we now know to be the direct cause of something like half the
pauperiam) ; and both he and Bishop Blomfield must be credited
with having realised that one important instrument for the pre-
vention of the constant recruiting of the pauper host wouid be
the provision of proper educational fraining for the hundrede of
thousands of children who were, owing to the deatitution of
their parents, growing up under terrible conditions of neglect.
But the Poor Law Commissioners of 1834-1847, like most other
people of that epoch, seem to have been unable to apprehend,
what the whole nation learned in the ensuing three-quarters of
s century, that what wes needed as an alternative to Outdoor
Relief was & wide series of specialised institutions, as places of
remedial treatment, not of paupers as such, but of the several
classes of the population who, in larger or smaller numbers,
had inevitably to be collectively provided for, irrespective of
any Poor Law; schools of different kinds for the children;
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training establishments for the feeble-minded and the physically
defective ; a varied array of hoepitals and asylums for those
suffering from disease of body or mind; and refuges for the
friendless and infirm aged. It is in this inability to think out the
problem created by the continual creation, in every community,
of new cases of disiress and want, and the necessity of taking
steps to counteract the specific cauvses, not of pauperism but of
destitution—in short, measures of prevention operating wherever
in the whole population destitution was being caused—to seek
economy in staying the plague itself rather than in deterring its
victims from applying for relief, that we can now discern the
greatest failure both of thoss who devised and of those who
denounced the New Poor Law.

False Accusations

Ancther instructive explanation of the continual erumbling
away of the formidable opposition to the work of the Poor Law
Commissioners is the extraordinary degree of misrepresentation
and mendacious libel in which the agitators indulged, and in
which they were always being exposed. Every false accusation
againet the New Poor Law, as soon aa ita falsehood was dis-
covered, actually facilitated the acceptance of the Coramissioners’
directions and orders. Cobbett told the people, among other
things, that *‘ two thousand & year Lewis, penny a line Chadwick,
and their crew”” were enforcing 8 measure “intended to make the
people of the Midland and South of England live upon a coarser
sort of food ” then that to which they were accustomed.!
‘ Among other ridiculous statements,” reported one Asasistant
Compissioner in 1835, “ the peasantry fully believed that all
the bread was poisoned, and the only cause for giving it instead
of money was the facility it afforded for destroying psupers;
that all the children beyond three in a family were to be killed ;
that all young children and women uuder eighteen were to be
spayed ; that if they touched the bread they would instantly
drop down dead. And I saw one poor person at North Molton
look at a loaf with a strong expression of hunger, and when it
was offered to her, put her hands behind her, and ehrink back
in fear leat it should touch her. She acknowledged that she had

1 Polilical Regirler, Juns 10, 1835,
VOL. I M
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heard of & men who had dropped down dead the moment he
touched the bread.” !

In 1838 Lord Stanhope, in one of his constantly repeated
attacks on the Poor Law Commissioners, declared specifically in
the House of Lords that a young woman had been flogged by
order of some of the officials of the new Unions, When the
statement was challenged he was unable to give particulars,
and eventually had to admit that he found that the story was
without foundation, and that there had been no flogging. In
the same year, after four years’ experience of the new system,
s pamphleteer could accuse Lord Brougham, aa ita reputed author,
of causing, by the action of the Poor Law Commissioners, *“ hun-
dreds of thousands of unaccused natives of England, on a base
and false charge of hired mercenaries ', to be * condemned and
execnted (in & way worse than hanging)”, merely in order to
lessen the burden of the Poor Rate on his own (and his colleagues')
landed estates.* In 1841 a volume published at 25s., with the
support of & large number of noblemen and members of the
House of Commons, declared that  The structure of the Bill is
despotism. Three men called Commissioners, selected avowedly
on account of their hard hearts, unfeeling dispositions, unyield-
ingness to the natural emotions of pity, have power given them
to treat the poor of England nearly as they please. Theae three
Neros have in every county subordinate tyrants called Assistant
Poor Law Commissioners, who are to perform, as far as they
cant, the cruel orders of these three incarnate fiends in London.
In order to take a part of the odium from these tyrants, the
Act directed Guardians to be elected by the ratepayers; but
these Guardians have no power under the Bill to act for them-
selves.” 3

! Becond Annual Report of Poor Law Commissioners, 1836, Gilbert's
Report, p. 353 {in which the word * spayed ” is misprinted); repeated in
Report of the Poor Law Commissionsra . . . on the Continuanos of the
Commission, 1840, p. 28 ; History of the English Poor Law, vol. iii., by Thomaa
Mackay, 1809, p. 238. “ Bpaying " is a surgical operation (removal of the
ovaries) performed on femals animals to provent offspring. ““ Doss your
worship mean to geld and spay all the youth of the city ?'' asks Pompey of
Escalus, in Shakeapeare's Measure for Maasure, act ii. scens 1.

1 Lord Brougham and the New Poor Law, by Bamuel Roberta, 1838, p. 34,

* The Book of the Baatilles, by G. W, Baxter, 1841, p. 208, See The English
Poor Law and Poor Law Commisnion in 1847, pp. 864-56. Professor Clapham
obecrves that it “ contained many ugly facta not in Nicholls ' (An Economic
Hivory of Modern Britain, by J. H. Clapham, 1926, p. 583),
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* Marcus on Populousness”

But the most notorious, as it was the most ingenious, of
these misrepresentations was the aasertion, constantly repested
all over England for several years, that the Poor Law Com-
missioners, or some one closely connected with them, had written,
for private circulation, instructions as to the necessity (with
particulars 88 to the method to be adopted) for a drastic limita-
tion of the population. This was supposed to have been signed
“Marcus”; and Marcus on Populousness was frequently referred to
in speeches and newspaper reporte. The principal opponent of the
Commissioners in the North of England, the Rev. Joseph Rayner
Stephens,® publicly attributed, in 1838, the authorship of thie
work to the Commissioners themselves. To this allegation the
Commissioners thought it necessary to give an explicit denial,
by a letter to the Times signed by their Secretary (Chadwick),
declaring that “ Mr. Nicholls, Mr. Lewis and Mr, Lefevre were
not, collectively or individually, the authors or suthor of it ”,
and that they were not even aware of its existence. The only
result was to produce s letter from Stephens to the Times,
noting the demial, but observing “ there are other [Assistant]
Commissioners, a score or two, besides these three, and then
there are Mr. Chadwick himself, his patron Lord Brougham, and
his bosom friend Mr. Francis Place, and their female assistant
Miss Martineau ".* The Commissioners included a further denial
in their Report of 1840. It was, however, impossible to prevent
the continued assertion that some such instruction or proposals
for a limitation of population (by the prevention of conception,
or the extinction of superfluous babies) had been issued by or
with the connivance or sanction of the Poor Law Commissioners,
a8 a part of the policy of the New Poor Law., What was alleged
to be a copy was included in 1839 in & scurrilous work, with a
lengthy preface (which Francis Place declared to have been by
one George Mudie), of which several editions and many thousands

1 For Joseph Rayner Stepheus, ses his Life, by Goorge Jaoob Holyoake,
1881,

* The Times, January 10 and 185, 1830 ; History of the English Poor Law,
vol, iii., by Thomss Macksy, 1899, pp. 230.241; Report of the Poor Law
Commissjioners . , . on the Continuapos of the Commission, 1840, p. 28;
Popwlation Retwrns of the Age of Malthua, by (. Talbot Griffith, 1026, chap. iii.
on the Poor Law,
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of copies were sold. It will be sufficient to give the title of this
catchpenny production : The Book of Murder! A Vade Mecum
Jor the Commissioners and Guardians of the New Poor Law . . .
Being an exaot reprint of the Infamous Essay on the Posssbality of
Limiting Populousness, by Marous, one of the three. . . . Now
reprinted for the Instruction of the Labourer by William Dugdale,
No, 37 Holywell Street, Strand

Conversion of the Economiits

In this connection there is a certain irony in the definite
evidence that it was just in this decade, and as & consequence of
the investigations and experiences of the two Poor Law Com-
misgions, that the political economista, who were thus accused

1 It sooms impossible to get to the bottom of this story, which Mackey
trisd In vain to investigate (History of Ewglish Poor Law, vol. ili., by Thomuas
Mackay, 1809, pp. 239-242). Thare are two pamphiste in the British Mossum,
somewhat answering to the description, without any evidence connecting them
with the Commissioners, the New Poor Law or any known person. One is
entitled On the Possibilidy of Limiting Populoweness, by Marcus, printed by
John Hill, Black Horse Court, Fleet Street, 1838, pp. 48, which is merely & long
and elaborate argument in favour of & statutory prohibition of parenta having
more than s prescribed number of children, without specifying sny way in
which the prohibited birthe could be prevented. The other is An Essay on
Populocsess, printed for private ciroulstion—printed for the author, 1838,
Pp. 27, which is also sscribed to Marous, and which amounts to no mere
than s ridionions suggestion for procnring abortion by inhaling or swallowing
s poisonous gss sufficisnt to kill the embryo withoot affecting the mother.
These may bave been serions productions of some unknown persons ; or they
may heve been—like an artiols stylsd “ A New Sobeme for Maintaining the
Poor *' published in Blsckwood's Maparine (April 1838) during the very same
year, somewhat after the manuer of Dean Bwift's celebrated paper—merely
ribald snd extravagant parodise of argumenta to be thereby disoredited. But
that there was & substantial work by Marons ; that it emensted from the camp
of the Poor Law Commimioners ; mdthtitmoullyexpmedthmmﬂ.
wus widely belisved. ana.awuolm was reported by the Times (January
28, 1839) as daclaring at & public meeting st Huddersfield, * As to Marcus's
book, it was impudenos to deny its existancs, At first it was procurable for
» shilling or two; with the demand its price was raised to half-a-guines ;
mdthmngumwu'lnted.topnmtpwphbungmmmdofﬂu
atrooious nature of ite contents by the evidence of their own eyes ™. In 1841
mmmmmmmhrumqmm or the
Hislory of the Working of ihe New Poor Law, by George R. Wythen Baxier,
which stated (p. 77) that Marous's book wus published st the end of 1838,
and thet it was suppressed, snd was st thet time not procurable under £5.
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of Malthusian objections to any systematic Poor Relief, were
being converted to a contrary view. We have already described
the change of opinion to which Nassau Senior and some of his
colleagues on the Poor Law Inquiry Commission had been con-
strained by the investigations of 1832-1834. They carried with
them their fellow-members in the Political Economy Club. * The
English economists,” records John Btuart Mill, “ who were
mostly much opposed to the Poor Law, have in general become
favourable to it since the Inquiry which led to the reform of
1834, They have come to recognise that relief limited to the
minimum necessary, and accompanied by conditions less agree-
able than wage labour, no longer produces the improvidence and
demoralisation that you rightly designate as the result of ill-
organiced almsgiving, Both public and private charity, as it
exists in France, not being susceptible of an equally vigorous
organisation, seems to me to produce all the bad effects that
resulted from the English Poor Law Bystem at its time of worst
administration.” * That the animated discussions of the years
1835-1837, as to the propriety of establishing in Ireland a general
gystem of public relief of the destitute, parallel to that of England
and Wales, completed this conversion, is to be attributed mainly
to the efforts of the editor of the Morning Chromicle (John Black).
According to Mill, who ia incidentally confirmed in this by 8ir
(eorge Cornewall Lewis, it was he who “ changed the opinion of
some of the leading political economists, particularly my fathet’s,
respecting Poor Laws, by the articles he wrote in the Chronicle
in favour of a Poor Law for Ireland. He met their objections by
maintaining that s Poor Law did not neceasarily encourage oves-
population, but might be so worked as to be & considerable check

1 J. B, Mill to A. E. Cherbuliez, Noverber 8, 18683 ; in The Leiters of John
Stuart Mill, edited by Hugh 8. R. Eliiot, 1910, vol. i. p. 807; sce Letters io
Varioxs Friends, by Bir G. C, Lawis, adited by Sir Q. F. Lewis, 1870. Mill
adds & pregnant politiosl resson for & Poor Law. * 1 may add that the hatred
of the poor for the rich is an evil that is almost inevitable where tho law doss
not guarantes the poor sgainst the extremity of want. The poor man, in
France, notwithstanding the cheritable relief that he may got, has always
before his eyes the pomibility of death by starvation ; whereas in England he
knows that, in the last resort, he has u olsim sgainst private property up to
the point of bare subsistence ; that not even the lowsst proletarian is absolutely
disinherited from hia place in the sun. It is to this that 1 attribute the fact
that, in spite of the arietocratio constitution of wealth and social life in England,
the proletarian class is meldom hostile, either to the institution of private
property or to the classes who enjoy it.”
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to it; and he convinced them that he was in the right.””* Tt should
be added that the cogency and effective literary presentment of
the case from the Poor Law Commissioners, as put, not so muck
in their series of annual reports, as in their special report of 1839
and that of 1847, and in the remarkable apologic published
anonymouely by Cornewall Lewis and Nassan Senior in 1841,
entirely convinced both Whig and Tory statesmen, the succesaive
committees of both Houses of Legislature, and the relatively
small class of influential people outside, among whom these
documents were diligently circulated, not only of the essential
wisdom of the Commissioners’ administration, but also of the
skill and prudence with which they had performed their arduous
task.?

The * Flinching ™ of the Comumissioners

The most definite effect of the persistent agitation against the
New Poor Law was the modification that it imposed on the
administrative sction of the Poor Law Commissioners, The
halcyon times of 18341836 were succesded by years of inclement;
weather and severe depression of trade, culminating, so far as
Unemployment waa concerned, in 1841-1842. The Poor Law
Commissioners, so it waa complsined, “ flinched ”* in their work.
As we have already mentioned, they felt it necessary, if actual
rebellion was not to be provoked, and if their own powers were
not to be summarily terminated before they had completed their

1 J. 8. Mill to Robert Harrison, Docember 12, 1864, in The Letters of Jokn
Stuart Mill, 1916, vol. ii. p. 14. For John Black (1783-1855), see Dictionary
of National Biography.

% Report of the Poor Law Commissioners . . . regarding the Continuance
of the Commission, 1840 ; Letiers of the Poor Law Commissioners . . . respecting
Transaction of the Business of the Commission, 1847 ; Remarks on the Opporition
io the Poor Law Amendment Bill, by a Guardian, 1841 That the last-naraed
parmnphlet was written by Nassau Benior is sunounced in the avthoritative
notios of his life in the Dictionary of Nalional Biography (sce alao Induastrial
Efficiency and Social Economy, by Nsssau Benior, edited by 5. Leon Levy,
1928, vol. ii. p. 327). Muokey inquired from the publishera {Murray), who
informed him that the transaction was with Bir Q. C. Lewis, st that tims one
of the Poor Law Commimsioners, but that ** the copies were disposed of in
fairly squal portions between Bir George Lewis snd Mr. Benior " (Hislory of the
Baglish Poor Law, vol. iii., by Thomss Mackay, 1809, p. 25)—an instances of the
om“mmmondmhﬁmtmuamdmm characteristic
of the period.

We venture to asoribe to the same joint scurce the anonymous pamphist,
also published by Murray, entitled The Ewglish Poor Law and Foor Law
Commisrion in 1847, which is similar in object and character to that of 1843,
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tagk, to proceed very cautionsly. The one prohibition on which
the Commissioners thought they could, from the outset, rigor-
ously inaist was that of the grant of relief to able-bodied men
actually in wage-earning employment. The only expenditure
that they thought themselves strong enough to lay upon the
ratepayers was that involved in the provision of the cheapest
possible new building for & Union workhouse, which, incidentally,
did not permit of the structural separation postulated by their
scheme of classification of the inmatea. On every other point the
rigidity of their rules and regulations was mitigated by exceptions,
by generous interpretation and by s judicious ignoring of breaches
of what had become the law.

Chadiwick's Revoll

Against this weakmness and laxity the Commissioners’ own
secretary, Edwin Chadwick, was in a state of continual protest.
Surely, in all the history of the English Civil Service, there has
never been another such secretary ! Not content with continu-
ously spreading among hiz friends and associates a discouraging
account of the Commissioners’ timidity, their incompetence to
understand the scheme of the 1834 Report, and their want of
faith in the principles that they bad been appointed to enforce,
we find him in frequent communication with Lord John Russell
snd other Whig leaders, whether in office or in opposition, behind
the backs of his superiors. A glaring instance occurred in 1837.
The Commissioners had given much thought and time to the
preparation of a General Order to all Unions dealing with
Outdoor Relief, which was intended to consolidate the numerous
Special Orders of the preceding years, with various amendmenta
tightening up the practice in the direction of complete prohibition.
All the Assistant Commissioners were called into council as to
what amendments were desirable and practicable. The draft
Order op. which the Commissioners finally decided, after anxionsly
weighing all the suggestions, included a provision designed to
meet the perennial problem of the hardworking man of good
character, earning normal wages, but reduced to distress because
of an abnormaliy large family of young children. Rather than
Insist on that man abandoning his employment and entering the
workhouse with his wife and all his children, the Commissioners
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proposed to make a strictly limited concession, only in those
Unions to which a Prohibitory Order kad not yet been applied,
only to men who had married prior to the Act of 1834, and even
to them only until the end of 1839, and only subject to the prior
approval of the Commirgioners in each cass. The draft Order was
formally submitted for approval to the Home Secretary on
October 31, 1837. Will it be believed that the Secretary to
the Commimioners ran round to the Home 'Office, furiously
indicting his official superiors for malking such a proposal, and
begging Lord John Russell to refuse his consent ¢ It is recorded
in the M8. Minutes that the Home Becretary orally demurred to
the provision to which Chadwick had objected, whereupon the
Commissioners withdrew the whole draft Order! Nor did
Chadwick confine himself to private interviews with Ministers.
He put up the Bishop of London in the House of Lords to ask the
Government to get the Poor Law Comnrissioners to make sanitary
investigations. When the Commissioners thought it expedient
to withhold from publication a report in which Chadwick had
expressed some extremely provocative opinions and recom-
mendations as to the drastic enforcement of the “ Workhouse
Test ” on the towns of Macclesfield and Bolton, he got somebody
to incite a Tory peer (Lord Radnor) to ask in the House of
Lords for ite publication as a Parliamentary Paper. The
situation was not eased by the resignation from the Commission,
on January 1, 1839, of Frankland Lewis (who did not like the
additional responsibility cast on the Commission by the Irish
Poor Law Act), in favour of his abler and more forceful som,
George Cornewall Lowis ; by the almost continual absence from

t Chadwick rosds no secret of his backstaire intervention. He specifisd
this partioular instance, among others, to his friend (Bir) David Masson in
1850, for the lendatory article on Chadwick thet Mamon contribated to Ths
North British Review, May 1850 (vol xiii. p. 40). The genesin of the draft
Order, ita formal submission, the fsct of the Home Becretary's oral rejection
of the partionlar provision, and the withdrawal of the whole Order will be

found in MB. Minutes of Poor Law Commissioners, August 16, Ootober 24 and
31; and November 8, 1837. No such General Order was imued for
to

vol. ili., by Thomaas Macksy, 1899, p. 269).
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London of Chadwick’'s friend Nicholls from 1838 to 1842 in
connection with the Irish Poor Law ; and by the replacement in
May 1841, as Commissioner, of J. G. Shaw Lefevre by Sir Edmund
Head.! Comewsll Lewis and Head were close friends, personally
iptimate with hoth Bir Robert Peel and Sir Jamea Graham,
and Chadwick found them even less sympathetic than
their predecessors, As we have already mentioned, he had,
in 1839, after five years of uneusy perfunctory service, ceased,
it is not clear whether at his own instance, or by the wish of the
Commiseioners, even to put in an appearance at the Commis-
gion’s office or meetings; and he thenceforth devoted himself
almost entirely to the successive outeide investigations in which
he was indulged.? In 1841 a crisis was reached in Chadwick’s

1 The Right Hon. 8ir Edemund Walker Head, Bart., K.C.B., F.R.8. (1806-
1868), who was unrelated to Sir Francia Bond Head and Sir George Head,
had been Fellow and Tutor of Mexton College, Oxford, 1830-1837, and from
16831 the close personel friend of Cornewall Lewis. * He waa ", said (eorge
Ticknor, “ one of the moat accurate and secomplished scholars I have ever
known. . . . He had been s great deal in Spain, and could repest more
poetry, (roek, Latin, German and Bpanish, than any pemson I ever knew.”
Heo was made an Amsistant Poor Law Commissioner in 1838, and promoted to
be Commissioner in 1841. An article on ** The Law of Ssttlement * contributed
by him to the Edinburgh Review {vol. Ixxxvii.) was reprinted by the Government
in 1885. He was sppointed, in 1847, Governor of New Brunewick ; and in
1854 Governor-General of Canada (Privy Councillor, 1867), retiring in 1861,
when he became s Civil Service Commimioner. He had succeeded to his
father's baronetcy in 1838, snd had meanwhile been made & Fellow of the
Royal Boeisty, and E.C.B. He died in 1868 {Life, Letters and Journals of
George Ticknor, 1878 ; Greville Memoirs, Becond Beriee, vol. ii. p. 60 ; Dictionary
of National Biography}.

* These investigationn were of great value, in their influence on British
statesmnanship ; and it was doubtless thought that Chadwiok eould pot be
better smployed. After setting to work Dr. Neil Arnott and Dr. J. P. Kay {who
became Bir J. P. Kay-Bhuttloworth) to report ** on the prevalence of certain
physical causes of fever in the Metropolis ', and Dr, Bouthwood Smith on
* some of the physical causes of sickness and mortality to which the poor are
exposed " (forwarded by the Poor Law Commissioners to the Home Secretary
ic May 1838, and distributed by Chadwick himself to the extent of 7000
oopies), he got Dr. Bouthwood Smith to report “ on the prevalence of fever in
twenty Metropolitan Unions or Parishes *, which waa sent on in April 1830,
Chadwick then got the Biskop of London to proas Lord John Ruessell formally
to require the Poor Law Commissioners, in August 1839, to inveatigate the
extent to which '* the causen of disease atated to prevail amongst the labsuring
olsasee of the Metropolis prevail ale . . . in other parta of the United
Kingdem . As had doubtloss been arranged, the Commissioners delegated
the whole task to their Becretary, Chadwick, whose monumental * Report on
the Banitary Condition of the Labouring Classes ", published in 1843, waa
entirely his own work. To this the indefatigable Chadwick added, in the same
year, & supplementary volume on the practice of interment of the dead in great
towns. Meapwhils, in conjunction with Charles Shaw Lefevrs and Colonel
Charlea Rowan, Chadwick bad been appointed on a Commimion to investigete
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official relations, which led to his complete exclusion from the
Commissioners’ proceedings, by his presentation te his chiefs
of a formal memorandum, as dogmatic as it was comprehensive,
and as srgumentative as it was lengthy, in which he indicted
practically the whole procedure and practice of the Commission.
It is safe to say that in all its experience Whitehall has kmown
no such official document. Chadwick, who, though called to the
Bar, had never practiced, and never shown any sign of legal
competence, formally accused the Commissioners of having,
during their whole period of office, acted illegally and to the
detriment of the public interest, in form and in substance, in
their failure alike to put in operation the Report of 1834; to
adhere strictly to the provisions of the Poor Law Amend-
ment Act, and even to conform to the law in the very procedure
of the office that they had set up. In his formal protest, and in
his supplementary statements, he denounced 88 not only im-
proper, but actually as illegal, the practice of any one of the
Commissioners individually doing anything, or individually
giving any instructions ; making the pedantic assertion that the
terms of the statute required every act, even of the most routine
character, to be formally discussed, voted on and approved by
the Comminsioners sitting as a Board, He bheld that the Act
required every one of the letters received, of which there were
ususally more than one hundred every working day, to be read to
the Board, and then and there orally discussed by its members ;
snd that nothing could be deemed to have been properly decided
unless a resolution of the Board, passed “ sitting in each other’s
presence, and in the presence of the recording officer, whose
functions are implied in the name of the office constituted under
the authority of the Aot of Parliament ”, was then and there
entered in the official minutee by the said * recording officer "'—
that is to say, by Chadwick himself | He blamed them for having
failed to prevent, for having tolerated, and for having tacitly

thenudfnrs"pnnnﬁwpohoe' outside the Metropolis and the grest
towos, presenting, in lm.their“hmneportmtcuuhbu]ny?mem
tho(}olm‘heldﬂnglmdmdw-hu Aftervnﬂomot.humqnirmmd
sgitations, Lord Shaftesbury induced Sir Robert Poel in 1342 to ppoin
RoyﬂGomonuduthaDuhu{Bwhunhtonpoﬂonthoﬂh
Large Towns sud Populous Districts, which wowkedhlgelyunderﬁhldmk'
influencs, and took up much of his time and etrength during 1842-1844 (Sér
Edwin Chadwick, by Maurioe Marston, 1025; T'Ae Story of Public Healid, by Siv
Mukcolm Motris, 1910; Engliah Sanitary Institutions, by Sir John Simon, 1890.)
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allowed, not only the continuance of any Qutdoor Relief what-
soever, but also the incidental harshnesses and occasional abuses
which, in one or other of 600 or more workhouses, were now and

again coming to light, and were always enormously magnified
and permsistently advertised by the opponents of the New Poor
Law. He criticised them for not standing by their Assistant
Commissioners, meaning merely that the Commissioners did not
always embody, in their rigid and imperative orders and regula-
tions, the suggestions made by this or that Assistant Commis-
sioner in his stream of reports.

Finally, Chadwick complained of the * secrecy ” maintained
by the Commissioners in that they did not put, in the official
minutes of their proceedings, not only their decisions but also the
reasons which had led them to particular decisions ; that they
did not enshrine in these minutes sll the letters that reached their
office, but only a selection from them ; and that they had failed to
publish, without exception, every one of the reports made by the
Assistant Commissioners.! The Poor Law Commissioners seem to

1 Chadwick’s impudent indictment of his official superiors wss naturally
not published ; and it was so carefully concealed from the office staff that it
has disappearcd, snd in 1927 could not be found after exhaustive search.
Bat ita existence and its purport wers revealed by its author during 1845 in
his evidence before the House of Lords Committee on the Irish Poor Law, and
the House of Commons Committessa on District Asylums and the Andover
Case ; and a good deal of its contents may be gathered from the elaborate
re]oi.nder that ths Commimionera eventually made to the Home Becretary
(Leiters . . . by the Poor Law O : . P tha Tranmsaction
of the Businezs of the Commission, 1847), What sppenn 1o be one version
of it, in the form of s deafs case, prepared by Edwin Chadwick, for submission
to the Law Officers, is printed as Appendix 29 to the Report of the House of
Commona Committes on the Andover Case, 1844. In the Parliamentary debatea
on the Andover Case, Chadwick's character and conduct wers much discussed ;
and Diarssli, who had been & member of the Commities, asked why ‘' this
monster in human shape * was not dismissed. The considered jadgment may
be quoted of Frankland Lewis, atter his resignation of offics as one of the
Poor Law Commissioners, and after five years experience of Chadwick. He
was, aa Lowis told the Andover Committes, ** an able man, but I thought him
aa unscrupulous and as dangerous an officer aa I ever saw within the walle
of an offios ” (Report snd Evidence of House of Commons Committes on the
Andover Case, 1845, Queetion 22,620). A vicious attack on the Commissioners,
universslly attributed to Chadwiok’s authorship, or at least inspiration, appeared
in the Westminsier Review for Qotober 1846, under the title of “ Patronage of
Commissions ” ; snd was separsiely published snd widely circalated under
the title of The Poor Law Commission, 1846. In 1847, when the Poor Law
Board supetseded the Commimion, Chadwick was dropped ; but in the following
yoar he was appoi one of the members of the new Board of Health, where,
wrote Sir 3. C. Lewin to Bir Edmund Head, “ it is hoped he will keop quist "
{Lettera of Sir George Cornesonll Lewia, p. 327).
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have given serious consideration to this outrageous indictment
by their own Secretary ; and to have tested his view of the law
by oonsulting the Law Officers, In the end, a fow minute changes
in office procedure were made to satisfy Chadwick's pedantic
objections, but there was no change of policy ; and we gather
that the rebellious Secretary was kept at arm’s length still
more effectually than before; and practically relegated to the
work of independent social investigation into sanitation and the
prevention of sickmess and crime.

The Parliameniary Attack

The most dangeroua part of the attack on the Poor Law
Commissioners was that to which they were exposed in Parlia-
ment, owing to the acceptance, by Lord Althorp in 1834, of the
amendment giving them only a five years’ term of office, the
renewal of which looked, st times, extremely uncertain. *Though
this opposition ", said Nassau Senior, ““ began with the intro-
duction of the Bill, and was carefully nursed by local agitators,
it did not appear in foroe until the General Election of 1837 .1

1 Remarks on the Opposition to ihe Poor Low Amendment Bill, by & Qnardian

AtthaGemmlElwhmnflSS? when it i recorded that Disrseli-fulminatad
against the New Poor Law in his election campaign st Maidstone (Iafs of
Bmuﬁdd,byW.P.Hmmny,lmvdi.p.ﬂx),thentmmhmnhthu
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The winter of 1836-1837 had been one of severity, and many
rural labourers were thrown out of work.! Owing to a sudden
check in trade, employment had begun to fall off, too, in the
industrial dietricts, to which the Poor Law Commissioners were
proceeding to apply the Act; and with a rise in the price of food
there was widespread distress. When the session opened, John
Walter, M.P. for Berkshire,* moved for a Committee of Enquiry
into the working of the New Poor Law, to which the Government
assented. The Committes, of which J. N. Fazakerley, M.P.
for Peterborough, was Chairman, and which included among its
members Joseph Hume, C. P. Villiers, Sir Thomas Fremantle,
Estcourt, Poulett Scrope, John Walter, Thomas Wakley,?
8ir James Graham and Lord John Rusaell himself, sat at intervals
during two sesaions, and listened to the wildeat accusations of
individual bardship, mainly based on hearsay or anonymous
evidence. Presently Walter and his friends withdrew from the
Committee, alleging that its membership was not sufficiently
representative of the opponents of the Act. The report, when it
came in August 1838, with five thick folio volumes of evidence,
entirely * disappointed the expectation” of those who had
pressed for the Committes. * Instead of denouncing the law, it
declared that it had improved the condition of the poor. Instead
of blaming the Commissioners, it declared that they had acted
with zea), ability and discrimination,’” ¢ It was, in fact, com-
pletely favourable to the principles of reform, and substantially
landatory of the administration of the Commissioners ; though
suggesting some alterations in procedure as to the issue of Orders,
an improvement in the audit of the Boards of Guardians’
accounts, and other minor changes.® The General Election

! In Ootober 1837 we see Lord John Ressel] anxious sbout the prevalence
of distress and ths recrudescence of incendisrism in the rural distriots {see his
lstter to the Poar Law Commissioners of Qotober 21, 1837, in the MB. Minutes,
November 2, 1837); and the Assivtant Commimionera were aaked to report

t Walter derived his Parlismantary importance mainly from his ownership
of the Times; but his persistent opposition to the Poor Law Amendment Act
commanded respect. Among the pamphieta from his pen, we may cite A Letter . . .
on the New Sysiem for the Management of the Poor, 1834 ; and Opinions respeciing
the New Poor Law expressed oul of Parliamend, 1841.

¥ Thomas Wakiey (1705-1862), another consistent, opporent of the Poor Law
Commission, was editor and propristor of ZAe Lances, snd Coroner for Middlseex.

‘ History of England, by 8ir Spencer Walpols, vol. iv., 1888, p. 31.

dﬂehctﬂommttnhhthe&dminhﬁ\ﬁondthomlnfof
t.hePooc 1838 {Parliamentary Papem, vol. xviil. p. £7), and H.C. 481 of July &,



174 THE POOR LAW COMMISSIONERS, 1834-1847

that followed on the accession of Queen Victoria gave occasion
for belabouring the Whig Government for having paseed
the unpopular “ New Poor Law”; and the less scrupulous
Tory candidates were easily persuaded to make the alleged
harshness of the autocratic and tyrannous Poor Law Commis-
gioners a leading feature of the contest.! Such of them as were
elected did not, however, for the most part maintain their
position in the House of Commons. When, iri February 1838,
John Fielden (M.P. for Oldham) proposed, and Thomas Wakley
(M.P. for Finsbury) seconded, a motion that the Poor Law
Amendment Act should be repealed, they were supported only
by 17 membera out of 330 ; but it is noticeable that among this
* minority of Tories and philanthropic Radicals "’ was Benjamin
Disraeli, who had just secured election for Maidstone.® This
unsatisfactory division did not prevent a constant repetition of
sttacks on the Act and the Commissioners, by questions and
motions, petitions and amendments, in the House of Lorde
{by Lords Stanhope and Wynford, and occasionally by the
Bishop of Exeter), as well as in the House of Commons {by John
Walter, Thomas Wakley, John Fielden, Dauniel Whittle Harvey,
Col. Sibthorp, Liddell, T. 8, Duncombe and T. Grimsditch).
Such Parliamentary aniping would have been of less importance
but for two facts, The opposition in Parliament, ill-informed
and factious as it was, corresponded with widespread populer dis-
content, inflamed by the Unemployment and misery caused by
an ever-deepening depression of trade-—in 18411842 possibly the
most acute on record even down to this day (1928)}—which found

1837 ; Awnual Regisler, 1837, p. 141. BSeo alio The Parish and the Union , . .
analysis of the Evidence . . . of the Select Commities . . . inio the Admsnisiration
of the Relief of the Poor, 1837 ; Abstract of the Evidence before the Commitiee . . .
into the Operation and Effect of the Poor Law Amendmens Act, by William
Denison, 1837; Speech of Lord Brougham in the House of Lords . . . on the
New Poor Law, 1838, TAa Northern Star for Devcember 23, 1837, contains
the report of & typical public meeting denouncing the obnoxious law. An
Anti.Poor Law Assovistion wes st work at Manchester in 1838, urging the
bringing of influence to bear on the parochial elections, and the sdvising of
workmen to withdraw their deposite from the locsl Bavings Banks (R. M.
Muggeridge to Poor Law Commimioners, March 14, 1838; MS. Minutes,
December 28, 1838).

1 John Btusrt Mill, as Bain notes of his srticle in the Westminaler Review
for Ootober 1837, “ hits the Tories very hard for their diaingenucva desling
on the New Pocr Law at thoe election ™ {Jokn Stuart Mill, by Alexander Bain,
1882, p. 50).

s Il;'fe o}w. by W. F. Monypenny, 1911, vol. ii. p. 8l
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organised expreasion in the Chartist Movement.! What gave the
Government even mors concern was the necessity of obtaining
the positive assent of the House of Commons to a continuance of
the Poor Law Commission, which had, by the wording of the
Poor Law Amendment Act, come to an end (with the session
immediately following the expiry of its five years’ term) on August
1839 ; and had already twice been continued for a further twelve
months? In January 1841, when the Whig Government was
tottering to its fall, Lord John Russell at last brought in the long-
deferred Bill to continue the Commission, not permanently but
for ten years. At once a strenuous opposition manifested itself.
More than five hundred petitions were presented against the Bill.
Disraeli saw his chance of leading all the discontented ; and he
moved the rejection of the Bill on Second Reading, in & clever
speech of picturesque and ingenious argument, playing upon all
the prejudices of the country gentlemen, and eulogising the
puperiority of the immemorial Locsl Government of England
over the interferences and blunderings characteristic of a cen-
tralised buresucracy. The much-vaunted economies of the
Poor Law reformers had proved he said, in the long runm,
delusive ; expenditure was rapidly rising,* owing, as he alleged,
to the wasteful policy of workhouse building and the multipli-
cation of ealaried officials. The debates were prolonged and
repeatedly adjourned, as many members wanted to denounce

! Although the Chartist Movement may have had no logical connection
with the objection to the New Poor Law, or with the agitation for Factory
Legislation, there wes, right down to 1880, & close connection betweon all
thres waves of popular feeling. “ Rightly or wrongly ", records ** Alfred ™
{Samuel Kidd) in his History of the Factory Movement, 1857, *‘ the labourers
of England belioved that the New Poor Law was & law to punish poverty . . .
it did more to sour the hearta of the labouring people than did all the privationa™.
“ Every oducsted leader of the Factory Movement opposed ™" the Poor Law
{An Beonomic History of Modern Britain, by J. H. Clapham, 1926, pp. 678-570).
Rev. J. Rayne: Stophens continually mingled his Chartism with his denuncistion
of the Poor Law Commissioners (Life of tAe Rev. J. Rayner Siephens, by G. J.
Holyoake, 1881 ; History of the Chartit Movement, 1847-1854, by R. G.
Gammags, 1804). Lord Panmoure, who, as Fox Maule, when Under Seoretary
st the Home Office, saw the confidential reports of 1849, notes that “ much
of the so-callsd Chartist egitation i in reslity  sati-Poor Lew agitetion ”
{The Panmure Papers, by Bir G. Douglas and Sir G. D. Reamsay, 1808, p. 15).

1 By 2 and 3 Vic, 0. 83 (1839) und 3 snd 4 Vic. c. 42 (1840),

? The amonnt expended on the relisf of the poor in Englsnd and Wales
had, in fact, been continnovaly rising from ita lowest point in 1837. At that
dats it had been got down to £4,044,741 ; but in 1843, by sucoessive yesrly
incresses, it had reached £5,208,027 (Hisory of the Ewglish Poor Law, by
Sir Q. Nioholls, 1854, vol. ii. p. 374},
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the cruelties of the new Guardiang, the antocratic action of the
Commisaioners and the abuses incidental to workhouse adminintra-
tion. The Order Paper was covered with notices of amendments
to nearly all the clanses of the Bill. Whilst no one outside the
ranks of the strict party Whigs was anxious to see this Govern-
ment Bill passed, Sir Robert Peel was too well-informed and too
honest to give any countenance to the idea that it waa poesible
to retrace the steps already taken. Vet aslesderof the Opposition
he could hardly be expected to help a dying Government; out of
ita difficulties. Grote and Villiers, with Lord Howick, ably
defended the Poor Law Commisaionera, but failed to stem the
tide of faction and party; and after a struggle that extended
over three months, Lord John Russell, in May 1841, withdrew
the Biil.1

Sir Robert Peel's Success

At the General Election that ensued in September 1841, in
which the Conservative Party gained a substantial majority, not
much was made of the Poor Law except as a reproach to the
Whigs ; and one of the first dutiea of Sir Robert Peel’s Govern-
ment was necessarily to secure a renewal of the life of the Poor
Law Commissioners for one more year ; when a motion for the
rejection of the Bill by Disraeli rallied some three-score sup-
porters.? In the following aession the Government got through

! Hensard, vola. lvi. and lvii., Janoery to May 1841 ; Life of the Boarl of
Beaconsfield, by W. . Monypenny, vol. ii. p. 232 ; History of the English Poor
Law, vol. 1i., by 8ir George Nicholls, 1854, pp. 383, 373 ; vol. iii., by Thomas
Mackay, 1800, pp. 205268, 311.314; History of England, by Bir Spencer
Walpole, vol. iv., 1888, p. 35; Edmbwk Review, Oct. 1841, by Nasaan Benior.

ThoWhlg(hbmtm torully, not orwholehmtedinm
defence of a law ndaDepntmonf.whhhhndhmamutnmalynnpnpuhr
In May 1841 Lord Palmerston was auggesting to Lord Malbourne whether it
wounld pot be  posaible to hold out & prospect of some modification of the
Poor Law, in regard to Outdoor Relisf in towns of more than & certain number
of inhabitanta, which I really believe would be just smd proper ”. By this,
he thought, “ we should strike the Poor Law cry dead " {Palmerston to
Melbourne, May 14, 1841 ; in Lord Melbourne's Papers, 1858, p. 410}

' 5 Viotoris 0. 10 {1841) ; Life of the Earl of Beacongfield, by W. F. Mony-
penny, 1011, vol. ii p. 232, “ There ia no doubt ™, ohserves Diaraeli's bio-
grapher, " that, in the slootions. Peel, though he himseli had newer given to

to the unpopularity whioh the Whign bad incurred by their Poor Law, and
to the definite pledges that ware ukenbymydhumppwmforih
smondmant or total sbolition ™ (ibid. p. 232). In

Newark, " Mr. Gladstons only toushed on the Poor vrmd 3
On the first ho would desire libers! trestment for aged, mick and widowed
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a Bill for & continuance of the Commission for s further period
of five years, not, indeed, without a good deal of denunciation
of the New Poor Law and of the policy of the Commissioners by
Ferrand (newly elected M.P. for Knaresborough}, T. 8. Duncombe,
Thomss Wakley, and others; but with a marked weakening of
the opposition.! Two years later, when better weather had
prevailed, food prices had fallen and trade had revived, Sir James
Graham, as Home Secretary (who was on terms of personal
intimacy with Cornewall Lewis and Sir Edmund Head, who now
dominated the Commission), got through the House, without
much difficulty, a new and lengthy Poor Law Amendment Act,
which improved the law in detail on numerous points, largely in
consonance with the suggestions of the Commissionera themselves,
and with the recommendations of the various Parliamentary
Committees of the preceding seven years.? The most important
of these changes was, perhaps, that relating to bastardy, by which
any legal proceedings on this subject were wholly dissociated
from the Poor Law. The parish officers were directed to seek no
indemnity for the parish and to take no part in any action. The
claim of the mother against the father of the child became her
own civil right, whether or not she received Poor Law relief,
independent of chargeability to the parish of either mother or
child ; and for the enforcement of this personal right the chesp
and summary jurisdiction of Petty Sessions was made available.?

poor, and reasonshls discretion to the looal administrators of the law'
{Life of W. E. Gludetone, by John Morley, 1903, vol. i p. 288).

1 Haneard, vol. Ixiv., 1842; & and 6 Vic. c. 57; History of the English Poor
Law, vol. it,, by 8ir G. Niahdh, 1864, p. 383; wol. ili., by Thomaa Mackay,
1850, pp. 313-314; Hislory of England, by Bir Spenocer Walpols, vol. iv. pp.
190-193 ; Lifs and Timea of Sir James Grakam, by W. T. M'Cullagh Torrens,
1863, vol. ii. pp. 220-223.

t 7 and 8 Vie. 0. 101; Offcial Ciscelar, No. 30 of Seplomber 30, 1844 ;
Elsventh Anzual Report of Poor Law Commissioners, 18405 ; Huloryofﬁc
English Poor Law, by Bir George Nicholls, 1854, vol. ii. pp. 383-391 ; wol. ii,
by Thomas Mackey, 1809, pp. 311-318; H. of C. Committee on the Administra-
tion of the Poor Law, 1887-1838; H. of L. Commitiese on the same, 1838 ;
H. of C. Committee on Madicel Relief, 1844 ; Ditto, on the Gilbert Act Unions,
18441845,

* It will be remembered thut the Poor Law Inquiry Commimsioners of
1832-1834 bad reoommended that there should be no recourse against the
father of sn illegitimate child; that the Bill of 1854 was drafted in this wenme ;
that the House of Commons insisted on a olause for the protection of tho rate-
payer, giving the parish (not the mother) power to get an ordar from Peity
Sessions making the father pay 1o tho perish for the maintenance of a ohild
which had becoms chargoabls; and that, in the House of Lords, this was

VOL. I N
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For the new Unions, the Act provided for their division into
wards for the election of Guardians, and altered the qualifications
and the scale of voting, making equal the two scales of owners’
and occupiers’ votes. It empowered the Commissioners to
combine parishes and Unions into districts for purposes of audit,
and (whilet repealing Hanway's Act regarding London infants)
likewise for the provieion of schools and vagrant wards; snd
also to include, without the assent of a two-thirdé majority, such
of the parishes protected by local Acts as had fewer than
20,000 inhabitants. The opportunity was also taken to effect
various other amendments in the law, notably with regard to
apprenticeship ; and salthough some of these extensions of legal
powers proved to go beyond the practical opportunities of the
Commission, they were all calculated to facilitate the working of
the new system. Taken as a whole, the general acceptance by the
House of Commons of this * second Poor Law Amendment Act”,
after a whole decade of denunciation and abuse, must be regarded

weakened by substituting Quarter Sessions for Petty Sessions, requiring
corroborstive evidence, and preventing the mother herself from benefiting,
The law, thua amended, was found dificult and costly of application by the
parishes {wa Nassnu Senior had complucently foreseen}; and magistrates,
Guardians and parishes slike proteated loudly—only to be told by the Poor
Law Commimionera that the Legislature must be presumed to have intended
to discourage such proesedings! The Select Committes of 1837-1838 recom-
mwended & simplification of the procedure; and Lord John Russell conceded,
in 1839, by 2 and 3 Vio. o. 85, the substitution of Petty Sessions for Quarter
Beesions. The Poor Law Commissionsrs discumsssd the matter in their Sixth
Annual Report, 1840, on an elaborate report by Sir Edmund Head, containing
all the learning on the subjsct. In Janvary 1844, in s further report to the
Home Secretary, they reluctantly fell in with the general desire ; and recom-
mended that, ** sasuming that sffilistion in to be further facilitated , , . the
beat mode of sccomplishing this end ia to give an independent civil remedy
to the mother of & bastard, sz wuch, snd not as & pauper; and thus to remove
the barrier which the necessity of chargesbility now interposes between the
mother and her mesna of legal redresa ® (Poor Law Commissioners to Sir J.
Graham, January 31, 1844, in Official Cirexlar, No. 32 of February 29, 1844 ;
Tenth Annual Report of the Poor Law Comwissioners, 1844, pp. 17-18, 234-
242 ; History of the Poor Law, vol. iii., by Thomas Mackay, 1899, pp. 317-318 ;
History of England, by Sir Spencer Waipole, vol. iv. p. 183). Thia was done
by 7 and 8 Victoria, o. 101 {1544) ; end remained until 1868 the legal position.
The protests and complaints of the Boarda of Guardiana at not being able to
have recourse mgaingt the father at last prevailed ; and by soc. 41 of the Poor
Law Amendment Act, 1868 {31 and 32 Victeria, c. 122), as amended by the
Bastardy Laws Amendment Acts, 1872 and 1873, power was given to the
Board of Guerdians having to maintain & bastard child to obtain, from Potty
Seasions, an order on the father (2ee Local Government Board Orders of August
4, 1873, and January 8, 1874 ; and The Englisk Poor Law System, by Dr. P. F.
Aschrott, 1888, p. &3).
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as a decigiveratification, not only of the Att of 1834, but aiso of the
general policy and administration of the Commissioners.}

The Andover Case

Nevertheless, just when the Commissioners had been thus
handsomely absolved, and, for a further term st least, “ relieved
. . . from the doubts and probabilities of a sudden termination
of their functions”, the storm broke out anew, with a fury that
very seriously “ rocked the boat”; and produced, in a short
time, a fundamental transformation of the position. In 1845,
what the Home Secretary (Sir James Graham) imprudently
termed ““ a workhouse squabble in the South of England **, led
to heated controversy, prolonged inquiry and bitter recrimina-
tions, extending far beyond the original incident, known as the
Andover Case.

One of the tasks met to the few able-bodied labourers who
entered the Southwell Workhouse, when Nicholls was Overseer
in 1821-1822, had been the crushing of bones to be used for
manure, This task, which the condition of the * green hones ”
made noisome and repellent, had been widely adopted in the new
workhouses after 1835,% without any express direction from the
Poor Law Commissioners, and even in the teeth of discourage-
ment from some of the Assistants; but also, though objee-
tions had been urged against it, without any prohibition. In
the yard of the workhouse at Andover, Hampshire, where this
task was regularly set to able-bodied labourers who applied for
relief, gome of them were, during the continuance of a certain
dietary,? found to be eating the hali-putrid gristle and marrow

' Hansard, 1844 ; 7 and 8 Victoria, cap. 101 ; Hislory of the Englizh Poor
Law, vol, ii., by Bir George Nicholla, 1854, pp. 383-381; vol. jil., by Thomas
Mackay, 1849, pp. 314-318.

' Return of Union Workhousee in which bone-crushing, etc., has been
oarried on {H.C. 41 of Februsry 1845}, moved for by Capt. Pechell, M.P. It
had been expiesaly suggested on February 18, 1842, by the Commissioners,
at & time when Nicholls was away in Ireland, to the Honiton Board of
Guardians, as an alternative to stone-bresking (MS. Minutes, 1842; Officsal
Circaler, No. 22 of Janusry 25, 1843).

! In the light of modern distetic wisdom it may well be thought that the
‘* hell-broth ™, ae the workhouss vatmesl gruel was termed, was deficient in
vitamines ; and that this led to a craving for meat. Bir James Grabam’s
manner was such as to lead to statementa that * he inzixted that the paupera

of Andover got on capitally on bone-dust ** (Political Portraits, by Fdward M.
Whitty, 1854, p. 98).
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to be extracted from the bones they were set to crush ; proving,
a8 some said, that these paupers were kept without sufficient food.
Out of this unsavoury incident, which came on the top of repeated
tales of workhouse eruelty, both in London and in rural Unions,!
a great scandal arose, The Poor Law Commissioners instructed
the Assistant Commissioner t¢ hold an inquiry, which, owing to
varions mistakes and misunderstandings, ended unzatisfactorily.
A demand was made in the House of Commons, at the instance
of the member for Andover (Ralph Etwall), for a more searching
inveatigation by a Belect Committes, which the Govemment
resisted, but which was forced upon them by the House. The
friends of two Assistant Commissioners, who had been called
upon to resign, insisted on their cases being also investigated,
an enlargement of the scope of the Committee which the
Governmment opposed, with the same untoward result. The
proceedings of the Committee, over which Lord Courtenay,
M.P., presided, eventually ranged over the whole scope of
Poor Law administration throughout the kingdom; and were
enlivened by bitter recriminations, in the course of which
Chadwick once more publicly revealed his own insubordination
to the Commissioners ; and what had begun as the trial of a
workhouse official ended in something like a trial of the Poor
Law Commission itself.

* It appeared "—we adopt Mackay’s summary—* that when
the complaint was first made the Commissioners sent their
Assistant Commissioner, Mr. Parker, to hold an inquiry on the
spot. In addition to the bone-crushing complaint, serious
allegations were made against Macdougall, the master of the

! The cass of the workhouse of the Bacton Union, Suffolk, where various
officials wero charged with gross neglect and cruelty, throngh which several
qdpupaidied,ilmpoﬂadnthngthmﬂmﬂmo{ﬁbmuys 1844 ;
m(w:hpﬁoctmopmomTMumﬁaTmePmqumew
Laww, stc., by Bir Walter James, Bart., 1847. In 1840, “ in the latter part of
the year, & great sensation was created by the expoqure, at Rocheater, of the
bruatalities of the master of & workhouss named Miloi . . . acts of the most
disgusting and revolting nature . . . united & profiigats indecency to a stupid

in confirmation, Anwual Register, December 1840). The
i Corunery’ inguoests on people
who had died of want {soe Times of February 27, 1841; De:;;nl}:s,lm,
T i , 1844, pp. 19-20;
also A WﬁM@Pmmmethw,Mubﬂpp
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workhouse.* The evidence against him rested, for the most
part, on the uncorroborated testimony of some worthless women.
The charges were denied, but Macdougall thought it prudent to
resign ; the inquiry therefore, as far as he was concerned, came
to an end, and no action seems to have been taken against him
in the civil or criminal courts. Mr. Parker had a most difficult
part to play. It was a period of Chartism and violent political
agitation. Local feeling ran so high that s judicial consideration
of the subject was impossible. Mr. Parker did his best to
restrain the passion and irrelevancies of the various witnesses ; and
it is quite possible that he displayed some desire to wind up an
inquiry into a disturbance which was entirely of s personal
character. Dissatisfaction was expressed by Sir James Graham
as to the manner in which the inquiry had been conducted.
This feeling was shared by the Commissioners, more especially
by Mr. George C. Lewis and Sir Edmund Head, and wss acquiesced
in by Mr. Nicholle ; and Mr. Parker was invited to resign his post
of Assistant Commissioner, Mr. Parker may have been lacking
in the temper and fact required in his difficult position ; but it is
impossible to avoid the conclusion that he was made a scapegoat
in this unfortunate business. Sir James Graham [the Home
Secretary] was called on o answer for a grave miscarriage of
administration. He found that an abortive inquiry had been
held by a subordinate of the central office. The Commissioners
had for themselves a perfect answer to adverse criticism. They
had endeavoured to stop the use of the bone-crushing test work,?

! This was the sad case of Hannah Joyce. ** A poor woman of the name
of Hannah Joyce was . . . treated . . . with dreadin] cruelty. . . . Hunted
away from the workhouse like s brute beast—threatened with aleeping in the
deadhouse by the side of the corpes of her child—compelled to catry the body
of that child, without a coffin, through the High Street of Andover to the
grave, Hannah Joyoe will long be remembered sa the very acme of Poor Law
abuse and of Poor Law orusities ” {Thoughie wpon the Theory and Practice of
the Poor Lowe, eic., by Sir Walter James, Eart., 1847, p. 10). " Hannah
Jayee . lppu'bhumuuudbythommdm&mnmhmt
hnuhna-mdmehy"(wenﬁmﬁcmmc‘mm(umen . relative
to the Transaction of the Business of the Commisrion, 1847, p. B8},

% Here Maocksy went too far, There had been a difference of opinion smong
the Commimioners as to whether bone-crushing was & suitable task to set;
and in letters to varions Boards of Guardians the Commissioners had shown
refuctance to sanction it (MS. Minutes, Poor Law Commimioners). They did
not go forther, however, than to camticn the Guardisns thet they should
oonsult the Workhouse Madical Ofoar as ** to the nature of the bones neually
obtaipad, the instrument employed, and the where the work is carrind
on . In another case the Commissioners, w axprosing & doubt, ** whether
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and the local Union was alone responsible for a disregard of this
order and for the malfeasance of Macdougall, its own subordinate
officer. Mr. Parker did not improve his relations with his official
chiefe by reviving Mr. Chadwick's contention that the Commis-
gion was not fully constituted for the transaction of business
without the presence of the Secretary. To raise such an objection
in the height of a controversy with his chiefs had the appearance
of an act of insubordination ; apd it is imposaible not to suspect
that the whole of this trouble was much fomented by the un-
fortunate differences which existed between the Secretary and
the Commissioners. In the Parliamentary inquiry, to which Sir
James Graham was obliged to assent, the Andover acandal soon
became of secondary importance. Mr. Chadwick and the
Assistant Commissioners, Mr. Parker and Mr. Day (the last for
other reasons had also been invited to resign), had their advocates
on the Committee. To them were joined, for the purpose of
exciting public prejudice against the law and the Commissioners,
a large party of irresponsible malcontents. They were not
deterred from making capital out of the scandal by the remem-
brance that Mr. Chadwick's difference with his colleagues arose
ostensibly out of the fact that in his opinion the Board [of Poor
Law Commissioners] had been remiss in enforcing the law which
they, its opponents, denounced ss cruel and unchristian. The
Committee found that the Andover Board [of Guardians] was in.
many regpects blameworthy, and that Mr. Parker and Mr. Day
had not been fairly treated. The important result of the inquiry
was, that the Whig Government, which had succeeded the great
Ministry of Sir Robert Peel, decided to make a change in the
constitution of the Commission.” *

bone.crushing in the best form of affording employment ", atipulated that the
Workhouse Medical Officer should satisfy himself that it wes nat injurions to
health, On November 8, 1845, the Commissioners so far yiclded to the atorm
that had been roussd by the Andover incident as to issne an Order prohibiting
bone-crushing for the future (Twelith Ancual Report of the Poor Law Com-
missioners, 1846, pp. 6-8, 77, 58-88). Nicholls formally dissented from this,
and insisted on his disent being recorded and published ; ** being ", a& he
said, * satinfied that bone-bresking is & perfectly eligibls mods of employment
for the able-bodied male inmatos of a workhouse ™ (Hisory of the English
Poor Law, by Sir George Nicholla, 1854, vol. ii. p. 395 ; Copies of Lettars and
Rules of the Poor Law Commissioners relating to bone-crushing, ete., H.C. 78
of 1846 ; and Report of the Secretary of the Poor Law Commissioners on
Baone-croshing, #te., H.C. 432 of 1840, two reiurns moved for by Capt.

Pochell, MLP.).
L - of the Ewglish Poor Low, wol. iii., by Thomas Mackay, 1808,
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The Constitutional Revolution

Whatever may have been thought of the outcome of the
Andover Case, it seems to have been generally felt that the
position of the Poor Law Commissioners — ““ exposed ”, as
Cornewall Lewis complained, « to the insults of all the refuse of
the House of Commons without the power of defending oneself ;
and to have one’s chief opponent as the Secretary of the Board
of which one is s member, without the power of dismissing him
—was not one that could be continued. It was realised, both by
Nasszau fenior and Lord John Russell, that they had made a
mistake in 1834 in persuading Lord Althorp, against his better
judgment, to establish the Poor Law Commission a8 an inde-
pendent body, uncontrolled by any Minister, and therefore un.
represented in the House of Commons. There had conseguently
never been any one to answer for it in the House, or specially
rezponsible for its defence against the attacks from which it was
hopeless to expect members to abstain. Whatever might be
plausibly urged in favour of an absolutely non-party administra-
tion, of a branch of the Executive Government which it was
hoped to keep entirely divorced from politics, the attempt
had, in the conditions of English public life, hopelessly broken
dowm.

The case of the Poor Law Commission between 1834 and 1847
has become a classic example of the absolute necessity of definite
ministerial responsibility in Parliament for every executive Depart-
ment without exception ; and it was made by Bagehot & leading
case. After describing in vivid detail, in his well-known book on

Pp- 322.32¢; vol. ii. by Bir George Nicholls, 1854, pp. 304-385; History of
England, by Sir Spencer Walpole, vol. iv, p. 28; Iafe and Times of Sir James
Graham, by W. T. M‘Cullagh Torrens, 1863, vol. i. pp. 457-460, 478-482;
see also Hansard, vol, Ixxxiv. pp. 625, 676, etc. ; Report and Evidence of the
Select Committee . . . on the Andover Union, 1845 (H.C. 683}, together with
half & dozen other Parliamentary Papers; the valuable Digest of the Evidence
before the Select Cpmmitiee, stc., by » Barrister, 196 pagen (1846} ; Twelfth Report
of the Poor Law Commissioners, 1846 ; Lellers from fhe Poor Law Commia-
sioners . . . relative Io tha Transaclion of the Business of the Commizsion, 1847 ;
A Letier to Lord Viscount Conrtenay, M.P., Chairman of the Andovey Commilies,
by Willism Dey, 1847 ; Letlers . . . on the subject of recent proceedings connccted
with the Andover Union, by H. W. Parker, 1845; Two Letlers fo . . . Sir
Georpe Grey, eto., by the same, 1847; The Political Life of Bir Robert Peel,
by Thomaa Doubleday, 1888, vol. ii. p. 432,
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The English Constitution, the difference between the way in which
8 Department fares under Parliamentary attack, according to
whether it has or has not a Minister to answer for it, he proceeded
as follows :

* The experiment of conducting the administration of a public
department by an independent unsheltered anthority has often
been tried, and slways failed. Parliament always poked at it,
till it made it imposaible. The most remarkable is that of the
Poor Law. The administration of that law is not now wvery
good ; but it is not too much to say that almost the whole of ita
goodness has been preserved by its having an official and party
protector in the House of Commons. Without that contrivance
we should have drifted back into the errors of the Old Poor
Law, and superadded to them the present mweanneez and incom-
petence in our large towns, All would have been given up to
local management., Parliament would have interfered with the
Central Board til! it made it impotent, and the Loeal Authoritiea
would have been despotic. The first administration of the New
Poor Law was by Commissioners—the three Kings of Somerset
House, s they were called. The system was certainly not tried
in untrustworthy hands. At the crisis . . . the prineipal
Commissioner was Sir George [Comnewall] Lewis, perhaps the best
selective [sic— presumably meaning non-elected] administrator
of our time. But the House of Commone would not let the Com-
mission alone. For a long time it was defended becaunse the
Whigs had made the Commission, and felt bound as a party to
protect it. The new law started upon a certain intellectual
impetus; and till that was spent its administration was supported
in a rickety existence by an abnormal strength. But aiterwards
the Commissioners were left to their intrinsic wealmesa, [In the
House of Commons] there were members for all the localities, but
there were none for them. The rural Guardians would have liked
to eke out wagee by rates ; the city Guardisns hated control and
hated to spend money, The Commission had to be dissolved,
and a Parliamentary head was added ; the result is not perfect
but it is an amazing improvement on what wonld have happened
in the old system, The new system has not worked well becanse
the Central Authority has too little power; but under the
previous system the Central Authority was getting to have, and
by this time would have had no power at all. And if Bir
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Qeorge Lewis and Mr. Chadwick could not maintain an out-
lying Department in the face of Parliament, how unlikely
that an inferior compound of discretion and activity will
ever maintain it ! " ¥

In May 1847 Bir George Grey, the new Home Secretary, intro-
duced a Bill which became law as the Poor Law Board Act. The
appointment of the Poor Law Commissioners was allowed to
expire. Their functions were transferred to a new body of Com-
misaioners, always known as “ The Poor Law Board , consisting
nominally of the Lord President of the Council, the Lord Privy
Seal, the Home Secretary and the Chancellor of the Exchequer
ex officio, together with a President, who was to be eligible to sit
in Parlisment, to be appointed by the Crown, and in addition two
Secretaries, one of whom was, like the President, to be eligible to
sit in Parliament. In this drastic reorganisstion, the Poor Law
Commissioners had themselves concurred. “ There is nothing *,
wrote to George Grote that “ most able, most learned, most
unselfish and most genial man ” * Cornewall Lewis (whose place
was thereby abolished), “in the change announced by the Govern-
ment of which I disapprove. On the contrary, they appear to me
to have taken the best step, both for the public and the Commis-
aioners, which the circumstances of the case admitted. Lord
John completely threw over the report of the Andover Com-
mittee, and said that the Govemment intended to found no
meaaure upon it. But he added that there was a state of feeling
in Parliament, and a relation between the Home Office and the
Commissioners, which rendered & change in the constitution of
the Department expedient, when the question of the renewal of
the Commission came before the House. He propeses to retain
the present central contrel unimpaired, transferring the issue of
General Orders to the Queen in Council ; constituting the Depart-

L Ths English Comatitution, by Walter Bagehot, 1868 {(pp. 188-19¢ of
edition of 1922).

* Gladatone's Disry, April 14, 1863, in Life of W. E. Gladstone, by John
Morley, 1003, vol. i. @. C. Lewis immediately entered Parllament,md waa
pmmpﬂy taken into Lord John Rumell's Government, holding successively
three minor offices, 1847-1862, whon ho lost his seat and became editor of the
Edinbwk Rmaa, 1862-1855. Re-entering Parlisment in February 1555, be

appointed Chancellor of the Exchequer in Lord Paimereton's
Govmfsne. 1855-1858 ; and (nfter the brief administration of Lord Derby)
snmvulynomemrymdsomdmmﬂﬁr. 1880-1861. After

r;:ﬂugehotodhd“thomtupﬁwhuﬂﬁnofmhm" he died in
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ment differently, and enabling it to be represented directly in the
House of Commona. At the same time, I believe, the Department
will be made perpetual, instead of being, a3 at present, only
temporary. It has been my great object to prevent the attacks
of the last seasion from being used a5 a means of destroying the
central office, and subverting the existing administration of the
law. Although [name omitted] and his friends had personal
objecta, the aim of Wakley and the Témes and ‘their adherents
was more extensive. If the Govemment make a good arrange-
ment of the personnel of the new Department, the amount of
public injury done will not be great. For my own part, nothing
but s consciousness of the impossibility of resigning would have
induced me to hold my office even up to the present time. . . .
H it should be found on experience that the direct representation
of the Poor Law Commission in Parliament leads to the abandon-
ment, of some wholesome regulations which are now in force, and
renders the administration less impartial, this change for the
worse must be imputed to our Parliamentary constitution, and
not to the Poor Law Department or the existing administration.
Parliament is supreme ; and we cannot be better governed than
Parliament is willing to govern us. It is vain for a body of
subordinate functionaries to attempt to enforce, on such a subject
as Poor Law, opinions which are repudiated by the majority of
the sovercign Legislature.”

The Act of 1847

The Bill, which contained also two detailed amendments of
the law significant of the growing feeling of uneasiness about the
humanity of the administration of the General Mixed Work-
houses,* passed into law during 1847 without difficulty, though

1 Lewis to Grote, January 26, 1847, in Leliers of the Right Hon, Sir George
Cormewall Lewis, Barl., edited by Rev. Sir Gilbert Franklend Lewis, Bart.,
1870, pp. 150-15%.

1 By section 23 it was peremptorily ordered that » married couple over
sixty years of age were to be entitled, on request, to a ssparats bedroom (this
was slightly enlarged thirty years later by 38 and 40 Vie. o. 81, snc, 16, which
enabled permission for s ssparate bedroom to be given when either epouse
waa over sixty, or infirm and sick or dissbled}; and section 24 provided that
where & Board of Guardisns neglects to appoint s Visiting Committes to look
after the workhouse, or where such Committor fails to visit the institution
overy thres months, the Poor Law Commisioners ahall sppoint & sslarisd
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not without debates in both Houses, during which Lord Brougham
{who was, as usual, inaccurately informed) delivered an eloquent
panegyric on Chadwick, with whom he associated George Nicholls
(whose formal “ Minute of dissent " from the prohibition of bone-
crushing had emphasised publicly his reputed desire for a more
rigid policy), whilst rather depreciating the other Commissioners.
In the House of Commons, on the other hand, where Disraeli
once more attacked the whole system,! C. P. Villiers ably defended
the action of the Commissioners, and animadverted seriously on
the persistent insubordination of Chadwick, to whose conduct he
attributed much of the difficulty with which the Commission had
had to contend. The Act received the Royal Assent on the 23rd
of July 1847, but it was not to come into force until the day after
the new appointments were gazetted, which proved to be not
until the 17th of December following. During this period of
nearly five months, the Commissioners disposed of most of the
pending cases; and, in particular, they formally issued the
General Consolidated Order which they had long had in prepara-
tion, codifying the maas of Special Orders made aince 1834 for the
election and working of the Boards of Guardians, the duties
of their officers, the regulation of the workhouse, the medical
service, apprenticeship and non-resident relief.®

The Poor Law Board Act of 1847 (10 and 11 Vic. c. 109},
though in terms only the substitution of one collegiate authority
for another, and still only temporary, being limited to a term of
five years, wrought, as the observations of Walter Bagehot will
have explained, the constitutional revolution that had been
seen t0 be necessary. The establishment of the Poor Law
Board meant in fact (for the ez officic members of the Board
were never summoned, and the Board itself never met, and was
never intended to meet) the establishment of a Ministry for Poor
Relief, with a responsible Minister (the President) sitting either
in the House of Lords or in the House of Commons, who would
be necessarily & member of the Government, whether or not in

officer, not being one of the Guardians, to make the visitation at the Uniun's
expense.

The *“ Assistant Commisaioners " were replaced by * Inapectors " with
explicitly defined end extended powers,

t Life of Beaconsfield, by W, F. Monypenny. 1811, vol. ii. p. 233.

* Officicl Circular, N.B., Noa. 7 and 8, July 26, 1867 ; History of the English
Poor Law, by Sir George Nicholls, 1854, vol. ii. pp. 422, 458,
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the Cabinet; together with an Assistant Minister (the Parlia-
mentary SBecretary), who would presumably usually represent
the Department in the other House!

1 From 1838 to 1847 the Poor Law Commimioners were charged alao with
the administration of the Irish Poor Law, on which Nicholls was slmost
wholly engaged from 1838 onwards. As the administration waa entively
distinot from that of the English Poor Law, we have not troublod the reader,
in this chapter, with sny acoount of the Irish exporiment. Some of the
points of intereat in both the Irich snd the Scottish Pobe Laws will be found
in the Appendix to the socond volume of the present work.

We note, in pessing, an extrsordinary hoax of 1837, which decwived
Robert Blakey (Hislory of Political Literature, 1855} and therefore, not un-
naturally, Karl Marx ((opéial, vol. ii. p. T45); wnd was sericusly qooted in 1922
by the Minister of Health (Bir Altved Mond)., Longmans published, in 1837, an
ootavo pamphlet of twenty-six pages purporting to be & copy of & ** Case on the
43rd Elix., for the Relief of the Foor, Gawdy atiorney, for the Opinion of
Mr. Berjeant Snigge ", in 1604, This recited, in arohaic language, that a oortain
parish in Norfclk had the ides, in order to resist the demands of the poor for
relisf, of erecting a workhouse in which they could be confined so long as they
required sustenance. Berjeant Bnigge (who was & promivent lawyer of the
time and afterwards & judge) was asked to advise whether this would be a
legal complisnce with the Act, We give the gist of his lengthy opinion, which
is, wo assums, the statement for which the pamphlst was written. * It is &
just suspect of the parish, that such & measure sa they alluds to, will not be
warranted by the Act. And I deem too highly of the wisdom and integrity
of the High Court of Parliament to surmise that they will give their sanction
to any such doings. Should any person ever be a0 weak and wicked ss to

or even to vote for such a law, they will be answerable, in conscience,
not only for every poor person who may die; but also, for every instance of
enflering or of depravity in consequence of jt."”

In reply to our inquiry, Mr. Longman kindly informed us thet nothing
was known sbout, this pamphiet except that fifty copies were printed {or William
Savage, suthor of A Dictionary of the Art of Prinfing, whose brother James was
manﬁmoﬁmmm It was probably concooted between them. That
it was ly » hoax is indicated by the date aseigned to the opinion, namely,
“ yo first of April, 1604 " ; and confirmad by the fact that Attorney Gawdy's
statement of the case, and Berjeant Snigge's opinion, contein seversl words
which, on the sathority of the New English Dicionary, did not enter into English
usage until long after 1804. A copy of the pamphlet ia in the library of the
London Behool of Econornios.



CHAPTER III
THE ADMINISTRATIVE HIERARCHY OF 1848-1008

Tae transformation of the Poor Law Commissioners, unrepre-
sented in Parliament, into the Poor Law Board, presided over by
a responsible Minister, was more than a constitutional amend-
ment, The occasion marked aleo a modification in the character
of the administration. The relations between the Central
Authority and the Boards of Guardians had been, during the
latter years of the Commissioners’ reign, gradually changing.
The doctrinaire enthnsiasm of the famous Report of 1834 had
evaporated.! The perpetual campaign of education of public
opinion had already been abandoned. * The dutiezs of the
Commisssioners ”, it was said in 1847, by a well-informed and
friendly critic, after the investigation into the acandals of the

1 This was eubsequently deeoribed, with considerable projudice and
exaggeration, as having begun almoet with Sir Robert Peel's accession to
office in 1841. The Boards of Guardians, wrote Doubleday (in 1858), ** every-
where began to be deeply affected by the disclosures made in and out of
Parliament of the inhumanities and immoralitiea transacted under the eyes
of the oreatures of the trio st Somerset House, , . . They began to sct at
deflance the nkases of the Central DBoard, which, knowing their deep un-
popularity, dared not reeist, nor put in force any of the arbitrary powers
with whioch the Act had armed them . .. snd Outdoor Relief which . . .
the widely spread distreas made more than ever neceasary, becamo again
universal * (Political Life of Sir Robert Peel, by Thomas Doubleday, 1860,
vol, ii. p. 354).

t The English Foor Law and the Poor Law Commission in 1847 (Anon.),
1847, p. 52. This pamphlet, comparable with that of 1841 which we have so
frequently cited, was, we think, written by, or in consultation with, Naasau
Benior and Cornewall Lewis. The Iatter expreased a similar view in his corre-
spondence. * In Engiand the Poor Law is no longer heard of. The experiment
of direct reeponaibility to Parlisment has been decidedly succeseful. This ia
[Bir James] Graham's opivion ss well as mine ** (Cornswall Lewis to Sir Edmund
Head, August 1848). “The Poor Law Board has now bocome purely
administrative, and has no charsoter or policy of ite own. Baines [President
of the Poor Law Board, 1848-1852 and 1853-1855] . . . has managed the

180
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Andover Workhouse, “ have now become, for the most part,
of a merely administrative character. They watch over the
proceedings of the Boards of Guardians, afford them advice,
assistance and information in cases of difficulty and doubt,
inquire into and adjudicate upon complaints against paid officers
of Uniona, and maintain a general inspection over a large and
complex machine, formed of ifinitely varied parts and liable
to perpetual derangement, This alteration in the character of
the functions of the Poor Law Commissioners assimilates it
more to an ordinary Government Department.” The trans-
formation affected the form, and even the substance, of the
official publications. Under the influence, as we imagine, first
of J. G. Shaw-Lefevre, the most accomplished of the trio, and
then of Cornewall Lewis, the whole series of the Poor Law Comn-
missioners’ Reports from 1835 to 1847 had been distinguished,
not only by vivid descriptions, constituting what the journalists
call “ good copy ”, but slso by cogent trains of reasoning, put
in a way that appealed to the educated reader. On the other
hand, the annual volumes presented to Parliament and the
public by the Poor Law Board from 1848 onward, were, from
the outset, devoid of description of incidents; omitting the
Inspectors’ reporta ; confined, in the main, to statistical records ;
couched (as was once complained by a Board of Guardians)
‘ in the statutory language of the Poor Law . . . not sufficiently
definite as regards practical application " ;1 hardly ever illumin-
sted by a pregnant phrase; and, in consequence, almost unspeak-
ably dull®* Whether consciously ot not, the Department had
learned a lesson. One of the secrets of successiul Parliamentary
administration, says Bagehot, for any but the most brilliant
Minister, *“is to make the whole discussion uvninteresting, to
leave an impression that the subject is very dry, that it is very
diffienlt, that the Department had attended to the dreary detail,
and that on the whole it waa safer to Jeave it to the Department,
and a dangerous responsibility to interfere with the Department.

business very well in the House of Commons, and has disarmed sll opposition
and hostility. A great change has, however, taken place since our day " (the
same to the sume, May 10, 1851 ; see Letters of Sir George Cornewall Lewis,
edited by Bir G. F. Lewis, 1870),

1 Holborn Board of Guardisna to the Poor Law Board, in Twenty-second
Annusl Report of the Poor Law Board, 1870, p. 17.

1 Tke Englisk Poor Law System, by Dr. P. F. Aschrott, 1888, pp. 50.60.
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The faculty of disheartening adversaries by diffusing on occasion
an oppressive atmosphere of businesslike dullvess is invaluable
to & Parliamentary ‘statesman’”! It was in this atmosphere
of  busineas-like dullness ”’ that was organised the Administra-
tive Hierarchy that we have now to describe,

The “ Indigence Relief Minisiry

At the apex of the hierarchy, we find gradually emerging,
from 1848 onwards, what became amazingly like the “ Indigence
Relief Minister ”; whom, as we have already mentioned,
Bentham had suggested, nearly a generation before, in his
Constitutions]l Code. For the Poor Law Board, unlike its
predecessor, the trinity of Poor Law Commissioners of 1834~
1847, but like its successor in 1871 (the Local Government Board),
was only nominally a collegiate authority, Why this Ministry,
following the precedent of the more ancient Board of Trade,
should have been made to pretend to the world that it was a
corporation of five high dignitaries, members of the Privy
Council, who never met and were never intended to meet, and
whose functions were carried out, and were always intended to
be carried out, by the one among them who was named as their
President, has never been explained, and is, perhaps, of no
importance.?

1 4 Mr. Lowe ad Chancellor of the Exchequer ", in Biographical Studies, by
Walter Bagehot, 1881, p. 352.

¥ The Minister was even statutorily endowed with s casting vote in case
the fictitions other mombers should prove to be squally divided in opinion,
For curront buasjness the signatures of any two Commissioners might replace
that of the President; but for General Orders the signatures of two other
Commissioners were required in addition to that of the Prosident.

The Act 10 and 11 Victoris, o. 109 (1847) empowered the Crown to appoint
ono or more persons to be Commissioners for administering the laws for the
relief of the poor in England and Wales, one of whom was to be named as
president, and he (and also one of the ascrotarics) was declared eligible to ait
in the House of Commons. The other Commissioners were ex officic the
President of the Council, the Lord Privy Sea), the Home Secretary and the
Chancellor of the Exchequer. As already mentionsd, the new body was, in
order to distinguish it from ita predecessors, the Poor Law Commissioners of
1853415847, from the outset called the Poor Law Board; and this title waa
legalised by 12 and 13 Victoria, ¢, 103 (1849). The same model wos followed
for the Looal Government Board, which took over the work in 1871 ; but in
this case the ez officio Commissioners included, in addition, oll the other
Secrotaries of Btate, as well aa the Home Secretary (34 and 36 Vie. o. 70;
1871).
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The power and responsibility was completely vested in a
single Minister (the President) as Bentham would have wished ;
and if the President was not, from the start, always & member
of the Cabinet, this omission, which depended only on the Prime
Minister of the day, was corrected after 1871 by the usual practice
—unbroken save for two cases—of the next half century. It
was the President who made all appointments, gave all instrue-
tions, issued all orders, despatched all letters, and made all
decisions, important or unimportant. That is to say, all these
things were done by his general authority, in his name and upon
his responsibility. But the President, like his colleagues in the
Ministry, found his time and energy so much taken up by his
Parliamentary dutiea and his membership of the various Minis-
terial Committees, not to say also by his growing participation
in “ platform work ” in his own and other constituencies, and hia
necessary attendance at public functions, tegether with his inter-
views with deputations and influential personages, that we can
see that his opportunities for giving personal attention to the
current business of the Department, or even to its problems, can
have been but small. This absorption in duties other than
departmental administration became greater when he became
s member of the Cabinet, and has been ever increasingly aug-
mented as the work of the Government has developed in range.
Moreover, in the vicissitudes of British politics, the Minister is,
in all Departments, only a transient figure; and, in the history
of the Poor Law Board and the Local Government Board, hia
tenure of office was usually exceptionally short. His appoint-
ment, and that of his Parliamentary Secretary, enabled them,
as was intended, to represent the Department in Parliament ;
and this, as has been already explained, was & notable administra-
tive improvement. In practice, however, so far as concerned the
detailed consideration of policy and the overcoming of difficulties,
it waa not the President who, in 1848, took the place of the three
Poor Law Commissioners, but the Civil Servants, nominally the
mere subordinates of the Minister, who constituted the Depart-
ment. The three Poor Law Commissioners—men, a8 we have
seen, of outstanding ability—had been, from 1834 to 1847, con-
tinuously engaged, day after day, in thinking about the policy,
constantly discussing it among themselves on terms of equality,
and dealing personally with all the problems of Poor Ralief.
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For these thirteen years, through all chahges in personnel, they
acted as a continuing body, with an ever-lengthening corporate
experience and tradition. On the other hand, the President of
the Poor Law Board (or of the Local Government Board) was
necessarily & constantly changing person, who, when he found
inclination and time to give his mind to departmental policy at
all, was in no sense constrained to do £0,! had no one with whom
he was forced to discuss it on terms of equality, and could do no
more than think about one problem at a time, with the inevitable
conscionsness that his presence in that particular office (averaging
only about a couple of years}, and even his political reign, wonid
probably be brought to an early, and as he doubtless felt, an
entirely premature end.s

1 This was made a matier of criticism in the Majority Report of the Poor
Law Commission, 1909, * Thus, the fina] effect of the recomstitution of the
Central Authority since 1834 has been that the ultimate responsibility for
Poor Law administration haa ceased to rest with & body of sxperts as were
the Poor Law Commissioners appointed solely for the purpose, and has besn
ssigned to s President who enters on office and leaves it with his party, and
has many other duties of » very varied nature * (Majority Report of Poor Law
Commismion, 1009, vol. i. p. 120 of Bvo edition).

* The poet of President of the Poor Law Board was held in sucosssion by
no fewer than twelve Ministers in twenty-four years, of whom only five
were admitted to the Cabinet; namely, by Charles Buller (1847-1848);
Matthew Talbot Baines (1840-18562); Sir John Trollope (1852); M. T. Baines
agsin (1863-1856) ; Edward Pleydall Bouverie (1856-1858) ; Thomaa Sotheron
Estoourt (1858) ; The Earl of March (1880); C. P. Villiers (Cabinet) {1858
1860); Gathorpe Hardy, afterwsrds Eazl of Cranbrook (Cabinet) (1866-1887);
The Earl of Devon {Cabinet} (1867-1868) ; Q. J., afterwards Visconnt, Goschen
{Cabinet) (1868-1871), snd J. J, Btansfeld (Cabinet) (1871).

Of Presidenta of the Looal Government Bosrd and Ministers of Health
there have, down to 1928, been twenty-six in fifty-seven yoars, sand of these all
but two were sdmitted to the Cabinet, namely, J. J. SBtansfeld {1871-1874) ;
. Belater-Booth, afterwards Lord Basing (1874-1880) (not in the Cabinet) ;
J. G. Dodson, afterwards Lord Monk Bretton {1880-1882) ; Bir Charles Dilke
(1882-1888) ; Arthur Balfour, afterwards Earl of Balfour (1885-1888) (not
in the Cabinet}; Joseph Chemberlain (1888); J. J. Btansfeld again (1886);
C. T. Ritchie, afterwards Lord Ritchis {Cabinet from 1887) (1888-1R92};
H. H. Fowler, atterwards Viscount Wolverhamnpion (1892-1804); G. J. Shaw-
Lefevre, afterwards Baron Eversley (1884-1896); Henry Chaplin, after.
wards Lord Chaplin (1805-1900); Walter Long, afterwards Viscount Long
(1900-1905) ; Gerald Baliour (1906); John Burns (1008-1914); Herbert
Bamusl (1814-1815); Walter Long, afterwards Viscount Long (1815-1916) ;
Lord Rhondds (1916-1817); W. Hsyes Fisher, aftorwards Lord Downbam
{1917-1918} ; Bir Auckland Geddes {1918-1019) ; Christopher Addison (1819~
1921); Sir A. M. Mond (1021-1922); BSir Griffith Boecawsn (1922-1923);
Noville Chamberlain (1923); Bir W. Joynson Hicks (1923-1824}; John
Wheatley (1824) ; Nevills Chamberlain again (1924- »

VoL.1
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The Parliamentary Secretary

We need say little of the subordinate colleague of the Minister,
whose sole function was to share with him the reprezentation of
the Department ir Parlisment, The intention of the dual
appointment was, we imagine, to provide for such representation
simultaneously in both Houses of the Legislature. In the case
of the Poor Law Board and Local Government Board, however,
only twice in the three-quarters of a century of their joint exist-
ence—and then only for a few months each—was either repre-
sentative a member of the House of Lords.! The result of both
the President and the Parliamentary Secretary being chosen from
the House of Commons was to reduce the latter to a mere parlia-
mentary assistant of the Minister for the time being. He was
accordingly habitually selected, latterly from promising juniors
in the party ranks, but for the first twenty years from among
what have been termed * the industrious, painstaking, eminently
respectable and eminently dull persons who are chosen by every
Government for the smaller places in the official hierarchy ™ ;*
and who rarely exercise, it must be added, any influence either
on policy or on administration. The very names of the holders
of the office during these eighty years are only with difficulty
recoverable.?

} Sines the transformation of the Local Government Board into the
Ministry of Health in 1919, two Becretariee in succession have been members
of the House of Lords.

t Sir Henry Campbell-Baunerman, by T. P. O’Connor, 1808, p. 24.

* As we have found no sccount of them, and it in hardly practicable for
the inguisitive reader to discover who they were, we have compiled the follow-
ing list of thirty-five Parliamentary Secretaries of the Poor Law Board, Local
Government Board and Ministry of Health: 1847-188}, Viscount Ebrington
(stterwards Earl of Devon): 1851-1862, R. W. Grey; 18562-1853, Sir J.
Emerson Tennant; 1863-1866, G. L. G. Grenville Berkeloy ; 1858-1858, R. W.
Grey sgain ; 1858-1859, F. Winn Knight ; 1859-1865, Charles Gilpin ; 1865~
1860, Viscount EnSeld (afterwards Viscount Torrington); 1860-1867, Ralph An-
struther Earls; 1887-1888, G. Sclster Booth (afterwards Lord Basing) ; 18GB,
8ir Michsel Hicks Beach {afterwards Viscount Bt. Aldwyn) ; 1868-1871, A. W.
Poel (afterwards Viscount Peel); 18711874, J. T. Hibbert ; 1874-1875, Clare
Sewell Road ; 1875-1E80, Thomas Salt; 1880-1883, J. T, Hibbert ; 188318886,
@, Ruagssll ; 1885-1888, Earl Brownlow; 1888, J. Collings ; 1886, W, C. Bor-
laso; 1886~1802, Walter Long (sfterwarda Viscount Long); 1892-1885, Sir W. B,
Foater; 1885-1900, T. W. Rumell; 1800-1805, Grant Lewson; 1905-18907,
W. Runciman ; 1007-1908, T. J, Macnamara ; 1808-i908, C. F. . Masterman ;
19091915, J. H. Lewis ; 1815-1817, W. Hayea Finher (afterwards Lord Down-
ham); 1917-1919, Stephen Walsh ; 1910-1921, The Hon. Waldor! Astor (who
bocame Lord Aator); 1021-1923, The Earl of Omslow; 1923-1924, Lord
Eustace Percy ; 1824, Arthur Greenwood ; 1824, 8ir H. Kingsley Wood.,
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The ** Permanent Head ™

The real successor of the Poor Law Commissioners of 1834—
1847, whose able and adroit administration we have described
in the preceding chapter, was, however, not the Minister but the
Department—that is to aay, the *“ Permanent Head ”, the non-
political Secretary, advised by, and in consultation with—to
whatever extent he chose in each case—the whole clerieal staff
of the Department ; by the expert legal, medical, financial and
architectural technicians whom, after many years, it gradually
accreted ; and by the peripatetic Inspectors and Auditors, most
of whom the Department has always virtually selected.

The first Secretary to the Poor Law Board, and thus the first
* Permanent Head ”’, was, as we have mentioned, the veteran
George Nicholls, then aged sixty-seven, who, after thirteen years’
laborious service as Poor Law Commissioner in England and
Ireland, was allowed to remain for three more years at a
greatly reduced sslary in the subordinate office of Secretary.

Then followed twenty years of appointments to the Permanent
Headship of the Department which, to put it mildly, were not
made with a *“ single eye "’ to official efficiency. Lord Courtenay,
the eldest son of the financially embarrassed Earl of Devon,
who had been M.P. for South Devon from 1841 to 1849, had
been brought into the office as Inspector in 1849, and was made
Secretary to the Board in January 1851.) Although this appoint-

! Willism Reginald Courtenay, eldest son of tenth Earl of Devon (1807~
1888), M.P, for South Devon, 1841-1849 ; Inmepector of the Poor Law Board,
1840-1850 ; snd Secretary to the Board, 1851-1859 ; succeeded to the saridom
in 1859, was made Chancellor of the Duchy of Laucaster and a member of the
Cabinet in 1868, and was President of the Poor Law Board, 1867-1868, when
he retired from politics to devote himself to the improvement of his estates
snd to county administration (he was chairmsn of Devon Quarter Seasions for
lifty-two years).

In 18564 the Depariment narrowly escaped what would have been the
grosseat of political jobs. Lord Courtenay had the chance of becoming &
salaried Commissioner of Woods and Forests, and it was understood that he
had mocepted it. The Prime Minister (Lord Aberdeen) thereupon actually
offered the Becretaryship of the Poor Law Board, at £1000 a yoar, to
Abraham Hayward, the leading political ** diner-out™ and journalist of
“ Peelite ** sympathied. DBut & prems outcry srose, the Tory ex.President of
the Board (Sir Jobn Trollops) asked s question in the House, end mesnwhile
Lord Courtenay finalty decided not to vacate the office, s0 that Hayward waa
left lamenting. (Bee The Secretaryship of the Poor Law Board; Facis and
Proafs aginat Calumnies and Conjeclures, by A. Hayward, Q.C., 1854 ; Selections
Jrom the Correspondence of A. Hayward, by H. E. Carlisle, 1886, vol. i. pp. 228-
238).
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ment was what would nowadays be desmed a political job, Lord
Courtenay, who was then only forty-three, had been fourteen
years Chairman of the Devon Quarter Sessions, whilst his eight
yeare' service in the House of Cormmons had been largely devoted
to the subjects of Poor Relief and local rating. But the records
indicate that he proved better fitted to be a member of the Legis-
lature and a Minister than a Civil S8ervant ; and under his head-
ship the Poor Law Board made no great advance in either
vigour or efficiency. In 1859, when he succeeded to his peerage,
the secretaryship was conferred on an undistinguished member of
the Civil Service of the old type, one Henry Fleming, who had
been an Assistant Secretary since 1848, and held what should
have been an important administrative position so long as the
Poor Law Board iteelf endured.

Meanwhile, however, the effective headship of this Depart-
ment, and the function of supplying the Minister for the time
being with information and policy, was for nearly a quarter of a
century in the hands of one of the most remarkable of Civil
Servants, Hugh Owen, an enthusiastic Welsh patriot who had
entered the office of the Poor Law Commissioners as a junior clerk
in February 1836, at the age of thirty-two, and who, rising gradually
to the mosat influential position in the Department, continued to
serve, without either the title or the salary that his real position
would have warranted, with unremitting devotion to his official
duties, every detail of which he had at his fingers' ends, until,
in November 1872, at the age of sixty-eight, he wae at last
persuaded to retire on his well-earned pension.?

1 Bir Hugh Owen (1804-1881) reoeived his knighthood only just before hia
death in 1881, in recognition, not of his official services, but of his devoted
work for Welsh sscondary sand university education. Sprung from s small
Welsh {arm, he began life in London st twenty-one sa s solicitor’s clerk, and
after ffteen yoars’ work, was recommended by Welsh friends in 1836 to the
Poor Law Commissioners. Seeking their office amid the mazs of Bomerset
House, he was accidentally seen and questioned by Chadwick, whe instantly
gave him & minor clerkship. By 1848 he had risen to be ** Clerk to the Board ',
in authoritetive and confidentia! relationa with his politioal chiefs, From
1863 to his retirement in 1872 he bore the titls of * Chief Clerk for Office
Management ' (nover receiving sny more dignified appellation) ; bnf.wu,oo
mdiﬁonmdmutthomthompcrtmmt.knowmgmd
detatl ; and for tweat: yuuauthoutahvelynplmnﬂngtheBoudmd!
Pu-hlmen mdot{armquniu. After retirement, he way elected for
]!hnbwyiotha!.oudon&ohoolhrd.bntmndmlyfma]ﬂﬂemtw
yoarn (1872-1875). See Sir Hugh Owen, His Life and Life-Work, by W. E,
Davics, 1838 ; and D.N.B.
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The Departmental Crisie of 1871

In 1871 came to the Department the crisis of its fate. The
chaotic condition in which the Public Health administration had
been left by the House of Commons vote of 1854, which swept
away as a separate establishment the General Board of Health ;
and the urgent recommendations of the Royal Sanitary Com-
mission of 1868-1869 in favour of the creation of a strong Govern-
ment Department dealing exclusively and exhaustively with
Public Health, compelled the Liberal Government in 1870 to
take action. The Ministry, having in memory the troubles of
their predecessors over the unpopular General Board of Health,
and the Parliamentary revolt against such a Central Authority,
shrank from the establishment of the urgently recommended
Ministry of Health which Bentham had demanded nearly half a
century before. A timid and unconvinced Cabinet—the Prime
Minister (Gladstone), as we have since learnt, was in this year
fully occupied with matters of greater moment—decided, with
the consent of Goschen, then President of the Poor Law Board,
to merge in a new Ministry, to be entitled the Local Government
Board, three scattered Departments, namely the Public Health
Branchk of the Privy Council, which had continued to earry on
what was left of the acientific and medical functions of the
General Board of Health ; a small branch of the Home Office
(the Local Government Act Department) desling principally with
the loans and works of the municipal corporations and urban
areas ; and the Poor Law Board itself. To the new Ministry thus
created, there were appointed, at first, in addition to the President
and the Parliamentary Secretary, no fewer than three jointly
acting Civil Servioe secretaries, namely two from the staff of the
Poor Law Board (Henry Fleming and John Lambert) and one
from the Local Government Act Department of the Home Office
{Tom Taylor, who had formerly been Secretary of the General
Board of Health). Whether the Government ever intended, as
the sanitary enthusiasts were led to believe, to establish a sort
of twin Ministry, with separate Departments for Public Health
and Poor Relief under a single political chief, cannot now be
determined. * The Bill for the constitution of the now anthority
waa originally in the hands of Mr. W. E. Forster, Vice-President
of the [Committee of the] Privy Council [for Education] ; and if
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he had carried it through, it is possible that some mistakes which
were made at the outset of the new authority would have been
avoided. But education was competing with public health for
the attention of the Minister most competent to deal with both ;3
and Goschen, who might, as an alternative, have carried out the
new Act, was promoted to be First Lord of the Admiralty before
the elaborate measure could be got through Parliament. In the
end, a weaker and less experienced administrator, J. J. Stansfeld,
brought in and carried a simpler Bill, and became the first
President of the Local Government Board. What then ensued
waa & struggle between the Civil Servanta of the Poor Law Board,
who naturally assumed that the efficient control of the Relief of
the Poor was the most important of all the civil funetions of the
National Government; and those interested in Public Health
who had been taken over from the Privy Council and the Home
Office. In this struggle, in which we fail to trace any influence of
the Minister himself, Public Health was promptly worsted.
Within a year Tom Taylor (whose literary work gave him other
fish to fry) was ousted without his place being filled; John
Simon,? the eminent sanitarian who might well have expected to
become Joint Secretary, was, so to speak, “ put in a corner ”,
and the officials of the old Poor Law Board becare supreme. It
presently appeared that, in spite of the nominal union of three
independent Departments—as we think, owing to the strength
and obstinacy of John Lambert (who had sat on the Royal
Sanitary Commission, but who insisted that there must be a
single supreme adviser of the Minister for the time being) and the
group of officials around him to whom Poor Law administration
seemed the all-important function—the old Department was to

1“The Paming of the Looal Goverument Bosrd”, in The Local
Government Cheonicle, July 19, 1919,

2 Rir John Simon (1816-1004), ono of the most distinguished of ninsteenth-
century sanitarians, was sppointed in October 1848 Madical Officer of Health
to the City of London (the second M.0.H. to be sppointed, Liverpool having
just precedsd London). His able, emphatic and far-sighted reports had grest
influence ; snd they were unofficially reprinted in 1854 for wider circulstion.
Ho was appointed M.0. to the General! Board of Health in October 1855,
when it was under the oare of the Privy Council; and M.O. to the Privy
Council iteelf in 1858, and as wuch transferred to the Local Government Poard
in 1871, whenos he retired in 1878, on s special pension of £1333 : 8 : 8, nominally
on * sbolition of office *. In 1857 he published Public Health Reporis, 2 vola.,
edited by his successor Dr. E. Seaton ; and in 1800 English Sanilary Inatitu-
tions (second edition, 1807). A small volume entitled Personal Recollections,
privately printed in 1698 and revised in 1903, we have failed to find.
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continue, in all essentials, unchanged ; whilst the added elements
were, from the outset, to be given a subordinate, and even an
“ outside ”’ place. Simon describes how, on his transfer from the
Privy Council, where, as Medical Officer to the Couneil, he had
ruted over his own little branch, to the Local Government Board,
a8 Medical Officer to the Board, he found himself excluded from
sdministrative work, and from any personal discussion of policy ;
from personal access to the Minister ; and even from seeing, as &
matter of course, the official documents on which decisions were
being taken. The Medical Officer was, in fact, relegated to the
position of an occasional consultant on such papers relating to
sanitation as the administrative heads chose to submit to him
for his opinion.}

Simon's minutes of complaint againat this enforced sub-
ordination were frequent and forcible; and his protests were
vigorously renewed in 1874, when Sclater-Booth succeedsd
Btansfeld as President. But against John Lambert's strong
influence all these efforts were in vain ; and after five years of
friction, in 1876 Simon resigned. His branch, *the Medical
Department ”, far from becoming, as he kad expected, and as the
Royal Banitary Commission of 1869 had certainly intended, the
supreme national health authority, was broken up and dispersed
among the branches of the former Poor Law Board; thus
becoming, a8 one of the officials subsequently asserted, * actually,
what it had previously been only in name, an integral part of the
Local Government Board .2

1 English Sanitary Institutions, by Bir John Eimon, 1890. * The very
able Medm-l Officer of the Privy Council ”, records a well-informed con-

temporary, ‘' was not received with sny great favour by the new hietarchy,
and the secretary of that department of ths Home Office which bad been put
joto the combinstion also found that he was not wanted in the new com.
bination. Bir John Simon st the Privy Couucil had been to all intents snd

an executive officer. Tt is true that he submitied his proposals for

P
work to hiz Parliamentary Chiefs, but those chiefs guve him & free band for
the exerciss of his daties. Undarﬂnl.uulﬂmm‘u_untm&exmﬂu

Chronicle, July 16, 1914).
b The WarkaadPhyq!cGawnmInpm by H. Preston Thomas,
1909, p. §7.
Tbrpoutlonndlutnkdbythoomouhatthtﬂnwhohdth
oorrespondence and other papers of the Local Government Board continued
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Departmental Reorganisation

Lambert, effectively in command from 1871 to 1882, gradually
reorganised the whole Department, which had not before emerged
from the humble status and very inferior acale of salaries in which
it had been started by the Poor Law Commissioners. * The
first years of the Local Government Board -were somewhat
stormy ”’, comments an official of the time, and they nesded a
etrong hand, which was practically unchecked by the successive
Presidents of the next few years. He is remembered in the
Department chiefly for his elaboration of the Poor Law Dis-
pensary system, started first in the Metropolitan area, and for the
Metropolitan Poor Act of 1867, out of which has grown both the
Common Poor Fund and the Metropolitan Asylums Board. His
successful integration of the Department may be said to have
been completed in 1879 by his able reorganisation of the Audit
Branch, The Local Government Board now took rank, in all but
name, a8 a Miniatry of the first grade, responsible, if not for
the whole of English Local Government—for other Ministries
jealously maintained their rights over such important branches
as police and roads, elementary schooling and tramways, gas and
water, rivers and docks—at least for ite general inspection and
audit.

The Second Sir Hugh Owen

On 8ir John Lambert’s retirement in 1882,% he was succeeded,
an occurrence probably unique in the annals of the British Civil

to be kept und catalogued, as those of the Poor Law Bosrd and Poor Law
Commimioners had been, sccording to Poor Law Unions, which did not coincido
with Boroughs or Counties. Thus, the scoker after a lstter about the sanitation
of the Municipal Borough of 8t. Helens had to find it under the Foor law
Union of Prescot ! This (after being animadverted on in the Minority Report
of the Poor Law Commimion in 1800} remained the practios until the trans.
formation of the Local Government Board into the Ministry of Health in 1819.

1 Henry Floming, on whom the title of Joint Secretary bad been oconferrod
in 187), in anticipation of his early retiremeat, ciung to bis post like s Hmpet,
until hin death in 1875, when the vecancy was not filled up, snd Lambert

slone,

* The Rt. Hom, 8ir John Lambert, P.C., G.C.B. (1815-1892), whe bad been
tormmthmtmtymlbuyaoﬁmwmdludmgoiﬁlmat&hbuy
waa & pions Roman Catholic,. Hs had been ednosted at Downside
becams & member of the Roman Order of 8¢, Oedlh.mdmnllhh]ifekeonly
interested in (hurch musio, on which he published variovs erudite treatises,



SIR HUGH OWEN 201

Bervice, by the son and namesake of the man had who been in
effoct his predecessor. Hugh Owen, Junior (1836-1916), had been
brought in at 14 as a boy clerk, rose in the office, became a
barrister, publishing various unimportant law books, when he was
promoted in 1876, at the age of forty-one, to be an Assistant
Becretary in charge of Poor Law work. After thirty-three years’
official service, he was chosen in 1882 to be Permanent Head of the
Department, which he ruled with marked efficiency. In 1884 its
rising status wag recognised on an intemnal reorganisation, by
provision being made for the future recruitment of its higher
grades from the Class I. Civil Bervice examination ;! and the
subsequent reorganisation, made by a Committee appointed by

In 1854 Lo had been chosen as Mayor of Salisbury, the first Roman Catholie
to hold such an office sincs the Reformation. At the age of forty-two, in 1857,
he was offered the place of Poor Law Inspector by E. P. Bouverie, then the
President ; and thus begwn the second half of his career, in which he achieved
unigue distinction, not aa Hugh Owen had done, in the mastery of every detail
of & vast sdministration, but as the confidential adviser of sucoessive Cabineta
in broad schemos of reform, some of them extending far beyond the range of
his pominal office. Within & few yesrs of his appointment a8 Poor Law
Inspector, we find him advising the Cabinet as to the measures to be taken in
Lancashire in relief of the “ Cotton Famine . In succecding years be helped
in drafting the Parliamentary Reform mesaures (1865-1867), and in settling
the constituency boundaries (1867} ; he went to Irelsnd to investigate for the
Cubinet in preparstion for both Church and Land Bills (1860-1870) ; he had
to make the *' New Domeedsy Book ", or censua of landowners, in 1872; he
wrote the report onthoeommyofﬁvmforsﬂomadlﬂrdlﬂommitbe
in 1879; and he settled the constituency bomndaries for the Redistribution
of Seats in 1884. Bee Downside Review, vole. vili. and xi. ; Hﬂlq"tkTimc.
1884, p. 870; Times, January 29, 1892 ; Ihidionary of Nalional

' “It.wuduungtheptuldencyof&rc‘hulunﬂka that the wiaff of the
L.G.B. was reorganised, and for the first time placed on & more or less satisfactory
foating. . . . A leaven of highly eduosted men was much wanied in the junior
ranks, and this was secured by the rearganisation of 1884, when eight clerkahipe
of the Highsr Division were thrown open to public competition. . . . The
infusion of new hlood acted most beneficially, and the heads of departments
were abls to dslegate to subordinates some of the duties of which the enormouas
masa had fairly overwhelmed them * {Work and Play of a Government Inspector,
by H. Preston-Thomaa, 1009, p. 188 ; The Life of Sir Charies Dilke, by Btephon
Gwynn and Gertrude Tuckwell, 1817, vol. i. p. 505).

The work of the Department, and its ever-growing requirements in the
way of staff, had been subjected to close investigation in 1862-1864 by »
Departmental Committee over whioch the Preeldent (C. P. Villiers) preaided.
That of 1684, to which Preston-Thomas and Sir Charles Dilke referred, was
made by » Committes under Bir John Lambert, which included Sir J. T.
Hibbert snd a Treasury representative. Yet another Committeo eat upon the
subject in 1807-1898, mads up of Bir John Hibbert, Bir Francia Mowstt,
T. W. Rusell and H. W. Primroses (Report of Committer . . . to ehguire
into the sufficiency of the Clarical Staff of the L.G.B., etc., C-8731 and C-88p9
of 1808},
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the Treasury in 1897, found little or nothing to revise in 8ir Hugh
Owen’s work, to which it gave high praise.!

The Orders

It was, as we have seen, an essential feature of the new system
imposed by the Poor Law Amendment Act that the Central
Authority established by that statute should define and elaborate,
from time to time, by Orders having the force of law, the methods
of relief and the administrative procedure to be put in operation
in the several Unions by the Boards of Guardiane. These Orders
were to be either “ Special ’ (at first the term was “ particular ™)
—issued only to one Union—or “ General "—issued to two or
more Unions. The reluctance of Parliament to delegate its
legislative authority, and the suapicion with which the Poor Law
Commissioners were regarded, had led the Cabinet, as we have
described, to make it a statutory requirement that every General
Order, which it was assumed would include every Order of other
than exclusively local application, should be communicated to the
Home Secretary ; not come into force until forty days had elapaed;
be formally laid before both Houses of Parliament at the opening
of the next ensuing session and be snbject to disallowance by an
Order in Council. We have explained how the Peor Law Com-
missioners evaded this requirement by not issuing, during their
first and most formative septennium. any General Orders at all.?
Their legislative activity was exercised during these years ex-
clusively by Special Orders, many hundreds in number, nominally

! Owen, teetified Walter Long, was “ a wondetful old man, snd &« model
of ull that a Civil Servant should be : if he had a failing it waa that be insisted
on doing too much himself, the reault being that work got delayed ™' (Memories,
by Viscount Long, 1023, pp. 94-85). He was born in 1835, the eldest son of
Bir Hugh Owen, Kt., and becams Assistant Secretary L.G.B., 1876-1882,
Seorstary, 1882-1888, K.C.B. 1887, G.C.B. 1809, after acting in the London
Water Companies arbitration ; see Hen and Women of ike Time, 1889 edition.

The subsequent Permanont Heads msy convenisntly be given here. Owen’s
place was taken on Jenuary 1, 1890, by Bamuel Butler Provis (K.C.B. 1901),
who had grown up in the Department and who continuaed to serve until 1910.
Heo was savoeeded by Hormes Cecil Monre {(K.C.B. 1011), who reigned down to
the tranaformation of the Looal Government Board into the Ministry of Health
on June 30, 1919. The first Secretary to the Ministry of Health was the
distinguished administrator, S8ir Robert Morant, K.C.B., whose sudden death
on Maroh 13, 1820, came before his reorganisation of the Department had been
completed. He was sucoseded by Bir Arthur Robinson, K.C.B.

* Raport on the Continuance of the Poor Law Commisaion, 1840, pp. 32-
34 ; English Poor Law Policy, by 8. and B, Webb, 1910, p. 22.
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addressed only to particular Unions ; and therefore not requiring
any delay, sanction, submission to Parliament or even effective
national publication. The student diligent enough to investigate
these Special Orders, of which only a few specimens are published
in the Annual Reports of the Central Anthority, or in the volumin-
ous legal text-books subsequently compiled, discovers that, in
most cases, they were issued to scores, and even to hundreds of
Unions, nsuslly without other variation than in the name of the
Union and the date of the Order.?

We need not, repeat our account of the earlier General Orders
of the Poor Law Commissioners from 1841 onwards; or of that
which, after many years of consideration, they issued in 1847, on
the eve of their supersession by the Poor Law Board. This body
found on its hands the task of completing the consolidation. To
the principal General Orders of 1844 and 1847, dealing respectively
with the prohibition of Outdoor Relief to the able-bodied, and
with the election and procedure of the Boards of Guardians, the
management of the Workhouse, the duties of officials, medical
relief, etc.,? the Poor Law Board added a third consolidating Order
on: August 25, 1852, regulating Qutdoor Relief in Unions—being
those of the Metropolitan area and the larger provincial towns—
to which the Outdoor Relief Prohibitory Order of 1844 was
not applied. Here the Board met with a significant check. The
Order prescribed that no Outdoor Relief should be given to
persons classed as able-bodied without a task of work, and that in
practically all cases in which Outdoor Relief was perm.mslble at
all, one-third at least should be in kind, meaning, in practice,
mainly in the form of loaves of bread or tickets exchangeable for
foodstufls ; and that it should be granted only from week to week.

1 No collection of these specisl Orders hes ever been printed, and not
aven s complote list of them has been published. During the Poor Law
Commission of 1906-1808 cne of us had the opportunity of examining the
whole mass of these Orders, which were supplied in saokiuls | It waa found
that the thousands of separste Orders wers practioally duplicates of a few
dozen different draftsa; and that these had, in nearly every case, becn
ultimately superscded {though not formally repealed or sbrogated) by one or
other of the four main General Ozders snbsequently isaued.

The General Orders have been published, with sunotations, in successive
editiona by W. G. Lumley, R. C. Glen aud Alexander Macmarran, among others,
and also in an edition in 1907 by Herbert Jenner-Fust, from 1884 to 1906 one
of the Genersl Inspectors of the Local Government Board.

» General Consolidated Workhouse Order, July 24, 1847 ; Finsl Report of

Poor Law Commissionars, 1847; Hislory of the English Poor Law, by Sir
George Nicholls, 1854, vol. ii. p. 422,
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The Boards of Guardians concerned objected atrongly to so severe
a restriction of their discretion, especially in dealing with widows,
and with the aged, infirm and sick ; and they were supported in
their protest by so large a section of the House of Commons that
the Conservative Government of the moment felt obliged to yield.
A new Order was issued in December 1852 (the Outdoor Relief
Regulation Order) whick omitted the prohibition of Cutdoor
Relief to the able-bodied without a task of work, and abandoned
all restriction of the Guardians’ discretion as to whether the Out-
door Relief to any but able-bodied men and their dependants
should be in money or in kind ; merely requiring the relief to be
issued either weekly or at such more frequent; periods as might be
deemed expedient.?

The Areas to which the Orders applied

‘We have to notice, moreover, that, between 1847 and 1871 a
gilent transformation was gradually effected by the Poor Law
Board, with regard to the areas to which the several General
Orders were made to apply. In 1847, the Quidoor Relief Pro-
hibitory Order of 1844, issued alone, which may be said to come
nearest to the rigid application of the Workhouse Test, had been
imposed on 398 Unions out of 538, the two other systems standing
out only as relatively small exceptions. As we have already men-
tioned, the Poor Law Board made it clear that, at this period, they
were decidedly * of opinion that, where there is a commodioua
and efficient Workhouse, it is best that the able-bodied paupers
should be received and set to work therein”$ For the next
conple of decades the part of England and Wales to which the
Poor Law Board sought to enforce this policy steadily shrank.
In 1871, the Outdoor Relief Prohibitory Order, issued alone,
which Chadwick and Nicholls had wished to apply to every
Union, applied only to 307 Unions, containing, as proved to be
the case, an ever-dwindling proportion of the total population.
This Order had, by 1871, become mitigated in no fewer than 217

1 The Outdoor Relief Regulation Order, Deceraber 10, 1852 ; Fifth Annual
Report of Poor Law Board, 1852, pp. 15.31; History of the Engiisk Poor Low,
bysiraaorgomah. 1854, vol. ti. pp. 456.457; TAe English Poor Low
System, by Dr An.hmtt. 1888, pp. 93, 170, 196.197; Ewglisk Poor Law
by 8. tad B We bb, 1910, pp. 9091

% Circular of August 25, 1852, in Fifth Annual Report of Poor Law Boerd,
853, pp. 21-22,

".E
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of these Unions, comprising, usually, an inoreasing population,
by being accompanied by the Labour Test Order permitting
Outdoor Relief even to able-bodied adult men, if it was accom-
panied by a task of work. Finally, the Outdoor Relief Regula-
tion Order of 1852, expreasly permitting such relief to the able-
bodied under conditions, and to the aged and infirm practically
without restriction, by that date adopted as a permarent policy,
had crept over the Metropolis, Lancashire and Yorkshire, and the
majority of large towns elsewhere, to the number of 117—these
Unions covering about one-fourth of the whole population of
England and Wales, In these 217 and 117 important districts
making actually s majority of all the Unions and probably two-
thirds of the population, the Poor Law Board became convinced,
to use ite words, that it was * not expedient in this Order to
prohibit Out-relief to any class of paupers.”! By 1906 the
population of the area under the Prohibitory Order had still
further shrunk and that of the laxer regulations extended, until
not a quarter of the whole community remained under what
was at one time assumed to be destined to become universal.

We must add, however, that a minute examination of the
relations between the Poor Law Board (afterwards the Local
Government Board) and the Boards of Guardians, as recorded in
the manuscript minutes, tends to lessen our sense of the import-
ance of these Orders, whether General or Special. They have
nominally the force of law ; but they do not accurately reveal
what, in the administration of the Board of Guardians, has, from
time to time, been prescribed or forbidden, sanctioned or tolerated,
by the Central Authority. During the whole period from 1834
down to the present day there has been a practice of informally
sanctioning deviations from the prescriptions of the Orders,
sometimes by official letters from Somerset House or Whitehall,
but more frequently by motes or verbal communications from
an Inspector to the Clerk to the Guardians concerned ; often,
indeed, by the mere tolerance by Inspector or District Auditor
of what he knows to be, in terms, contrary to what the Orders
prescribe, but of which, for one or other reason, he prefers not
to disapprove or disallow.* We have no deaire to criticise or

1 Circnlar of August 25, 18562, in Fifth Annoal Repart of Poor Law Board,
1853, pp. 21-28; Englisk Poor Law Policy, by 8. end B. Webb, 1910, p. 01,

' In the MB. Minutes of such Boards of Guardisns as we have studied (see
the footnote roferences in our English Poor Law Policy, 1910) thers are many
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find fault with these variations in administration. What they
suggest is the inexpediency of giving Orders the force of law.

The Inapectorate

This use of the Inspectorate as a channel of communication
with the Boards of Guardians reminds us of the importance of
the valuable instrument of administration which- the Poor Law
Commissioners of 1834-1847 had created in their staff of peri-
patetic Assistant Commissioners. This was continued by the
Poor Law Board {(and by the Local Government Board and
Ministry of Health) under the statutory designation of Inspector
(afterwards General Inspector). As an administrative device,
these “ eyes and ears and fingers ” of the Ministry amounted to
& conatitutional innovation, characteristically British, of which
it is difficult to exaggerate the importance. The Inspectors
became, in fact, as was well said, * a provincial prolongation of
the Board’s secretariat, a personal agency in aid of written corre-
spondence or in substitution for it, an organ of speech for the
Board in its communications with Boards of Guardians.” 1

These ten to twenty well - paid gentlemen — with liberal
travelling expenses but without a uniform, and without honorific
status of any kind, without any executive duties or any nominal
authority, but merely spending their whole time in quietly
journeying from one Union to another ; annually visiting, some-
times more than once, the ordinary meetings of each Board of
Guardians ; frequently conferring privately with the Clerk, and
occasionally with the Chairman or other influential member ;
inepecting the Workhouse and the S8eparate School or other Poor
Law institution of each Union; never giving orders but every-
where explaining and advising, discussing problems and smoothing
out diffculties—represent an addition to governmental machinery
essentially different in character from the Inspectorate which
forms part of such a centralised national administration as the

instances. The MB. Minutes of the Poor Law Commissioners, from 1834 to
158¢%, to whiok we have been allowsd access at the Public Record Office, contain

innumerable particular ssnctions of legelly prohibited practices. Buch printed

matter as The Official Circular, 1840-1859, lnd the Selections from the Corre.

spondence of the Local Government Board; Decisions of the Lotal Government

Bourd, by W. A. Casson (from 1904 to 1013), and Queries and Answers from the

Local Government Chronicle, 1895~1005, by the same, and the files of T'he Locol

Governmend Chronicle and The Poor Law Officers Journal supply other instanoes,
1 English Sanilary Insitutions, by Bir John Simon, 1800, p. 387.
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Post Office, the Inland Revenue or the Customs and Excise, or
that of the modern nation-wide commercial company or Trust ;
and one of finer function than anything that Jeremy Bentham
had conceived, or that Chadwick had contemplated.? In the case
of the Poor Law Inspectors, the fact that they were, at the out-
set, with few exceptions, men of superior education and members
of a higher social class than that to which nearly all the active
Poor Law Guardians and all the Poor Law officials belonged,
could not fail to increase their influence. The main value, how-
ever, of this Inspectorate, as an administrative device, depended
abaolutely—it ie important not to overlook this fact-—on their
coming to the Unions, not as executive officers of superiar rank—
not even as the officers of the same Authority as that to which
the Clerk to the Guardians or the Workhouse Master nwed their
appointments—but merely as consultants and visitors, entitled
to advige just as they were anthorised to enter, but not em-
powered to give any order whatsoever, and not even to institute
proceedings for breaches of the law. As the Central Authority
was expressly debarred (by the Poor Law Amendment Act of

1 The institution, in 1833, of the Factory Inspectors constituted, in s sense,
the beginning of & new ers in English sdministration.

When the first four Factory Inspectors were appointed, under the Act
of 1833, there wna much discussion a8 to their position and status. Jt was
at first proposed in the Bill to give them the powers of a Justice of the Peace.
On the other hand, various manufscturers, well-disposod to the institution of
fnotory inspection, urged that each inepector should hovo a amall geographical
district within which be should be resident—perhaps thinking of the Inapectors
and Searchers of Woollen Cloth which Yorkshire had had until 1821, or of the
three inspectors who were acting in 1833 for the atatutory Woollen Committee
for Yorkshire, Lancashire and Cheshire. Either plan would have given a
diffsrent kind of inspectorate from that which has emerged under the Home
Office, * Their regular reports to & Secretary of State, and the type of man
chosen for the office, were the real administrative inventions " (An Econmomic
History of Modern Britein, by J. B. Clapham, 1826, p. 8§75). The duties of
the Factory Inspectors differ, howsver, from those of the Poor Law (or ns they
gradusily became after 1871, General Inspectors of the Local Government
Board-—now Ministry of Health). The Factory Inspectors do a great desl of
advising and persuading, with a view to inducing the factory-owners to
comply with the law, and even to go beyond it, as the Genersl Inspectors do
with the Local Authorities. But in the background there is alwayes the fact
that the Factory Inspectors actually institute criminal prosecutions, appear aa
witneasen, and secure convictions—a thing which the Poor Law Inspectors
never do! Thess iatter can thersfore cultivate a bigher degree of friendly
intercourss with those whom they have to inapect.

In 1895 it was officially explained that it waa customary for the Ina
to sttend one or two meetings annually of each of the Eoarda of Guardiane
within his distriet (La Loi des Pauvres et lz Sotiété Anglaise, by Emile
Chevallier, 1895, p. 114).
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1834) from interfering in any individual case for the purpose of
ordering relief, the Inspectors have thought it right, as the agents
of that Authority, to refrain from outspoken comment or eriticism
on any decision that they may hear as to the grant or refusal
of relief to any patrticular applicant. All complaints and other
letters received by the Ministry relating to the action or inaction
of any Board of Guardians are forwarded to the Inspector for
his observations ; and he is often sent the papers relating to a
minor question at issue between the Ministry and the Guardisns,
with laconic inetructions to * settle”; sometimes with the
reminder that " sanction will be required "—the formal letter
conveying the Minister's approval of what the Inspector has
settled ! Apart from special inquiries on particular subjecte,
which were from time to time called for, and constant advice on
particular matters referred to them, the Inspectors had, from the
first, been expected to make general reports to the Ministry, as
the Assistant Commissioners had done to the Poor Law Commie-
sioners ; and they were encouraged to make any suggestions for
improvement that ocourred to them. These reports were thus
unlike anything which, before 1832, had beer at the command of
the National Government in any branch of the public service ;
and their publication by the Poor Law Commissioners had, as
we have seen, between 1834 and 1847, a great effect on the limited
public opinion of the time. The Poor Law Board, unlike its
predecessor, did not, for ita first two decades, make a practice
of publishing these general reports; but the publication of
extracts from them was gradually resumed from 1869 onward.
Thers grew up a custom of a week’s annual gathering of all the
Inspectors in London, marked by & general dining together, with
meetings for discussion of the problems and difficulties which
they had encountered; and informal consultations with the
President and Parliamentary Becretary as well as with the head-
quarters staff.! These annual gatherings, however, were later

1 Phe Work and Play of o Government Inspector, by H. Proston-Thomas,
1909, pp. 241-248. In the Royal Commimion on the Aged Poor, 1805, the
Prince of Wales asked J. 8. Davy, then Inspector, whother there wers such
conferences of Inapactors; and was told that there had been ‘s geueral

", bot it had besn given np.

We lounthttheperiodiu]gnheﬂngadlmpwtonmmmedubont

1911, when Davy had become Chief Inspector. They are now {1028) held

balf-yearly, the formal sessions being presided over by the Chisf Inspector,
the Assistant Beoretary in charge of the Foor Law Division sitting by his side.
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discontinued ; & change, we suspect, not altogether unecon-
nected with a certain jealonsy between the “ secretariat * and the
*“ field workers ™. All personal touch between the Minister and
the Inspectors—along with the consultation and discussion among
the Inspectors themselves—seems hereafter to have been, for a
quarter of a century, largely lost. One of the most active of
them had remarked that, in twelve years, under four Presidents,
he had no more than half an hout's conversation with them in the
aggregate ; whilst two out of the four he did not even come to
know by sight.! We gather, too, that the evils attendant on un-
restrained patronage made themselves felt. Some Presidenis
promoted their Private SBecretary, who sometimes made an
excellent Inspector. Others simply ‘jobbed” the appoint-
ments, and vacancies were sometimes filled by men of inferior
education, manners and ability, who were put in as a reward for
political or other services.® Taken as a whole, the Inspectorate
at the cloge of the nineteenth century does not seem to have
been equal to that of 1848 or that of 1874. During the past
thirty years the Inspectorate has again improved, gaining in
breadth and variety. A woman had been added by Sir Charles
Dilke # in 1885, but she was restricted to the inspection of boarded-

! The Work and Play of a Government Inapector, by H. Preston-Thomas,
1909 pp. 241-243.

1 Bir Charles Dilke {President from 1882 to 1885) remarka: ** 1 very soon
formed @ strong apinion that the patronage of the I.G.B. cught to be used in
a different way from that which had prevailed ever since the end of Stansfeld's
term of office (1871-1874). Btansfeld had mede excellent nse of his patronage,
but Sclaier-Booth {1874-1880) and Dodson {1880-1B82), and even Goachen
{1868--1871) had used it lees well, and hed put in men of the kind that
colleagues often force wpon one—polilical parlisans or supporters, not always
the beat men. I talked the matier over, and decided to make the service
during my term of office & cloee service, and to promote men already in the
sorvice to all vacancies ss they occurred, making inspectors of avditors or
clerks, and giving the good auditorshipe to the beet men in the inferior ones.
Aa regarded new appointmenta to auditorshipe at the lowest scale, I had a list
of men who were working with auditors without pay. I brought in several of
this kind on good reporia from auditors. Bodley, my Private Becretary,
managed the whole of my patronage for me, and did it extremely well, and
after I had started the system I waa able to leave it abeplutely in his hands."
He notea later on that one of his colleagnes was furions with him because he
would not do & job for the fumily eolicitor, who was also Parliamentary agent
of tha colleague’s son. A previous President had “ jobbed in » Tory agent ™',
and the oollsague expected that Sir Charles should follow with the Whig agent.
*I refused, as I intended to promote one of our beat and worst-paid men "
(The Lifs of Sir Charles Dilke, by Stephen Gwynn and Gertrude Tuckwell,
1917, vol. i. p- 504).

¥ Life of Bir Charles Diike, by Btephen CGwynn and Gertrude Tuckwell,
VOL. 1 r
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out children. Not until the presidency of Henry Chaplin was
any womsn sppointed an Inspector for the general work of
the Department, which had always to look after twice as many
female paupers as males; and the inclusion of women in the
general inspectorate dates only from 1910.

The Auditors

The important function of Audit had & development differing
from that of the Inspectorate. The Poor Law Amendment Act
of 1834 had merely empowered the Commissioners to appoint
such officers, with such qualifications, at such salaries and under
such regulations, as the Commissioners thought necessary, for
auditing the accounts of the Overseers, the Workhouse Masters
snd other Poor Law officials, with power to * disallow as illegal
and unfounded all payments ” contrary to the Act or to any
ruls, order or regulation of the said Commissioners.” 1 In crder
to minimise the popular opposition to the formation of Unions,
snd to afford the utmost encouragement to persons to serve as
Guardians, the Commissioners thought it prudens, at the outset,
to allow each Board of Guardians, not only to elect its own
Auditor, but also to fix and pay his remuneration. The Com-
missioners contented themselves with a necessarily perfanctory

1917, vol. i. p. 508. It ia said that, in the Poor Law Division, the admission
of women to the Inspectorate waa objected to, and long successfully reaisted.

There are now (1828), beaides the Chief Inspector, 8 dozen Genersl Inspectors
and nsarly as many Assistant General Inapectora (one of them & woman},
working in fourteen Poor Law Diatricts. It ahould be said that in what is
now (1928} the extensive and highly qualified acientific stalf on the Publio
Health side, women find e place ; whilat of the large staff of medical officials in
the Health Insuranca Department, nearly s dozen wre women.

1 4 and § William IV, o. 78, seotions 46, 47, 48,

The accounts of the Overseers were to be * allowed * by two Justioos;
but this at no time smounted to anything that conld be callsd an sudit;
although Parlisment in 1810 (by 50 George IIL c. 49) had authorised the
Justices ** to strike out such surcharges and payments se they may deem to
be unfounded, and to reduce such s they aball deem to be exorbitant . The
Parish Vestry might take any steps it chose to sudit the accounts, but practi-
oally never did so until Hobhouse's Act (1 and 2 William IV. c. 60 of 1831},
wh.iuhwncnlypntinfor;;ﬁinthahrgeptﬂlhﬂﬁﬁlﬁmpohta?lbﬁ,
made compulsory an sndit ve ratepayers eleated purpose. Gi '8
Act {22 George I1L. ¢. 83, of 1782), in the Unions formed under it, had cast
the duty of cheoking the scoounts on the * Visitor ", whom the Guardians
had to nominste end the Justioss to appoint, at & modest honorarium fixed
and paid by the Union.
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approval ; issuing, however, to each Union, detailed instructions
as to the Auditor's duties.® Such an audit, by the nominee of the
Boards themselves, for the most part conducted by persons with-
out accounting qualifications or audit training, naturally proved
ineffective, except, perhaps, in checking the cash; and the
Commissioners presently sought improvement by combining a
pumber of Unions for the purpose of audit, and persuading the
various Boards of (Guardians within each combination to agree
in electing the same Auditor. In other cases the Commissioners
allowed their own Assistant Commissioners to be elected by
various Unions a8 Auditors without salary, 2 course which, by
adding seriously to their work, interfered with their fullest
efficiency as Inspectors. In pursuance of what was obviously
desired by the Commissioners, the House of Commons Committee
of 1838 recommended that the Auditors should thenceforth be
appointed by the Commissioners, and that they should act, not
for single Unions, but for extensive sudit districts.? Parliament
included new provisions in its legislation of 1844 (7 and 8 Vie.
c. 101); but so strong was the prejudice against the Commis-
sioners’ wuthoritative powers, and so seductive tho idea of
patronage, that although they were then empowersd to define
the new Audit Districts, to continue in office any existing
Auditor, and even to extend hia district as they thought fit, the
appointment of any new Auditors was vested in the Chairmen and
Vice-Chairmen of the Unions concerned. The proviso as to
extending the district of any existing Auditor was used by the
Commissioners to enable them to select (though only from among
the existing Auditors) the Auditors for no fewer than sixteen out
of the twenty-four new Audit Districts that were at once created
—there were altogether about fifty Auditors in all—leaving as
immediate patronage to the grouped Chairmen and Vice-Chairmen
only eight new appointments at ealaries of about £400 per annum,
apportioned among the several Unions of each District, with the
posaibility of a dozen or two other vacancies to be filled in course

1 Bpecial Order for the Keeping, Examining and Anditing of the Accounts,
in First Annual Report of Poor Law Commissioners, 1835, pp. 111-165; see
alyo Order of March 1, 1838, in Second Annusi Report, 1838, pp. 100-137 ; The
English Poor Law System, by P. F. Anschrott, 1888, section iv. * The Auditors ™,
pp. 175-177.

P Bpecial Report of Poor Law Commissioners on the Continuance of the
Poor Law Commission, 1840, pp. 81.83.
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of time.? In 1848, by 11 and 12 Victoria, ¢, 91, the position of
the audit was further regularised, and the authority of the
Poor Law Bosrd incidentally greatly strengthened, by providing
for appeals against the Auditor's dissllowances. Such appeals
were to be made, at the option of the persons surcharged, either
to the High Court of Justice, or to the Poor Law Board iteself,
which was empowered to decide ““ according to the merits of the
case ”, and notwithstanding any law, to remit the disallowance
or surchm'ge if it was deemed that such a’'course wag * fair and
equitable . It will be seen that it thenceforward became
expedient for & Board of Guardians suffering from & surcharge to
appeal to the Poor Law Board (or Local Government Board},
rather than engage in expensive litigation; especially as the
Board preferred to dea! leniently with a firat offence. In practice
the Auditor’s decision was reversed only in about one-sixth of
the cases ; but in thirteen out of fourteen of the rest the surcharge
was remitted on the understanding that the illegal payment would
not be repeated. This procedure had the effect of greatly
increasing the influence of the Central Authority upon the policy
pursued by the Boards of Guardians, It was, indeed, not upon
statute law that the Auditors, for the most part, based their
disallowances and their surcharges. The (General and Special
Orders of the Poor Law Board (and of the Local Government
Board and Ministry of Health) have equally the force.of law. It
! Eleventh Annual Report of Poor Law Commissioners, 1845, pp. 19-21,
97-101 ; Third Annusl Report of Poor Lew Board, 1881 ; History of the English
Poor Law, by 8ir G. Nicholls, 1854, pp. 385-386. It waa not expected that all
these vacancies, when they occurred, would need to be filled. In 1853, the
Committes of Inquiry into Public Offices, sppointed by the Tressury, recom-
mended the reduction of Poor Law Auditors from fifty to twenty-five, with a
corresponding enlargsment of dietricts, and sn inoresse of salary to £500,
with £200 for “* personsl expenses.”, snd £100 to pay & personal olark (The
PWMAW Aet, 1888, by Hugh Owen, 1869, p. 24). This was not
acted upon, and the House of Commons Belect Committes on

Poor Law in 1864 found it necessary to reoummend that all the Anditors should
be required ko give thair whole time to this duty, st adequate Civil Service
salarits, sand that the Audit Districts should be incroased in size and roduced
in number. It waa another fifteen years before this change to full-time
Auditors was completoly made. With the extension of the sudit to nearly all
branches of Locel Governmant, the Andit Branch has been elaborated, so
that it now consista (1928) of & Chiof Inspector of Audits, with s Deputy Chief
Inspoctor ; six Inspectors of Audits, for as many areas ; twenty-thres District
Auditors for ss many distriota (£700-£000}; twenty.five Benior Amistant
District Anditors (£650-£700); snd forty Janjor Amsistant District Auditors

(£160-£500). But only » fraction of the time of this large staff is taken up
with the audit of the Poor Law Authorities.
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was therefore, in theory, always possible for the Board, with
regard to an action which it really desired to stop, to issue a new
Bpecial Order {to & gingle Union) or a new General Order (to
two or more Unions). Thereupon any repetition of the prohibited
act, if it involved any expense, could be, at the Auditor’s dis-
cretion, made the subject of a disallowance, when the dischedient
Guardians or officers could be peremptorily surcharged, and
compelled, under penalty of distraint upon their goods and
chettels, to repay the payment thus rendered illegal by the
Order. * The audit ”, declared Nicholls, ** is indeed the bridle by
which the various local administrators can, with the greatest
readiness and certainty, be guided to what is right and restrained
from what is wrong; and its importance therefore can hardly
be overestimated ”.! So cautiously and so gently had the
Government to move, that it took, as we have seen, a whole
generation after the Poor Law Amendment Act of 1834, to con-
struct this effective bridle. Even then the system of andit was
not yet complete. As further legislative authority could not
immediately be obtained, an important step was taken adminije-
tratively in 1851, when one of the Board's Inspectors was set
agide for the special task of supervising all the andits, whether
conducted by the nominees of the Department or by those of the
combined Boards of Guardians.? This gradually resulted in
greater systematisation of the audit. Not until 1868 3 did the
Poor Law Board succeed in getting Parliament to transfer to it
the appointment of the District Auditors; and to make such
appointment universal. Though the Act of 1844 had authorised
the whole cost of audit to be paid out of the Poor Rate, it had
been deemed prudent, from 1847 onwards, to contribute towards
1 11 and 12 Victoria, c. #1{1848); General Order as to Accounts of January 14,
1867; History of the English Poor Law, by 8ir George Nicholls, 1854, vol. ii. p. 444,
eto. ; T'he English Poor Law Sysiem by P. F. Aschrott, 1888, pp. 60-61, 140-142.
A disallowanee, it was afterwards officially declared, is alwaya romitted
when the Guardians, or the officers concerned, had been &ona fide of opinion
that the payment was legal. Fall oredit is given to their aganrmness; but no
mmmwnmmadewherethalllegahtyorexmolthepaymenthadbaennlrmdy
decided and this decision is shown to bhave beon mede known to them
{Thirteenth Annual Report of Looal Government Board, 1884, pp. lvi., Mvii., 28
d 424).
5 Tw)elfthAnnualReportoithoPourthmrd, 1860, p. 24. This post
of Inspootor of Anditsa has been continued and successively enlarged, until
there wre now a Chief Inspector of Audits, and aix Inspoctors,
% 31 snd 32 Viotoria, c. 122, mection 24 (1868} ; The Enghek Pror Luw
System, by P. F. Aschrott, 1868, pp. 74, 79.
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the expense from national funds. Parliament was accordingly
asked annually to vote a lump sum towards the District Auditors’
salaries and expenses, which was paid as a Grant in Aid, the
remainder of the cost being found by the Unions whose accounts
were thus compulsorily audited. Finally, in 1879, by the
District Auditors’ Act, these officers were made entirely dependent
on the Local Government Board for their salarisa and expenses,
and the whole audit system was reorganised by Sir John Lambert,
the several Boards of Guardians being required to purchase
Intand Revenue stamps, to be affixed to the Auditor’s certificate,
to the amount, in each case, of a prescribed percentage on the
total audited expenditure.t With the gradual systematisation of
English Local Government under the Public Health and Local
(Government Acte of 1875, 1888 and 1894, the functions of the
District Auditors were successively expanded beyond Poor Law
administration ; until they have come to embrace the financial
transactions of practically all the Local Government Authorities
except those relating to the primary functions of the Municipal
Corporations.? Along with this-enlargement of their duties, and
the growth of a professional expertise, the District Auditors have
graduslly come to be regarded as occupying & judicial position,
not receiving or accepting any instructions from the Local
Government Board (now Ministry of Health) to which they owe
their appointment, and from which they receive their salaries.®
At the sarne time, their cloge relations with the Department, their
personal intercourse with its officials, and their natural sympathy
with it& policy, have led them-—so0, at least, the Guardians con-
sider—in their carefully framed and quasi-judicial decisions,
to have regard to the departmental lead. Moreover, with the
marked growth in habits of financial accuracy and honesty which

1 43 Viatoris, o. 8 (1879) ; Geners! Order xe to0 Acoounts of April 23, 1876 ;
TAe Poor Law Amendment Aci, 1868, by Hugh Owen, 1860, p, 24 ; The English
Poor Law System, by P. F. Anchrott, 1588, p. 85. The revenue from Audit
Feo Stampa in now (1928) nearly £200,000 per annum ; of which only a small

ion is by Boards of Guardians.

Even the Municipal Corporations have to submit to the District Avditor
the socounte of any service in respect of which they receive s Grant in Aid;
and some of them (inoorporsted by Looal Acta) have beon required to accept
clauses bringing sll their scoounts under this audit.

* To establish and maintein that position, and to secure s oertain
uniformity of sotion, the District Auditors have an informal system of mutnsl
consultation in peciodioal conferences ; and oven, so it is said, a sort of code
of procedure and practioe.
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has distingnighed all British administration during the pest
half-century, the District Auditors have given an ever-increasing
proportion of their sattention, by their development of the
doctrine of ultra vires, to what is complained of as an ** sudit of
policy ”’, rather than of the accuracy of the sccounts and the
formal legality of the cash payments--an attempt to restrain
any practices of the Guardians, even if long tolerated as lawful,
which come, with changing public opinion, to meet with the
Audit Department’s disapproval.

It remains to be said that, in course of time, owing to the fact
that no gualification for District Auditor was prescribed, the
privately-made appointment, like that of Inspector, has been,
by some of the Preaidents, occasionally  jobbed ”.1 The
persons selected for appointment have been of the most diverse
kind, some of the best having been clerks from the Department.

Departmental History

In no field does the historian find a greater pancity of material
for his work than with regard to the modern development of
an English Government Department. Its internal growth, its
successive changes, the varying relations batween ita several
parts, all take place in a privacy, not to say a secrecy, which
is comparable only with that of a profit-making private enterprise.
It publishes, for the information of Parliament and the public,
only what it chooses to reveal. Its archives are closed to the
inquirer for any period nearer to our own time than half (or even

! In this century it has been laid down (apparently only as an office rule)
that the President will not appoint any one to be a District Auditor who has
not slready served as Assistant Auditor; snd no ome to the latter office who
in not either a barristsr, & solicitor or & chartereC or incorporated accountant,
or sa an aiternative, has undergone & course of training under a District
Aunditor s olerk, or a8 & voluntear (no term being wpecified), or has served in
any capacity in the Local Government Board (now Ministry of Health)—
qualification requirements which did not much limit the Prosident’s freedom
of sppointment 1 See Majority Report of Poor Law Commission, 1906, pp. 123-
124; Minority Report, vol. i. pp. 360-364; also evidence of E, P. Burd,
Inspector of Andiia under the L.G.B., Appendiz, vol. i. pp. 244-252, and vol.
i &, pp. 225-220. We gather that at present (1028) about three-fiftha of the
Inapectors of Andit and District Auditors are qualified as barristers, solicitors
or accountents, whilst one-fifth had previous servios in the Department and
ons-Bfth had served as volunteers or clerks under District Auditors. Bince
1924 appointments have bean made sither by competitive examination under
the Civil Servics Commission, or by promotion of persons already in the service
of the Department.,
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three-quarters of) a century. Much of what the historian needs
to know is not even privately recorded, but is dealt with by word
of mouth among the principal officials, And these officials,
even when they retire from the service (and their representatives
after their death}—unlike stateamen, and in recent years, even
generalsand admirals—have hitherto, almostinvariably, abstained
from publishing memoirs, diaries or reminiseences throwing
light upon their official experiences; and even from writing
books about their own sections of Public Administration. Far
wmore can be ascertained, though only after a generation or
80, of the Cabinet iteeli — of its hesitations and its decisions,
of the arguments and mutusl conflicts of its members, and even
of their conversations, their tempers, their manners and their
habits—than about the inner oourse, in the second half of the
nineteenth century, of the Poor Law Board and the Local Govern-
ment Board.!] 'What can be described is the continuous variations
from year to year of the policy of the Department, as revealed
in the successive statutes and regulations, the annual and other
reports presented to Parliament, the severely discreet evidence
tendered by the Department’s officers to Select Committees and

! We oan refer, for thia part of our work, apert from the numerous
Parliamentary papere, to little more than brief notices in Ministerial biographies,
anch aa The Life of Sir Charles Dilke, by Stephen Gwynn and Gertrude Tuckwell,
1917, vol. i. ; and Memories, by Viscoont Long, 1923; and to Sir Hugh Owen,
His Life ond Life Work, by W. E. Davies, 1889 ; The Work and Play of a Govern-
ment Inapecior, by H. Preston-Thomaa, 1909 ; The Story of Ewglish Public
Healih, by Sir Maloolm Motrie, 1019; The Minisiry of Healik, by Sir Arthur
Newsholme, 1925; an illuminating erticle, ovidently by sn officer of the
Department, entitled * The Passing of the Local Government Board *, in
The Local Government Chronicle, July 19, 1919 ; 4 Nineteenih Century Teacher
{Dr. J. H, Bridges), by Susan Liveing, 1926 ; Life of Sir James Kay-Shuttleworth,
by Frank Bmith, 1623; and English Senitary Institutions, by 8ir John Simon,
1890, second edition, 1807,

The pamphist literature of the middle of the century wes of no grest
interesst. We may cite National Tazation, a National Poor Rate and their Egnil—
able adjustment, by Nigel Okeover, 1849 ; The Ardiey Polition for alteration in
ﬁstMwsﬂa«fwmmﬁmmmmm . by menns
of Veslry Commiitees, by W. W. Mnlet, 1848; A Prodical Hdlodfor the
Eztinction of Pawperiem and Poor Rates, mmmmm by
J. H. Bodson, 1849 ; A Treatise on the Poor Lows of England, by James Dunatan,
1850 ; APbﬂfmemMHMmmbyHuuafmm
guale number of instilubions, eto. (Anon.), 18580; The Vision of an Overseer
{now wn office) revecling the Faial Errors of the Poor Laws, etc. (Anon.), 1851 ;
A Letter to the Poor Law Board on the Residuary Mof?oodandoﬁer

matiers consumed in TForkhowses, byJohnBﬂl.ing,lm A Proposal for the
Abo!ilimofﬂe}’oo Laws, the Extinclion of Fauperiem, and for providing for
the Sick and Infirm wilsowt the aid of charity, by Abrabham Toulmin, 1853,
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Royal Commissions, the official letters preserved by the various
Boards of Guardians, occasionally the advice or instructions
contemporaneously noted as given orally by the Inspectors,
together with the public agitations to which this policy with
regard to particular subjects of common interest spasmodically
gave rise. It is this development of governmental policy with
regard to each section of Poor Relief that will ocenpy our
attention in the following chapter.

Before plunging into this detailed analysis of policy, however,
we may allow ourselves a few words of general estimation of the
characteristics of the administration of the Poor Law Board in the
progressive adaptation, during it couple of decades of existence,
of the machinery which it had inherited from the Poor Law
Commisgioners ; and then of that of the Local Government
Board, down to the Poor Law Commission of 1905-1909. It
would be unfair not to recognise a continuous, though usually
spasmodic, improvement of the work of most of the Boards of
Guardians. If the reorganised Department had, as it was com-
plained in its earlier years, “ no policy at all ”, in the sense of
abgstaming from professions of Poor Law dogma, the quiet
administration that specially marked the first two decades of the
Poor Law Board had a character of its own, and one presenting
not the least admirable feature of English government. The
Poor Law Board, it is true, in these years made little profession
of principle, and seldom preached to the public; but it never
ceased to work empirically towsrds efficiency, to be manifested
in the remedying of individual grievances, the avoidance of
scandals and the prevention of waate. It went on imperturbably
explaining to particular Boards of Guardians where they fell
ghort in this or that particular detail; and privately advising
Chairmen and Clerks how their own local administration could,
irrespective of doctrine, be made less flagrantly inefficient, and
brought more nearly into line with the best experiences elsewhere,
What the Poor Law Board avoided was prohibition and com-
pulsion ; and, indeed, we may almost say, any sort of publicity.
It might at least claim, in contrast with the contemporary
performances of the General Board of Health, to which Chadwick
had betaken himself, that its course of quiet persussion and
advice was, in the England of those years, at least as successful
in achieving a certain measure of improvement, and probsbly
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as speedy in ite results, ae would have been a policy of forcibly
compelling unwilling Local Authorities to adopt methods against
which they were prejudioed, in order to put in operation prin-
ciples in which they did not believe.

Bureaucratic Formaliem

It must nevertheless not be concealed that the student,
reading between the lines of the official reports in the light of
the often belated public eriticism of particular incidents—
especially during the first couple of decades after 1847—finds the
central Poor Law administration of those years characterized by
one of the worst failings of bureaucracy. It was not merely
weak in its acquiescence in whatever the Boards of Guardians
did. “Its radical defect”, observes a profestional expert of
great administrative experience, was “ its extensive acceptance
of formal for eflective action . . , The office had the habit of
working in too mechanical a apirit, and of being far too eaaily
satisfied with mere forms of duty ”. If the official procedure
had been followed; if all the regulations purported to have heen
complied with, and if there was no public scandal, the Inspectors
and the secretaries were easily satisfiod to allow the policy of
each Board of Guardians, with its particnler workhouse routine,
to continue unchanged, whatever their effect on the recipients
of relief or the community at large. The ' Workhouse scandala ”,
with regard to the treatment of the sick, which aroused public
indignation in 1864-1866 as much as the Andover Inquiry had
done twenty yeats previously, came as the nemesis of this official
defect ; and led, as we shall presently describe, to fundamental
and far-reaching changes of policy, We are not sure that the
transformation of policy was accompanied by an equally far-
reaching reform of official procedure, At no time, either after
or before the scandals and changee of 18641868, does it seem
to have oceurred to any one at Somerset House (or later, at
Gwydyr House, or at the new Government offices at Whitehall)
to bring to bear objective tests on the vast administration that
the officials were directing and supervising ; or even to obtain
precise measurements of particular results, We may note this
most easily with regard to the sick. The Poor Law Board and

1 English Sunitary Insbitudions, by Bir John Bimon, 1860, pp. 349, 390.
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the Local Government Board, like the Poor Law Commissioners,
found at all times on their hands a mass of paupers distinctly
ill, running up, in the aggregate, to more than a hundred thousand
cases definitely under medical treatment. in any one week. It
seems almost incredible to-day that, whilst issuing various
general regulations as to the sick, the Board should never have
compiled comparative statistics even of the death-rate among
the sufferers for whose treatment it was responsible, let alone
of the length of time these sick paupers were severally under
treatment, the extent and character of recurrence, and so on.t
A similar comment may be made upon the remarkable failure
of the Poor Law Board, in succession to the Poor Law Com-
misaioners, to realise the fact that thers were, in the workhouse,
at all times, thousands of babies for whom there was no place
in the elaborate scheme of workhouse classification that had been
imposed in 1883 ; and as to whose mortality no one aeems to
have inquired. * Perfunctoriness”, says Sir John Simon of
the Poor Law Board, * charactensed its work in the matter of
medical reponsibility with whick it had been charged ”. But
whether with regard to the sick or the infants, with regard to
the actual operation upon its inmates of the regimen of the
General Mixed Workhouse, or of the life-conditions imposed
by Qutdoor Relief upon the hundreds of thousands of persons
subjected to it, what marked the administration of the Central
Poor Law Authority, was not only perfunctoriness but & curions
ignoring of the facts, as distinguished from the forms. There

1 Such medical statistics had been vainly asked for, in 1868, by Sir John
8imon. * Certain broad information, he wrote in that year, “ ought
periodicelly to be given ax to the gquantities and kinda of sickness treated by
the several Destitution Authoritios. . . . At fixed intervala (eay gquarterly)
ench Destitution Authority should state in & fixed tabuler form, for each of
its Medical Relief districts, what numbers of cases of disessa generally, and
of a few of the more important epidemic discases individually, had been
remaining ubder treatment at the commencement of the period, and what
numbers of new cases had come under treatment during the period; and
what number of deathe had cocurred among new cases and old casce
respectively " (Public Health Reports, by 8ir John Simon, 1887, vol. ii, p. 879).

In 1904 the Inter-Departmental Committes on Physical Deterioration
asked for s National Register of Biokness, which was stated to be “in the
highest degres desirable. For this purposs the official retwrns of Poor Law
Medical Officers could, with very little trouble and expense, be modified eo
as to securs a record of ail disesses treated by them ™ {Report of Inter.
Departmental Committee on Physical Deterioration, 1804). It is said that
*“ the Local Government Board took no action ” in the mattar (Health and the
Stats, by W. A. Brend, 1917, p. 308).
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has been, we venture to suggest, at all timea an insufficient
appreciation of there being, in administration, any need for
investigation as to what was really happening ; for comparative
statistics of results; or for continuous research in improving
alike the knowledge and the technigue, without which, in a
Government Department, even moderate efficiency will always
be out of the question.

Secretarial Self-sufficiency i

* The root of the fault *, rightly observed Sir John Simon,
was 8 departmental inheritance, namely, the neglect of the Poor
Law Board (due to ' the least laudable tradition of the old
machinery ), to make use, in technical fields, of properly equipped
technical experts. So far as legal matters were concerned there
had, indeed, never been any lack of professional experts in the
office. One or two of the Poor Law Commissioners between
1834 and 1847 were always themselves barristers of ability and
distinction ; and of the Poor Law Board, and, later, the Loeal
Government Board, one or more of the Secretaries or Assistant
Becretaries, and several of the Inspectors, had always enjoyed a
similar legal training, and usually some legal experience. So far
a9 concerned the problems of educational organisation, the assist-
ance, on the staff, between 1835 and 1839, of Dr. J. Phillips Kay,
and the advice which he continued to give after his transfer to
the Committee of Council for Education, was as expert and as
far-sighted 28 could at that period have been obtained. Very
different was the attitude towards the architect and the doctor.
Here nothing more was thought necessary than the cccasional
consultation of outside professional experts.* For some decades
after 1834, when the Guardians’ proposals for the erection and

1 An architect {Bsmpaon Kempthorne}—Chadwick said “a young and
inexperionood architect *—was employod, in 1835, to preparc & model plan
iortheworkhonmmwhmhthel’aorthommmonerswmmﬁng
and be gave them * unhappy designs ** which ** suggested the idea of Baatilles *
{" Patronage of Gommmom", an article reprinted from the Westminster
Eeview for October 1848, evidently by Chadwick). J. Phillips Kay, the educa-
tional expert, had gqualified as a doctor, but we do not find bim used as a
medical expert. In 1838 Dr. Arnott advised on the ventilation of Aubin's
* ohild-farm ¥ at Norwood, There were doubtless many oconsultations on
perticular matters, mnoh as cases were submitted to the Law Officers on
dificult points of law (see the evidenoe of Bir Arthur Downes before the Poor
Law Commission of 1908-1800, Q. 22917).
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alteration of hundreds of Poor Law institutions had, almost
continuously, to be dealt with, the plans and estimates were
approved and the buildings were sanctioned, without there being
sny architect on the Board’s London staff. From 1834 to 1865
the conditiona of service of several thousand doctors, the medical
treatment of the hosta of pauper sick, the sanitary requirements
of innumerable Poor Law institutions, the arrangements for the
confinement in the workhouses of thousands of pauper mothers,
and the equipment and management of six hundred workhouse
nurseriea for many thousands of infants, were considered, dis-
cussed, criticised and finally sanctioned without the assistance
in the office of any medical practitioner, to say nothing of that
of the trained nurse, or of any other woman, “ The . .. theory”,
says Sir John Simon, " seems to have been that, on any extra-
ordinary occasion, extraordinary assistance could be obtained,
but that, for the ordinary medical business of the Board, the
common sense of secretaries, assistant secretaries and secretarial
inspectors did not require to be helped by doctors . It did not,
spparently, occur to the common sense of the Civi.l Servants of
that generation, or to the Ministers who were ultimately re-
sponsible for their decisions, that the knowledge and experience
of the trained professional expert i# just as muck needed to
discover, from among the daily flood of papers, the cases and the
occasions on which technical criticism or suggeation is required,
a8 to formulate the suggestions that are called for. Even when,
in 1865, a doctor was brought into the office, * the old secretarial
belief as to the beat way of dealing with matters of medical
intereat . . . vigorously survived the fact of his appointment as
MedmalOﬁoertotheBoud . he was not expected to advise
in any general or initiative sense, but only to answer in par-
ticular oases on such particular points as might be referred to
him ”.! Nor was the practice essentially changed when, in 1871,
the Poor Law Board became the Local Government Board,
responsible, not for Poor Relief alone, but for the whole of the
vast field of the preservation and improvement of the Public
Health. There was, indeed, at that time & Medical Department,
which remained for five years, as we have described, under the
experienced and distinguished medical administrator who was
bronght from the Privy Council Office for that purpose. But,

1 English Sanitary Institutions, by Sir John Simon, 1890, p. 351.
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88 we have already indicated, he found himsel just as muck
kept at arm’s length by the secretariat, and as far divorced from
the entirely lay inspectorate, as the less eminent practitioner
appointed in 1865 had always been. *“ The arrangements estab-
lished under Mr. Stansfeld’s presidency *, relates Sir John Simon,
* were briefly as follows. They did not entrust to the Medical
Department any systemastic share in the supervision. The
essentially supervisional arrangements were to be non-medical ;
and except as to the superintendence of vaccination (which was
let continue much as it had previously been) the Medical Depart-
ment was only tc bave unsystematic functions. In cases, or sorts
of cases, where the President, or a Secretary or an Assistant
Secretary, might think reference to the Department necessary,
the individual refsrence or references would be made ; and where
the President or & Becretary or Assistant Secretary, on motion
from the Medical Departient or otherwise, might think medical
inspection necessary he would specially order the inspection ; but
these unsystematic inspections could not extend to more than
comparatively few localities in a year, for the medical staff was
not allowed the enlargement which had been hoped for. . . . In
general, the business of the Public Health seems to have been
understood as not requiring any other system of supervision than
the non-medical officers of the Board could supply.” * Further,
aven the pretence of a general Department dealing with all the
various matters with which Public Health is concerned was,
after 1876, abandoned by the Local Government Bourd ; and
this heterogeneous collection of subjects, including the control
which the office * exercised over Public Health, o far from
being concentrated in one Department, was dispersed among five
distinct divisions, each with its own staff and its own permanent
bead, who was . . . never an expert sanitarian ’.* The reader

1 English Sanitary Institutions, by Sir John Simon, 1800, pp. 386-387.

% The Story of English Public Health, by Sir Maloolm Morria, 1918, p. £7.
Dr. Beaton, who waa appointed when Simon resigned, seems to have been
expreaaly given to understand that ho did not sucoeed to Bimon's poaition,
whatever it was, which had, indeed, been formally abolished, but waa to be
merely & sybordinate officer.

1t should be added that, with the lmd'.!y growing elaboration of the
Public Health work of the Local Authorities since 1875, the Local (Jovernment
Board gradually obtained an exiensive and extremely able staff of scientific
dootors, whose stream of sxpert roporta on particular diseascs, the adulteration

of food.stuffa, etc., have been invalusble. Bimilarly, the Ministry of Health,
ninos 1910, took over & well-organised ataff of medical inspectors, consultanta
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who has the patience to go through, in a subsequent chapter,
the analysis of the administrative policy pursued with regard to
the principal subjects to be dealt with, will recognise not a few
illustrations of the effect of this exclusively *“leyman’s govern-
ment ', which was only very gradually mitigated by professional
advice in medicine and architecture, and which remained, right
into the twentieth century, a distingunishing characteristic of the
Poor Law Division of the Local Government Board. How it
worked down to 1876 Sir John Simon has explained with a certain
excusable acerbity. °° Secretarial common sense had not worked
successfully for the health interests of the poor. How it had
tended to work in the health-control of establishments for pauper
children had been sufficiently shown as long ago as 1849, before
the Coroner’s courts, on cccasion of a memorable outhurst of
cholera in a large boarding esteblishment at Tooting; how it
had worked in respect of the contracts for public vaccination, 1
myself had had painful official oceasion for many years to obeerve
and occasionally to report ; how it had worked in respect of the
outdoor sick poor had been aeverely, but I believe not unjustly,
eriticised by many skilled witnesses; how it had opersted in
reapect of workhouses and workhouse infirmaries had been re-
vealed during the years 1865-1867 in exposures of scandalous
mismanagement.” !

It is, of course, not to be suggested that the Peor Law Board
and the Local Government Board stood alone in these short-
comings. We see no reason to believe that they were, in their
generation, worse than the other Government Departments of
the time.* But without having in mind the characteristies of the

snd advisers to deal with the medical side of the Health Insurance scheme.
It seems, howevsr, uncertain to what extent thess accretions have yet been
used to atrsngthen, otherwise than by spaamodic coneultations and occasional
special inapections, the administration of the Foor Law Division.

1 Ibid. pp. 349-350.

1 The quarrel as to the propor relation betweon tho scientific expert and the
so-oslled Inyman who ia a professionsal administrator is, of course, not conflned
to any one Department, or even to the Civil Servics, but occurs in all administra-
tion. We may bazard the suggestion that what was needed by the Poor Law
Board of 1847-1871, a0 far as dopartmental organisation was concerned, was,
not merely the presence on the office stafi of professionally treined officers,
such as doctors, architects, engineers, and sccountants—which hag since been
obtained—but also, by an sdministrative device not sdopted until long
afterwards, their continuous participation in general council; to be secured
by soms such arrangement for official discumsion of departmental policy and
administration as that of the Scottish Local Government Board {now the Board
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Poor Law Board (and the Poor Law Division of the Local Govern-
ment Board), from which emanated the policy and the regula-
tions governing all Poor Relief, we cannot justly estimate the
achievements and the failures, in one branch of their work after
another, of the Boards of Guardisns who had to grapple with
the difficulties of the task.

The Ad Hoc Destitution Authority

The President of the Poor Law Board {and afterwards of the
Local Government Board), in whom, as we have suggested,
Bentham would have recognised his * Indigence Relief Minister ”,
was, however, only the apex of the Administrative Hierarchy
contemplated in the Report and by the Act of 1834 ; and the
central Department which, in grade after grade, was gradually
organised beneath the Minister, was, great as it became, never
itself charged with either the award or the distribution of Poor
Relief. That task was, as we have seen, entrusted by the Poor
Law Amendment Act exclusively to a nation-wide network of
over 600 local Destitution Authorities,! called Boards of Guar-
dians of the Poor; each Board having to carry out the detailed
administration within its own area, at its own discretion and
independently of other Boards, but upon the principles, and in
conformity with the rules, emanating from the centralived part

of Health), where the Legal Member and the Medical Member aat, until 1828,
on & real Board ; or that of the Army Council at the War Office, composed of
most of the principel heads of branches ; or that, among other Departmenta,
of the Board of Trade, which hea a non-statutory but formal and regular counsil
of hesds of branohes which discuases sll important peints in the pressnce of
the Minister; with whom, in all these Departments, reste complete freedom
to decide for himself, and the whole responsibility for every decision (The Board
of Trade, by Bir Hubert Llewellyn 8mith, 1828). The Council of the Secretary
of Btate for India, whioh holds, by statute, a more influentinl position, and ja
sble serivusly to delay, snd even to obstruct, the Mininter's deciaions, has not
worked so well as John Stuart Mill expected,

* The term Guardiso of the Poor was taken by the draftemen of the 1834
Bill, we sssums, from the three-score of ¥ Gilbert's Aot Enoorporstions ™ which
had been formed under the Act of 1762 ; whilst the idea of an ad Aoc Loeal
Deqtitution Authority acting for more than a single parish, was doubtless
also derived from them, but also from the hundred or mors “ tions of
the Poor ¥, or Boards of * Governors and Directors of the Poor * which hed
besn formad for partioular sreas under sucosssive Local Acts 1647 down
to 1830 (see our previous volume on The Old Poor Law, 1928). The
“ Deatitution Authority ”, weed in the Minority Report of the Poor Law
Commimion, 1908, had been applied to the Boards of Guardians ae early
1868 (seo Public Health Reports, by Bir John SBimon, 1887, vol ii. pp. 370-378).
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of the hierarchy, and dependent ultimately upon the Minister
himself. What was novel in 1834 (and, in fact, without pre-
cedent in England since the forgotten episode of 1590-1640),
and what was, in 1848, still not cordially accepted, was the idea
of the hierarchy itself —the linking together, in a single adminis-
trative machine, of a network of elective Local Authorities with
a centralised Government Department; and the authoritative
direction and control (made effective by legislative orders, in-
spection and aundit) of these elected local representatives by a
national Ministry.

‘We need not repeat our description of the formation, by the
Poor Law Commissioners, of the Unions of parishes. The general
plan of the Commissioners for this redistribution, into a little
over 800 areas of Poor Law administration, of the 15,000 parishes
and townships of England and Wales was, on the whole, skilfully
framed and reasonably carried out. So great and persistent was
the oppositiop, however, and so defective were the powers given
by the Poor Law Amendment Act, that in 1848, after fourteen
years of effort, the Poor Law Board found nearly a million and
8 half of the population still beyond its control. These land-
locked, stagnant lagoons of immunity from any external com-
pulsion towards improved administration comprised not only
most of the important incorporations under Local Acts, but also
a dozen of the more populous Metropolitan parishes, and bhun-
dreds of anomalous odds and ends, from the Inns of Court and
the colleges of Cambridge University down to isolated “ pre-
cincts ”* and * bailiwicks ”* and small islands off the coast, which
had made good their immemorial right to be “ extra-parochial .1
It needed twenty more years of persistent effort by the Poor
Law Board, and various ingenious devices and compromises, to
bring within the authority of the President and his Orders all

3 For theso oxtm-parochisl sress—often historicelly conmected with
monssteries, colleges, cathedrals, bishops' palaces, forests, royal castles,
reaidences snd even shire halls, or in rural aress with * inter-commoning *'-—
sos The FParisk and the County, by B. and B. Webb, 1908, p. 10; Caaes of
BWERMMMPMMMMMWMOIEWW,
byEdwuﬂGuﬂlth.lﬂal, Report of the lale Imporiant Trial . . . respecting

the Parochial Rales . . . from Richmond Terrace, 180 ; Thxdlbepoﬂo!t.he
FumtofDunGommhuonmlm and various cases in Serieca of Decivions
ofﬂcOMofKiw‘aBeMﬁmSMOm.by&erBumwa,lm&
Poculiar instanoes are referred to in The Complele Sieward, by John Mordant,
1781, vol. i. p. 36; and Vicloria County History of Essex, vol. i, p. 360,

VOL. I Q
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these miscellaneous excepted areas; but the task was completed
in 1868.!

The Unson Areas

Subsequent experience revealed various defects and short-
comings in these deliberately planned Union areas, It was an
incidental drawback that some Unions were composed of a large
number of small or scantily-peopled parishes, 40 each of which
the plan allowed & separate member of the Board, which accord-
ingly became too large for -efficiency—in some fifty cases having
more than sixty, and (in the Louth and Lincoln Unions) even
over & hundred elected members. In some districts the Com-
missioners’ scheme had been marred by the obstinate refusal to
come in of some protected * lagoons of immunity ”, involving
several adjacent Unions in a lack of geographical symmetry and
much inconvenience. The subsequent ebb and flow of popula-
tion, leaving old market towns to decay, and creating new centres,
has injuriously aficcted others of the districts planned nearly a
century ago. The census of 1901 showed ten Unions with less
than 5000 population (1250 families) each, whilst no fewer than
267 had leas than 20,000 (5000 families). But the great element

¥ In 1847 the distriots within the Act had e population of 15§ millione {out
of 17 millione). The Bristol and Exeter Incorporations were brought in by
Geners! Order, 1855, in which these bodies acquiceced in 1856, after long
demur (Ninth Annual Report of Poor Law Board, 1856, p. 10). Other protected
Unions and single parishes graduslly gave way ; the Incorporated Guardians
of Onwestry and Chester acquiescing in 1861 {Fourteenth Annual Repoxt of
Poor Law Board, 1862, pp. 13-16, 27-28); and those of Norwich egreeing, in
1883, to the change by a new Local Act (26 and 27 Vic. c. 93 ; see Sixteenth
Annual Report of Poor Law Board, 1864, pp. 21-22). The Iele of Wight
Incorporation was brought in by agreement in 1865 (Eighteenth Annual Report
of Poor Lew Board, 1864, pp. 18-19). In 1867 the Metropolitan Poor Act
{30 Vio. o. 6), establishing for the Metropolia a Common Poor Fund,
smpowered, by sections 73-74, the issus of an Order bringing the remaining
Metropolitan parishes under the Poor Law Amendment Aet, notwithstanding
their Loocsl Aots; and eloven populous London parishes were sccordingly
brought into lino {Twentieth Annual Report of Poor Law Board, 1868, p. §).
This brought the outstanding populstion down to about 180,000. Finslly,
the 31 and 32 Victoria, o. 122, sec. 4, empowered the Poor Law Board to bring
all the rest in, irrespective of consent ; and this wes done mn 1868 (Twenty-
firat Annual Report of Poor Law Board, 1869, pp. 22.24). Mseanwhils the
isrge number of extra.parochial places, mostly with smell popuistions and
often tiny areas, had been brought into the edjecent Uniona : the Cambridge
colleges by 19 and 20 Victoria, ¢. cvii, 1856 (Ninth Annual Report of Poor
Law Board, 1858, p. 10); and the whole remaining mass in 1865, under the
Union Chargeebility Act (Eighteenth Annus! Report of Poor Law Board,
1864, pp. 20-21, 25.30, where a list of those places is given).



THE " CHAOS OF AUTHORITIES" 227

of disturbance has been, in certain areas, the transformation of
the popular lines of conveyance. The Pdor Law Commissioners
were unfortunate in having to plan out the Unions and locate
the Workhouses before the general establishment of railways.
There were, in 1908, Unions where the Workhouse was ten miles
away from the nearest railway station ; and one (in Wales) where
it was thirteen miles away. Yet another factor of inconvenience
has proved the iconoclastic indifference of Chadwick and his
Commissioners (who found it statutorily necessary to adopt the
ancient parish as their unit) to the other ancient administrative
divisions. The Poor Law Unions, whilst following parish bound-
aries, habitually ignored those of Borough and County, in some
cases, even the historical line of division between England and
Wales, so that the *little local republica *, as the Boards of
Guardians were once optimistically called, found themselves, not
only overlapping the juriadiction of ancient Municipal Corpora-
tions, but also sssociated, in their own administration, with in-
different, and often differing, Petty Sessional Divisions and Courts
of Quarter Sessions (and thus with different rating aress) ; and,
in some ways the most inconvenient of all, with different Chief
Constables and different local police forces.! Half a century ago
this * chaos of areas, chaos of authorities and chaos of rates”
was the despair of Local Government reformers. It has, in the
main, to be put to the credit of the Civil Servants of the Local
Government Board that the chaos has now (1928) been reduced
to something near symmetrical order. It seems to have been
officially accepted, at least as early as the draiting of the Public
Health Acts of 1872, that (at any rate cutside the larger muni-
cipalities) the Poor Law Union, with all its shortcomings and
defects, had to be made eventually the basic administrative
district for every function of Local Government.? Quietly and

1 On Doecomber 31, 1907, the Poor Law Commisgion found that 197 out of
643 Uniona still overlapped the boundaries of County Boroughs or Administrative
Counties. The Poor Law Union of Peterborongh extended into four Ad-
ministrative Counties, that of York into three snd one County Boroungh, and
that of Stamford actuslly into five Administrative Countiea {Poor Law Com-
mismion, 1908, Appendix, vol. x. p. 648),

* Exception made of the functions {2} Port and Harbour Authoritiea;
(%) River Conservancy Boards and Fishery Authorities ; {¢} Water Authorities

{Cstohment sveas) ; and (d) the Commimionera of SBewers {snd Land Drainage),
in all of which the area of jurisdiction has to be determined, almost exclusively,

by the physical geography.
The adoption of the Poor Law Union areas s those of the proposed Local
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persistently the influence of succeasive official generations at
Whitehall has been used, under a score of successive Presidents,
to bring the boundaries of the Poor Law Unions into coincidence,
first with those of the lazger Municipal Corporations, notably in
the County Boroughs ; then with those of the great area placed
under the jurisdiction of the London County Council; and,
finally, in some, though by no means all cases, with those of the
other County Councils throughout England and Wales. With
these successive (and very far from completé) corrections, the
Poor Law Unions that Chadwick, in the main, devised in 1834,
bave become by 1927, under one or other name, the geographical
units of local administration for the Registration of Births,
Marriages and Deaths, and therefore for vital statistics ; further,
though in various relations to the County Authorities, for High-
ways, Public Health, Education and Assessment and Rating,
and also, very largely, for Police, and the petty Courts of Justice.:

The Board of Guardians

The elaborate arrangements for the constitution of the Board
of Guardians in each Union—the rate-paying franchise with its
plural votes for both owners and occupiers of substance, the
rating qualifications for the office, the voting by signed papers
officially distributed to and collected from the residences of the

Health Authority, and the identifioation of * the common Health Authorities
with the common Destitution Authorities of the coontry ', was the basis of
Lowe's Nuisance Act of 1880 ; with the approval, in 1888, of Sir John Simon,
umpuwrtotho"puwhulmhm . of Bir Benjamin Hall’s Nuisance
Aot of 1885 or . BirGeorgeGmylSemUﬁhutionAotoflm”
ontheonehmd. to & system of *' county boards ", on the other {Public
Heaalih Repwh, 8ir John Simon, 1887, vol. ii. pp. 370-371). Its universal
in the same year, foreseen and approved by the same clear-

tad Med.lul Officer of the Privy Council. * Every Union,” he wrote,
* hea its administrative Board, presumably the best sort which the area can be
expected to give for any purpose of Local Government ; and carefully con-
stituted on the double basis of rate-paying suffrage and ex-officio qualification ;
lndmouomlonmmuhdthtmhpmhdtheUmonumwd
in it; and this sothority has ite fixed meeting-place and meeting-time ; it
has its permansnt clerk, qualified in law ; mdtthu,l.lnylwﬁngindeml
over the whols Union-ares, ss visitors of the poor and their dwellings, a staff
of other permansnt officers, madical and non-medical ** {#hid.}.

1 The Boards of Guardisns, ss they sppeared (and were described) to an
sxoeptionally well-informed foreign observer about 19000, are fully pictured
in Local Government sn Englond, by Jose! Redlich and F. W. Himst, 1903,
vol. ii. pp. 203-273.

ﬁé



THE GUARDIANS 229

electore and the inclusion in the Board, along with the elected
members, of all the Juatices of the Péace resident within the
Union—which, a8 we have described, were preacribed by the Poor
Law Commissioners, lasted unchanged for over half & century.
There seems to have been, however, a prompt and almost universal
falling-off in the quality of the Boards. At first, the enthusiasm
for reform, or at least for an attempt to lessen the burden of the
Poor Rate, led to the acceptance of the new public office by public-
spirited or philanthropic peers and squires in the count.y,! and
millowners and merchants in the towna, with here and there a
zealous clergyman or solicitor. But the peers and squires soon
found that the membership of the Boards of Guardians, to which
they were entitled as resident Justices, was a dull and irksome
business; and it i3 recorded that, with rare exceptions, they
quickly ceased attending the ordinary meetings at which the
Poor Relief was granted or refused ; and were to be expected
only when a salaried appointment had to be made, and when they
bad been importuned to vote for one or othor candidate. The
working membership of nearly all the Boards settled down to a
farmer from each of the numerous parishes in the rural Unions,
and to little groups of retail shopkeepers in the Unions of the
Metropolitan area and the large towns, The student of the local
Poor Law administration at the middle of the nineteenth century
—whether in the conditions provided for the workhouse inmates
by the London Boards described by Dr. Joseph Rogera ; ? in the
management of the children in most of the provincial towns,
where the Inspectors of the Poor Law Board struggled in vain with
the Quardians to get establiched “ separate ™ schools, apart from
the Workhouse ; * or in the treatment of all classes of paupers on

1 Among the Chairmen of the first Boards were the Dukes of Richmond,
Rotland and Sutherland; the Marquises of Bute, Exeter, Northampton,
Balisbury and Weetminater ; Earls Brownlow, Fitzwilliam and Spencer, and
the Earis t# Hardwioke, Kerry, Liverpool, Radnor, Stamford, and Stradbroke;
Viscounta Barrington and Ebrington; Lords Braybrooke, Ellenborough,
Redaadale, and Rayleigh; the Right Hon. Bir James Graham, Bart.,, M.P.;
with 8ir Baldwin Leighton, Sir F. Fremaatle, 8ir Culling Eardiey Bmith,
Sir H. Verney, and other baronets (An Article on the Principles and Policy of
the Poor Law Amendment Ac . . . reprinted from the Edinburgh Rewew,
1837-—apparontly by Chadwick). Yet, even allowing for many untitled
squires, rentiers and capitalist employers, with a few clergymen, aolicitors and
auctionoers, we must infer that the vast proportion of the 25,000 Poor Law
Guardians ware, at all times, farmers or retail tradesmen.

* Experiences Workhouwss Medical O {Dr. Joseph Rogers}, by
1. E. Thorold Rogzl.alss:.r e pp. 262-267.
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the rural Unions, where the one idea of the farmers was “ to keep
down the rates ” —can hardly avoid the concluszion that the
inefficiency, parsimony and petty corruption at the base of the
Administrative Hierarchy must inevitably have gone far to nullify
any superiority in science and statesmanship that may have been
manifested in the guidance and control from the top.

Relief Commatiees

One development of the working constitution of the Board of
Guardiane may hers be mentioned. At the outset there was no
thought of the crganisation of the Boards by committees, It was
long held by the Central Authority that the whole of the powers
and duties of the Guardians must be exercised and fulfilled by the
Board as a corporate entity, the individual Guardians not having
even the right to visit the Workhouse or other institutions of the
Union. Gradually and, as it seems, spontaneounsly, the Boards
divided themselves into committees to which particular functions
were assigned, subject always to the Board as a whole, for ratifica-
tion and approval of their acts. Committees were thua appointed
for the visiting and detailed administration of the Workhouse and
sny separate school or other institution ; and any action relating
to these institutions for which the decision of the Board was
required, came to be taken only upon a report from the committee
concerned, But it wae for the laborious examination of the
applicants for Qutdoor Relief, and the decision whether or not it
should be granted, and if so, in what sums, that the committee
system, in the more populous Unions, found its fullest develop-
raent. Here the method of formation of the committees became
of great importance, and gave rise t© a conflict of opinions.
Where the Board was small, it frequently sat as a whole for the
administration of Outdoor Relief, attended by the salaried Reliev-
ing Officers, But where the applications were numerous and
incessant, and where the Board consisted of scores of members,
we find two, three or four separate Relief Committees simul-
taneously at work, each attended by its own Reliaving Officer, the
decizions of all of them being normally ratified, as & matter of
ocourse, by the Board as a whole. Usually such Relief Committees

t Majority Report of Poor Law Commiseion, 1008, vol. L. p. 143 of 8vo
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would be formed on a geographical basis, by groups of adjoining
parishes ; and it was long taken for grarted that the Guardians
representing the particular parishes should constitute the Relief
Committee dealing with applicants from any of those parishes.
The Guardians, eapecially in the rural districts, claimed to know
even better than the scanty staff of Relieving Officers the circum-
stances and the history of the applicants from their own parishes ;
and this personal acquaintance was universally assumed to be
of advantage to the adminiatration. This naturally led, as the
evidence before the Poor Law Commission of 1905-1909 clearly
established, to quite unjustifiable favouritism (whether on account
of family relationship, electoral support, or past employment), and
even to subsidies being made to the incomes of persons still
employed by the individual Guardians themselves, or actually
indebted to them as customers or tenants. Not until the latier
part of the century did it begin to be commonly realised that it
was for the Relieving Officer professionally responsible for the
investigation of the case to supply the information on which alone
an impartial judgment could be arrived at, and any measure
of uniformity maintajned. Some Boards sought improvement
by placing upon each Relief Committee at least one Guardian
unconnected with the district for which the committee acted.
QOthers took the line of making the Guardians serve by rotation on
all the Relief Committees, irrespective of the parishes by which
they had been elected. Few and far between were those which
acted on the prineiple that the Guardian for a particular parish
should be regarded as disquslified for sitting in judgment upon
applicants from his own constituency.

Improvement in the mémbership and practice of the Board of
Guardians was slow ; but in the last three decades of the century
there was undoubtedly an advance.? Not until the last decade
was there any alteration in the conditions of election.

! Something may be inferred about the gualities, temptations and failings
of the local representatives from the mainly legal manual, The Poor Low
Quardian ; Ris Powersand Duties in the right Ezecution of his Office, by Algernon
C. Dauke, 1862,

3 A charaoteristically British outgrowth of the Boards of Guardians has
been the institution of * Poor Law Confersnces ", gatherings of Guardisna
and others interested in Poor Law administration, to listen to papers on Poor
Law problems and discuse their difficulties. Started in 1866 by Barwick
Baker, of Hardwicke Court, Glouceatershire—thought to be impracticable by
Lord Devon, then President of the Poor Law Board in 1867, who said, * It
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The Demooratisaison of the Boards

With the advent to office of the Liberal Ministry of 1892-1895,
attempts were made by representatives of “ Labour” to get
removed both the rating qualification, which excluded from
election as Guardian practically the whole wage-earning class ;
and the rate-paying franchise with plural voting, ‘which seemed to
stand in the way of any successful electoral campaign. It was
pointed out to H. H. Fowler, who had become President of the
Local Government Board, that the rating qualification for
eligibility as Guardian, which was often at the statutory maximum
of £40, depended entirely upon the Minister’s fiat; and he was
induced to reduce it by a General Order to the uniform eum of
£5.1 In 1894 the Local Government Act abolished all qualification
beyond twelve months’ residence within the Union, and at the
same time awept away the ez-officio membership of the Justices
of the Peace and deprived the Local Government Board of ite
power to nominate additional members in the Metropolitan
Unions. In exchange, the Government accepted an amendment
pressed upon them by Parliament, allowing any Board of
Guardians that chose to do 8o to co-opt, from outside the elected

oan't answer ; did you ever know auch & thing done ¥ "—the plan spread to
neighbouring counties, and eclminated in & central conferenmce in London in
1870, when the scheme took the definite form of & doren provincial conferences
and one national oonference annually. For the first cighteen years the ex-

were borne privately by s fow enthusiasts for the betier education
of Poor Law Guardians ir “ Poor Law principlesa™; but in 1883 s sounder
financial besis was found in regular contributions by Boards of Guardians,
who wers suthorised to send representatives, and permitted (by 48 Vie.
0. 11} to subsoribe from Union funds. From 1376 to 1914 the proceedings of
each year's meetings were published snnually under the title of Poor Law
Conferences, the serios of admirably produced volumes constituting & valuable
record of Foor Law progrees and Poor Law opinion. For the past thirty yoars
the papers have beon chosen, and the conferences mansged, by a nationsl
committee, elected by the provincial conferences; but this hag always been
guidodhythezedmmpbetauf“l’oorhw orthodoxy *, notably by Sir

mMM(wbmHompbywﬂlhfmdewlawConfm
1916~-1811, pp. ix.-xix.). A historical summary of the conferenves from 1870
4o 1883 will be found in an appendix to the Report of the Nincteenth Central
Poor Law Conferenoe, held in London in 18588 { Poor Law Conferences, 1898-1893).
A meparate “ Amccistion of Poor Law Unions™, to which also Boards of
Guardisns are permitted to subecribe from Union funds, wes established in
1897,
1 Genersl Order of 26th November, 1502, Twenty-third Anvusl Repart
of Looal Government Board, 1893, pp. Ixzxv., $9-43.
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membership, its Chajrman, Vice-Chairmen and two other
members, making four in all, or any smaller pumber.!

The effect of this * democratisation ” of the electoral franchise
for the Boards of Guardians, and the removal of the rating
qualification, has been the subject of controversy, The amount of
popular interest in the elections was, in many places, increased,
and contests were multiplied. But it must be confessed that
this *“ improvement * can only be so described relatively to the
almost complete deadness that prevailed during the generation
preceding the Act of 1894. During the next conple of decades,
where there was a contested election at all, the proportion of
electors taking the trouble to vote seldom exceeded one-fourth.
In many of the Unions of London, the larger provineial towns
and the indusirial districts of the North, a certain number of
Labour representatives gradually secured election; and in a
very few cases—the earliest of which was, perhaps, that of
Barrow-in-Furness, fifteen years after 1894—formed majorities
of their Boards. This brought new life into the administration,
though by no means all the innovations were deemed improve-
menta. It remained a matter of controversy whether or not
the working-men (Guardians were, on the whole, betier or worse
than the shopkeepers and publicans whom they displaced.
“On an impartial consideration of the subject ', wrote one who
was certainly not biassed in favour of the wage-earning class,
* there does not appear to be much difference in the electorates
before and after 1894, Neither the one nor the other is a highly
competent body to elect an administration for this difficult
public gervice. . . . The Poor Law electorate, as constituted by
the Act of 1894, is not appreciably more ignorant and indifferent
a8 to any settled principles of administration than was the
electorate previous to that date.” ?

' Thiz powet to co-opt wes unpopular, and little used. In 1808 it was
found that, out of 643 Boards, none had co-opted sll four additional members
that the Iaw allowed, only 18 hed co.optod three, 120 two, and 82 one member
only ; whilst 425 Boards hed refused or neglocted to co-opt any one (Majority
Report of Poor Law Commisaion, 1808, vol. i. p. 138 of 8vo edition).

! History of the English Poor Law, vol. iii, by Thomas Macksy, 1800,
pp. 583.584. An able and experienced Poor Law official smphatically declared
in 1910 that, ** Since the removal of the property qualification for Guardians,
thore has bean a greater advance in Poor Law reforms on the institutional side
- + « there has been more progress in claesification and in the true principles
of administration . . . than in the whols pericd which preceded, from 1834
ap to that time ¥ (R. A. Leach, Clerk to Rochdsle Union, in Poor Law Con-
Jerences, 19031919, p. 449, and Poor Law Conferences, 1910-1911, p. T74).
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Women Guardians

One incidental result of the 1894 Aet was universally approved,
The removal of any rating qualification for election us Guardian
led to a great increase, in the Metropolis, in the provincial
Boronghs, and in some of the Urban Districts, of women candi-
dates ; and, gradually, to the election of many hpndreds of them.
This was a great innovation. As long ago as 1850 the Ludlow
Board of Guardians had asked the Poor Law Board whether a
woman was eligible for election. The Board replied that there
had been no decision of the Courts, and that legally it was an
open question. But the Board declared that ** the objections to
the appointment of a fermale to an office of this nature upon
grounds of public policy and convenience are so manifest that
the Board cannot readily suppose that the question will become
one of practical importance in the administration of the Poor
Law ! TFor a quarter of a century the question slept, but in
1875 a woman was elected to the Kensington Board of Guardians
without legal or official objection. For the next twenty years the
number increased slowly, as comparatively few women, either
married or single, were found to have, in their own names, the
necessary rating qualification. After 1894 women came on the
Boards of Guardians with a rush, so that, whilst in 1885 there
were only 50, in 1895 there were 839 ; in 1907, 1141, and in 1909
the Poor Law Commission found 1289 in 500 Unions, where
their work had found unqualified approval.?

! The Evolulion of Poor Law Administralion, by R. A, Leach, 1824. Asearly
a8 1835 the Commissioners had held that * female "' owners and occupiers
ware qualified to vote for Guardiang (MB. Minutes, Poor Law Commissioners,
November £7, 1836).

¥ ¥ The Work of Women in Connection with Poor Law Administration *,
by Miss Allen ; and * The Work of Women in the Administration of the Poor
Law ™, by Mrs. W. N. SBhaw, in Poor Law Conferences, 1508-1903, pp. 642-G83,
§592.608. It is, however, only in urban aress that many women have found
seats on Boards of Guardinne. The Aot of 1884, so far as rural districta were
soncerned, abolished the separate alection of Guardisns and made the elected
Rural District Counvillors ex officic the Poor Law Guardians for their parishes.
Into the Rural Diatrict Conncils, as into the Urban Distriet Councils, which
have primarily to do with sanitation and rosd maintenance, relatively few
women have yet penstrated; and accordingly few rural parishes are yet
representad by women on the Boards of Gusrdians. In 1907, cut of 16,001
members of 658 Rural District Councils, only 146 were women, in 108 Councils
{Poor Law Commission, 1910, Appendix, vol. x. p. 851).
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The Local Officials

The actual administration of the Poor Law had, by 1834,
become far too onerous and incessant to be carried out other-
wise than by paid officials ; and the virtual supersession of the
unpaid and annually chosen Churchwardens and Overseers by
the salaried Clerk to the Guardians and a staff of Relieving
Officers was an outstanding feature of the Act of 1834. Chadwick
appsarently wished to create a complete hierarchy of salaried
officials, extending in a single national service from the Minister
down to the workhouse porter, with the elected Boards of
Guardians serving virtually as no more than advisory or super-
vising committees.! He failed, however, to make clear to Nassau
Senior and hia other colleagues how such a dramatic supersession
of Local Government was either compatible with a local Poor
Rate, or anyhow politically practicable. But the Poor Law
Amendment Act went as far in Chadwick’s direction as it conld,
by requiring the sanction or approval of the new Central Authority
for the creation of all posts or offices, for the amount of the salaries
assigned to them, and for any removal by the Guardians of persons
irom their appointments. The Central Authority was to define
their duties, and to make rules and issue orders having the force
of law for their conduct; and, most startling of all, was even
empowered, at its discretion, in substance only for cause
assigned, summarily to dismiss any of these servants of the
Boards of Guardians. Yet with all these securities for good ap-
pointments and efficient service it is notorious that a very large
part of the Poor Law staff in nearly all Unions—notably many
of the Relieving Officers and Masters and Matrons of Workhouses
—proved, for at least half & century after 1834, not scrupulously
exact or even honest, and in a mnltitude of cases far from satis-
factory, either in efficiency or administrative -kill, in obedience
to the orders given to them, or even in common humanity.

! For Chadwick's desire for administration by s national bureaucracy,
with only supervisory elected bodies, soe The Health of Nations, by Bir B.
W. Rickardson, 1890, vol. ii. pp. 351-393 (sa regards school teachers, p. 357;
care of jdiots and lunatios, snd the blind, pp. 357-3558; young criminals,
p. 358; the sick in hospitals, pp. 381-383). Chadwick seema to have told
Riohardson that his contention in 18321834 waa that “* the executive servios
of duly qualified and responsible paid oficers ™ should act *' under the orders
and supervision of s Centeal Board ** {ibid. p. xv.).
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It waas, of course, difficult to find, in the England of the first
half of the nineteanth century, sufficient men and women with
anything like training for the extensive Poor Law staff that had
to be appointed. Moreover, hardly any of the 25,000 Guardians,
whether rich or poor, had, in those years, any idea that there
was such a thing as qualification for an appointment ; or could
imagine any other ground for selection than favouritism arising
from relationship or friendship, or pity for a specially unfortunate
parishioner among the candidates. But the Central Authority
itself, on whom, it may fairly be said, rested a higher reaponsi.
bility, has been, throughout the whole century, criticised—in our
judgment with some reason—for the manner in which it has exer-
cised the powers conferred upon it with regard to these local
appointments. We need not dwell on the temporary aberration
of the first few years of the Poor Law Commissioners, when,
88 we have described, following Bentham in one of his unhappiest
mistakes, they insisted on the Boards of Guardisns putting np
to tender the post of District Medical Officer, and appointing the
doctor who offered to do the work for the lowest price. This,
as the Poor Law Commissioners themselves slowly became con-
vinced, was emphatically not the way to get efficient officers or
good service. More serious, besause of longer duration, has been
the failure of the Central Authority to make any adequate use,
in Poor Law appointments, of the Device of the Prescribed
Qualification.! The Poor Law Commissioners did indeed intro-
duce this device in requiring all Poor Law Medical Officers to
Possess one of the legal qualifications for medical practice ; and
this bare minimum of requirement was found, with regard to this
one class of appointments, automatically to exclude the most
shameful kinds of jobbery. But no sort of qualification was ever

! The value of the Device of the Preecribed Qualification oonnists, we
may point out, not wholly or even mainly in its automstically ensuring a
oertain minimum of intellectusl sogquaintance with the requirementa of the
post, for the standard thet it is poesible to enfdrce may be sxtramely low,
and even of no great practical valus, but in its eficacy in sutomatioally ruling
out the candidates who would otherwiss be favowrsd on such illegitimate
grounds es their relationship to, or their friendabip with, the members of the
appointing body, or their membership of thet body, ar their Jong reqidence
in the parish cr Union. may have been prescribed aa the qualifieation,
experiancs shows that, at the moment that & vacancy ovenrs, it very rarely
happens that this qualification is posssesed by such favourites ] Ths change
that the mere requirement of smch o qualification has made in the selection

of Saniteary Inspectors ia in the highest degres illuminating.
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prescribed for Relieving Officers or Workhouse Maaters, for
Asgistant Overseers or Poor Rate Collestors.! The result has
been, in innumerable cases, the making, by careless or ignorant
or unscrupulous Guardiaps, of the most outrageous appointments
to these posts, with which the Poor Law Board or the Local
Government Board has usually felt unable to interfere.* It
is, of course, true that for such * Destitution Officers ', unlike
medical practitioners, there did not, in the last century, exist
any definite qualification which could easily have been prescribed.
But if the Poor Law Board or the Local Government Board had
beer more alive to the value, in preventing jobbery, of the
Device of the Prescribed Qualification, it would have been prac-
ticable t0 have formulated, as was, in fact, eventuzlly done in the
analogous case of the old Inepector of Nuisances, who was then
styled Banitary Inspector, a list of subjects to be studied and
books to be read, for an examination to be passed and a certificate
to be gained, which might have ensured to the holder a preference,
at any rate over uncertificated candidates having po previous
experience of Poor Law work, for appointment as Relieving
Officer, if not also as Workhouse Master? Moreover, the

! This omission is the more remsrksble because it wan ono of the explicit
recommendations of the Report of 1834 (p. 329), “ that the Central Board
be directed to state the genersl qualifications which shall be noocasary for
paid offioss connected with the relief of the poor ™. It may be that the
description of the duties of a Reliexing Officer, as of other offivials of the Board
of Guardians, ambodisd in Article 215 of the GQeneral Order of 1847, was
regarded as vomplisnce with this recommendation.

? When (after the Report of the Ppor Law Commission, 1509} the Local
Government Board meationed the matter in & Ciroulsr to the Beards of Guardianas
{Maroh 18, 1910}, it wis mildly observed that ** some Boerde of Guardisne have
in the past made appointments to this and similar officee which guggest that
efficiency has not been the primary consideration " ; but no zuggeetion was
made of specific qualifisations (Fortieth Annual Report of Local Government
Board, 1011, pp. 8-9).

% Right down to the end of the ventury there was not even any provision
of instructicn for Poor Law officials, or for aspirants to the Poor Law service.
This was never supplied by the Poor Law Bosrd or Local Government Board,
aither directly or through any suitable educationsl agency. In the last decade
of the century a beginning wss made by the C.0.5, the London Bchool of
Eoonomics, sud the Univemity of Liverpoal, presently taken up elsewhere,
in providing both oourses of loctures snd practios in administrution sujtable
for candidates for the Poor Law service ; and diplomas of proficiency cen now
be gained, to which, however, no official recognition has yet been accorded
(see Majority Roport of Poor Law Comminion, 1900, vol. §. p. 140 of Svo edition).
Not until the twentioth century wes there an nnofficial Poor Law Exsminstions
Board, from which Assistant Clerks, Relieving Officors and institution officers
oould obtain certifioates of proficiency, which wre recoguised, if not by the
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experiment might have been tried of a national pension system
and a graded scale of salaries, so that both Relieving Officers and
Workhouse Masters might be encouraged in efficiency, and the
most important officea be filled by tried and experienced men,
through & more systematic use of promotion by transfer from
smaller to larger Unions, which at least the more enlightened
Boards could have been induced to adopt. We may note, too,
the useful requirement by the Poor Law Commiseioners that no
district assigned to a District Medical Officer may exceed 15,000
in population or 15,000 acres in superficial ares ; and we may
realise ite success in ensuring that at least the necessary minimum
of medical care should be everywhere available for the sick.
On the other hand, neither the Poor Law Board nor the Local
Government Board ever specified any analogous minimum of
staffing in the matter of Relieving Officers. Year after year, we
find the Inspectors and the readers of papers at Poor Law Con-
ferences vainly complaining that a large proportion of Unions
had far too few Relieving Officers to permit of adequate investi-
gation and supervision of the applicants for Outdoor Relief,
Yet we do not find any Order commanding, or even any Circular
advising, that there should not be, in any Union, a staff below
some definite scale—say, for example, fewer than one Relieving
Officer for every 300 applicants during the preceding year; or
for a district having more than 4000 census population, or,
whatever the population, exceeding in area 15,000 acres; or
any more suitable figures.? The result has been that the Poor
Law Board and the Local Government Board have been driven
to tolerate, year after year, in many Unions, & staff altpgether

Boarda of Guardians or the Central Authority, at least by the National Poor
Law Officers” Amsocistion, A corresponding examination, managed by the
Institute of Poor law Accountants, now awards cerfificates to accounting
officers, When s Poor Law nursing staff was developed, specific qualifications
were preacribed by the Department for Ward Sisters and Nurses.

! Unfortunately this requirement seems not to have hoen enferced, or sven
maiptained, by the Poor Law Board and the Local Government Board ;
snd it sppesrs, with the general inorease in population, to have sunk into
oblivion.

? “It has been said that no Relioving Oficer ought to have more than
156 {or at most, 300} paupers on his list, to enable him to do his work of inquiry
and visiting properly " (T'Me Befler Administration of the Poor Law, by Sir
W. Chanoes, 1808, p. 40). Bee, on this, the Report of the Confsrence of Matro-
politan Quardians in Becond Annual Report of Loocal Government Board,
1873, p. 7; Third Anpual Report, 1674, p. 77; The English Poor Law System,
by Dr. P. F. Aschrott, 1888, p, 92.
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insufficient for any proper administration of the Orders and
reguiations.!

Responsiblity of Relieving Officer

It should be added that the Relieving Officer, as the officer
entitled to give instant relief in cases of sudden or urgent necessity,
is in the peculiar position of being answerable, though only a
servant of the Board of Guardians and obeying its orders, to
the Criminal Courts for any refusal, or even any negligence, by
which a destitute person suffers death, or, presumedly, serious
damage to health. Relieving Officers have been fined for the
misdemeanour of refusing relief in a case where it ought legally
to have been given—cases occurred in 1883 in England, and in
1893 in Scotland—sand it is always stated that an indictment for
manslsughter would lie if the applicant died by reason of the
refusal.?

The practical effect of this eriminal Liability of the Relieving
Officer is to strengthen his position as against a parsimonious or
unduly strict Board of Guardians {or, even, theoretically, against
the Central Authority) which might seek to prevent relief in
kind being given in cases of sudden or urgent necessity.

The Extent of the Ceniralisation of the New Poor Law

With the bringing under the Poor Law Amendment Act in
1868 of the last of the excepted areas, and the consolidation of
the authority of the Administrative Hierarchy marked by the

1 In the effort to increass the efficiency of the investigating staff, a Super-
intending Relieving Officer was added in some Unione; and, in others, extra
Relieving Officers were appointed as “ Cross-Visitors ”. * The Cross Visitor
is an officer whose duty it ia to check, by independent visita, the inguiries
made by the Relieving Officer ; to pay surprise visits at irreguler intervalas to
all recipients of Outdoor Relief, and elso to make special inveatigations ™
{The Better Adminisiration of the Poor Law, by Sir W. Chance, 1885, p. 41).

* Seo R. v. Joslin, in 15 Cox’s Oriminal Caszes, p. 746; R. v. Curtis, in
27 Low Timea Reports, New Seties, p. 762 ; The Poor Law Orders, by Alexander
Macmorran, 1880, p. 241; Poor Law Commission, 1909, Q. 936.972, 1221,
13011-45, 22723.22728 ; and Minority Report, p. 49. 1t is significant of the
small importance attached to the criminal liability of the Relieving Officer
that in an abls end comprehensive manual for their instruction—unofficial,
but written by * an Official *', and published by Knight & Co., the recognised
official publishers—this general liability was, as regards anything but Medical
Relief, not even mentioned (Knight's Relieving Cfficers’ Guvde, 1902, pp. 38, 47.
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statutory permanence at last accorded to the Central Authority
in 1867, the so-called centralisation of the New Poor Law, of
which so many critics had prematurely complained, may be
regarded as having been definitely achieved. Yet how little did
that centralisation amount to, even when completed! We may
cite a letter on this subject which John Stuart Mill addressed to a
French constitutional student. * I fully recognise ”, wrote Mill
in 1860, * the tendency in English legislation that you point out
towards an increasing centralisation. I not only recognise it ; I
actually approve of it. But note that this centralising move-
ment is, with us, more useful than harmful, exactly because it is
in sharp opposition to the spirit of the nation, For this reason
changes which are great in appearance are franslated in prastice
into almost minute proportions. You think, perhaps, that the
administration of our Poor Law has been centralised since the
law of 1834, Not in the least. The immense abuses that had
taken place in the local administration had eo terrified the public
that the enactment of the law became possible. But it proved
impossible to carry it out. Local authority presently regained
its predominance over central authority ; and the latter has only
managed to retein its nominal powers by exercising them with
80 eXxcessive a reserve that they have remained rather a resource
for use in extreme cases than a systematic maiuspring of ad-
ministration,”” ! “ During the twenty years 1847-1867 ", notes
Bir John Simon, * this reconstituted Board . . . existed only
on probation, learning to adjust ita behaviour to the varying
annual balances of Parliamentary opinion ”.* But even when,
in 1867, the Poor Law Beard was made a permanent Department
of the State,® and when, in 1871, it was given s more dignified
status as the Local Government Board, it still remained, as the
following chapter will indicate, very far removed from the central-
ised autocracy that had been apprehended. For good or for evil

1 ¥, 8 Mil) to Charles Dupont-White, April 8, 1860, in The Leiters of Jokn
Stuart Mill, edited by Hugh B, R. Elliot, 1810, vol. i. pp, 235-236.

3 English Sanilary Insilxtions, by Bir John Simon, 1880, p. 348.

* T4 is significant thet this permanence was avowedly objected to by the
LivurpoolBe]_oetVutrynndnriomMuquudimumdingm
emphasise their subordinstion. The ** very existence " of & Cantral Anthority,
it was maid, tended to depross the setwse of responsibility of the local Poor

Law Authorities (Report of Special Vestry Mﬁth'pool. in Liverpool
Meroury, June 27, 1867 ; Englich Poor Law Policy, by 8. snd B. Webb, 1910,
p- 148).
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the English “ Indigence Relief Ministry * has always felt obliged,
as John Stuart Mill predicted, to exercise its nominally great
powers of compulsion and prohibition with what Mill called *“ so
excessive a restraint that they have remained rather a resource
for use in extreme cases than a systematic mainspring of ad-
ministration . It was not that very ample powers were not
given, so far as Parliamentary statutes and a centralised bureau-
cracy could give them, to the Ministry thus created.? The
suthority of the Central Poor Law Department weas, in form,
overwhelming. “ It could, in its administrative capacity, dis-
soive all the Unions in England and Wales, together with their
Boards of Guardians, and reconstitute the Urions intoc areas
many timea larger than their present size, thus transforming the
whole aspect and character of Poor Law administration. . . .
Legally speaking, the Board could transfer to the Metropolitan
Asylums Board the whole of the administration of Indoor Relief
at present exercised by the London Boards of Guardians; or,
again, could make the conditions for granting Out-relief to
destitute able-bodied men so stringent as to abolish it almost
entirely, or 8o lax as to allow of abuses pimilar to those which
obtained before 1834.”* But, as was well said, “ In practice
these drastic powers are limited by two efficient checks. In the
first place, there is the political check of the House of Commons.
The President . . . is subject to the control of Parliament, and

the estimates . . . are voted . . . often after sharp criticisms
and debate; in some cases its QOrders become operative only
when confirmed by Parliament. . . . The second check . . . i

the inherent unwillingness of Local Authorities to accept bureau-
cratio rule. The Board has, theoretically, unlimited power to
prescribe and to prohibit ; but the duty of complying . . . falls,
not on paid officials of the Central Authority, but on a Leocal
Authority, Moreover, these Local Authorities have, by law,
a very large discretion with which even the Board is unable to
interfere. This discretion may be exercised in a sense hostile

1 % Rinoe 1834 "', we road, *“ the tendency of legislation has been rather in the
dirsction of increasing than of diminishing the powers of the Central Authority,
with the result that the Local Government Board [Ministry of Health] now
occupies & position probably nniqus among Government Departments for the
smount of disoretionary control it exercises gver sn administration whioch is
mainly paid for out of local rates " (Majority Report of Poor Law Commission,
1009, vol. i. p. 120 of 8vo edition). 1 fbid. p. 120.

YO, 1 B
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to the policy of the Board, and yet in such a way as to make it
difficult to prove legal contravention of particular regulations,” 2

It may now be seen that what broke the dominance of the
Central Authority, which the Poor Law Amendment Act of 1834
endeavoured to establish, was the position of financial inde-
pendence in which the Board of Guardians were placed, and the
modicum of administrative discretion with which these local
* sub-legislatures ”” were entrusted. The broad base of the Ad-
ministrative Hierarchy could only with the greatest difficulty
be moved. The Boards of Guardians, if they chose to be obsti-
nate, remained substantially independent of the Central Authority.
*“ Although it can restrain them from acting, it has no effective
machinery . . . through which it can . . . force them to do
anything they are determined not to do.” * In the working out
of the various problema of Poor Law policy, which we have to
describe in the following chapter, we shall see the Poor Law Board,
and then the Local Government Board, tuming and twisting

! Majority Report of Poor Law Commimion, 1909, vol. i. p. 129. How
caroful wero Miniatora to respect the sutonomy of the Boards of Guardiana
may be seon in an entry in Bir Charlesa Dilke’s diary. ‘' On Aoguat 3i,
1883, I inspected Westminater Union Workhouse, in conmequence of the
sorious misconduct of the Master, who had been bitterly attacked in
the House of Commons, and with regard to whom I had laid down the
principle that it was for the Guardians, snd not for me, to dismiss him.
This was a teat cose with regard to centralisation. Feeling in the Press was
strong againat the Maaster, and hia acts were entirely indefensible, but he had
the support of the majority of his (Juardiane. 1 made public my opinion, but
did nothing slse, and ultimatoly the Guardiens who supported him loet their
soata, and the Master was removed by the now Board ™ (The Life of Sir Charles
Dilke, by Stephen Gwynn and Gertrude Tuckwell, 1917, vol. i. p. 506).

* In particular, the Central Authority was, from the first, not empowered
to compel any Board of Guardians without the consent of a majority of the
Guardiane to erect or rebuild any Workhouse {which term legally included
school and infirmary), involving » capital expenditure exceeding £50, or one-
tonth of the year's rates of the Union concerned; and it remained doubtful
whether, even by making ™ regulations ™ for Workhonses, the Commiasioners
could require the Guardians to appoint any definite number of salaried officers.

In another way, slso, the power and influence of the Central Authority haa
proved singularly impotent. At different dates the Poor Law Commissioners,
the Poor Law Board and the Local Government Bosrd have tried their utmoat
to induce Boards of Guardinns to form combinations among themselves for
particular soch as the maintensnce of ** Aryluma for the Houselesa
Poor "', Distriot Schools, ** Sick Asyloms ™, Able-bodied Test Workhousos, and
other specialised institutions. In three- qumen of a century thia policy of
a * union of Unions " has met with very little acceptance., Ian 1811 it could
be said that " thers are only a doren combinntions all told, in the couniry
to.day, and they mostly between large urban Unions. . . . The L.G.B. had
no power to compel combination * (F. H. Bentham, in Poor Law Conferences,
10101911, p. T18).
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backwards and forwards in their efforts in every practicable way
to influence the Boards of Guardians; partly becauvse of the
hesitations and doubts of the Central Authority itself, and still
more because of the vagueness of ita powers of compulsion and
of the slow and varying movements of public opinion on which
the Central Authority, for all its assumed autocracy, inevitably
depended. In short, we have to recognise, as John Stuart Mill
had predicted, that a centralised autocratic sovereignty, even
where designed and intended by the nominally supreme Parlia-
ment, is not, in essence, compatible with discretionary expendi-
ture by & network of elected Local Authorities, each of which
has to provide for its own outlay by specific taxation of its own
electorate. It is instructive to notice that it is only in the
services in which the power is shared with elected Local Autho-
rities that & centralised autocracy has fallen short of success.
Where the cost of the service falls, not on the local rates but
directly on the National Exchequer, and Local Authorities can
be dispensed with, it has proved quite practicable, in the very
same generation as the experiment in Poor Law administration,
to establish not only one but even a whole scries of national
official hierarchies, combining a most effective central direction
and control, with absolutely uniform obedience in the local ad-
rainistration in every part of the kingdom, and a high degree of
technical efficiency. Not only in the manufacturing and other
civilian departments of the Army and Navy, but at least equally
in the gigantic Post and Telegraph service, together with the
Customs and Excise and the Inland Revenue, the whole organisa-
tion, both central and local, exhibits no failure in the uniform
execution of whatever is prescribed from the top, with results
that are anything but inefficient. In the case of the younger
Ministry of Labour it bas even been found practicable to utilise,
along with the official hierarchy, the services of committees of
local residents, in the capacity of juries, as well as in that of
advisors or unofficial supervisors. But no one in the nineteenth
century was prepared to face, for the service of the relief of
destitution, the serious dangers that seemed involved in a
* Nationalisation of the Poor Rate ” ; the very smallest use waa
made, in the sphere of this great service, of the Device of the
Grant in Aid; and the consequent retention of local responsi-
bility for all branches of the expenditure has made impracticable
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any national uniformity of policy and administration in any
part of the Poor Law.!

1 Among the publications of 1880-1869, we may cite Our Poor Law ! ils
defects and 1he way o mend them, by Martyn J. Roberts, 1861 ; The Poor Laws
as they are, and as they ought 1o be : Emmmbcfmlkcﬂdcdcm
1861 ; Principia Pauperismoiis @ consideralions regarding Paupers (Anon.),
1882; The Irieh Poor sn English Prisons and WorkAowses, by Hibarnia, 1868 ;
MmmmoijomebympmudmeyB
Grove 0'Grady, 1867; dn Exemplification of the General Order for Accounts,
by D. P. Fry, 1867; Pb'opoaedUmuraalPoorRau o Question for the New
Parliament, Wil.lmn Briggs, 1888;: Thouphts on Poor Law Administration,
etc., by Thomas Worth, 1868 ; Paupm Cherity and Poor Laws, by J. H.
W.lM;AMmPﬁWWCﬁmbyonﬁhn.lm.

For s full and {on the whole) minutely szact sccount of the organisation
and working of the Local Government Board, as it was aboat 1900, the reader
may refer t0 the elsborate and painstaking work, Local Government in
England, by Josef Redlich and F. W. Hiret, 1803, especially vol. ii. part vi,
chapters i.-vi.



CHAPTER IV
SIXTY YEARS OF POOR LAW ADMINISTRATION, 1848-1008.

In this survey of Poor Law administration from the establish-
ment of the Poor Law Board in December 1847 to the investiga-
tions of the Royal Commission of 1905-1909, we have adopted
s claseification of the subject-matter whick differs from that
of the official documents of both the Central and the Local
Authorities. Under the Elizabethan Poor Law, even as amended
in 1834, the poor were regarded, irrespective of age, sex or
condition, simply as destitute persons; whilst the main distinction
recognised by the Poor Law Inquiry Commission of 1832-1834
was that between Indoor and Outdoor Relief, and that only in
respect of the able-bodied. But in actual practice the Boards
of Guardianz found themselves, day by day, considering the
requirements, not of an undifferentiated mass of destitute
persons, but of continuous streams of infants and children,
some of them orphans and others not; widows and deserted
wives; gsick and mentally disordered or defective men and
women ; worn-out old labourers and equally exhausted wives;
wage-earners out of employment and habitual Vagrants. Each
of these classes had its peculiar requirements ; on each of them
particular policies as to treatment had distinet and divergent
results, For these reasons we describe successively how Poor
Law administrators treated the children and the infants, the
sick and the persons of unsound mind, the aged and infirm,
the involuntarily Unemployed and the Vagrants, together with
the complications introduced by the Law of Settlement and the
practioe of Removal ; and finally the general controversy over
Outdoor Relief and private charity.
us
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Tag CHILDREN

To any one who looks with fresh eyea at the problem of how
best to treat the perpetually recruited pauper host, it is hard to
explain the almost universal failure, decade after decade, to give
any comprehensive consideration to what was, after all, numeric-
ally one of the largest sections of that host, and the one, as we
now imagine, of greatest consequence for the future! At all
times, in England and Wales—in 1834 as in 1908—whether we
take the number simultanecusly relieved on any one day, or
the number of separate individuals relieved in the course of a
year, we have to face the melancholy fact that about one-third
of the whole are children under sixteen years of age. In the
course of the year 1907 there were found, by actual count, to
be no fewer than 564,314 separate children under sixteen relieved
as paupets at one time or another, out of a total of 1,709,436.¢

1 Tt will, of course, be underetood that particulsr sections of ohildrer: on
Poor Relief, and perticular aspects of child pauperism, have led to innumersabls
official reporta, snd many pamnphletsa. Apsrt from the references in the
following pages, it must suifice to cite generally the 400-paged volume of
Amsistant Commissioners' reports, moetly by E. C. Tufnell (1306-1886) and
Dr. J. Plulllp Eay (afterwards Bir Jamee Eay-Shuttleworth (1807—1877),
which the Poor Law Commissioners published in 1841, entitled Report .
ths Training of Pauper Children ; the three books by Joseph Kay, Q.C. [1821-
1878), brother of the above, entitled The Tducation of the Poor in England axd
Burope, 1846 ; The Social Condition and Edwucelion of the People in England
and Exrope, 1850, and The Education and Condition of Poor Children, 1863 ;
e also Life of Sir Jomes Kay-Shutlleworth, by Frank Smith, 1923;
sleo The Children of the Biate, by Florenve Davenport Hill, 1888, second
odition, 1889; Pauper Children : their Education and Training, by R. A.
Leach, 1880 ; Children under the Poor Law, by Bir W. Chance, 1897; many
papers during the past fifty yesrs preserved in the volumes Poor Law
Conferences ; and, more recently, the sucoessive reports snd other publications
of the State Children's Associstion. Unfortunately practically all the writers
have confined themselves to the filty thowsand or so of children maintained
as Indoor Paupars, and mostly to such smong these aa are of sohool age. The
oase of the infants in Workhouses, and that of the hundreds of thousands of
children on Qutdoor Relief, were hardly ever mentioned in reports or books,
and do not seem to have been comprebensively dealt with until the Foor Law
Commiagon of 1906-1809, whan special attention weas given to them by the
Bpecisl Investigators (Appendix, vnll.xmi.sndmu}.bythomjmtynepon
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Children on Outdoor Relief

We begin with the section which comprises, at all times,
by far the largest number of child-paupers, but about whick,
paradoxically enough, the smallest amount of information is
available; namely, the hundreds of thousands of children
maintained on Outdoor Relief. The Inquiry Commission of
1832-1834, and its celebrated Report {which, as we have seen,
concentrated attention on the relief of the Able-bodied) practi-
cally ignored those who were sick, those who were too old or
too feeble for wage-earning employment, and those who were
below the age for such employment. No statistics exist of the
children on Poor Relief at that date; but it must be assumed
that, of the million or so of persons then simultaneously in
receipt of relief, something like three hundred thousand were
under sixtean years of age. With the exception of a few tens
of thousands—very largely the orphans and foundlings-—in the
Poorhouses and Workhouses of the period, and in the infant
nurseries maintained by the Metropolitan parishes under
Hanway's Acts, these hundreds of thousands of boys and girls
appear in the records only as the unseen dependants of their
parents or grandparents, to whom were dispensed the scanty
doles of Out-relief.

First we note that, throughout the whole period of three-
quarters of a century after 1834 the number of children on
Outdoor Relief on any one day, varying with the total volume
of pauperism, very seldom fell below two hundred thousand,!
and in some years exceeded three hundred thousand, these tutals
representing, in each case, at least twice that number (in 1907 it
was found to be 2-49 times) of separate children relieved some
time in the course of a year. It was not that, with regard to
this immense mass of children, the Guardians disobeyed any
injunction or admonition of the Central Authority, or acted in
violation of any of the Genersl or Special Orders by which they
were legally controlled. The continued maintenance of these

! Betwoen 1880 snd 1908, when the total nmmber of children relieved
ranged from 291,188 down to 208,241, the numbers on Outdoor Relief ranged
from: 233,058 down to 158,113—the proportion between those in institutions
and those on Outdoor Relief remaining slmost stationary (Poor Law
Commimion, 1909, Appendiz, vol. xxv. p. 43).
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children on. Outdoor Relief was expressly contemplated by the
terms of the Report of 1834, With exceptions too insignificant
to be worth notice, it was directly authorised by the wording
of the Outdoor Relief Regulation Order of December 14, 1852,
a8 it had been by the wording of the Outdoor Relief Prohibitory
Order of December 21, 1844. Throughout this period, right
down to the investigations of the Royal Commission of 1805-
1909, the children of the poor on Outdoor Relief were regarded,
not as & class in themselves, with separate needs, but merely as
the “dependants” of this or that destitute person. To the
Relisving Officer and bis Board of Guardians it seemed irrelevant
whether the infants and children were the dependent offspring
of widows, or of deserted (or otherwise separated) wives; or
of fathers granted Outdoor Relief on account of sickmess or
accident, or other infirmity of body or mind, or (subject to a
task of work) merely by failure to obtain employment; or of
parents who are themselves being relieved in institutions (often on
acocount of sickness, accident, infirmity or lunacy) ; or of parente
who get relief in sudden or urgent neceasity ; or finally (snbject to
reporting promptly to the Central Autbority) in any other cases
deemed to be of exceptional character. In all these cases it
was within the discretion of the Boards of Guardians, as it had
been within that of the Overseers before the Act of 1834, to
grant Qutdoor Relief (though in certain cases it had to be wholly
or partly in kind) in respect of the children, without being
assumed to incur any responsibility for the conditions under
which these future citizens were being reared.!

We attribute this long-continued ignoring of the condition
of so great & mases of children for which public expendivure was
incurred, principally to the state of mind with regard to OQutdoor
Relief, with which we shall deal later. But the indifference as
to the fate of the children, so long as they could be assumed to
be under parental care—an unconcern manifested alike by Boards
of Guardians and Inspectors, Poor Law Commissioners, Poor
Law Board and Local Government Board—waa, it iz fair to say,
common to all branches of Government and nearly all sections of

“ These {Outdoor Raliet children] are practically under the care of the
Gurdilu nod we learn little or nothing concerning their mode of life, or
hdmﬁmmywu"(mmmemcm
by J. H. Btallard, 1807, pp. 40-41).
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public opinion. It was in vain that C. P. Villiers, ss Aseistant
Commissioner in 1832-1834, had pleaded for a national aystem
of education a8 a means of preventing the occurrence of much of
the destitution. It was in vain that Dr. J. Phillips Kay, another
of the Assistant Commissioners of 1833, bad then recently em-
phasised the evils of the way in which the children of Manchester
were being reared, many of them on Poor Relief! Chadwick’s
own plea in 1834 for & complete system of efficient training estab-
lishments for all the children who came into the hande of the
Poor Law administrators was set aside as both impracticable
and—aa conferring positive benefits on a pauper class—actually
nndesirable, In 1844 the Poor Law Commissioners decided that
no Board of Guardians could even be allowed to pay the school
fees for children maintained on Outdoor Relief ; and must not
even add twopence per week per child of school age to the sum
granted to the parent, with a view that the child should go
to school.®* In 1847, on the very eve of their supersession, the
Poor Law Commissioners issued a Circular fo all the Unions
laying it down as s principle that the children whom the Guardians
elected to maintain on Qutdoor Relief were, so far as any ex-
penditure from the Poor Rate was concerned, not to be educated
at all ! So complete waa the precccupation of the Poor Law
Commissioners with the suppression of the primary evil of Out-
door Relief to the able-bodied ; so deep-rooted waa the esoteric
hostility, of Poor Law Commissioners and Poor Law Inapectors
alike, to the continuance of any class maintained on Outdoor
Ralief ; and so indisposed were Poor Law Guardians to encourage
any idea that might lead to increased expense, that, for a whole

Y The Moral and Phywical Condition of the Working Classes in Manchester,
by J. Phillips Kuy, 1832, reproduced in his Four Periods of Public Education,
by Bir Jemes Kay-Shuttlewortk, 1882, pp. 3-84. He was appointed per.
manently as Amsistant Commissioner in 1835, and, as is well known, worked
valiantly for an improvement in the treetment of the children on Indoor
Relief ; but we do not find him saked for sny report sa to the condition of the
muach Jarger number on Outdoor Relief.

' Official Circular, No. 31, of January 31, 1844, pp. 178-179.

' Ibid. NE No. 9, Beptember 1, 1847, p. 131. For years the Man.
chester Board of Guardisns, under the enlightened leaderhip of the chairman
(Hodgeon) hed been trying to get to sghool the Outdoor Relief children ; snd
had actually maintained & primitive dsy school of their own {ws Nicholls had
dons as Overseer st Bouthwell in 1821-18¢2). The Poor Law Board refussd
to manotion jts extension, questivped its Jawiulness, and year after year
somplained of ita continuance (MS. Minutes, Manchester Bosrd of Guardians,
1850-1885 ; Ewglish Poor Law Policy, by 8. sud B, Webb, 1910, p. 104).
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generation, the annals, with regard to the children on Outdoor
Relief, are a blank.

The Schooling of the Pauper Children

It was with regard to education that the first move was made.
In 1855 Parliament intervened, at the instance of a private
Member, who induced the Legislature to empewer Boards of
(Gluardisne to pay the school fees for such children of parents
on Outdoor Relief as were in attendance at school? But the
Guardians were expressly restrained from making snch attendanee
a condition of relief; and as the Act was not obligatory, and
was not officially transmitted to the Boards of Guardiane until
January 1856, and then with a covering letter that, far from
welcoming the prospect of schooling for the pauper children, was
coldly discouraging in its terms, the new statute was, in most
places, not acted on.? In fact, the opinion of nearly all the
Inspectors of the Poor Law Board seems to have been inimical
to any such action. They did not admit that inability to pay
the children’s school feez was within the definition of the destitu-
tion which alone could be relieved from the Poor Rate.

The passing of Denison’s Act brought the children of Outdoor
paupers to the notice of the Royal Commission that was appointed
in 1860 to inquire generally into the state of education in England
and Wales; and this led to the reception of a small amount of
evidence relating to the education of the children, then numbering
nearly 290,000, simultaneously in receipt of Outdoor Relief.
The Commission, which condemned the defects of the Workhouse
Schools, reported of the outdoor pauper children that, &s a class,

1 * Denison's Act ™, 18 and 19 Victoris, ¢. 3¢; * an enactment involving
the important admission that want of education was a form of destitution
which ought to be adequately relieved ™ (History of the English Poor Law,
vol. iii., 1900, by Thomaa Mackay, p. 428, It was promoted by J. E. Denison,
afterwards Viscount Qssington. '

t In 1856 it waa incidentally reported that there were in Lancashire 48,412
children on Qutdoor Relief, of whom about 30,000 wers of achool age. Yet
down to December 1855 no Board of Guardians had taken any action under
the Act (Eighth Annual Report of Poor Law Board, 1858, p. 83 ; Circular of
Janusry B, 1856, in Ninth Annual Report, 1857, pp. 13-15). On the other
hand, the Newcsstlo-on-Tyne Board of Guardians at once put the Act in fores
(MB. Minutes, Newoastle Union, October 10, 1855). In 1358, throughout the
whols country, with over two hundred thousand children siaultanscualy in

receipt of Dutdoor Reliel, only 3986 were st school (Hoowe of Commons, No.
437 of 1856).
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they were * in & condition slmost as degraded as that of indoor
pauper children ”. They did not, as a rule, attend such ele-
mentary day schools as existed, and (particularly as these schools
nearly always charged fees) the Guardians made no attempt to
secure their attendance. The Commission included, among its
definite recommendations, one urging that it should be made
“ compulsory on the Guardians to insist on the educstion of the
child as a condition of Outdoor Relief to the parent, and to
provide such education out of the rates ”.! This was strongly
objected to by the Poor Law Board and its Inspectors, who seem
to have thought it inconsistent with sound Poor Law principles
to pay for such a luxury, which thousands of the children of inde-
pendent labourers did without. The Poor Law Board accordingly
got the question considered afresh by the House of Commons
Committee of 1864, which endorsed the Board's view.* And when,
in 1864-1865, the Roman Catholics and Anglicans in Manchester
complained that the Manchester Guardians were contravening the
spirit (if not also the letter) of the law by refusing to pay the fees
of children desiring to attend other schools, whilst insisting on
their attendance at the Guardians’ own strictly undenominational
school, the Poor Law Board simply abstained from intervention.
Not until 1873—but even then several years before school attend-
ance became universally compulsory—did Parliament ordain
that Boards of Guardians should in all cases make it a condition
of the grant of Qutdoor Relief that children between five and
thirteen should be required to be in regular attendance at a
Public Elementary School, which was to be chosen by the
parent.® This statute, which was sent out without comment
by the Local Government Board, was not very cordially received
either by the Poor Law Inspectors or the Poor Law Guardians ;
and we do not find that much was done to get it enforced. The

! Report of Roys! Commission on Educstion, 1861, pp. 380-385.

! Report of House of Commons Committes on Poor Relief, 1864 ; Sixtesnth
Annual Raport of Poor Law Board, 1865, p. 110. It is intereating to find that
Nasrau Senior was indignant at this decision to restrict education (Indusirial
fm iiliud 8;20;'01 Ecanomy, by Nasaan Senior, edited by 5. Leon Levy,

'3 sad 37 Vietoris, o, 86, By 39 aad 40 Victoris, o. 78, the Guardians
were also required to pay the school fees for the children of non.pauper parents
unahbls to pay, even for illegitimate children, and the parents were thereby
not to becoms panpsrs! It was held in 1877 that the Guardians might, if

they chose, pay the charge for books and stationery (Selections from ihe
Corveapondence of the Local Government Boord, vol. i, 1880, p. 48).
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widows were doubtless often told that they had to send their
children to achool ; but it does not appesar that, for many yeara
afterwards, the Relieving Officers ususally saw to it that any
regular attendance was, in fact, made.! What the Guardians
did, in some oases, was not merely to ignore the Act, but, as late
as 1880, to petition the Education Department to relax, with
regard to all children, the requirement that they should go to
achool after twelve, as being hard on the parent, useless to the
child, and leading to ‘‘ much necessary work being left undone ,
eapecially * the eradication of pernicious weeds ”.* With regard
to the sanitary conditions in which these hundreds of thousands
of Out-relief children were being reazred ; to the housing accom-
modation towards which the Guardians’ weekly doles were being
applied ; and to the health which the children enjoyed, neither
the Guardians nor the Inspectors, neither the Poor Law Com-
missjoners nor the Poor Law Board, nor even, down to 1907, the
Local Government Board, seem ever to have inquired.?

The Home Conditions of the Children

The Poor Law Authorities, both central and local, turned an
equally blind eye to the character of the home and the conduct of
the parents, with whom they knowingly left the children who
were to be maintained on Outdoor Relief. For a long time even
the most neglected or ill-used child could not be compulsorily
separated from its parents. For the first fifty years of the New
Poor Law the Boarde of Guardians were given no power to take,
out of the parents’ hands, even the most injured or demoralised
child. By the Acts of 1889 amd 1899 the Guardians were per-
mitted to exercise this power of *‘ adoption ”, with regard to the
children of parents of certain categories actually in the Workhouse,
Unfortunately, no such power of adoption has been given with

1 In 1907 the Metropolitan Relisving Officers Association urgod that even
this minimom of sapervision of ohildren on Outdoor Relief shonld be
wi *‘ Beeing that school fees sre abolished, it is unnecsssary that Guardiana
or their officers should be sompeliad to obtain evidenoe of children attending
.oi;og;" (Evidenco to Poor Law Commission, ses Minority Report, 1909,
P MBS, Minutes, Board of Guurdians, Bakewell, August 30, 1880,

of homs lifs, housing, sanitation and education of the families on Quidoor
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regard to children of even the worst parents, if the children are on
Qutdeor Relief, or even if they are found in the Casual! Ward ;
and we do not understand that such an extension of the power of
adoption has yet formed part of the legislative policy of the
Government.

We do not find it easy to explain this long-continued policy,
pursued for three-quarters of a century, alike by the Poor Law
Commisaioners, the Poor Law Board and the Local Government
Board, of turning a blind eye to the results of allowing the Boards
of Guardians to meintain on Outdoor Relief, without any kind of
inspection oz supervigion, four-fifths of all the children who were
admitted to be destitute, Even assuming the importance of
maintaining parental responsibility and parental authority, it is
hard to justify the relieving Authorities that gave the parents—as
was the almoat universal practice—only a shilling or eighteen-
pence per week for the entire maintenance of each child ;! and
yet gystematically neglected to inquire what was happening to
the health, growth, nurture and educational training of those for
whom they chose to provide in this manner.

Confronted by this absence of information about these
thousands of children, the Poor Law Commission of 19051909
appointed & woman doctor, with two investigating assistants, to
conduct a systematic inquiry into the condition in urban and
rural districte all over England of “ children whose parents or
guardians are in receipt of Outdoor Relief as widows, widowers,

! One shilling and one loal was the amount per wesk that an Inspoctor
thooght in 1860 should be the maximum for each child (Corbett’s Report of
Aungust 10, 1871, reprinted by the Local Government Board for general
ciroulation in 1873).

* For them [the Outdoor Relief children] the Guardians seem never to
have felt any responstbility ; technicslly the relief in giver to the parent: it
is very seldom that any cars is taken to snsore that the children are adoguately
qared for; and it in oertain that, in & very great number of cases, they are
ill-nourished or neglected, or both » (The Poor Law Report of 1903, by Helen
Bosanquet, 1909, p. 64).

It was not shat the evil regulta to the children were unkmown. “As &
matter of course ”, avowed the obsirman of one Board of Guardians in 1873,
** the ohildren of widows in receipt of Out-Relief are brought up as boggars,
and pauparised from their infancy, and the pauperism hangs to them. I have
no doubt thet you may consider that hernditary psuperiam ** {From Pouperism
to Manliness, by T. Bland Garland, Bradfield Union, Oocasional Paper No, 21
of the Charity Organisation Society). Bland Gatland wished to bring to no
end all Qutdocr Relief; but this was never found to be practioable, and no
alterpative method of providing for the hundrede of thousands of children
thus maintained was ever officially suggested by the Local Government Board.
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single unmarried women or deserted women "> In the following
chapter we shall summarise the deplorable state of afairs revealed
by this elaborate and {ar-reaching inquiry.

The Workhouse Children

It was not that the problem presented by the pauper children
was unheeded by those responsible for the direction of Poor Law
administration. On the contrary, it was of &ll questions the
one that put them most continuously in perplexity. But they
thought only of the children in the Workhouses,

It was, as we have geen,? the inclusion of the children within
the same building as the adults thet impressed Nassau Senior in
1862 as the most unexpected, as it was the most calamitous,
feature of the *“ well-regulated Workhouse ™ that had been insisted
upon by the Poor Law Commissioners in their application of the
Report of 1834. Almost at once, the evil consequences of this
departure from the recommendations of the Report began to be
reslised by the more intelligent of the Assistant Commissioners ;
and in 1838 the policy of entirely separate residential provision
for the chiidren, which had been abandoned in 1835-1837, was
definitely re-adopted by the Commissioners. Yet so difficult is it
to retrace a false step that there were on March 31, 1906, still
14,000 children under sixteen in the General Mixed Workhouses
which the Poor Law Commissioners had, against Chadwick’s
advice, in 1835-1837 deliberately re-satablished.

We ascribe the prolonged delay, and the very partial success
which attended these efforts, first to the uncertainty as to the
best substitute for the Workhouse narture of children, and the
long-drawn-out controversy to which this uncertainty gave rise ;
secondly, to the persistence of the idea that it wonld be disastrous
to make the lot of child paupers more advantageous than that of
the children of the lowest paid independent labourers, and that,

! Appendix, vols, zviil. and xxiii. {Scotland). When this report was
received, the Royal Commision saked the Looal Government Board to take
the unprecedented step of obisining reports from the Inspectors upon the
subject, These reports, which were read by the Commissionars in manuscript,
fully confirmed that of the Amistant Commissioners; but the Commission
decided to print them only in summary form; and ultimaisly sven the
summaries remained unpublished. Bome extracts from them are given in the
Majority Report, vol. i pp. 109-200,

% Beo p. 129; avidenos of Nasenu Benicr before House of Commons Com-
mittee on Poor Relief, 1862 (H.C. 468 of 1862, p. T4).
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for this reason, retention in the Workhouse was essential;! and,
thirdly, to the almost insuperable reluctance of all concerned to
contemplate any considerable increase of public expenditure on a
section of the child population that was tacitly deemed of small
social value ; an argument which might have carried more weight
if it could have been coupled with a proposal for ensuring that
none of the children so neglected would grow up to burden the
community as inefficient producers, or even, in many cases, as
lifelong paupers and criminals! These considerations, together
with the manifold difficulties of the problem, led, on the one hand,
among the majority of the Boards of Guardians, to an almost
impregnable inertia with regard to any kind of reform ; and, on
the other, to an extreme slowness in the Central Authority, which
was hampered by wavering of opinien, either to adopt any
definite policy, or to decide to bring to bear any effective pressure
on ignorant or recaleitrant Local Authorities. We have to
recount, first the creation of the Workhouse School, which may be
said to have been the accepted policy of 1835-1337. An alter-
native to this, continued or adopted exclusively by Metropolitan
Poor Law Authorities, was the ° Farm School ”, or child farm, an
extensive establishment run for the profit of the contractor, who
made s business of taking the children off the hands of the
Guardians at so much per head. The policy recommended by the
Central Authority, for nearly half a century from 1838, was the
establishment, for each of the larger Unions and for combinations
of Unions, of separate Poor Law Schools, being specialised
institutions of considerable, and sometimes of gigantic, size, later
to be atigmatised as ** Barrack Schools . These aggregations of
hundreds of children not only seemed enstly in capital outlay, but
were also discovered to have many defects ; and some of these
drawbacks were found to be scarcely mitigated by the still more
costly form of this institution known as ** Cottage Homes .  One
alternative was to establish (as at Sheffield) “Tsolated ” or
*“ Bcattered > Homes, in each of which a couple of dozen children
lived in an ordinary dwelling-house under the care of a married
couple ; and were in attendance at the elementary day schools of
the locality. Another was found in the steadily increasing

1“1 can see no way *, testified the Rev. Canon Bury, late Chairman of
f-lle Brixworth Board of Guardians, ‘' of treating them lenn eligibly thun the
independent labourer's child except by bringing them into the Workhouse "
(Evidence before Poor Law Commiasion, 1906, Q. 48,221).



256 SIXTY YEARS' ADMINISTRATION, 1848-1908

relegation of special classes of children—sometimes on grounds of
physical or mental defectiveness, or moral delinquency ; some-
times merely because of the religion of their parents—to boarding
schools administered by philanthropic committees, Meanwhile,
from 1868 onward, the plan of ““ boarding-out” orphan or deserted
children with selected foster-parents of the wage-earning class
found increasing approval. Every one of these plans for pro-
viding for the children of achool age dependent on indoor paupers
was found in operation and was reported on by the Poor Law
Commission of 1905-1909,

The Workhouse School

In 1834, when the Poor Law Commissioners began the
execution of their great task of reform, they seem to have found,
in the existing four thousand parish workhouses or poorhouses,
something like forty or fifty thousand children in residence, in
numbers varying from a dozen or two in the majority of small
parishes, up to several hundreds in such larger institutions as
that of Liverpool, and those of 8t. Martin'a-in-the-Fields and
other considerable parishes in the Metropolitan area. BSuch
descriptions of the provision made for the children as appear in
the reports of the Assistant Commissioners im 1833 reveal, not
only a shocking neglect of proper nurture, but also an almost total
lack of education. In the majority of parish poorhouses or work-
houses thers was no effective separation of the children from the
adult inmates, and no teacher of any sort ; in many the children
of all ages and of either sex were nominally in charge of an aged
pauper man or womsan, very often feeble-minded, and occa-
sionally an actual lunatic. Of the death-rate among the children,
or of their inceasantly recurring ili-health, there was, of course, no
record. Where any severe discipline was maintained, “ the boys”,
as we are told an regards the Deptford Workhouse, “ were broken-
spirited, eringing and deceitful ” ; where there was less physical
correction, ** the girls were refractory, obstinate, boisterous and
insolent . . . both boys and girls were equally addicted to lying,
ewearing and petty thieving” ;! and in all cases growing up
with the very minimum of instruction or training of any kind.

3 Latter from the Master of the Deptiord Werkhouse, included in Report . . «

on the Training of Pouper Children, published by Poor Law Commimionerw,
1841, p. 157.
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* Children of this class ”, aa the Poor Law Commissionera
subsequently observed, *“ consisting for the most part of orphans,
baitards and deserted children, continued under the former
mansagement to remain inmates of the Workhouse long after the
period at which they might have earned their subsistence by their
own exertions; and those who obtained situations, or were
apprenticed by means of the parish funds, turned out as might be
expected of children whose education was utterly neglected, or at
best confined to the superintendence of a pauper. They rarely
remained long with their employer, but returned to the Work-
house—which so far from being to them an object of dislike,
they regarded as their home, and which they looked forward to
as the ultimate asylum of their old age. In this manner the
Workhouse, instead of diminishing, increased pauperism, by
keeping up & constant supply of that class of persons who most
frequently and for the longest periods became its inmates.” !
In the new or newly organised Workhouses under the Boards of
Guardians from 1838 onward, the Poor Law Commissioners strove,
from the outsetf, to insist on the separation of the children from
the adults, and that there should be a definitely appointed,
salaried, non-pauper teacher, having some minimum of quali-
fication for the post. In a large proportion of the new Workhouses,
however, there proved to be, at first, only a dozen or two children,
and for these the Boards of Guardians thought it unnecesearily
extravagant to appoint any teacher, For many years there was
apparently improvement, if at all, only in classification, order
and discipline. Even for the large Workhouses, where there were
scores, and in a few cases hundreds of children, trained teachers
were, at that date, not to be had. Moreover, the Boards of
Guardians, even if they consented to make an appointment,
often expected nothing beyond reading to be taught;? usually

* Fourth Annual Report of Poor Law Commimioners, 1838, p. 80.

* The Bedford Board of Guardians went so far in 18338 as to proteet,
formally, agsinst anything more than reading being taught, ** as they were

i of avoiding grester advantages to the inmates of the Workhouse
than to the poor children out of it ", The Poor Law Commissioners of these
yoars had great difficulty in convinsing the Guardisns that thin was not »
correct understanding of the Principls of Less Eligibility. The reluctance
of ths Guardisns to spend money on educstion was apimadverted on by
Nassan Benior in 1847 {The English Poor Laws and The Poor Law Commission
in 1847, snonymous, but to be atiributed to him, in conjunction with Sir
Gearge Cornewall Lewis).

VOL. 1 8
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deemed, without rebuke from the Commissioners, £10 or £20 &
year sufficient salary ; required the man appointed to live inside
the Workhouse itself, under the orders of the Workhouse Maater ;
provided hardly any books and practically no other educational
equipment ; and absorbed more than half the school hours in
* housework ” and other industrial employment, in the course
of which the children could not be entirely separated from the
adult inmates of the institution.

The imperfections of this provision for the children did not
escape notice by the Assistant Comimissioners; and already in
1838 the Poor Law Commissioners so far recognised the mistske
into which they had been hurried by Sir Francis Head and the
other “lawyers and soldiers ” of whom Chadwick subsequently
complained, as to pronounce themselves in favour of the establish-
ment of separate residential schools for the children, apart from
the Union Workhouses.! But the Commissioners found that they
had no statutory power to compel the combination, for such a
purpose, of the Boards of Guardians of adjacent Unions. At
first, indeed, all concerned were, like Harriet Martineau, slow to
believe that there would, eventually, be any continuously residing
inmates of the * well-regulated ” Workhouse! Presently the
Commissioners discovered, with some surprise, that the total
purnber of children resident in the Workhouses, *“ so far as we can
conjecture from our existing data, will exceed 45,0007 ;% and
then that, apart from those under nine years of age, they had on
their hands in these institutions, no fewer than 22,302 boys and
girls between 9 and 16, equal to 19 per cent of the total of inmates.?
The first thought of the Commissioners was, not any educational
improvement, but a more determined effort to get these boys
and girls into wage-earning employment, a methed of provision
which the Commissioners themselves blocked by their determined
refusal to allow the payment of any premiums for apprenticeship.
But, largely owing to the devoted efforts of two of the inapectorate
(Edward Carlton Tufnell and Dr. James Phillips Kay, afterwarda
Sir J. Kay-Bhuttleworth), there begins in these years a con-
tinuous crusade for educational improvements.

! Fourth Annusl Report of the Poor Law Commissioners, 1838, p. 60.
1 Ibid,
' Official Circular, No. 1, January 8, 1840,
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The * Farm School ™

It must be admitted that the immediately practicable alter-
native to the Workhouse School was hard to find. The Metro-
politan parishes, indeed, under the compulsion of “ Hanway’s
Acts”, had a number of boarding establishments in the suburbs
of London, to which they relegated the younger children whom
they were not legally permitted to retain in the Workhouses.!
Nearly all these so-called “ Infant Establishments ™, which
usually contained children up to ten years of age, were al one or
other time merely *“ farmed ”’ to contractors, who took the entire
responsibility for the children, for a payment (in 1830-1833) of
about sixpence per head per day. But there were, in the outskirts
of the Metropolis, other * Farm Schools "—not primitive agri-
cultural colleges, as might nowadays be supposed, but merely
“ child farms 2 TFor the convenience of parishes having no
* Infant Establishments of their own, there had grown up
various commodicus establishments in which enterprising con-
tractors relieved the parishes of the cost and trouble of maintaining
the child paupers, in return for & payment of a few shillings per
head per week. Of these ‘‘ child farms”, the best known were
those of Aubin at Norwood and Drouet at Tooting, in the former

! Hardly any information is available as to these institutious. St. Jamer's,
Woestminster, had one at Wimbledon for 160 childron under 10 ; St. Martin’s-
in-the.-Fields one st Norwood; B8t. Andrew’s Holborn one st Barnet; St.
Anne's Soho one at Edmonton ; St. Botolph Bishopagate one at Illord ; and
Bt. Giles-in-ths-Fields one at Heaton (Report of Poor Law Inguiry Commission,
Appendix A, Codd’s Report, pp. 75, 78, 79, 88, 90, 82). “ Henway's Acts ™,
2 George 111, ¢, 22 and 7 George 1IL. ¢, 38, which we have described in oor
previous volume on The Old Poor Law, made it obligatory on some fifty
parishes within what was then the Metropolitan ares, to maintain at & distance
not leas than three miles from any part of the Cities of London and Westminster
all their children below the age of & {History of the English Poor Law, by Bir
Goorge Nicholls, 1854, vol. ii. pp. 86-69).

" For these ¥Farm Schools {chiefly Aubin's and Drouet's) see Dr. Arnott’s
** Report on the Metropolitan Houses for the Reception of Pauper Children™,
in Second Annual Report of the Poor Law Commissionors, 1836, pp. 10, 488-
464 ; “ Instructional Letter to the Chaplain of Mr. Aubin's Establishment ",
in Fifth Annual Report, 1839, pp. 76-81, 147-158; tho report of the deputation
of the Manchester Board of Guardians, sec Seventh Annusl Report, 1841,
Pp- 237.241; many references in the collection of reports, chiefly by E. C.
Tufneil and Dr. J. Phillips Kay, in the volume emitled Report . . . on the
Training of Pouper Children, published by the Poor Law Commisaioners in
1841 ; the First and Second Annusl Reports of the Poor Law Board, 1848 and
1860 ; and Four Periods of Public Education, by Sir Jsmes Kay-Shuttleworth,
1862; also Life of Sir James Kay-Shuttlewortd, by Frank Smith, 1923.
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of which there came eventually to be aggregated, from a score of
parishes, more than a thousand boys and girla between six and
fourteen years of age. On the passing of the Poor Law Amend-
ment Act of 1834 these Farm Schools were not interfered with,
partly because the Commissioners were, for years, fully occupied
with their most urgent task of atopping the Allowance System
and putting an end to the Outdoor Relief of the able-bodied ;
and partly because, as we have explained, nearly all the Metro-
politan parishes were found to be more or less protected by their
Local Acts againat executive interference. Moreover, these
Farm Schools, in which the stimulus of profit-making was at that
period far from being objected to, seemed at least superior to the
Workhouse Schools in that they were, at any rate, separate
inatitutions for children ; and, moreover, institutions in which,
a8 Chadwick at least desired, there were aggregated the large
numbers that made possible not only segregation according to the
several requirements of each age, sex or disposition, but also the
utmost economy in staffing and management. Henoce they were,
in spite of intermittent concern at the high rates of sickness and
mortality among the children,! with occasional suggestions for
improvements, allowed to continue in existence during the whole
reign of the Poor Law Commissioners ; although the new Boards
of Guardians outside the Metzopolitan area showed no disposition
either to make uss of the existing contractors’ establishments for
their own children, or to promote their multiplication ; and we
do not find that the Poor Law Commissioners were sufficiently
certain of their superiority over the Workhouse 8chool to press
for the establishment of any more of them.

A Model School

The zeal for education of Tufnell and Phillips Kay led them
to go far beyond the Commissioners’ general policy. As Aubin
had extensive premiees for his school, and was both an able

3 Already in 1836 there were complaints about the ill-heelth of the children
in Aubdin’s school, which led to a special report by Dr. Arnott on the arrange-
ments for ventilation (MB. Minutes, Poor Law Commissioners, March 17,
1836 ; Dr. Arnott’s report in Becond Annual Report of Poor Law Commimioners,
1837, pp. 488-405). In 1887, and again in 1840, Drouet's school was complained
of for ill-trcatment as well as ill-health (M3, Minutes, Poor Law Commissioners,
August 24, 1837, and July 3, 1840),
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manager and “an infelligent, honest and active contractor,
ready to adopt all reasonable improvements ”’, Dr. Phillips Kay
was able, with the tacit sanction of the Commisdioners, very
largely to “ reform 1 the institution into what was, for the
time, & relatively efficient school. The sanitary conditions were
improved out of recognition by Dr. Amott, whose discoveries
with regard to ventilation were brought to bear upon the build-
ing; the classification of the pupils was perfected; a better
supply of books and school furniture was obtained, and some
addition was made to the teaching staff, In 1839 these enthusi-
astic Inspectors were able to induce the Home Secretary himself
{Lord John Russell) to visit the school, and to impress him with
its value a8 an example for the whole country. Presently we
find the Commissioners officially informing the Home Secretary
that they thought it *“ desirable to create a model establishkment
for the instruction of Boards of Guardians as to what a Poor
Law School ought to be. For that purpose they asked for a
Government grant of £500 a year to enable Aubin to execute
further structural improvements, and to increase the teaching
staff. Under the circumstances, after the Commissioners kad
applied in vain to the Committee of the Privy Council on Educa-
tion, Lord John Russell induced the Treasury to allow this
grant in aid of the funds of & profit-meking private enterprise ;

! Dr. Kay's action is incidentally so described by hia brother, Joseph
Kay, Q.C., in his Social Condilion of the People in England and Euvrope, 1850,
vol. ii. p. 501. The devotion and geal of thess two Amintant Comnsissioners
and their enthusinam for popular education, led them to establish and main-
tain without any aid from public funds, the first Engliah training college for
teachera, They hired a roomy mansion at Batterses, to which Dr. Phillips
Keay brought hia mother wnd sister, end mede hin home, and in which they
recoived several dozen young men, mostly paid for by wealthy submcribers, for
whom “‘normsl achooling ' was provided, These bocame the first ** college
trained * elementary achool teachers in England ; and many of them passed
into the.servioe of the larger Workhouso Schools. It sesms difficult to overrate
the value, in the history of English populsr eduscation, of thia laudable instance
of private zeal and self-sacrifice (sse Four Periods of Public Education, by
8ir James Kay-Shuttleworth, 1862, pp. 284.288). This Battcrsea Training
College waa taken over by the Nationsl SBociety in 1B46. lta most notabls
pupil waa H. J. Hagger (L828-1811}, appointed in 1846, at the age of 18, ta be
hoadmaster of the Kirkdale Poor Law School of the Liverpool Select Vestry,
whers there were over 400 boys. He made such » mark in this diffioult task
that, in 1856, he was appointed Assistant Vestry Clerk, and in 1858 Vestry
Clerk, thus beocoming the chief executive officer of one of the most important
Local Authorities, of which for half & century he largely directed the policy

{Momoir of H. J. Hagger, by R. A. Leach, in Poor Law Conferences, 1907-1908,
PP ix-xxvi). Bee Life of 8ir J. Kay-Shutileworh, by F. Smith, 1023,
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and it continued £o be made, out of the vote for the Commissioners’
own establishment, until the school was taken over in 1846 by
the Central London School District.?

The Separate Poor Law School

The child contractor’s *“ Farm School ” at Norwood was thus
made to supply, to the educational reformers of the period, a
model for their national programme. They asked in 1833, for
the establishment of a hundred “ District Schools ", averaging
500 children each, in which * the 50,000 children who are now
inmates of Workhouses would be separated from the chance of
polluting intercourse with the adult inmates; they would not
be daily taught the lesson of dependence of which the whole
apparatus of & Workhouse is the aymbol ; the school management
would be unencumbered with the obstruction that it now en-
counters from the interference of the Workhouse routine; and the
whole of the moral relations of the District School would assume
& character of hopefulness and enterprise better fitted to prepare
the children for conflict with the perils and difficnlties of &
struggle for independence than anything which their present
situation affords. No Workhouse School as yet affords an
example of industrial, moral and religions training the success of
which can be compared with that which has slready attended
only six months’ exertions in an establishment containing 1000
children, though these efforta have been obstructed by all the
imperfections incident to a contractor's establishment.” * The
Poor Law Commissioners had, as we have mentioned, expressed
a general concurrence with this policy, as early as 1837,2 but they
were unable, for seversl years, fo obtain power for Boards of
Guardians even optionally to combine for the purpose. When
in 1844, Parliament accorded this power (by 7-and 8 Vie.

' M8, Minutes, Poor Law Commisionsrs, July 19, August 23, October 10
snd Decomber 7, 1830,

$ SBecond Report of Dr. James Philips Kay (afterwards Bir J. Kay-.
Shuttleworth) on the Training of Pauper Children, in Fifth Annual Report
o Poor Law Commissioners, 1839, p. 159; reprinted in the volume published
by the Commissioners entitled Reports on Trasning of Pauper Children, 1841,
Pp. 102.320; see Four Perioda of Public Education, by Sir James Kuy-Shuttle-
worth, 1862 ; also Children under the Poor Law, by Bir W. Chanos, 1807, p. 8.

* Third Anunoal Report of Foor Law Commissioners, 1837, p. 34
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c. 101, sec. 40)! nearly all the Guardians were found to be
reluctant either to imcur the capital expenditure involved, or
to part with the children from * their own” Workhouse.
Some progress was made by a few of the larger parishes—notably
those of Manchester and Sheffield—in deciding in 1842, with the
cordial approval of the Commissioners, on the establishment of
separate residential schools of their own.! When Dr. Phillips
Kay (Sir J. Kay-Shuttleworth) had become Secretary to the
Commitiee of the Privy Council for Education, he at last induced
the Government to establish, not only an ennual grant towards
the salaries of teachers in Poor Law Schools, which helped to
induce parsimonious Boards of Guardians to make better
appointments, but also a subsidised pupil-teacher system for
increasing the supply of elementary school teachers for the
nation as & whole. Within a few years these teachers were
beginning to take service in the Poor Law Schools, whether
those of School Districts or those of the larger parishes or Unions,
with the result of marked educational improvement all round.?

The Increase of Poor Law Schools

Such was the position when at the end of 1847 the Poor
Law Commissioners were succeeded by the Poor Law Board.
In 1849 an outbreak of cholers in Aubin's great school at
Norwood,* and the general alarm at the spread of the epidemic,
brought suddenly to an end the whole system of contractor’s
‘“pauper farms”; and incidentelly compelled the formation
of three School Districts for the Metropolitan pariches and Unions
which had hitherto used the * Farm Schools . Drouet’s school
at Tooting was broken up after his death in 1849, whilst Aubin
transferred himself and his establishment—in 1858 removed to

! The Act of 1844, which incidentally repealed “ Jonss Hunway's Acts ™
of 1762 and 1767, limited the extreme length of any School District to fifteen
miles. 'This was extended in 1851 {14 snd 15 Vic. c. 108, sec. 6) by enabling
all parishea to unite whose boundary wax within twenty milea of the site of
the projected school,

* Ninth Annus! Report of the Poor Law Commissioners, 1844, p. 18.
The Seloct Veatry of Liverpool was reported to have else 8o decided, but the
school thep established was on the Workhouss premisea.

* E. C. Tufnell's report, in Twentioth Annnal Report of Poor Law Board,
1888, pp. 128-137.

4 Tho Times, in January 1849, reported the inqueats st Norwood,
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Huanwell—to the Central London School Distriet, where he became
salaried manager until his death in 1860. Two other School
Districts, the Bouth Metropolitan and the North Surrey, established
large schools of their own at Sutton and Anerley. Three similar
8chool Districts were formed among rural Unions.! But owing
to the practical difficulties of * getting the children out of the
General Mixed Workhouse ", once this institutioh had been
created, no more School Districts were established until the
Poor Law Board had, in 1868, by the device of the Metro-
politan Common Poor Fund, equipped itself with the weapon of
financial pressure, when two more {(West London and Forest
Gute) were added in London, having schools at Ashford and
Forest Gate respectively.

Meanwhile, in the larger parishes and in the Unions of the
principal cities, where all ideas of combination to form & School
District were rejected, but where each Board of Guardians
found on its hands as many as one to five hundred children of
school age, it became increasingly frequent to establish for them,
a8 Birmingham, 8t. James's, Westminster, and a few other
parishes had done before 1834, an administratively and some-
times also geographically distinct residential school; and in
this way to secure for the children of each particular Poor Law
area that complete separation from the General Mixed Work-
house for which the Poor Law Board was persistently pressing.
Notwithstanding the serious capital cost of these separate Poor
Law schools, there were, gradually establiched, in the course of
the second half of the nineteenth century, about sixty such
institutions—some three dozen of them being of the more expen-

! Farobam and Hartley Wintn B and Hants), Reading and
Wokingbam (Borks and Bots) and_ Southesst Shropabirs. Chvldren. andr
the Poor Law, by Bir W. Chanos, 1887, p. 11).

Three sdult pauper “ farms “, st Peckham, Dertford and Bow respectively,
wore brought to an end in the same year; and the only remaining * farm
for children, that st Brixton, was given up in 1850. There then remsined, of
all the contractors’ establishments, only two seanide homes at Margate, one
for sdults and one for children, which were allowed to continue under regulations
sa & sort of hoapital (Becond and Fourth Annusl Reporta of Poor Law Board).

the pamphlets of theas years may be mentioned T'he Duiy of the
Hials to sts Infant Poor : o Letter o Lord JoAn Russell occasioned by the receni
disclosures respecting the Infamt Poor ai Tooting, by Heury Burgess, 1849 ;
The Strand Union Pauper Children at Edmonion, a Statemeni of Faels, 1862 ;

wmmﬂmﬁmboflke[()rmabwk] Board of Guardians, with
Gmndomulnhubﬁechmk Education . . . of the Poor, by J. Btonar,
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sive “ Cottage Homes ” type l—accommodating in the aggregate
some 12,000 children—leaving, in more than five-sixthe of the
Unions, the children still in the General Mixed Workhouse.?

The Fight for the Children

During nearly the whole of the second half of the centary
the conflict of opinion for and against the Workhouse School,
as the most appropriate provision for pauper children, was main-
tained among the Assistant Commissioners and Inspectors, and
the few Guardians and outsiders who interested themselves in
the subject. It was argued, on the one hand, notably by E. C.
Tufnell,? that the very nature of the General Mixed Workhouse
made it, however well regulated, not only the most unsuitable
location for & achool but also en improper home, yeer in and
year out, for the nurture of children; that it was hopelessly

1 From 1846 to 1877 the Poor Law Schools, whother for individual parishes
or Unions or for “ Hehool Districts”, were all large residential institutions.
In 1878, the Neath Guardians, in order to avoid some of the objections made
to this type, established their children in “ Cottage Homea ' at Bryncock,
wn example followed, and improved upon, by the Birminghsm (Guardians in
1870 (the Marston Green Coitage Homes): by the Chorlton Guardians in
1898 {at Btysl) ; by the Warrington Guardiana in 1883 {at Padgate); and by
the Stapney (st Btifford), and other Unions. These institutions, copying the
well-known exemple at Mettray (Belgium), combine central offices, school
premises, otc., with & series of separate * villas "', each of them under its own
" houee-father and mother *', in which between 15 snd 40 children ars hoarded
and iodged. The ** Cottage Homes ", which are costly, represent the higheet
point of excellence in “ inetitutional treatment ™, overcoming many, bot not
oll its diendvmniages. Notwithstanding the separats boarding houses of the
children and their partially independent housekeeping, the * Cottage Homea
retain many of the disadvantages of “ institutionaliem " in the maased school,
the largo-scale laundry, ete.; and (as compared with the Sheffield * Scattered
Homes * to be hereafter described) we have to class them with the ‘* Barrack
8ohools ', of which they represent an improved type {seo Children wnder the
Poor Law, by Sir W. Chance, 1897, ohsp. v. pp. 135-157; * Cottage Homea for
Children *, by F. R. Harris, in Poor Law Conferences, 1905-1906, pp. 284-265 ;
the Annual Reporta of the Marston Green and other Cottage Homes; the
Inspectors' reporte in the various Annual Reporte of the Locs! Government
Board from 1881 onward ; the Report {aud the Evidence) of the Departmental
Committee on Metropolitan Poor Law Hohools, 1898, and the other reports
and pamphlets cited in the following pages).

! The most detailed sccount of the origin snd history of the scors of
Metropolitan Poor Law Bohools—to be read in conjunction with the Depart.
tnental Commities’s Report of 1897-—is the little-known volume entitled
Our London Poor Law Schools, by Walter Mornington snd Frederick J.
Lampard, 1898,

* Bee, for instance, his report in Twentieth Annual Report of Poor Law
Board, 1868, pp. 128-137.
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impoesible, in spite of the moat elaborate regulations of the Central
Authority, to prevent intercourse between the children and the
adult inmates of undesirable character and conduct; that the
Workhouse Master and Matron were unfitted to control an educa-
tional establishment ; that under their sway, and that of the
average Board of Guardians, competent teachers could not be
obtained, nor adequate educational equipment provided, for the
tiny group of children of all ages who were to be found in the
great majority of the Workhouses ; and, what saemed at the time
the most cogent argument of all, that by aggregating these tiny
groups into large schools, an actual economy could be effected
in the cost of teachers, school premises and educational equip-
ment ; some such aggregation, moreover, being the only way of
securing the indispensable classification of the children into six
or more separate forms according to age and attainments,

On the other hand, it was argued by other Poor Law officials,
notably the Inspector T. B. Browne,! with the support, not only
of the majority of all the Poor Law Guardians, but also of such
persons of influence as Sir Baldwin Leighton and Sir James Kay-
Shuttleworth, that the more serious drawbacks of the Work-
house Schools were due merely to inefficient administration, and
that the experience of the best Unions showed that they could
be avoided ; that, in particular, such Workhouse Schools as
those of Atcham near Shrewsbury, and Quatt in Staffordshire,
had actually proved superior in all respects to the various forms
of aggregation which had been tried ; that the varioue Boards
of Guardians should accordingly not be pressed, and would,

! Sen, for instwnoe, Browne's reports in Twenty-first Annua!l Report of
Toor Law Boarl, 1869, pp. 94-100. It is imponsible not to teace the under-
lying assumption that * book-learning " was unneceasary {or pauper children,
who had better be made to work. For & decade or so the praiss is sung of the
Atcham Workhouss School, placed by Sir Baldwin Leighton under an ** elderly
farm labourer'; and of the Quatt Workhouse which employed the children
chiefly on the agrioultural work of ita farm. A glowing description of the
advantages of the Intter catablishment was officially circalated in 1848 (Official
Circular, N.8. Nos. 18 and 19, September and October 1848} ; ses alao Inspector
Doyle's report in Fourth Annual Report of Poor Law Board, 1852. The Quatt
Workhouse Sohool (Bridgnorth Union, Btaffordshire) owes ita origin in 1836
to Wolryche Whitmore, the losding member of its Board of Guardisna,
Gradually boys were sent to it from other Unions: in 1889 thers were 183
such cultivators of its amall farm, in 1899 more than sixty years of experienca
bad not discoornged ita administrators {* The Responsibility of Guardiana
towards children under the Poor Law 7, by Mrs. Manners, Poor Law Conferences,
1303-1904, pp. 445-448),
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indeed, not be induced, to send away among strangers the children
for whom they had become responsible’; that all the clamour
for more highly trained and more expensive teachers was out of
place as regards pauper children ; that slthough the Workhouse
8chools might not tum out acholars, they had the advantage,
by setting the children to work from the earliest years, of giving
them the habit of manual labour, and a practical training of the
girls for domestic service and of the boys in husbandry or handi-
craft that would fit them to earn their living in the sphere of life
to which they were destined.

The controversy was fated never to receive any decizive
settlement. Neither the Poor Law Board, nor its successor the
Local Government Board, was ever determined enough, or
courageous enough, down to the end of the Royal Commission
of 1505-1909, to insist on the removal of all the children to
a more suitable home than the Workhouse. What happened was
the adoption, one after another, of various alternatives for
particular classes of children, by which the total number sub-
jected to the Workhonse stmosphere was gradually, although
slowly, reduced,

Certified Schools

Sometime in the late eighteen-fifties it began to be suggested
that Boards of Guardians might advantageously make use of
various kinds of philanthropic institutions willing to receive for
payment boys and girles of particular classes for which individual
Unions found it difficalt to provide.! In this way, during the
ensuing fifty years, the Guardians found it possible to disem-
barrass themselves of practically all their Roman Catholic
orphans, for whom & sufficient number of boarding-schools were
organised by the Roman Catholic Church. The comparatively
few Wesleyan or Jewish children were similarly entrusted to

! This courss was sanctioned by Parliament in the Certified Schools Act
of 1882 (256 and 28 Vio c¢. 43), wee The Children of the Siate, by Floreoce
Davenport Hill, 1888 ; CAildren unader the Poor Law, by Sir W. Chance, 1007.

We may perhapa trace this movement to a letter to Lord John Russsli that
Mrs. Anns Jameson published, about 1850 cn the evil effoct upon girls of
Workhouse nurture and training (ses ** The Poor Law Girl after School Age ™,
by L. D. Eliis, in Poor Law Conferences, 1902-1903, pp. 44-45; Memoir of
AMrs. Jameson, by G. Macpherson, 1878). We may cite also What Shall we
Do with our Pauper Children 7 by Mary Carpeater, 1861 ; and other publics-

tions by her (ses Life and Work of Mary Carpenter, by J. E. Carpenter, 1879,
and Pioneer Women (Jecond Series), by M. E. Tabor, 1927).
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philanthropic schools or orphangges managed by committees
of these denominations. In like manner the blind children, the
deaf and dumb, those who were crippled, and the idiots, to the
number altogether of nearly a thousand, were gradually got out
of the Workhouses, to be provided for in a score of epecialised
institutions, against which parsimonious Guardians had no other
objection than the expenss. Gradually there were added train-
ing ships for boys destined for the Mercantile Marine, schools for
epileptics, agricultural colonies, sanatoria, orphapages and various
other kinds of “ homes "—all willing to take their particular
classes of children off the Guardians’ hands in return for payment
of from three to ten shillings per week. By the end of the nine-
teenth century there were, in the aggregate, at any one time some
ten thousand pauper children thus disposed of, to the great relief
of the Boards of Guardians, and with entire complacency in the
Central Authority as to the couple of hundred * homes” thus
secured for this five or six per cent of the pauper children. * They
are V', somewhat optimistically observed an Assistant Secretary
of the Local Government Board, “ perhaps the best illustration
of charity working in co-operation with the Poor Law. Good
people start these homes ; we certify them ; the Guardians pay
for the children going there; and we inspect them.,” But it
was an evasion, not a solution, of the problem. It was discovered
by the Poor Law Commission in 1907 that the official inspection
of these ten thousand Poor Law children was far from complete
or effective, It turned out that one-fourth of them were being
consigned by the Boards of Guardians to institutions which had,
for various reasons, not been “ certified ” ; some others escaped
inspection altogether ; whilst in a large proportion of the whole
the arrangements with regard to education lagged behind thoss
sacured, in the last quarter of the century, for the rest of the child
population. Already in 1903 the leading Inspector had him-
self officially expressed his dissatiefaction with the position.
* These homes™, he reported, “ vary very greatly in efficiency,
and it may be hoped that ultimately they will be put under
the management of some central committes who should be able
to claseify the children in them, and to provide for a more
efficient training than is possible at some of the smaller institu-
tions,” * The Poor Law Commisgion of 19051909 found that

1 Thirty-third Annual Report of Local Government Board, 1904, p. 158.
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no such step had been taken; and it could not learn that the
educational or other official inspection had become more searching
or even more complete}

Attendance at the Public Elementary School

A partial escape from the Workhouse atmosphere, even for
children for whom the Workhouse was 8 home—and, what was
more persuasive to the Boards of Guardians, a method of avoiding
the expense of appointing the trained and qualified teachers for
which the Poor Law Inspector was always pressing—was found,
after 1861, in letting the children of echool age attend the public
elementary schools? that were then becoming slowly more
general. This had been at first objected to, even by those who
were enthusiastic for education, on the ground that the Work-
house School, with all its disadvantages, and still more, the
Separate Poor Law School, provided * industrial training ", and
moreover “ taught the children to work ™, whereas the ele-
mentary day school of the middle of the nineteenth century was
deemed, ususally, hopelessly inefficient ; and, even in 1878, could
be described by a Poor Law Inapector as “* a mechanical gym-
nasium where the creation of thinking power is at a discount

! Majority Report of Poor Lew Commission, 1908, vol. i. pp. 255.258,
Minority Report, pp, 121-125; Report upon the Educational Work in Poor
Law Bohools and in the twenty-three schools certified under the Poor Law
(Certified Schoola} Act, 1862, which are inspected by the Board of Education,
1908. As s certain proportion of these philanthropic institutions have no
assured endowment, or permanent soutce of income, the list of thoso that are
* certified "', or otherwise in existence, is constently varying, and is not
continuounsly published. We understand that, whoreaa in 1908 there were
209 certified institutions, and several scores of uncertified ones, there are now
(1927) only 214 such * homes " roceiving Poor Law children, in numbore
ranging from a dozen up to nearly a thousand, sometimea accepting thein as
young a3 two years, and somefimes retaining thetn up to sixteet years of age,
The great varioty among thess institutions may be seen from the list of those
for 1907, which was published in Poor Law Orders, by H. Jouner-Fust, 1807,
pp- 584-615.

! This was less of an innovation than is often supposed, Even before 1834
the Workhowse children were occasionaliy sent to the nearest “ national
school . Thus at Sunderland, in 1833, it was reported that * the older children
go to the national sohool under the care of the rector ™ {Report of Poor Law
Inquiry Commissioners, Appendix A, Wilson’s Report, p. 137). At Darlington,
we read that * the education of all the children above four years of age is
provided by the national school which is situated close to the Workhouse ™
(ibid. p. 143). Bometimes it wna only the Sunday school that they atiended,
as ot Calne (Wilta) {see shid. Okeden's Report, p. 6).
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and uninformedness of mind and general somnolence of intellect
the rule .2 Moreover, the elementary day schools, prior to 1876,
almost invariably charged a fee of twopence (occasionally aix-
pence or even ninepence) per week, which the Guardians were,
at firat, not disposed to pay. Only very slowly could the majority
of the Boards of Guardians (who saw no eufficient reason why
the children should ever pass outside the Workhouse walls until
they could be placed out in service) be induced to allow them to
attend the local day school. Nor was the Lbeal Government
Board unhesitating in its approval. In 1886 we find it warning
the Guardians of the necessity of making proper provision for
the children during the two-thirds of their waking lives which,
even if they regularly attended a day school, they spent inside
the Workhouse out of school hours, as well as during the whole
of Bundays and the school holidays.? * It is a serious drawback ”,
observed one Inspector, * that every Saturday and Sunday, to
say nothing of summer and winter holidays, have, for the most
part, to be spent in the Workhouse, where they either live under
rigid discipline and get no freedom, or else, if left to themselvas,
are likely to come under the evil influence of adult inmates.
The Workhouse is at best & dreary place for children to spend
their lives in ; and I should like to see them quite cut off from
it.” * In fact, the Local Government Board was alive to what
the great majority of the Guardians refused to realise, namely,
that it was even more as & home than as a achool that the
General Mixed Workhouse, for all ita elaborate nominal classifica-
tion, was unsuitable for children of any age. After the multipli-
cation, and the rapid improvement, of the public elementary
schools, that resulted from the Education Acts of 1870, 1873
and 1876, the habit of entrusting to them the schooling of the
Workhouse children between six or seven and twelve or thirteen
became general in those Unions in which there was available

! Dr. Clutterbuck’s Report in Fifth Annual Report of Loosl Government
Board, 1876, p. 180. In 1848 even Bir J. Kay-Shuttleworth, who had become
Secretary to tho Committes of Council on Education, was privately discouraging
the sttendance of indoor pauper children at the elementary day sohools of the
period, sa offering markedly fower advantages than the Separats Poor Law
Bohools that he sdvocated (soo Browne'a Re in Second Annual Report of
Looal Government Board, 1873, p. 107; Children under the Poor Law, by
Bir W. Chance, 1807, p. 100},

4 Fifteenth Annual Report of the Loca! Government Board, 1886, p. xxxiv.

* Twenty-ninth Anoual Report of Local Governmeat Board, 1800, p. 115,
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no separate Poor Law school; but right down to the end of
the century there were eighty Umons that retained a Workhouse
School for at any rate some of their children?

Boarding Out

Meanwhile, various Boards of Guardians were spontaneously
experimenting in another device for abstracting a small propor-
tion of the children from the Workhouse. At all times since the
Act of 1397-1598 a few orphan children had been “ boarded
out” by being entrusted to an elderly woman, or a selected
workman's household, with & weekly payment for maintenance.?
This comimon-scnse practice, more than two centuries old, but
in England adopted only occasicnally in particular instances,
rescned the child from the Workhouse atmosphere, and gave
it a chance of growing up like the independent workman'’s own
children. It had been expressly authorised by Parliminent in
Gilbert’s Act of 1782. It had long been regularly practised in
Ireland by philanthropic societies, and in Scotland by the local
Poor Law authorities. Why it should have been resisted alike
by the English Poor Law Commissioners and the Poor Law
Board, who were both convinced that the children should be
got out of the Workhouses unable to maintein an adequate
school, is hard to understand. So long as the foster-parents
were chosen from among residents within the Union area, and
were not the parents or grandparents of the children, and not
themselves in receipt of Poor Relief, the practice of boarding
out orphan or deserted children was not actually contrary to the
terms of the Orders by which the Guardians were constrained.

But the practice had received no notice in the 1834 Report ;
and so strong was the faith in the panacea of a well-regnlated
Workhouse, and so inveterate the prejudice against any form of
Outdoor Relief—we fear it must also be added, so great was the
reluctance to sec any pauper children given too many advantages
~—that, even after Tufnell and Phillips Kay Lad induced the
Poor Law Commissioners to proclaim the abandonment of their

! Twenty-sixth Annusl Report of Local Governutent Boazd, 1897,

¥ Thus, a¢ Mayfield (Sussex) the Overseer’s accounta for 1615 include

* paid to Beatrics Bolt for keeping of Tompkin's girl, one ahilling and eight-

pence ” {Report of Poor Law Inguiry Commissioners, Appendix A, Mn;undm’
Report, p. 179).
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preference for congregating the paupers of ail ages in the Work-
houses, neither the Commissioners nor, for its first twenty years,
the Poor Law Board gave any approval or sanction to placing
out orphans in the homes of foster-parents,

Not until the sixth decade of the century, when the general
interest in public education had greatly increased, does the
question of boarding out the orphan children asem to have been
expressly raised in England and Wales. The Royal Commission
on Education in 1861 had, as we have mentioned, gone out of
ite way to report unfavourably upon the educational provision
for pauper children ; and this occasioned the Poor Law Board
to ask its Inspactors for their views. These proved to be hope-
lesaly divergent as to the relative advantages of Workhouse and
“ Beparate ” Schools ; and did not even mention the possibility
of Boarding Out. A House of Commens Select Committee on
Poor Relief in 1864 dealt incidentally with the various ways of
educating Poor Law children, but likewise failed to discover this
alternative.! But the idea spread in philanthropic circles ; during
1868 varions Boards of Guardians formally asked permission to
try the experiment ; and the Poor Law Board, which had hitherto
persistently discountenanced any such departure from the Work-
house System, graciously allowed a trial to be made$ In the
following year, as the agitation continued, the Board asked its
Inspectors specifically for reports on Boarding Out ; when it was
found that twenty-one different Unions had already 347 children
boarded out ; and that the practice had prevailed in some places,
unnoticed by the Inspectors, ever since the formation of the
Union. The Board then, at last, sent an Inspector {J. J. Henley)
to Scotland to discover how the system worked there; and his
report was & somewhat grudging and qualified admission of its
success.? In reply to the Evesham Board of Guardians, it was

t Report of House of Commons Committes on Poor Relief, 1884,

* Twenty-first Annual Raport of the Poor Law Board, 1868, p. 26,

' Phe Advaniages of the Boarding.Out Syetem, by Col. Charles William
Grant, 1888 ; Poil Mall Gasetle, April 10, 1868; Fiansard, May 10, 1869 ;
Reporta on the Boarding Out of Pauper Children in certain Unions of England,
snd of J. J. Henley on the Boarding Out of Psoper Children in Seotland
(H.C. No. 176 of April 12, 1869) ; The Windermere pamphlsts, Who will Help 7
1871, and Boarding Cwl Pauper Children, 4th edition, 1872; Twenty-second
Annual Report of Poor Law Board, 1870, pp. lii-lvi; Boarding Out and Pauper

Schools, ezpecially for Girls, by Menslis Buta Bmedisy, 1875 ; snd many papers
and disoussions in the volomes entitled Poor Lew Conferences, during the past
half-century ; A Practical Guids o the Boarding Oul System for Paxper Childres,
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explained in 1869 that the Poor Law Board had hitherto opposed
any system of Boarding Out, “influenced mainly by the con-
sideration that, in view of the responsibility imposed upon
Guardians as regards orphan children, the Guardians would be
unable to exercise the neceseary control and supervision of the
children™ to be ““removed from the Workhouse and placed under
the charge of thuse whose main object in taking the children
would be to mske a profit out of the sums allowed for their
maintenance. Other strong objections oocurred to them such as
the difficulty of ensuring that some regular education for the
children is given, as in the schools attached to the Union. The
proposed change appeared to the Board to give insufficient
security either for the instruction or the physical wellbeing of
orphan children.” But the Board, in view of the Beottish ex-
perience, would no longer, “ where Boards of Guardians pressed
for it, actually discourage a trial of the system ", under certain
stringent conditions.! All this related merely to boarding out
within the Union area, a practice which the Board did not see
its way to prohibit ; but which it was practically impossible to
adopt. in the case of Unions in the Metropolis and other large
towns. A further demand was then made on the Board to

by Col. C. W. Grant, 1870; The Boarding Oul of Pauper Children, by Danby
Palmer Fry, 1870: The Regulations of the Poor Law Board for boarding oud
Pauper Children, by Algernon Cooke Bauks, 1870; A Reprin! of the Memorial
of Ladies and subsequent orders as 1o the boarding owd of Pauper Children isswed
by the Poor Law Board; io which is appended supgestions by » Lady {Misa
A. Prenssor}, 1871 ; Reasons for the Boarding Oul of Pauper Children, !

on Hereditary Powperism, by Wilhelmina Hall, 1887 ; The Besi Methods
of Boarding Oul, by M, H. Mascn, 1897,  Fuiler details of the Seottish practics
are given in Report on the Boarding Out of Orphan and Desertad Children belonging
4o the City Parish, Glasgoso, 1872 ; and Ths Boarding Owt of Pavper Children in

Ont of Children in Urions Order ; Seventh Annuai Report of Looal Government
Board, 1878).
VOL. I T
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sanction the reception by & philanthropic lady in Westmorland
of orphan children to be sent to her by the Bethnal Green Union.
This at first shocked the Board beyond measure ; it was unheard
of, it was a very long journey, it amounted to that terrible thing,
non-resident relief, and so on. The benevolent lady cut the knot
by receiving the children without payment, which the Board
could not prevent. The pressure of public opinion, not without
influential representation in the House of Commons, was now
too strong to be resisted; and in 1870 the Board gave way,
issuing a General Order to urban Unions allowing boarding out
beyond the Union.? For the next dozen years the Inspectors’
reports for and against Boarding Out were printed in the Annual
Reports of the Local Government Board, with all sorts of con-
flicting argnments. But the practice continued to spread, especi-
ally when the public elementary day schools came increasingly
into favour, and when even the * Separate " Poor Law resi-
dential schools began to be discredited. The conclusions and
recommendations of Mrs. Nassau Senior (who, as will presently
be mentioned, was appointed by the Local Government Board
in 1873 to inquire into the effect upon girls of the gigantic Poor
Law 8chools) greatly strengthened the Boarding Out movement.
It continued to be objected to, as long as he lived, by Professor
Henry Fawcett, who declared, voicing the opinion of not a few
* enlightened " persons of that generation, that it violated the
most fundamental principle of the 1834 Report, by making the
lot of this tiny section of pauper orphans more eligible than that
of the children of the independent labourer. ‘ How many work-
ing men in this country ”, he indignantly asked, * when they
have to support an average sized family, are able to devote five
shillings a week to the maintenance of each of their children,
besiden paying for education and for all requisite medical attend-
ance !’ 1 The Local Government Board continued to watch
the spread of the system with suspicion, and in 1885 appointed
a special lady inspector (Miss M. H. Mason), and preseatly two

! General Order of November 25, 1870, issued only to 134 oot of some
600 Unions {Twenty-third Annual Beport of the Poor Law Board, 1871,
pp. xli-xkiii, 11-24), for which, in thirtesn different counties, thirty Boarding
Out Committees bad already boen formed of ludies undertaking to visit the
homes of the foster-parents to which abount s couple of hundred children were
entrustad,

¥ Pauperism, by Henry Fawoett, 1871, p. 70; Life of Henry Fouwceli, by
Sir Lealie Staphen, 1885
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other lady inspectors, to go round perpetyally visiting the foster-
parents and undressing the thousand or so of children boarded
out beyond the Union areas (but no others), in order to detect
signs of neglect or ill-treatment. Not until 1889, indecd, can
Boarding Out be said to have become whole-heartedly and per-
manently adopted as part of the English Poor Law system. In
that year, it was definitely regulated by two new General Orders,
the one governing boarding out within the Union ares, and the
other boarding out beyond the Union area. By the end of the
century boarding out was practised, with regard to some 8000
orphans and deserted children, by about half the Boards of
Guardians, assisted by Boarding Out Committees of ladies volun-
tarily visiting the homes of the foster-parents in npearly ail the
counties of England and Wales, and under the watchful super-
vision, so far only as concerns the 25 per cent of such children
as were boarded out beyond the Union areas, of specisl lady
inspectors perpetunally travelling round to see that the children
are not, ill-treated.!

The * Ins angd Outs”

The preceding account of the ghifts and turns of Poor Law
policy with regard to the provision for the fifty thousand or so
of indoor pauper children will have revealed how varied and
considerable were the real difficulties encountered by the adminis-
trators, and how complicated and intractable proved to be the
apparently simple problem of supplying satisfactory nurture and
education to the boys and girls whom the operation of the Poor

' The law and proctice is described in 7'Ae Boording Out System ond
Legislation relating io the Prolection of Children and Infant Life, by Henry
F. Aveling, 1800 (soe also Boarding Out ¢a o Melhod of Pauper Education,
by W, L. Hall, 1887 ; Pauper Children, by R. A. Leach, 1890 ; Boarding Oul,
1495, and Some Reults of Bourding Oul Poor Law Children, 1903, both by
Rev. W. P. Trevelyan; The Hoarding Oui of Pauper Children, by J. Paiten
MacDougall, in Transactions of the Fourth Internationnl Homs Relief Congreas,
1904; The Boarding Out of Poor Law Children, by M. B. Leigh, 1806, For
ita working, see the Inspectors’ reporta in the successive Annual Reporta of
the Poor Law Board and Loca) Government Board from 1870 to 1908 ; those
of the Btate Children's Association; Children under the Poor Law, by Sir
W_. Chbance, 1897, pp. 25-31, 208-236; Majority Raport of Poor Law Com-
isgion, 1009, vol. i. pp. 238.241; Minority Report, pp. 114-121. Boarding
Out, which had slways been confined to orphan or deserted children, might,
it has been suggested, bs applied also to all normal children whom the Boards
of Guardians formally adopt {* Boarding Out ", by J. Desrman Birchall, in
Poor Law Conferences, 1904-1905, p. 18); and this was authorised in 1900.



276 SIXTY YEARS' ADMINISTRATION, 1B48-1008

Law Amendment Act had gathered into six hundred Workhouses.
But we have still not examined one of the moet; serious of these
difficulties experienced alike in the primitive Workhouse School,
in the early form of separate Poor Law School, and in the most
elaborate institution of the Cottage Homes type, a difficulty,
moreover, which serioualy limited the adoption of such alternative
devices a8 Boarding Out, and the use of the Certified School,
namely that created by the class of paupers known az the * Ins
and Outs ”,

These Ins and Quts ”’ seemed, to all concerned, an inevitable
feature of every Poor Law Institution. They were a necessary
consequence of the very principles of administration of the

* well-regulated Workhouse ”, which had been dogmatically
insigted on since 1834. From the outset of their reign the Poor
Law reformers had thought of the inmates of the Workhouse as
being only transient residents. Ita doors were to stand always
open for the reception of the destitute, whilst the regimen was to
be such that its inmates would take their discharge, and leave ita
shelter whenever they saw a chance of maintaining themselves
outaide., The rule was that, in these entrances and exits, the
whole “ family ” must be the unit. If the man accepted the
shelter of the Workhouse, his wife and dependent children had to
come in alse. When the head of the family got tired of the
institutional regimen, and claimed his discharge, the wife had to
be brought from the women's side, and the children from the
schoolroom, to join him at the Workhouse gate. This infiexible
rule was intended as a safeguard against the parents leaving
their ofispring to be permanently maintained by the ratepayers.
An unforeseen result of these fundamental Poor Law principles
was the creation of a class of what the Soottish and the American
administrators called “ revolvers ”—men, women and children
who passed periodically in and out of Poor Relief, entering the
Workhouse for a few weeks, or sometimes only for a few days;
taking advantage of warmer weather, or sometimes merely of
the approach of a popular holiday, or of the * hopping *, or even
of a race-meeting, fo pass again out into freedom and adventure ;
accasionally, indeed, making a practice of coming in and going out
ten or a dozen times in & single year.

It is easy to imagine how such a perpetual coming and going of
children aggravated all the difficultiea of the achools of which the
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teachers, and the more zealonz of the Guardians, were en-
deavouring to improve the educational efficiency. It was a
common experience for a Poor Law School to admit and discharge
in the course of & year nearly as many children as the average
number on the roll. A smsll minority only would remain for
several years ; many would remain only for a year or a season ;
whilst there would always be a few merely transient, here to-day,
gone next week, possibly to be admitted again a month or $wo
later, for an equally uncertain stay. It was with such & per-
petually shifting mass of pupils that the Poor Law teachers had
to cope.l

Although the evil of the “ Ins and Outs > existed from the
outset, we do not find its effect on the children mentioned before
1874 in the reports of the Assistant Commissioners or Inspectors,
ot in any of the publications on Poor Law administration, or even
in the enthusiastic writings in which Tufnell and Phillips Kay
described the achievements of their educational crusade. It
needed the specialised observation of Mra. Nassau Senior in 1873
to detect the easential incompatibility with any decent nurture or
trainirlg, and notably with any satisfactory school organisstion,
of such a fluctuating child population. Her report forcibly
described the evil ; but only to urge that Parliament should give
power to the Guardians to detain these *’ casuals ™ compulsorily
for instruction, and at the same time to commit their parents to a
Labour Colony  till they had repaid their maintenance ", includ-
ing that of their children.? No such heroic remedy was approved

1In 1'888_—1839 and 1803-1884 the following statistios were obtainad for

an average school populstion of 11,190. But there were no fower than 6964
sdmiscions and 7080 discharges. In 1883-1804, with rather roore admissions
and discharges, no fewer than 887 children were sdmitted more than once
within the year, and 176 more than twice. Two wers admitlad more thon iz
times (Ninsteenth Annuasl Report of Looal Government Board, 1890, p. 161 ;
WdWNWMmWMth&MIM
ifi. pp. 5-12).
’Supphsmpmehmmndwalmdﬂommtm
1874, pp. 835-236.
Mllﬁﬁmwmmmﬁdsdthtnymﬂ
of the Workhouse might leave at any time after * reasonsble
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by the Local Government Board, or adopted by Parliament.
Right down to the end of the century the girls and boys continued
to be dragged to and fro, to their own detriment and with an
incaleulable amount of ruin, in ahd out of the Poor Law Schools,
the Cottage Homes, the Scattered Homes and the General Mixed
Workhouses. * These are the children ”, reports an Inspector in
1895, “ whose parents are constantly in and out of the Workhouse,
bringing their families in with them for a few days or weeks, and
then taking them out, perhaps to be dragged about the country
from vagrant ward to vagrant ward, perhaps to be placed for a
brief period in some dingy lodging ; in either case, owing to the
parents’ migratory habits, attending no school for any length of
time, and receiving no training likely to remove them from the
ranks of psuperism. For these education has to be provided at
the Workhounse during their brief visits. It can be in the nature
of things only a broken education, carried on under difficultiea.
. « . There ie slight opportunity for any industrial training, and
usually frequent intercourse with adult paupers.”! To use
the vivid phrases of Miss Davenport Hill in the same year, such
children ““ come and go like buckets on a dredging machine ”,

ing in and out of “all sorta of horrible places and scenes of
viee ”, and periodically mixing * with the children in the school

. . and turning their mora!l filth on them ”. #

empowering the detention for 24 hours of sny inmate of & Workhouse who
gave repeated troubls by passing in and out. The Law Officers advised
that there was no legal power to make euch a ruls. The power was given
by the Peuper Inmates Discharge and Regulation Act, 1871, which authorised
detention of 24, 48, and in extrems cases 72 hours. This power of detention
was conceded by Parliament with some misgivings ; and one member (Corrance)
vainly sought in Commitiee to make it conditional on obleining » magistrate’s
order in each case. The Act did not apply to the iumates of the Casual Ward,
but snalogous powers were given in the Casual Poor Act, 1882 (The Pauper
TInmates Discharge and Regulalion Act, 1871, and the Casual Poor Ad, 1882,
by (Bir} Hugh Owen, 1832).

} Jenner-Fust's report in Twenty-third Annual Report of Local Government
Board, 1805, p. 132

* Evidenos before Departmentai Committes on Metropolitan Poor Law
Sohools, 1808, vol. i. p. 72, vol. ii. Q. 3081, *! Children of this olass ™, gravely
reported the Committee, * give great trouble to the Guardians everywhere.
They sre sometimes discharged and re-admitted several times in the year;
they often bring back disease, dirt and bad habita, and though permanently
belonging to the pauper class, are unabls to recoive the regular instruetion
and discipline in sither the Disteict or the Separate School ** (Raport of De.
partmental Commitiee on Metropolitan Poor Law Schools, 1896, p. 8).



QUARANTINE 279

The Intermediate School

Gradually, and without assistance either from Parliament or
from the Local Government Board, the most enlightened of the
Boards of Guardians devised a method of partially protecting
their costly and elaborate District and Beparate Schools and
Cottage Homes from the physical and mental contamination of
the “casual ” children; at the expense, perhaps, of making
matters even worse for the casuals themselves. What to-day
seems the obvious importance, if only on grounds of heslth, of a
probationary ward, in which all newcomers should pass through
a period of quarantine before being mingled with hundreds of
healthy children, does not appear to have been discerned for many
years after 18341 It was strongly recommended to particular
Boards of Guardiens by the Local Government Board and
pressed for by the Inspectors; but was only gradually and im-
perfectly adopted. 1In 1883 this probationary ward waselaborated
by the Committes of the Xensington and Chelsea School District
inte a permanent, so-called * intermediate ”” boarding school to
accommodate 135 children, situated at Hammersmith. When
any child became chargeable to the parish as an indoor pauper,
it was admitted to the Workhouse only for the purpose of being
bathed and reclothed ; and was then immediately relegated to
the Hammeramith school, to be there kept until the fortnightly
day for admission to the District Schools at Banstead. If the
child was then pronounced to be healthy and in every way up to
the high standard of vitality insisted on, aud was also believed to
be likely to be lastingly chargeable, it was drafted to Banetead.
I, on the other hand, the child showed any sign of illness, or even
of such a low state of health as to be below the standard exacted
from all who could be admitted to these District Schools, or
(however physically fit) was deemed unlikely to be long charge-
able, whether because ite parents were known to belong to the
class of “ Ins and Outs ™, or becanse they had merely entered
the Workhouse on account of temporary eickness or transient
misfortune, it was retained in the Hammersmith school. This

* This wes recommended, with special reference to opbthalmia, by the
L.G.B. Circular of December 3, 1873 ; snd emphasised in Nettleship's great
veport of 1874 (Fourth Annusl Report of Local Government Board, 1875,

Pp- 55-168), But the institution of & quarantine ward, and ita inveriable use,
waz not made compulsory by Order.
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echool aocordingly contained an an average about 100 boys and
girls, of all ages from three to fourteen, at all stages of health,
and with all degrees of physical and mental vitality, including
incidentally, about one-third who were remaining there, not on
grounds of health, but merely because their parents were expected
to be only transient inmates of the Workhouse. Of this one-third,
about a quarter were found to be children who were “in and out”
more than once within a year, some 30 of them more than three
times, and 3 actually from nine to eleven times during the
preceding twelve months.?

In the last years of the nineteenth, and the opening years of
the twentieth century, some three dozen of the larger Poor Law
schools, out of the whole of these institutions, with the tacit
approval of the Local Government Board, had become protected by
the same expedient of an “intermediate™ school, to the immense
advantage of the children lastingly on the Guardians’ hands.* It
is not squally clear thet the expedient has been found satisfactory
from the standpoint of the healthy children detained in quarantine
to be mingled both with the actually eick and with the demoralised
casnals who are found permanently to constitute the majority of
the pupils of the intermediate school. Indeed, the aggregation of
such essentially different classes can hardly be good for either
health or education. Such an “ intermediate achool ™ cannot be
deemed a solution of the problem presented by the thousands
of children of “Ins and Ouis”, who are at all times on the
Guardians’ hands, representing, possibly, with those temporsrily
ountaide, a total of twice or thrice that number of children whose
condition is, from & social standpoint, wholly unsatisfactory.
The “ Intermediate School ”, thus designed to mest the case of
the “Ina and Outa” in some of the larger aggregates, must, in
fact, be regarded as one more instance of the evaaion, not the
solution, of a Poor Law problem.*

"ﬂnldmidonbooh!or 1806-1008 revealed thet *' one child has besn

* Poor Law Commiksion, 1809, Q. 13,514 ; Minority Report, 34-185.
'mmhﬁa'dthehwhwnhoohmmtommka}tmmm

or Joas a8 & “ probationary ward " for the Separate Schools, st loast 0 far s
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1t is only fair to say that neither.the Local Government
Board nor ite Inapectors pretend that any solution of the problem
of the “Ins and Outs”, which has troubled every Poor Law
institution since 1834, has been found. The oft-repeated sug-
gestion of compulsory detention and the imposition of a task of
work, &3 an appropriate penalty for Poor Law * recidivism ', has
never commended itself to Ministers or to Parliament ; not, as is
often wrongfully asserted, wholly or even mainly becsuse of &
regard for personal liberty, or a fear of being accused of diminish-
ing it ; but becauss to make a penal offence of the act of asking
admission to the Workhouse when destitute, in cases where the
applicant has beer similarly destitute on previous occasions,
would not only be unjust to persons merely unfortunate in their
circumstances, but would also have the practical effect of deter-
ring the habitual *“ Ins and Quts ” from applying at all in their
petiods of destitution, and would thus, in effect, negative the very
purpose of the statutory provision established by the Poor Law
of nearly four centuries.

The Official Adoption of Children

The only alternative that seems to have been officially mg-
gested to the Boards of Guardians is that of taking the children,
by the device of official adoption, completely out of the hands
of such parents as are found to be treating their offspring so
negligently or so cruelly as the *“ Ins and Quts” habitually do
treat them. This device, intended primarily for the children of
persons sentenced to long terms of imprisonment, or demonstrably
of vicious life or habits, was authorised by statutes of 1839 and
1899.! It has been extensively made use of by a minority of the

& manitary quarantine is conoerned, and, doubtless also, to some oxtent aa &
protective receptacle for children obviovaly destined to be only very trunaient
inmates, But this involves the residsnoe of such ohildren in the General Mized
Workhouse, now nniversally condemned ; and practically their exclusion from
instruction during the sojourn (Poor I.nw(hmmilﬂon. 1009, 4. 43,341-43,348).
We may add that we have found no statistics as to the total number of
theu“lnlnd()ut children, In 1887 Bir W. Chenos roughly estimated that
they might amount, for England and Wales, 10 as many s 15,000 {Poor Law
Confersnoes, 1897-1398, p. T06); of whom, of course, only & propartion would
be within the Poor Law institutions at any one time.
'uandﬂsvmom,c.ﬁ,mezmd 03 Victoria, 0. 37 ; see The Poor
kwdﬂqlmﬂMMMbmeMMHﬂl; sod
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Boards of Guardians, there having been, in the course of & conple
of decades, no fewer than 15,000 children so adopted ; but it
must be said that, in three-fifths of these cases, the children
were orphans, or actually deserted by their parents, whilst only
two-fifths were children of parents of immoral life or otherwise
unfit to have their care and custody. The Acts do not seem to
have been applied to the children of “ Ins and Quts ”. Before
the Departmental Committee on Vagrancy of 1906, on which the
officials of the Local Government Board were largely represented,
regret was expressed that this power of adoption had not been
used with regard to the childrep of Vagrants, however unfit was
the life that they were leading.! The Chief Inspector himself
publicly expressed the opinion that, in the interest of the com-
munity, Boards of (fuardians *“ ought to adopt ™ the children of
the * Ins and Outs”.* And when, on one occasion, the Local
Government Board was formally asked for its advice by a Board
of Guardians as to what should be done when a woman having
illegitimate daughters regularly discharged herself and them
from the Workhouse as soon as summer approached, and went
with them on tramp with & man of bad character, only to bring
them back to the Workhouse when the weather became cold,
the Ministry definitely referred the Guardiane to the statutory
power they possessed of saving the children from manifest ruin
by formally adopting them.* But so far as the Poor Law Com-
mission of 1905-1909 could ascertain, the Guardians had refrained
from adopting the children of “ Ins and Outs ”, and the Local
Government Board had not clearly explained to them by Circular
or Order under what circumstances or conditiona this remedy
could be made applicable,

! Report of Departmental Committes on Vagrancy, 1806, vol. ii. Q. 5011.
Bﬂhwmmmdmedmwthaﬁomofcommmlm. 1903 and 1604,
which sought to maks it & penal offence to go on tramp with & child, whe
is therehy deprived of educationsl facilities; but such an extension of the
criminal Inw has not found favour.

* Evidence to Royal Coramiasion on Poor Law, 1906, Q. 3943.

5 Decisiona of the Local Government Boord, p. 45, par. 3. Tt appesrs still
to be true in 1828, ss the Poor Law Commissioners explained in 1844, that
“ Under the present state of the law a marmied woman i not, during'the
lite time of her husband, subject t0 any legal proccedings for neglecting to
maintain ber children ' {Poor Law Commimdonars to St. Ives Union, Feb)

10, 1844 ; in Absiract of Correapondance of Poor Law Commission, Rebruary 1844),
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The Reaction against the *“ Barrack School ™

Presently, when the Local Government Board was congratu-
lating itself on having got established, either as District Schools
for combinations of Unions, or as Separate Schools for single
Unions or large parishes willing to embark on them, several
scores of these expensive alternatives to the Workhouse School,
s strong and persistent opposition manifested itself to what
became stigmatised as the * Barrack School "' This reaction
began on grounds of health. Already in 1872, Tufnell himself had
to report unfavourably both of the injurious results of the over-
crowding of some of the schools, and on the serious spread of
ophthalmis among the children, this having been first mentioned
in 1841.* In 1873 the Local Government Board drew the atten-
tion of the Bchool Authorities to these dangers, making pressing
suggestions for precautionary improvements.s

All this was, however, only trifling with the evil, It seems
o have been a new Medical Inapector, Dr. Bridges, who realised
the need for a more intensive and more expert study of the
ophthalmic disease known to Poor Law officials as * the blight
which had prevailed for a whole generation and had come to
be accepted sz a necessary incident of a Poor Law School.
Bridges realised that it was playing havoc with the children,
* Not only was the disease painful and disabling, but it interfered
sith the eaucation and discipline of the children, and was most
difficult to eradicate, recurring again and sgain and tormenting

! The epithet was first applied to these institutions by Dr. Emnest Hart
{mee Evidence before Departmentsl Committee on Metropolitan Poor Law
8chools, 1896, question 15).

Those who hed worked so hard to get thoee institutions eatablisbed were
long to reelise their imperfections. ‘‘ Sorme doubte have besn entertained *
wrote E. C. Tufrell in 1868, ** by pereons whose opinions are entitled to respoct.
whether it is expedient t.o congregate such large masses of children in one
schoul. My opinion, however, is entirely in favour of theee large numbers,
more especially as regards the boys, who are thereby enubled to obtain induatrinl
instruction, and an efficiency which is utterly unattainable in small schools.
In fact, my experienoe leads me to the conclusion that, aa s general rule (not,
however, without exception), the efficiency of pauper education is in proportion
to the size of the sohaol, though this result is more marked in the case of boys
than of girls. But the main superiority of the District School proceeds from
& different cause, the superior management to which they are aubjected ™
{Twentieth Annusl Report of Poor Law Board, 1868, p. 131},

t ¥irmt Annual Report of Looal Government Boan:l 1872, p. 85.

* Third Annnal Report of Local Government Board, 1874, pp. 2-3 and 404.
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ite victims for many years. In virulent cases the eyesight was
permanently damaged; and the child who might otherwise
have been lifted out of pauperism, would be dependent on State
relief through life. It was, in short, the most serious malady
against which the Poor Law schools had to contend. The
children themselves helped effectually to spread the complaint.
With little or no supervision in the playground, the poor mites
would play at ophthalmia, and those with sore eyee rubbed
their infected rags well into the eyes of those who had hitherto
escaped. Of all the great Poor Law schools, Anerley held the
worst record, and it was to Anegley that Bridges’ eyes were
turned . . . He picked out Edward Nettleship, then beginning
to make his mark at the London Hospital, and afterwards the
foremost ophthalmic surgeon of his time, as the man who of all
others would carry his scheme to success. He and his wife
responded nobly. For a year they lived with three hundred
Poor Law children suffering from the diseage.” 1
Then ensued report after report of Nettleship and other
surgeons, resulting gradually in the adoption of innumerable
minor changes in orgapisation ; the provision of probationary
wards ; the more rigid insistence on their use, under careful
daily inspection; reduction of the overcrowding; immediate
isolation of children beginning to be ill ; a more generous allow-
ance of towels, ete., and a stricter supervision of their separate
use, thus securing a marked improvement in health. Not at
once was success achieved. In 1889 the Local Government
Board felt obliged to issue the most atringent regulations with
regard to the transfer of children from the Workhouses to theee
institutions, No child was henceforth to be admitted without
an individual certificate from the Workhouse Medical Officer
guaranteeing that he or she was free from any infection of the
scalp, shnoreyu,nndableatoneatotnkeparbmtheordlm.ry
discipline and occupations of the achool.?

1 4 Nindeenih-Century Teacher (Dr. J. H. Bridges), Bussn Liveing,
lOﬂﬂ,py.lﬂs-mD(uelhoBapmiontheHulthofHetmpoh‘:{anporﬂchodl
for seven years, 1863-188, by Dr. J. H. Bridges).

? Geanersl Order of July 23, 1880 ; Circular of July 24, 1889 ; Ninetesnth
Anuual Report of Local Government Board, 1800, p. 78; A Nineteenth-
Century Teacker (Dr. J. H. Bndgel}.byﬂuunl.iveing, lﬁzs,ohlp.:ir * The
Poor Law Bobools ', pp. 204-214.
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The Revolt againat Institutionali
The dissatisfaction felt in influential circles with the

“ Barrack Bchools ” went, however, far beyond any specific
complaint of the prevalence of ophthalmic trouble. I was
alleged that the massing together of such large numbers of
children (the South Metropolitan District School at Sutton had
already over 1500 inmates, a number subsequently increased
to more than 2000) prevented the necessary individual care
and attention ; that the children lacked initiative and independ-
ence and acquired no power of self-direction ; that, permanently
immured within the school walls (for there was usually no pro-
vision for absence for holidays), they acquired not even the
most elementary kmowledge of the world of common life into
which they had to plunge; that the gizls, in particular, left
school without any Imowledge of household duties or family
cares as experienced in s working-class cottage; and that, in
short, the gigantic institutions on which sc much money was
spent, made the inevitable miatake of * institutionalising ™ those
to whom they were standing tn loco parentis. To examine these
criticisms, J. J. Stansfeld, who had become President of the
Local Government Board, in January 1873 appointed Mrs.
Nassau Senior? to make an inquiry into the working of the
Poor Law Schools and to give him “ a woman's view ” of their
succees for girls, with special reference to the after-career of the
girls who had enjoyed the advantages of residence and education
in these institutions. Mer report, presented on Jenuary 1,
1874, strongly condemned the massing together of girls in large
numbers, which bed proved to have umnsatisfactory efiects on
their physical and mental development. She advocated the
breaking up of the large schools into smaller units of resi-
dence, ““ arranged on the Mettray System ”; the separation
of the children permanently under the Guardians’ care from
the “ casuals ” who were only transient residents; and the
more general adoption of * boarding out” for the orphans?
! Mre, Jane Elizabeth: Benior, who was very well acquainted with Poor Law
was the widow of Edward Nasssu Senior, who had served sa

gowhwvﬁqﬁimycmmmdmsz-lmwmmmw by
'ww’l{mNm&MMmmﬂuﬁdeﬂ-mmw
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Mra. Nassau Senior's conclusions and recommendations were
hotly contested both by believers in the educational excellence of
the Poor Law Schools and by the Boards of Guardians concerned ;
Stansfeld had by this time gone out of office; and to say the
least, the lady’'s report did not meet with favour among the
officials of the Local Government Board:; and its condemna-
tion in a leading article of the T'imes followed. The immediate
result of the Minister’s laudable effort was, perhaps, on the
one hand, a slight impetus to the practice of boarding out the
orphans ; but, on the other, actually some encouragement to
the further development of ** institutionalism ** in the new type
of “ Cottage Homes " to which we have already referred.

The  Scattered Homes

One Union, indeed, that of Sheffield, insisted in 1893 omn
breaking away from this institutionalism in an entirely new
departure, which, in spite of what is claimed as complete success,
was followed only slowly and incompletely by other Boards of
Quardians. This was the use, not of any great institution but of
seattered or isolated ordinary dwelling-houses for small groups
of children, who, like the children of the independent artisan,
attended the public elementary day schools.t The credit of this

Schools, in Fourth Annua! Report of Local Government Board, 1875.
It was fiercely replied to in Observations on the Eeport of Mra. Naoswou
8enior, by E. C. Tufnell, * ex-Inspector of the Metropolitan District ™, 1875,
which wes published * by authority "; and to this there was en answer in
A Letter by Mra, Nassau Senior, being a reply lo the observations of Mr.
Tufnell, 1875. A nmpirited rejoinder waa also published in book form, entitled
Boarding Ous and FPauper Schools, especially for Girls, by Menella Bute
Smedley, *' one of Mre. Benior's stalf *, 1875, in which the report iteslf, and
various other officinl doouments, were given in full. The expense of thess
schools was the subject of expert report in 1876 { Meropolitan FPauper Schools :
Report . . . on the Cost of Mainienance of the Children . . . from 1889 to 1873,
by F. J. Mouet, 1876). Further defences of the Poor Law School were Facle
ond Fallacies of Pauper Education, by Walter R. Browne, 1878, and The
Tmmmg of Pauper Children, by E. C. Tufnell, 1880. On the other side was
Social Wreckage : 4 Rmofﬁelamnfﬁwwudeyaﬁmm Poor, by
Francis Peek, 1883, chap. ii. * The Orphan's W
! The experiment of the Sheffield Soattered Homumy be beat followed
in the paper resd by J. Wyoliffe Wilson at the Yorkahire Poor Law Conference
of 1805, and that of criticism by Dr. J. M. Rhodes at the North-Western Poor
Law Conference of 1808 (Poor Law Comferences, 1895-1896); Report and
Evidence of Departmental Committes on Metropolitan Poor Law Schools,
18088 ; the sucoessive Annual Reports of the Eheifield Scattered Homes Com-
mittee from 1804 ; the " Memorandum of Conditions ” imposed by the Local
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conception has to be given, not to the Local Government Board,
nor to any of its Inspectors, but to the Sheffield Guardians them-
selves, and especially to their chairman, J. Wycliffe Wilson,
whom we must allow to describe its origin: “ A great many
years ago we went very carefully into the question of the associa-
tion of the children with the adult paupers, We came to the
conclusion that it was most important that they should be
removed—that was in 1883—and we made some inquiries into
the different systems that existed; we visited the Swinton
{Manchester) Barrack Schools, the Marston Green Cottage Homes,
and we went to Leeds to see the boarding-out as it was carried
out there, and I think we unanimously came to the conclusion
that it was deeirable that the children should be removed, and
our wish was at that time to introduce a double system of boarding-
out and & Cottage Homes village. We had not then thought of
this plan of isolated homes. Later on we decided to adopt
boarding-out within the Union and without, and we put & number
of orphan children out. We came to the conclusion at that time
that no system that was in existence was exactly what we
wanted, that the boarding-out was not universally applicable—
that though it was an excellent system where good homes could
be obtained, and where it was appliceble, namely, to orphans
and deserted, yet that, we thought, it would not be likely to be
successful with ‘ins and outsa’, and we began to think whether
anything else conld be done. Well, then we saw the disadvan-
tages, or some disadvantages, of the Cottage Homes village, and
we said to ourselves, * Can we not obtain a system which would
be & combination of the two, which will have a good many of the
best features of boarding-out in family life, mixing with the out-
side population, and yet where we shall be able to select our own
mothers and our own localities, and where we ehall be able to
deal with children of all sorts ?° And this ides of isolated homes
88 & measure of meeting the two difficulties appeared to us the
best. But we were in this position, that we had built very good
schools ; we had no immediate use for them, and when we made
application to the Local Government Board to allow us to carry

Government Board, August 1806, and the scanty references in the Annual
Reports ; Children under the Poor Low, by Bir W. Chance, 1867, pp. 157.
187 ; tho paper by the Clerk to the Sheffield Board, Albert E. Booker, included
in the volume Poor Law Conferences, 1903—1904, pp. 462-474.
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out this echeme, they said, ‘ No; you have got good schools;
you must not go on trying hew experiments and wasting the
money that has been spent on these schools.” Therefore the
matter stood over until recently—three years ago—when we
were getting so full in the Workhouse that we saw that we might
advantageously use the old school buildings. We then made a
fresh application. A deputation of us came up and saw Sir

Walter Foster, and permission was given to ws to carry out our
schemse,”

The Sheffield Ezperiment

The Sheffield Guardians, in establishing in 1893 their Scattered
Homes, aimed primarily at providing for those children whom
it was imposaible to board out, whilst avoiding the fundamental
defect of the expensive separate Poor Law School of the Cottage
Homes type, namely, the congregation together of ope class of
children, removing them from contact with the world in which
they would afterwards have to live and work. Tke Scattered
Homes system js essentially an outgrowth of the Public Element-
ary 8chool in which the * education is superior to any that could
be given to a small number of children, except at a prohibitive
cost ; and unless Workhouse or Cottage Home children have an
equal education to other children, they are placed at a disadvan-
tage when thoy have to make their way in the world. Isclated
homes would not be practicable without Board Schools. We
plant & home within easy reach of a Board School, and it is our
rule not to send over thirty children to one school. This number
is comparatively lost in the large number of other children ;
owing to the two sexes and the difierent standards, there are
rarely over two of our children in any one class.”

* There were in 1806 nine homss (two with fifteen beds, one
with sixteen beds, three with seventeen beds, two with twenty-
one beds, and one with twenty-eight beds). The home with
twenty-eight beds is for boys alone, and in the othera the children
are mixed. Seven homes are assigned to Protestant children
and two to Roman Catholics. The homes are ordinary dwelling-
houses rented by the (Guardians, but indistinguishable from other

! Paper read st Yorkshire Conference, Poor Law Conferances, 1895-1560,
p- 501,
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dwellings of respectable artisans. They ‘are scattered about in
different healthy suburbs of Sheffield.” 2

“Each house is presided over by a foster-mother, who
washes, irons, cooks, cleans, and mends for the children, with
the help of the elder chiidren, and a charwoman one day per
week. The cooking is done in ordinary utensils, and by an
ordinary fire, and ite preparstion affords the children some know-
ledge of cooking, as well as instruction in metheds of economy,
cleanliness, and domestic management. The same may be said
with regard to house cleaning and the mending and washing of
clothea. In the day-rooma are pigeon-holes or lockers for the
children's possessions and playthings, and in the bedrooms there
is a box for each child containing its clothes® . . . Every
effort is made to cultivate the children’s individuality, and the
personal attention given to them renders it possible for their
natural characteristics to be studied and guided aright.” 2

In 1897 the Whitechapel Board of Guardians, bresking away
from the Forest Gate School District, established its few scores
of children over three in nine cottages, not on a single site, but
within easy reach of each other and of a public elementary achool,
but directed from a ‘* Headquarters Home *, for a Lady Super-
intendent {a trained nurse), having offices attached, and a small
infirmary. The Bath Union took the same course in 1897, and
organised “ Scattered Homes ” both in the city of Bath and in
the village of Walcott.* In the course of the next decade a
number of other Unions, in rural as well as urban areas, adopted
the same expedient for some, at any rate, of the children for whom
the Guardians felt themselves responsible. The Bhefficld idea
increasingly commended itself, in fact, to the more enlightened
of the local administrators.

The Departmental Committee of 1894-1896

But for some time few Unions followed the example of
Sheffield ; either because the Guardians failed to appreciate the

o&'\‘.;nmﬂomu.d Departmental Committes, p, 123, and Ssoond Annusl Report

* Report of Departmental Committes, p. 123. 4 Thid,

% Described in paper by Austen J. King, entitled *“ Powers of Poor Law
Guardisns of dealing with Children *, in Poor Law Oonferences, 1897-1895,
PP. 263-244,

VOL, 1 L)
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advantages of the Scattered Homes, or because of the discourage-
ment of the Local Government Board, which only very reluctantly
and under pressure consented to the Sheffield experiment and
was slow to come to approval of the idea. Meanwhile the outside
criticism of the * Barrack Schools” continued ; eapecially aa
ophthalmic and other troubles in one or other of them recurred
from time to time. Moreover, there were untoward incidents
which increased the public discontent. There was a calamitous
fire at the Forest (Gate School in 1890, when no fewer than
twenty-six children lost their lives; and at the same achool
an accidental ptomaine poisoning in 1893, which cost the lives
of two children. In the following year some dreadful cases of
cruelty came to light at the Hackney Poor Law School at
Brentwood, which led to the conviction of cne of the women
officials (Nurse Gillespie), who wasa sentenced to penal servitude.

In 1894 an influential deputation waited on the President of
the Local Government Board (H. Fowler, afterwards Lord Wolver-
harmpton), and induced him to appoint a Departmental Committee
of inquiry into the Poor Law Schools of the Metropolitan area,
which were supposed to be specially open to criticiem.?

The Committee, which was, perhaps, stronger on the philan-
thropic than on the administrative side, went atrenuously to work,
and for over a year investigated the organisation, the working
and the results of the score of institutions in which some eleven
thousand pauper children from the Metropolitan ares were being
maintained and educated. As might have been expected from
the composition of the Coramittee, the report, which was published
in 1896, found a great deal to criticise. Indeed, the * Barrack
8chools ” were condemned, practically from top to bottom, not
merely in respect of the occasional instances of child oppression,
and even cruelty, which have, unfortunately, hitherto heen

! The Committee consisted of A. J. Mundslla, M.P, (ex-President of the
Board of Trade), who waa chairmen ; Sir John Gorst, M.P., Hon. Lyu]phﬂtm.ley

Rev. Brooke Lambert, Dr. Russell Reynolds, W. Valhnoeand
Barnsit—to whom Dr. {afterwards Sir) Joshus Fitch and (in phoe o! Dr

snd Evidencs of the Departmental Committeo on Metropolitan Poor Law
Schools, 1896 ; a special Report by Sydney Stevenson, M.B., on . . . the
Ophthalmic State of Poor Law Children in the Metropolia. Cd. 8597 of 1897
Criticism of the Report of the Departmental Committee, by Walter Monnington
snd Frederick J. Lamperd, 1897; and Our London Poor Law Schools, by the
name, 1808; Twenty-sixth Annusl Report of Looal Government Board, 1807 ;
Childrex under the Poor Law, by Bir W. Chancs, 1887, pp. 358-401.
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incidental to every organisation which places helpless inmates
within the power of * the average sensual man , by whom all
extensive stafis of officials have to be, in the main, recruited, but
—more relevantly and more instructively—also in respect of
the very nature of the inatitutions that formed the subject of
investigation. Manifestly, the Committee was profoundly dis-
satisfied with the Poor Law School even at its best. The members
of the Committee were, in fact, confirmed in the opinion with
which they started that the Poor Law School failed as not
adequately removing, the children from contact with pauperism :
as injurious to the fullest development, not only of their physical
health and mental capacity, but what seemed even more
important, of their individuality, their self-reliance, and their
power of initiative; and particularly as failing to supply that
indispensable factor in the best child-nurture that may be
described as parental care and love. This underlying feeling
was abundantly shown throughout the Report, even though it was
expressed chiefty in a large number of detailed criticisma of the
inetitutions, with specific suggestions for their improvement.
The most significant expression of the Committee’s discontent
was, however, the proposal that there should he established a
new Metropelitan Authority, charged with & continuous minute
supervision of all the Poor Law institutions for children main-
tained by the Boards of Guardians of the London Unions or
parishes, and empowered in many ways to control the Guardians’
administration, whilst the inspection on behalf of the National
Government was to be transferred to the Board of Education.
The Committee’s Report, in short, amounted to a virtual con-
demnation, not only of the Metropolitan Poor Law Guardians for
having failed to provide by organisation anything equivalent to
varental care and love, but also of the Local Government Board
for having allowed the Metropolitan Poor Law Schools to remain
8o far short of perfection; and to a recommendation that it
should be relieved {but only as regards this particular fragment
of Poor Law administration) of its supervisory duties.

The Outcome of the Commillee

It is not easy to assess with any confidence the total effect
of the Committee’s inquiry. Its report naturally aroused the
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strongest resentment among the Boards of Guardians and in the
Local Government Board iteelf. Its assertions were impugned ;
ita inferences were denounced as unwarranted ; and its proposals
for constitutional change were derided.! On the other mde, an
energetic propagandist organisation, the State Children’s Associa-
tion, was atarted by Mrs. (now Dame) Henrietta Barnett to carry
on the campaign for the resoue of the indoor Poor Law children
from the Boylla of “ institutionalism ” without falling into the
Charybdis of Qutdoor Relief. Another member of the Committee
—Bir John Qorst, M.P—who had in the meantime become
Parliamentary Secretary of the Board of Education, introduced
into the Government Education Bill of 1896 a clause which went
even further than the Committes’s Report, and proposed to
transfer to the new County Education Authorities the entire
supervision, care and control of the Poor Law children maintained
on Indoor Relief. This Bill met with much opposition on various
grounds unconnected with the Poor Law ; and had eventually to
be abandoned. The Local Government Board then came to the
aid of the Schools, and so far met the demands of the Committes
a8 to issue an Order constituting, for the Metropolitan Unions, a
new Poor Law Authority, similar in composition to, but distinct
from, the Metropolitan Asylums Board, for the care of children
of whom the ordinary school authorities ought, in faimess, to be
relieved, namely, those (a) suffering from contagious disease of the
oyes, skin or scalp; or (b) requiring special treatment or sea air
during convalescence ; or {¢) so mentally or physically defective
as to be unfit for the ordinary school; or (d) ordered by the
istrates under the Industrial Schools Act of 1866 to be taken
to a Workhouse. This Order was received with a storm of opposi-
tion from the Metropolitan Guardiana, and the creation of any
new and independent Local Authority for the Metropolitan ares
was objected to on all sides. The Order was acoordingly with-
drawn. Finally, on April 2, 1897, & new Order was isaued,
remitting the care of these same classes of children to the Metro-
politan Asylums Board, by which the duty has since been dis-
charged, practically at the expense of the Common Poor Fund.

L Beo, for instance, the lengthy snalywis of the Report in the Appendix
woxmmmmpowm by 8ir W. Chance, 1897, pp. 308-401; and
Oriticism of the Report of the wc‘mbywmw
and Frederick J. Lampard, 1897
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Apart from this meagre but entirely useful outcome of the
Committee’s inquity, we may trace its results in numerous
successive improvements in the Poor Law Schools throughout the
country. The vast aggregation of children at the SButton School,
belonging to the Bouth Metropolitan Bchool District, was broken
up in 1899, and the numbers in most of the other larger schools
have been gradually reduced. In January 1897 the Local Govemn-
ment Board issued an Order stringently regulating the time to be
devoted to “ industrial work or ¢raining " and achool education
respectively, whether in Separate Poor Law 8Schools or in Work-
house Schools, in such a way as to secure to the children at least
“ half time * schooling, not to be encroached upon by industrial
occapations.t Continuous progress has accordingly been made
in the staffing and in the educational work of the schools. Up
and down the land the scores of Separate Schools (including those
of the Cottage Homes type)} have striven persistently to rid them-
selves of the evils to which the Departmental Committee had
called attention, with the result, as appeared in 19061908, when
these schools were inquired into by the Poor Law Commission,
not of any abandonment of their essential features, and perhaps
not even of the complete overcoming of their special drawbacks,
but at any rate of an extraordinary all-round improvement,?

Apprenticeship
How to get placed out in wage-earning occupations the boys
and girls of an age at which they were thought fit to earn their
own living had been a puzzle to the Poor Law Inquiry Commis-
sioners.? The system of compelling every householder in the

! Order of January 30, 1807; Twenty-sixth Annual Report of Local
Government Board, 1807 ; Our Treatment of the Poor, by Bir W, Chanos, 1889,

! Report: of T. J. Macnamara, M.P. . . . of an Inspection of Poor Law
Schools, Cd. 3809 of 1908; Board of Eduoation Report on the Ednoational
Work of Poor Law Schools, 1908; Poor Law Commimion, 1008, Msjority
Report, vol. i pp. 204-238 ; Minority Report, pp. 1268-134.

* For the history of Apprenticeship down to 1832, and, in partioulsr,
Apprentiseship under the Poor Law, see the Acts of 1820, 1825 and 1831, end
our previous volume, English Poor Law History : Part I. The Old Poor Law
(1827} ; English Apprenticeship and Child Labowr, by J. Dunlop, chap. xvi. 1912 ;
History of the Pactory Acls by B. L. Hutchins and A. Harrison, 1811; London
Life in the Eighteenih Century, by M. D. Qeorge, 1925, chap. v. * Parish
Children and Poor Law Apprentioss ™ ; The Englisk Poor in the Eighteenth
Century, by Dorothy Marshall, 1926 ; Ax Hoonomic Hisfory of Moders Britain,
by J. H. Clapham, 1926, pp. 370-378.
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parish to take into his service, at complete maintenance, the boy
or girl whom the Parish Authorities assigned to him, which we
have described as prevailing in 1833, was plainly so oppreasive,
and was proved to lead to such gross abuse, that it could not be
continued. Equally undesirable seemed the alternative practice
of bribing an employer, preferably one resident outside the parish
concerned, by an immediate payment of £5 or £10, to contract
to provide, not only maintenance, but also technical instruction,
for seven or ten years, to his * apprentice ”. Without recom-
mending any plan at all, the Pocr Law Inquiry Commissioners
agreed that payment connected with apprenticeship should be
regarded as outside the rule that Outdoor Relief to the able-
bodied should be abolished ; but urged that the new Central
Authority should be empowered to make regulations on the
subject ; and that they should in due course “ make a special
inquiry ” into the matter.

For a whole decade the Poor Law Commissioners delayed to
regulate or even to inquire into the subject of apprenticeship.
In connection with & proposed Poor Law Amendment Bill
in 1840, the Commissioners published an adverse comment
on any psyment in the naturs of Apprenticeship Premiums,
which they thought were needed only in * occasional ” casea of
lame or blind children.! In 1844, when the Commissioners had
got passed the Act (7 and 8 Vic. c¢. 101), which incident-
ally abolished the ancient obligation on housgholders to accept
parish apprentices, & General Order permitting apprenticeship
by the Boards of Guardians was at last issued, by which, with
many conditions, the payment of a premium wae allowed with
children between nine and fourteen, provided part of the premium
was given in the form of clothing, but without any premium at
all over fourteen, unless the child was physically deformed or
defective. To this restriction the London Guardians vehemently
objected, contending that it made apprenticeship almost im-
possible. The Poor Law Commissioners very reluctantly gave way,
and issned another Order in 1845, aliowing premiums with boys or
girls up to sixteen years of age, and payable wholly in money.?

1 Offcial Cirewlar, No. 5 of June 16, 1840, p, 6,

t General Orders of December 31, 1844, snd January 29, 1845, in Eleventh
Annusl Report of Poor Law Commimioners, 1845, pp. 72.96; of August 16
snd 22,1 in Twalith Annual Report, 1846, pp. 60-71 ; and Articles 52-74
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But although the Commissioners apparently felt bound form-
ally to legalise what was, in fact, the practice of the Guardians,
they made it quite clear that Apprenticeship formed no part of
the official policy. The Order of 1844 was accompanied by &
Circular Letter of the most discouraging kind. This pointedly
reminded the Guardians that the Commissioners had refrained,
for a whole decade, from issuing any regulations as to apprentice-
ship ; that, as Parliament had seen fit not to abolish the system,
it would * doubtless continue to be practised in those districts
where it has hitherto prevailed ™, but that * there are not wanting
suthorities of weight against the system” ; and that the Guardians
were not to infer that the Commissioners entertained ““ any desire
to promote its introduction .t

The Boys’ Home

Meanwhile the Norwich Guardians had presented the Com-
missioners with an interesting experiment. They had found, 2s
other Boards were finding, that the old system of Apprentice-
ship was dying out; and that employers were no longer willing
to provide boys with complete board and lodging, with clothing
and pocket money, from the age of thirteen or fourteen onward,
even if rewarded by obtaining, on these terms, the produce of the
apprentice’s labour until he was twenty-one years of age. The
Norwich Guardians, in 1846, accordingly started a system of
what they called “ Outdoor Apprenticeship”. Advantageous
employment was found for boys at fourteen, whether from the
Workhouse or from families on Qutdoor Relief, in situations where
they picked up trades and received wages, but, for the first few
years, not sufficient for complete maintenance, The Guardians
enabled such of the boys as had parents in the city to continue
to live at home, by supplementing their weekly earnings by small
of General Connolidated Order of July 24, 1847 ; sce The General Order . . . for
regulating Parish Apprenticeship, with o Trealise of the Law of Parish Appren.
ticeship, by W. G. Lumley, 1845.

' Circular, January 1, 1845, in Eleventh Annual Report of Poor Law
Commission, 1845, pp. 04-96. * We certainly entertain opinions ", otwerved
the Commissioners, " unfavoarable to that state of eervituds which ia oreated
by the apprenticeahip of parish children, and we should not grestly regret to
find that the regulations imposed by us tended gradualiy to diminish the number
of children thus dealt with ™ (Eleventh Annual Report of Poor Law Commis.
sionars, 1848, p, 16).
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monsy allowanoes, strictly limited to the earlier years of their
servioe, until the date at which they were to receive the full
standard wagee of an adult. If the hoy had no parents, or
otherwise no home available, he was boarded and lodged by
the Guardians at their Boys’ Home, and required to contribute
the wages that he earned.

This Norwich experiment in placing boys out in skilled trades
did not receive the Commissioners’ approval, but they do not
seem to have been able, either effectively to prohibit it, or to
find adequate reasons on which to ground their objections. They
issued a Bpecial Order against it, and insisted that the legally
prescribed Apprenticeship regulations must be adhered to.t The
practice looked, in fact, a8 we may now recogmise, dangerously
like a subsidy to low wages. But the Assistant Commissioners
knew about it, and watched its development; actually com-
mending the Boys’ Home ; and finding, after 87 boys had thus
been placed as Outdoor Apprentices, that, with fewer than a
dozen exceptions, they seemed to be well launched in industrial
employment. In 1854, after eight years’ trial, the Poor Law
Board decided that the whole expenditure on the Homes was
illegal, because it had not been formally authorised ; and it was,
in fact, solemnly disallowed. The Poor Law Board added that,
whilst it was prepared to permit the Homes to be continued as
Poor Law 8chools with formal authority, it could not allow them
to be used as homes for the boys who went out to work, even as
Outdoor Apprentices. But the Board failed to explain the
ground for its dislike, and for ita belief that the experiment was
actually illegal. In one place it is stated that the Board * con-
ceive it to be unjust to the children of the independent poor ”,
presumsably “ nnjust " to give pauper boys such advantages.
In another place it is stated that the Board had only been in-
duced to permit the Homes temporarily on the understanding
that they were self-supporting, a contention inconsistent with
that of the illegality of the items of expenditure themselves;
whereas the boys who went out to work proved to be costing
romething to the Guardians, although lees than they would have
oost in the Workhouse. 'We may note, as a final hint of the un-
certainty that prevailed, that, after three years’ correspondence,

1 Order to Norwich Board of Gusrdiane, Janoary 30, 1845, in
MB, of that body, February 1848,
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the Poor Law Inspector advised the Guardians to ask the Board
for a temporary sanction of the Homes, as “ it is quite possible
. . . that within the next two years the Legislature may resolve
on communicating greater vitality to the provisions for the estab-
lishment of District Schools . The Inspector had told the Clerk
verbally that it was probable that Parliament would make it
compulsory to provide for pauper children apart from the Work-
houses, but that he saw * with regret how strongly different
views were pressed .2 'We need not pursue the story in detail.
1n1904 we find the Local Government Board prepared to acquiesce,
subject to the details of the scheme proving satisfactory, in a
proposal to establish a home for boys over whom the Guardians
had acquired parental rights, the boys receiving board and
lodging therein for so long in each case as the wages were
insufficient to enable them to obtain sunitable accommodation
elsewhere.* Such homes have been esteblished in a few Unions.
In many cases the Guardians have simply supplemented the
wages of apprentices or improvers.

We cannot here follow in detail the uncertain policy of the
Central Authority es to whether or not the Device of Apprentice-
ship was desirable in Poor Law practice, or how it should be
regulated. During the second half of the nineteenth century
we find no Orders or general rules promulgated on the subject.
The Local Government Board spparently contented itself with
occagional Circulers prescribing, recording or deprecating certain
conditions for the protection or the benefit of the young per-
sons apprenticed ; for instance, enabling Guardians to provide
outfits for girls sent into domestic service; objecting to the
supplementing of wages insufficient for maintenance except
under stringent conditions 1o be ensured by inspection ; altering

! MB. Minutes, Board of Guardisas, Norwich, January 3 end February 7,
1854, April 1, 1868, and January 6, 1857. The Homee were not closed, and
the practice of using them for the Outdoor Apprentices waa silently continued.

¥ Decisions of the Local Government Hoard, 1003-1804, by W. A, Casaon,
1805, p. 118. Wo gather that, withont explicit sanction, vatious Boards of
Guardiana bave provided lodging and partial board, in one or other Poor Law
institotion—sometimes maintaining & special ** Home** for the parpose—to
meet the neads of boys from the Poor Law Schools whom the Guardians have
Placed cut in ekilled trades, whether or not under indentures, st rates of wages
insufficient for mmintenance. In other Unions, use has been mede of phil-
anthropio * boyw' homes *, to which a weekly payment may be made for the
apprentics, who is then recorded as baving, notwithstanding his employment
at wages, been granted Outdoor Relief,
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the form of indenture to the sea service in conformity with the
Merchant Shipping Acts; and calling attention to a Report
on the Fishing Apprenticeship system by two of the Inspectors.?
There seems to have been a steady falling off in the practice of
apprenticeship by Boards of Guardians ; due, in part, to changes
in industrial organisation, but also, we think, to a lack of readiness
of adjustment to modern conditions.? So long as the Guardiana
could place out the pauper children with any employer, even in
unskilled cocupations, they have usually felt no interest in
paying premiums or making other arrangements to secure
instruction in a skilled trade.

Ezclusion of Out-Relief Children

Throughont the whole period, so far as appears from the
published documents, the use of the Device of Apprenticeship
has been, in the practice of the Boards of Guardians, without
criticism by either the Poor Law Board or the Local Government
Board, practically limited to the children maintained in Poor
Law institutions (indoor paupers), numbering 50,669 on
January 1, 1906, together with those technically outdoor pauper
children who are either  hoarded out ” (in the technical sense},
numbering 8781, or maintained in certified achools, etc., number-
ing 93684, making an aggregate total of 68,814 childrer to whom
the policy of apprenticeship has been assumed to be applicable.®
We do not find any suggestion that any similar policy is applicable
to the other 166,258 children on Outdoor Relief,* about the start-

! Circular on * Outts for Children sent to Bervice , July 14, 1897, in
Twenty-seventh Annnal Report of Looal Government Board, 1897-1888,
p. 26; Ciroular of March 2, 1805, in Twenty-fifth Annual Report, 1886-1800,
p. 118; Circular of May 31, 1873, in Third Annual Report, 1873-1874, pp. 3-4 ;
snd Local Government Chronicle, QOctober 18, 1902, p. 1061; January 31,
1903, p. 102; October 31, 1003, p. 1070,

* It in suggeetad thet to the apprenticeship of Poor Law boys, ‘* ons of
the greatest obetscles is the L.G.B. Order that the Guardians of the parish to
which the lad is sent must consent to the binding, and that their Relieving
Officer should visit the boy. This is & fatal error. Neither the master nor the
boy's prosent or future oolleaguea shouid bs able to brand him as a pauper
apprentics ” {* Education in Poor Law Bchools and Industrial Training ¥, by

. H, Hamilton, in Poor Low Conferences, 1902-1903, p. 630).

 Thirty.fitth Annoal Report of Local Government Board, 1005-1806,
Pp. oxxX, cxxxi.

¢ Omitting children receiving medical relief only, and the casuals and
inssne (sbid. p. oxxxi).
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ing in life of whom we can find no documents! * The Guardians
of the English poor™, it was remarked with some bitterness
in 1867, * cannot point to a eingle instance in which a pauper
child in the receipt of Outdoor Relief has been apprenticed to
a trade. There is no effort made whatever to give the children
of the poor a trade or cccupation by which they may hereafter
hope to gain an honest living ; the Guardians do not in the least
care what becomes of the many thousand children who are
mainly depending on them for support ; and the certain conse-
quence is that they are driven to the very precarious means of
subsistence which the Jews combat as one of the greatest evils
in our social state.” 3

The Infants

We have so far dealt with the action of the Poor Law
Authorities, with regard to children, almost entirely with refer-
ence to such of them as are of school age. But the Boards of
Guardians, like the parochial authorities that they superseded,
found on their hands among the destitute, in 1834, and still
find to-day, a population of several thousands of babies under
twelve months old, and of tens of thousands of children between
the ages of one and five, At all times since 1834 the babies
may be taken to have formed roughly about one per cent, and
the “ toddlers ” between one and five roughly asbout four per

! English Poor Imw Policy, by 8. and B. Webb, 1910, pp. 200-203, We
printed out in our previous volume that the Leeds Vestry jn 1772 reaclved to
restriot apprenticeship to children whose parents were in the Workhouse {The
Old Poor Law, 1927, p. 196).

! London Pauperism among Jews and Christiuns, by J. H. Stallard, 1BG7,
p- 10). This is the more remwrkable in that, by the old law {43 Eliz.
c. 2, and 9 Will. IIL. c. 30) all children, whether on Indoor or OQutdoor Helief,
or, apparetitly, not on Poor Relief at all, might bo apprenticed by the Church-
wardens and Overseers, ‘' whose parents they judge not able to maintain
thsm ". The Genetal Order of December 31, 1844, is stated to relate to the

" spprenticeship of poor children ”; thers is no restriction to the cluldm of
pavpern; » distinetion is made (by Articles 7 pod 8) between children *
the Workhouss " and those ‘' not in the Workhouse ™; and by Article 10
provision is even made for apprenticing children not residing within the Union
(preaumably in receipt of non-resident relief). There seems no ground for
the common sssumption during this period that apprenticeship by tbe
Guardians was not legally applicable for children on Outdoor Relief. The Poor
Law Commissioners observed, indeed, that *“a ticeship ia a species of
rtlief,” and conld be granted only where Poor Relief was permmbia {Eleventh
Annual Report, 1845, p. 9): but this did not exclude either the children of
out.relief paupers, or even poor children not previously paupers.
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oent, of the entire pauper host. Of all pauper children under
five there seam to have been, at all times, round about one-third
in the Workhouses and round about two-thirds on Outdoor
Relief.

With regard to these hapleas infants the published records
reveal the scantiest supervision and no indication of any kind of
policy. The Report of 1834 was silent about them. The annual
reports of the Poor Law Commissionera, the Poor Law Board,
and the Local Government Board, together with such reports
of the Inspectors as have been published, are, for the first half
century, equally reticent.! The infants were, we gather, assumed
always to follow the father (or, in hia absence, the mother).
Ii the father was able-bodied, and not relieved merely becanse
of the illness of & member of the family, or in urgent necessity,
or if the infant was illegitimate, it was to be relieved only by
admission, with, its parents to the Workhouse, where no special
arrangementa for infants were prescribed. The legitimate infanta
of destitute fathers who were not able-hodied, and those of desti-
tute widows, whether able-bodied or not, would, it was assumed,
contfinne t0 be maintained on Outdoor Relief. The Poor Law Com-
mission of 1906-1909 found that these two methods of provision
for infants had, from 1834 onwards, never been authoritatively
interfered with by the Central Authority ; and they had remained
continuously in use without, so far as is on record, any con-
gideration as to which was the best course for the infants, and
without any systematic comparison of the results upon their
health or nurture,

Infonis on Outdoor Relief

We need say nothing further about the infants under achool
age maintained on Outdoor Relief. These forty thousand or
80 were always merged, alike in the statistics and in the

1 We nolice s corresponding sllence with regard to infants in the varions
treatises on Poor Jaw administration, even when they purport to deal with
children. Thus, neither the Hisiory of ihe English Poor Law, by Bir George
Nicholh.lﬂ“.northothn’dvohmasddodtoithy%omnhlmhy.lm;
nor even The Children of the Stau. by Florence Daven Hill, 18068, second
sdition, 1889, nor {hildren under the Poor Law, by Bir W. Chanoce, 1807, desls
with the flve per cent of the children below school age. Practically the only
examination of the problem is given in ohap. iii. pp. 71-109, of the Minority
Report of the Poor Law Commission, Cd. 4409 of 1900,
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Guardians’ practics, among the older ““ dependants ** of the men or
women to whom the relief was granted. There was no special
provision made for maternity. An expectant mother, if granted
Outdoor Relief at all, was seldom given more than 2a, or 3s, per
week, no oconsideration being given to the special needs of
her conditton. “It is unfortunate”, said a Medical Officer of
Health, “that in Poor Law administration {so far as I know)
no particular instructions are issued to Relieving Officers to
grant special food to women who are about to become mothers.”
In due ocourse the Midwifery Order, if granted, provided the
attendanoe of the District Medical Officer, or (in a few districts)
of & salaried midwife; but it was seldom accompanied by any
nursing ; and the doctor did not by any means always recom-
mend the grant of “ medical extras”. When the infant was
born, the Outdoor Relief granted was usually only 2s. or 3s, per
week—often, indeed, only 1s. or 1s. 6d. & week for the child, and
nothing for the mother! Only in one or two Unions, such as
Bradford, does care seem to have been taken to see that the
Domiciliary Treatment, if decided on, was accompanied by really
adequate provision for subsistence. Where relief was given in
kind the food-tickets did not always include provision for fresh
milk for the infants.? 1t may have been assumed that the District
Medical Officer would slways be asked to order special food for
nursing mothers or infants on Qutdoor Relief.

1 Tt waa given in ovidence before the Poor Law Commission that, in one
onse in 1805, where application for relief was made by a man, who waa un-
employed, for his starving wife and infsnt twine of seven weeks old, the
Relioving Officer gave, as a oass of *““andden or urgent necessity *', some rice
snd flour, bread and ireacle, but no food for the babies beyond two tina of

eoloe
had tried to keep it alive cn biscuits dipped in condensed milk, Ou the facte
being reported to the Board of Guardiata the action taken by the Relisving
Officer wea ot formally censured (Poor Law Commimion, 1808, Q. 25,53]-
25,642); nor did the case iead to sny Circular by the Local Government
ireoti i be rupplisd for infanta relieved in kind.
It would be interesting to compare thess children under five (in 1808,
40,344 on Outdoor Rabief in England snd Wales} with those of the jon
7] no statistios compiled, either of the
i desth-rate, or that of the toddlers, smong the ontdoor paupers, or
of the physioal condition of such smong them as survive to be medically
m&rﬁo&. on entering the Publiv Elementary School, by the School Madical

]
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Infants sn the Workhouse

Among all the various Orders, circulars and letters of instruc-
tion or advice, relating to the organisation and management of
the new * Upion Workhouses "’, which the Poor Law Commis-
sioners issued between 1834 and 1847, we find po statement of
policy with regard to the thousand or eo of babies under one year
old, and of the ten thousand other infants under five years of age.!
They are not provided for in the elaborate classification imposed
with the force of law upon all the Workhouse inmates ; except,
generally, as “chidren under seven”, who were, without
exception, to be ssparated from, and without any communication
with, the two classes of women over sixteen, among whom their
mothers were to be distributed. But slthough always forbidden
by the wording of the legally authoritative classificatory scheme
it was presently allowed by other documents that children under
seven might be placed (though only if the Board of Guardians so
directed) in any part of the female wards, Once (but only in &
covering letter of 1842, never repeated when the Order was
reissued) we come near an official recognition that there is such a
thing as a baby ! * The Boards of Guardians were informed (in
spite of the legally imposed scheme of classification) * that so
long a5 any mother is suckling her child, she ought to have
aceess to it at all times, except when she is at work [!], and that
the child ought not, even then, to be completely heyond the
mother's reach "3 In 1847, still without atly smendment of
the classificatory scheme, the Boards of Guardians were allowed
to permit & mother and her infant children to occupy the same

! Equally, uo provision was originally mads for childbirth within the
institution. In 1907 the Poor Law Commimion found resson to bolieve that
sbout 11,000 birtha take place annually in the Workhouses of England and
Whales {(Minority Report, p. 79 of 3vo edition).

3 Not until 1842 waa it realised that Anglican babies, &t lssat, needed
baptism, which ooght normally to taks place in church; snd Boards of
Guardisne were told that they should provide for this outing (Instractions|
{;‘t;uofﬁ?rl;mryﬁ,lm,inEighthAmudchnﬁomehwﬂcmmiuimm

+ Gousolidated Order for the Administration of Reliet in Town Unions,
Maroh 7, 1836, in Second Annual Report of Poar Law Commimsioners, 1838,
p- 90 ; Instructional Latter of February &, 1842, and (General Order of February
5, 1842, wrtiole 10, in Eighth Annual Report, 1842, p. 82, repoated in General
Connclidated Order of July 24, 1847, srticle 99, in First Annual Report of the
Poor Law Board, 1848.
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bed. It is only fair to the Poor Law Commissioners to observe
that, during their whole reign, their office contained no woman
(except the office-cleaner); and, it seems, not even a medical
practitioner. The published reports and other records of the
Poor Law Board and, down to the investigations of the Poor
Law Commission of 1905-1909, even those of the Local Govern-
ment Board, which had at its command the assistance of medical
experts, and finally also of women Inspectors, were equally
silent a8 to the conditions provided for, and the necessary require-
ments of the ten thousand or so Workhouse infants.

We have described how soon the Poor Law Commissioners
began {and how persistently their successors have continned) to
strive to get out of the ** well-regulated >’ Union Workhouse the
children whom they had—we may almost say inadvertently--
arranged to bring within its walls. This policy was confined to
children of achool age, and did not extend to the infants. In fact,
the Poor Law Cominissioners eeem to have favoured the retention
of the younger children in these institutions, Hanway's Acts
(2 Geo. III. ¢. 22 and 7 Geo. III. ¢. 39), which we described in
our previous volume, had required the Metropolitan parighes to
transfer from their Workhouses within fourteen days all children
between two and six; and also to place out to nurse in the
country, at not less than half a crown per week, all babies born
in the Workhouse or brought in there below the age of two who
were not suckled by their mothers. The Poor Law Commissioners,
for what reason we do not understand,® went back on this
clearance of the Metropolitan Workhouse from young children ;
and in 1844 actually promoted the repeal of Hanway’s Acts, by
T and 8 Victoria, ¢. 101, thus making the Metropolitan parishes
and Unions as free as those elsewhere to retain all the infants
under six in their General Mixed Workhouses. Where a separate

1 Little is known as to these separate infant establishments, wnd still
lasa about the conditions under which the babies were put out to nurse; and
wo can oasily bolieve that the arrangements for inspection and supervision
were hopelessly defective. But Hanway'a Acts only required provision to
be mads away from the centre of London; and mads no prescriptions as to
what form the provision shonld take. No criticiams upon the provision seem
% have besn made by the Poor Law Commissioners; mnd there were no
instructiona thereon given by them {o the Metropolitan parishos on the subject.
In tranemitting the Act of 1844 to the Boards of Gusrdians, they merely
abeerved that the provisions of Hanway's Acta “ had, for the most part, been
Ty lasin practice " (Fleventh Annnal Report of Poor Law Commissioners,
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establishment for children continued {0 be maintained, the
general practice was to transfer all children over two to these
separate schools, whether directly administered by the parishes,
or “farmed ” for the parish by contractors, or, a#s we have
described, established by contractors themselves for the children
of various parishes. Later the usual age for transfer was three
yoars ; but when, in 1878, the Committee of the North Surrey
School District made a rule that no children.younger than four
should be admitted, the Local Government Board decided not to
interfere with the rule, although it involved the retention in the
Workhouses of a still further number of young children! By
General Order of February 10, 1899, three years was fixed as the
age for admission to Poor Law Schools generally. Thus the
Workhouse continued to be the officially recognised place for
infante up to three years of age at least ; in some Unions until
four; and in a steadily diminishing number of others {owing, 88 we
have seen, to their failure to provide any separate establishment
for children) right down to the end of the nineteenth century,
throughout the whole of their achool age, and until they were

placed out in wage-earning employment.

The Workhouse Nurseries

Not until 1895 do we find recorded any instructions fo the
Boards of Guardians as to the provision to be made for infants
in the Gleneral Mixed Workhouse, and then not by Order, or in
any mandatory form. In & “ Memorandum on the Duties of
Visiting Committees of Workhouses ', issued by the Local
Government Board in that year, it was suggested that “ in every
Workhouse where there are several children too young to attend
school, & separate nursery, dry, spacious, light and well ventilated,
should be provided. . . . In no case should the care of young
children be entrusted tc infirm or weak-minded inmates. . . .
Unless young children are placed under responsible supervision
they cannot be said to be properly taken care of.” 3 Two years

L Eciracts from fhe Correspondence of the Local Government Board, wol. i.
(1878), p. 178

1 Memorandnm on the Duties of Visiting Committees, June 1896, in
Twenty-fifth Annual Report of Looal Government Board, 3896. Thia doss

not seem t0 huwve been embodied in any Order to the Bosrds of Guardiana,
who alons could oarry ite provisions into effect.
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later, the Medical Inspector for the rural Unions thus describes
the provision actually made by Boards of Guardians in the last
decade of the nineteenth century. “It is ”, says Dr. Fuller, “a
not uncomwon thing to find suckling mothers acting as ward
attendants, which meana they rarely, if ever, get into the open
air for exercize, and their infants rarely or never go out of
the sick wards, except, in the arms of » convalescent, into the
siring courts. . . . In gixty-four Workhouses, imbeciles or weak-
minded women ! are entrusted with the care of infants, as helps
to the able-bodied or infirm women who are placed in charge by
the Matron, without the constant supervision of a responsible
officer. In 870 Workhouses the inmates (a very large proportion
of whom are aged or infirm women) have the charge of infants
without any officer other than the Matron to supervise them.
In 113 Workhouses able-bodied or aged and infirm inmates are
entrusted with the charge of the infants, with the occasional
supervition of either the Assistant Matron, trained nurse, assistant
nurse, industrial trainer, portress or labonr mistress, in addition
to the Matron, who visita twice a day.” ? In succeeding years a
few of the lay Inspectors supply confirmation of the Medical
Inspector’s report. In order, says one in 1898, ““ to avoid the
cost of a competent official, the infants are, too frequently, left
practically to the charge of the inmates. I say ‘ practically’,
becanse there is an official nominally in charge, but the other
duties attached to her office claim most of her time. The women
placed in charge of the nurseries are, at the best, ignorant and
often careless. The feeding bottles are not always properly
cleaned, and the milk turns sour. The atmosphere of the nurseries
is seldom fresh, and the light not always what could be desired.
The infanta are kept too much in these rooms and are not taken

! The Royal Commission on the Care and Coutrol of the Feeble-minded
in 1908 came across & Workhouss * episode in commection with one feeble-
mindedwnmwhommtowuhtbaby- she did sc {n boiling water,
and it disd * (Report of the Commisgion, vol. vi. p. 221, vol. viii. p. 22). The
Mdmmwﬁ.mlmmt “all children in Workhouses

Order requiring the sppointmen tdsnyohﬂdren’lnmormmhn.
Report of Dr. Fuller (Medical Inspector for Poor Law Purposes} on

the Feeding of Infants in the Workhouses of England and Wales, 1897 ; sse

Minority Repart of Poor Law Commission, 1000, Cd. 4499, vol, fil. p. 80,
VOL. I X
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into the fresh air to the extent they should be. The result of this
false economy is that the children so often grow up delicate.
This leads me ", he continues, ** to consider the infant children of
wards-women in infirmaries. There is generally a difficulty in
obtaining women for the duties of wards-women, and the most
able-bodied are those who enter the Workhouse to be confined ;
these are mostly young women with illegitimate children. Conse-
quently, when the child is 4 month old, the woman is transferred
to the infirmary, and becomes & wards-wqman. I cannot but
think that, in some cases, the infants suffer from the effects of
this work on the mother; but my special point is that the
infant suffers in health from being toc much confined in the
atmosphere of the infirmary.” ! By 1901 we find definite sug-
gestions made for the transfer of the infants from the Workhouse,
a3 Jonas Hanway had induced Parliament peremptorily to
require in 1767, * Nothing hae been said ", observes an Inspector
in 1901, * about the nursery children, at present retained at
the Workhouse till three years old, or even more, though the care
of these requires attention as much as that of the older ones.
They are almost always largely under the care of inniates, and the
conditions are seldom improved even when these inmates are
their own mothers. . . . I cannot but think that nursery homes
with trained purses as fester-mothers should form part of the

- equipment of all Cottage Homes, or if a separate receiving home
be established the nursery children might conveniently be placed
there, the removal from the Workhouse not being delayed beyond
the period when the child is able to walk.” 2

The Commission’s Investigations

Such was the position with regard to the infants in the
Workhousezs when the Poor Law Commissioners began therr
investigations in 1905, What they saw on their visits moy be
gathered from the following extracts from both Majority and
Minority Reporta: “ The following are instances of some of the
places visited by us. (1) The nursery was bad, very messy, and
the children looked miserable ; some of the infants were being

1 gnty-nighth Annual Report of the Looal Government Board, 1899,
pp. 148-144.
* Thirtieth Annusl Report of the Local Government Board, 1901, p, 147.



WHAT THE COMMISSION FOUND 307

nursed by old women, some lay in cradles with wet bedding, and
were provided with comforters. . . . The three-year-old children
were in a bare and desolate room, sitting about on the floor
and on wooden benches, and in dismal workhouse dresa, . .
The washing arrangements are unsatisfactory ; the children have
no tooth-brushes, and very few hairbrushes. . . .’

“3. In the nursery we found the babies of one to two
years preparing for their afternoon sleep. They were seated in
rows on wooden benches in front of a wooden table. On the
table was a long narrow cushion, and when the babies were
sufficiently exhausted they fell forward on this to sleep. The
position seemed most uncomfortable and likely to be injurious.
We were told that the system was an invention of the Matron’s
and had been in use for a long time. . . .”

“4. ... The babies are under the charge of the laundress,
who also looks after the female tramps, and is responsible for
the young women. This seemed to me a most unsatisfactory
arrangement ; the laundress was a much harassed young woman,
and the babies [were] inevitably neglected. One was in the
steam and heat of the laundry; two tumbling in the yard;
two in & small room next door to the laundry in charge of a
disagreeable-looking pauper; and two could not be found until
we hunted them down in the young women’s dormitory. This
was very untidy, with the beds not made and in an unsatisfactory
condition. Here, as elsewhere, the provision for children ia
quite bad,

* These are some of the most unsatisfactory cases seen by us,
und as a rule the children in the Workhouse are better cared for.
But even then the conditions leave much to be desired.” !

* We regret to report *', state the Commissioners who signed
the Minority Report,  that these Workhouse nurseries are, in a
large number of cases—alike in structural arrangements, equip-
ment, organisation and staffing—wholly unsuited to the healthy
rearing of infants, . We have visited ”, these Commissioners
say, “ many Workhouse nureeries in the dlﬁel‘ent parts of the
kingdom ; and we have found hardly any that can possibly be
regarded as eatisfactory places in which children should be
reared. The mere fact that the infants are almost universally

1 Poor Law Commission, 1009, Majority Report, vol. i. pp. 242-243; see
slso Appendiz, vol. xiv. (Dr. M“Vail's Report, pp. 05-66).
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handled by pauper inmates, many of them more or less mentally
defective, makes it impossible for a Workhouse nursery to be
& proper place. ‘The infants’, deposed one lady Guardian,

‘ are left to the paupers to look after them’, and this has a bad
effect, both on the infants and on the mothers. * I have frequently
seen’, declared to us another competent witmess, ‘a classed
smbecile tn charge of & baby’ The whole nursery, says a
lady Guardian, has often been jound ‘under the charge of a
person actually certified as of unsound mingd, the bottles sour,
the bebies wet, cold and dirty.’ . . . A further evil, to which
practically no attention seems to have been paid, is the extent
to which thess Workhouse nurseries are continually being
decimated by the admission of infants bringing with them
incipient measles or whooping-cough ; © and that, just at an age’,
to quote the words of Dr. Downes, the Senior Medical Officer
for Poor Law Purposes, * when the common infections are most
fatal’, We were surprised to find, in Workhouse after Work-
house, practically no arrangements for quarantining the new-
comers, or otherwise preventing *the great danger of the
introduction of infection among them’., In all but & few quite
exceptional Workhouses, the constant stream of entering infants,
of all ages between a few weeks and five years, many of them
coming straight from the most filthy and insanitary homes—
some of them, indeed, the dependants of ‘ ins-and-outs "—passes
instantly into the midst of the nursery population. The very
least that ought to be provided, fo use the words of the Senior
Medical Inspector for Poor Law Purposes, is ¢ a sort of duplica-
tion of their nursery, so that the new-comers could be kept
apart from the main body of the children’. But, as the Lady
Inspector of the Local Government Board for England and
Wales observed to ne, the Workhouses of the great towns,
‘always more or less crowded, do not asdmit of probation
nurserses. . . . The present mixture of all the children under
three years of age, those who are more or less permanent and the
‘ins-and-outs ’, varying in age from the infant of three weeks
old to the children between two and three who can run sbout,
appears, apeaking generally, to be an insuperable difficulty.’
What exactly is the result of this extraordinary exposure to
infection, in the prevalemce of measles and whooping - cough
in the Workhouse numeries, is unfortunately not recorded.
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‘In some cases’, euphemistically observes the Senior Medical
Ingpector for Poor Law Purposes, ‘ epidemics of messles and
whooping - cough have been very troublesome.’ ... We can
add nothing to the gravity of the authoritative indictment
of the Boards of Guardians, as managers of infant nurseries,
with which Dr. Fuller and Miss Stansfeld—witnesses whose
official position gives weight to their testimony--have thus
supplied to us. But we may mention, as illustrative of the total
incapacity of the Destitution Anthority to provide for even
the most elementary requirements of an infants’ nursery . . .
incidents that we have ourselves witnessed. In one large Work-
house, our Committee noticed that the children from perhaps
about eighteen months to perhaps two and a half years of age,
hed & sickly appearance. These children were having their
dinner, which consisted of large platefuls of potatoes and minced
beef, a somewhat improper diet for children of that age, and
one which may perhaps account for their pasty looks. The
attendants did not know the ages of the children; the children
were not weighed from time to time and a record kept. . . .
Elsewhere we were informed that the infants weaned but unable
to feed themselves, are sometimes placed in & row and the whole
row fed with one spoon . . . from one plate of rice pudding;
the spoon went in and out of the mouths all along the row.

* Finally, in the great palatial establishments of London and
other large towns, we were shocked to discover that the infants
in the nursery seldom or never got inlo the open asr. We found
the nursery frequently in the third or fourth storey of a gigantic
block, often without balconies, whence the only means of access,
even to the Workhouse yard, was a lengthy flight of stone ateps,
down which it was impossible to wheel & baby carriage of any
kind. There was no staff of nurses adequate to carrying fifty or
sixty infants out for an airing. In some of these Workhousea
it was frankly admitted that the babies never left their own
quarters (and the stench that we have described), and never got
into the open air, during the whole period of their residence in
the Workhouse nursery.” !

1P inai inority Report, pp. 88-91; Evi
Q 23,0%%: .I&'a'nﬁ"'a?,';';“’m’,”f,'ﬁ. f.fﬁ"ﬂ"’i»m 1L (l)pi?: Aa:ptndix. vo‘li-e;'..’

also Appendioen Nos. 21 and 26 to vol i.; and Reports of Visits by Com.
Dissioners, Appendix, vol. xxviii.
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The Mortality among the Babies

The evidence given to the Commission as to the treatment of
infants in the General Mixed Workhouse indicated the desitabjlity
of inquiry into the infant mortality in this institution. Dr
Fuller, Medical Inspector for the rural Unions, himself drew
the attention of the Commission in his evidence to the apparently
excessive infantile mortality in Poor Law institutions. He had
obtained returns from 546 Workhouses, which had an average
total of 3719 infants under two years old always in the lying-in
wards and nurseries ; and he found that there had been, during
five years, an average of 1315 deaths among them annually, or
more than a third of the average infant population each year.
Ag this suggestion was not followed up, some of the Commis-
sioners obtained exact statistics from 450 Unions of the 8433
babies born in their institutions during the year 1907, which
showed that, although the majority of these infante remained
only a few weeks, the deaths of babies in the institutions during
the same year were 1050, The numbers per 1000 dying within
two weeks of births were 47-2 (legitimate) and 46-1 (illegitimate)
in London Workhouses, and 51-2 (legitimate) and 53-6 (illegitim-
ate) in Workhouses outside London—figures which may be fairly
compared with those of infants dying within about the same
period in four London lying-in hospitals which averaged only
30 per 1000 births, and this appears to correspond closely with
the contemporary infantile mortality during the first fortnight
(31-1) per 1000 births in the whole population. Comparison of
the mortality during the whole of the first year is admittedly
rendered difficult by the varying length of time that these infants
remained in the Workhouses ; but the Minority Commissioners
had the authority of distinguished statistical experts in drawing
the provisional inference that the death-rate of these Workhouse
infants for the first year from birth was, on the incomplete
statistice obtained, zomewhere between twice and thrice that
of the infants in the nation as a whole, the excess being signifi-
cantly greater for the first six months of life (when environmental
influences are relatively more important) than for the first month,
when developmental causes are predominant, It seemed equelly
certain that, disregarding the institutions in which few births
oocurred, the bigger Workhouse nurseries differed oonsiderably
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one from another in salubrity, Out of the whole 493 infants
born in ten large Unions, only 14 died within the year, or little
mote than 3 per cent ; whilst out of the whole 333 born in ten
other Unions there were as many as 114 deaths, or 33 per cent.
The Minority Report emphasised the incompleteness of the
statistics, and the difficulties of any exact comparison; but
submitted that, as the figures seamed to bear out the very serious
statements made to the Commission by the Medical Inspector
for Poor Law Purposes, official investigation was required.t

It is, we think, only fair to the Guardians to sdd, as was
pointed out by the Minority Report of the Poor Law Commission,
that they oan scarcely be blamed for a lack of attention in the
past fo the causes of infantile mortality ; an indifference which
was, right down to the end of the century, common throughout
the community. It was especially the women members of these
Boards who brought to the notice of the Poor Law Commission
the insdequacy and inappropriateness, according to modern
ideas, of the Poor Law provision for infants. These ladies some-
times represented that they had been unable to interest their
Boards of Guardians in the problems of the nursery. But the
Boards of Gusrdians had never been told to run infant nurseries,
any more than Maternity Hospitals or Rescue Homes. What
the Poor Law Commissioners and the Poor Law Board, and after
theae, the Local Government Board, had charged the Guardians
to do was merely to ** relieve destitution ”. The very object for
which $the Workhouse had been re-established in 1834, and rigidly

} Dr. Foller's evidence is given in Appeadix xxi. {¢) to vol. i,, Poor Law
c"“‘wn. 1809; for the statistioal caloolations, see Mincrity Report,
PP .

We should add that the Local Government Bosrd disputed the statistical
value of this unofcial inquiry (Memorandum by the L.G.B. on Deaths among
Infants in Poor Law Institutions, H.C. No. 89 of 1800); and published in ita
next two annual reports ita own staiistion, sach time relating to about half
the number of births described in the Minority Report, first sa to the births
and deathe within two weeks of certain Metropolitan snd sdjacent Unions,
and Lancashire Unions, and then of these with the addition of Unions in Wales
snd Monmouthahire {Fortisth and Forty-first Annual Reports of Local Govern-
ment Board, 1911 snd 1912). These two imperfoot seta of figures gave, for
the first fortnight, approximately 42 deaths per 1000 births, which waa admitted
to be ™ higher than in the general population ', though in these selocted regions
Dot w0 much higher aa in the Unions of which the statistics had been used in
the Minority Report. No official statistios heve been published (a) with regard
%o the birthe and desths in all the Unions; or (5) as to the deaths among
infants ufter the first two weeka,
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imposed on every Union, was inconsistent with the development,
within the same building and under the same management, of
specialised institutions. Very emphatically had the Guardians
been warned that “ the sole object of the Workhouse ia to give
relief to the destitute poor in such a manner as ahall satisfy their
necessary wante without making pauperism attractive, or other-
wise injuring the industrious classes. The Workhouse is not
intended to serve any penal or remuneratory purpose; and it
ought not to be used for punishing the dissolute or rewarding the
well conducted pauper. If i s aitempted by means of the Work-
house io attain comparatively unimportan? ends for which « 1s not
Jitted, there 18 a danger of not attasning the smportant end for which
oL 18 fitted.” 1

The Shoricomings, with regard to Children, of the Destitution
Authority

Looking back on the sixty years of Poor Law administration
that we have been deacribing, we are impressed by the inherent
difficulty in the way of a Destitution Authority making any
satisfactory provision for the nurture and education of infants
and children. What the Boards of Guardians believed them-
selves to be doing—what they were charged to do by Parliament
and the Central Authority—was merely to give “ relief ” ; relief
which may begin only when destitution has set in, and must
suddenly end when destitution ceases. 8o long as the responsible
parent was not destitute, or being destitute, failed to apply for
relief, the Guardians had neither cognizance of the children, nor
the right to intervene. The most sensational example of this
dirability was presented by the children of the ** Ins and Oute ",
and those of the Vagrants, For their attitude of unconcern as
to the fate of these children, the Guardians could plead that the
policy of opening and closing the doors of the Workhouse and the
Casual Ward simultaneously upon parent and child alike-—irre-
spective of what might happen to the child—was strictly in
accordance with the * Principles of 1834 ”, and, in fact, was con-
stantly enjoined by the Central Authority. But these were not
the only cases in whick Poor Relief was habitnally transient and
frequently recurrent. The expectant mother entered the Work-

1 MS. Minutes, Poor Law Commissioners, March 5, 1839,
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house just before her confinement, and took her discharge, how-
ever bad this might be for the infant,.as soon as she felt well
enough. The Board of Guardians, by the very nature of ite work,
could not maintain the continuous observation before and after
childbirth that was plainly required for any intelligent treatment
of the case, And with reyard to the much larger number of
children meintained on Qutdoor Relief, 30 many of whom were
found by the Poor Law Commission of 1905-1909 to be * definitely
and seriously suffering from the circumstances of their lives ”,1
the Guardians might equally plead that these also were “ Ins and
Quts ”, in the sense that they passed, with their parents, in
and out of Poor Relief, those in receipt of relief on any one day
being only one-third or one-half of those who received relief at
some time during a single year. The Board of Guardians had
neither the obligation nor the staff to investigate the conditions
of their households and their lives in the intervals between their
recurrent spells of destitution marked by renewed applications
for relief. The Guardians had never been told to discover, and
could, in practice, never learn, what was happening to this mass
of children scattered throughout the whole population.

Passing now to the children who entered the Workhouse—a
much smaller number—the Guardians might seem to have been
to a greater extent st fault than in respect of those on Ouidoor
Relief. The Poor Law Commissioners themselves, and still more
the Poor Law Board and the Local Government Board, con-
stantly urged that, for this fraction of the pauper children, or at
least such of them as were of school age, more suitable nurture
and mors efficient education should be provided than the General
Mixed Workhouse could afford. But no agreement was ever
arrived at among the officiale as to what particular form this
improved *“ Indoor Relief ” for children of school age should
take. In fact, neither the Poor Law Inspectors nor the Guardians

! Poor Law Commission, 1909, Report on Poor Law Children by Dr. Ethel
Williama, Appendix, vol. xviii. p. 116, Dr, Williams thus sammarised her
eXperiences as & speoial inveatigator : " Y found Out-relief households where
the mother was drunken or immorsl ; others where the children were sent cut
begging, or even pillaring in = smell way; many living under appallingly
inssnitary conditions; othars where furnjture, food and clothea were most
insdequate, somwtimes from ignorance, sometimes from lsck of means, more
often from both. I could give endless examples of Out-relief homes entirely
unfit for humsn habitetion, sad of children ill-fed, ill-clothed, ill-brought up ™
{* Children and Out-retief "', by Dr. Ethel Willinms, in Poor Law Conferences,
1910-1911, pp. 220-244).
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could be expected to have the specialised knowledge and breadth
of experience required for educational administration. Further,
whatever kind of specislised institution was established or
* certified " for pauper children, thess did not escape adverse
characteristics inseparable from Poor Relief. The children, what-
ever their particular capacities or attainments, their pecnliar
needs, and even their ages, were dealt with as the offspring of
paupers, and of panpers chargeable to a particular Union, under
the control of a non-educationa! administration ; if, indeed, they
did not periodically drift back, on account of their parents’
caprices or wanderings, into the Receiving House, the Casual
Ward, or the General Mixed Workhouge, It did not occur to
any one that what, from the standpoint of the community, ie
imperatively required for the nurture and education of those
infants and children for whom collective provision has necessarily
to be made, is some social machinery, of sufficient range and
scope to bring automatically to notice, irrespective of the parents’
application, or even that of the children themselves, whatever
“ child destitution ”, including all conditions gravely prejudicing
the child’s well-being, actually exists. Such social machinery
was, in fact, during the latter part of the sixty years in which
the Poor Law Authorities were struggling with their impoasible
task, slowly being worked out as part of the preventive measures
outside the Poor Law to be described in a subsequent chapter.

TeE SICK

The Report of 1834 recommended no alteration in the current
practice of dealing with the destitute sick by Outdoor Relief
and domiciliary medical treatment ; and did not even provide
for any sick persons in the Workhouses.! The Poor Law Com-
missioners, as we have seen, did not, in the whole of their
administration from 1834 to 1847, either direct, or indicate the

1 ' It was never intended ", explained an Inapector of the Peor Law Board,
* that the sick snd infirm should be nsoessarily brought into Workhousee il
they ocould be propetly treated in their own homes; and there would stay if
sufficient relief were granted them * (Stalement made by Mr. H. B. Farnull,
C.B, . .. [to the)] Society for the Improvement of Isfirmaries of London
Workhouses, 1808), “ At lemat two-thirds of the mick poor ™, spprovingly
dsolared the Poor Law Board in 1868, * receive medical attendance and treat-
ment in theit own homes " {Twentieth Annual Report of Poor Law Board,
1808, p. 28). .
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desirability of, any change of policy in this respect,! What they
did was to reorganise and systematise the salaried medical service
of the sick among the Outdoor paupers; whilst abstaining from
requiring, for such sick persons as might be found in the Work-
houses, any other provision than the attendance of the Workhouse
Doctor.

For ite first dozen years, the Poor Law Board showed no
more concern than the Poor Law Commissioners about the treat-
ment of the sick, and felt no more need for a medical inspector
or adviser? How many of the paupers were sick, and of what
diseases ; what was the case-rate or the death-rate; whether
they were, in fact, being medically treated or properly nursed,
even according to the standards of the time, was not known, and
was not inquired into 3

1 The exceptions in favour of eick persons, allowing them Outdoor Rolief,
were even widened. Thus, in 1848, the Poor Law Board directed that even
widows who had illegitimate children must not be refused Outdoor Relief, if
the children wers ill (Official Circular, Noa. 14 snd 15, N.5. Aprit and May,
1848, p. 228). The Outdoor Relief Regulation Order of December 1852
definitely provided that Qutdoor Relief might be given oven to men actually
in employment at wages, if members of the Iamily were gick (Englisk Poor
Law Policy, by B. and B. Webb, 1910, pp. 115-116). Thers was & corresponding
willingneas to extend medical relief. The Poor Law Board declared, in 1844,
that the parish doctor might attend sick servanta in their employers’ houssholds,
if the servanta were unable to pay for medical attendance [Official Circular,
No. 20, N.B. November and December, 1848, p. 207). 1t got inserted in the
Act of 1851 & clavse authorising Boarda of Guardians to make annual sub-
scriptions to voluntary hospitals, to which sick paupers might be sent {Fourth
Annual Report of Poor Law Board, 1851, p. 15; 14 and 156 Vic. c. 105, sec. 4.)

$ Dr. J. Phillipa Kay (afterwards Sir James Kay Shuttlewarth), who was
appointed in 1835 and served until 1840, as one of the Assistant Commisgionors,
was a quslified doetor; but he dees not seem to have been called upon specially
for advice with regard to the treatment of the sitk, or to have been employsd
on inspection of the Poor Law medical service. Hia intercata, ma we have
described, were overwholmingly educational ; and in 1840 he was appointed

to the newly formed Committee of Council on Educstion, with en
understanding that he was to give part of his time to the problems of the
Poot Law Commimioners with regard to the edneation of child paupers. No
medical man was appointed on the staff until 1885,

! This deliberate ignoring of the problem of sickness among paupers is
the more remarkable in that repeated sttention was ealled to the imperfection of
the provision made both within the Workhouses and without. See, for instance,

song on the Arrangements connected with the Relicf of the Sick Poor, by
John Yelloly, 1837 ; the vain attempte mads to attract the Board's sttention
between 1850 and 1860 by a few of the Workhouse Medical Officers, deaoribed
in Joseph Rogers, M.D.: Reminiscences of a Workhouse Medical Officer, by
J. E. Thorold Rogers, 1889; the very euthoritative medioal criticism of the
Poor Law medioal service in Medical Relizf for the Ladouring Clazses, 1837,
largely embodied in Ezsayr on Stale Medicine, by H. W. Rumsey, 1856; Letler
o . . . Charles Buller on the Position und Remunerntion of the Poor law



316 SIXTY YEARS' ADMINISTRATION, 1848-1908

The explanation of this attitude of indifference was simple.
The current assumption, whether legally justified or not, was that
the expenditure of the Poor Law Guardians ought to be confined
to the “relief of destitution”, and that this meant only the
prevention of death from lack of food or warmth or shelter.
But there was another implication of the “ Principles of 1834 »
that acted in the same direction. Although the * Principle of
Less Eligibility ” had, as we have seen, in the 1834 Report been
explicitly applied only to the able-bodied, we note a constant
tendency to think of it as applicable to all recipients of relief.
The “independent labourer " of the lowest grade did not, at
that date, usually obtain, for himself or his family, either efficient
medical treatment or skilled nursing ; and the conscionsness of
this fact was always standing in the way of any attempt to get
the Guardians to provide, for the inmates of the Workhouse or
for the still larger number of those maintained on Qutdoor Relief,
either the one or the other.

Better Treatment of the Sick

With the sixth decade of the century we see the beginning
of a change, so far, at least, as the Workhouses were concerned.
In 1862 the House of Commons Select Committee on Poor Relief
under the chairmanship of C. P. Villiers (President of the Poor
Law Board from 1858 to 1867) had forcibly brought before it
the extremely defective provision made for the sick in various
Metropolitan and other Workhouses? The Committee recom-

Medical Staff, by Charles F. J. Lord, 1848; The Requirements and Resources
of the Sick Poor, by Edmund Lloyd, 1858; T'Ae Griecvances of the Poor Law
Medical Officers, by Riobard Griffin, 1858.

! This was mainly due to the courage snd persistence of Dr. Joseph Rogers,
at that time Workhouss Medical Officer in the S8trand Union, the founder and
president: of the Poor Law Modical Officers’ Association. His lifelong efforta
wers mmbesquently described in the volume entitled Joseph Rogers, M.D. :
Reminiocences of a Workhouse Medical Officer, odited by hia brother, Professor
J. E. Thorold Rogers, 1888, & book which sffords & detailed vision alike of the
Workhouse horrors of the time and of the actoal working of the conteraporary
administration of the Poor Law Board.

Other publications bearing on the condition of the Workhouses in thess
yoars were Report on the Accommodation in 8. Pancras Workhouse, by Henry
Bence Jones, 1858 ; West London Union (Beport on Complaints), by 8. J.
Burt, 1856 ; The Poor Laws wnmasked : besng a general exposition of osr workAouse
instituiions, by s Inte Relieving Offiver, 1650; Desfituis Incurables in Workhouses,
by Mise Elliott and Miss Cobbe, 1860; TAe Workhouse as Hoapital, by Fragom
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mended some improvements in the provision for the sick, but
could get no further than asking that the * Boards of Guardians
should be required to supply expensive medicines, such as cod-
liver oil, quinine, opium, etc. Small as the concession was ™,
declares Dr. Rogers, ““ Mr. H. Fleming [then Assistant Secretary
to the Poor Law Board] delayed the issue of the Committee’s
recommendations for fifteen montha . . . and then sent out a
letter couched in such official phraseology that a great many
Boards contented themselves with ordering the letter to lia on
the table.”

The years 1862-1865 were marked by growing public alarm as
to infectious digease. There was a violent recrudescence of
diphtheria, with many deaths. *In 1862-1863 the Cotton Famine
was associated with outbreaks of typhus fever. In 1865 there
were fears that cerebro-epinal meningitis, in these days popularly
called ' spotted fever ’, might spread from the North of Europe to
the British Isles, where it was as yet unknown. Soon afterwards
cholera once more showed ite horrid front. In 1868 there were
some fifteen deaths from yellow fever among the inhabitants of
Swanses ”” ; * all of which supplied Bir John Simon, then Medical
Officer to the Privy Council, with material for his alarming Annual
Reports. Meanwhile distress was great among the poor; and
many of the Workhouses in London and other large towns became
exceptionally overcrowded with sick persons. * The death of a
panper in Holborn Workhouse, and of ancther in St. Giles’s Work-

Power Cobbo, 1801 ; and The Sick in Workhouses and How they are Treated, by
Louiss T'wining, 1861—the firat of many pamphlets by that persistent advocate
of improvements in Poor Relief.

t Joseph Rogers, by Professor J. E. Thorold Rogers, 1889, p. 35; Sixteenth
Annual Report of Poor Law Board, 1864, p. 108; Circalar of Apnl 12, 1868,
in Eighteonth Annunal Report of Poor Law Boud. 1868, pp. 23-24; Retnl‘tl,
1867, vol. Ix. 33. Dr. Rogers adds, “ Bubsequently, twenty yeara after
the jsaue of the letter, my brother, Thorold Rogers, moved for a gimilar return,
onlytonhovth&t&hmmnhﬂluvmlBoudswhmnothingwhwevarm
nnpphed " {p. 38); sse Return, 1877, vol. lxxi. 87.

The Manchester Board of (luardians, among others, was unable to under-
stand the change of policy. ThaPoorLawBoards Circular was referred to
s committes, which took eighteen months to recommend complisnes; and
then ita recommendation waa rejected {MB. Minutes, Manchester Guardiana,
April 20, 1888, and October 25, 1866 ; English Poor Law Policy, by 8. and
B. Webb, 1810, p. 118).

v The Story of English Public Health, by 8ir Maloolm Morris, 1019, p. 44;
English Sanitary Institutions, by Sir John Blmon. 1890, pp. 349-350 ; Annual
Reporhdthel[odw&lﬂﬁurtothel’nvy(}oumﬂforlm. 1863, 1864 and
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house, under conditions which seemed to point to inhumanity and
neglect ”,! incited Thomas Wakley, the owner of The Lancet, to
commission three doctors to visit all the Metropolitan Workhouses
and to write reports, for his journal, of the way in which the sick
were treated. The revelations thus published in The Lancet were
followed by others in the provineial press. This newspaper
discussion led to an indignant letter from Charles Dickens ; the
formation of an Association for Improving the Condition of the
Sick Poor; an influential deputation to the Poor Law Board,
headed by two peers and an archbishop ; much public discussion
and heated Parliamentary debates.® The President of the Board
(C. P. Villiers) was friendly to reform. In 1865, after doing
without such expert assistance for thirty years, the Poor Law
Board got Treasury sanction for the appointment of & Medical
Officer; and C.P. Villiers selected for the post Dr, Edward Smith;
and promptly sent him, together with one of the Inspectors
(H. B. Famnall), on a tour of inspection through all the Metro-
politan Workhouses and infirmaries for the sick. Once attention
had been directed to the conditions of the Workhouse sick wards
(which had been under the eyes of the lay Inspectors for a whole

! Reporis of the Lancet Sanitary Commission for Investigating the Siate of
the Infirmaries of Workhouses, 1868 ; English Poor Law Policy, by B. and B,
Webb, 1810, p. 119.

1 Ree for oll this the Beventeenth, Eighteenth, Nineteenth and Twentioth
Annual Reporta of the Poor Law Board, 1883-1870; Raport of Dr. E. Smith
on Metropotitan Workhouses and Infirmaries, H.C. 372 of 18686 ; and Report
by him on Forty-Eight Provincial Workhouses (H. of C. Non. 4 and 216 of
1888} ; the further reports of Dr. S8mith on Metropolitan Poor Law Infirmaries,
of the whols Inspectorate on ail the Workhouses, snd of special inapections on
Cheltenham, Farnham and Walsall Workhouses which had been apecially
denounced in the medical press {House of Commons Papers, Nos. 4, 35 and
445 of 1867-1868); such publications, during 1867, of the Asscciastion for
Improving the Condition of the Bick Poor as London Workhouse Infirmaries,
Opinions of the Press upon the Conditions of the Bick Poor in London Work-
Aouises, and The Management of the Infirmarics of the Strand Union, the Rother.
kithe and the Paddington Workhouses; the writings of Louiss Twining, notably
Cur Poor and Qur Workhouaes, 18062 ; A Letier . . . on Workhouse Infirmaries,
1868 ; 4 Lelter on some Matlers of Poor Law Administralion, 18687 ; and Poor
Law Infirmaries and their Needs, 1880; Workhouse Hospilale, by Joshua
Harrison Stallard, 18685 ; Remarks on Incurables in Workhouses {Anon.), 18685 ;
Workhouse Management and Workkouse Justice, and The Assaull ot Lambeth
WorkRouse, both 1869, by Samuel SBhaen; Who's to Blame : the Poor Low
Board or the Si. Pancras Gugrdiena ¥ by Jabez Hogg, 1869 ; Life of the Earl of
Carnarvon, by Bir A. Hardinge, 1925, vol- i. pp. £16.221; Life and Timer of
Thomas Wakley, by 8. Bquire Bprigge, 1887, Joseph Rogers, M. D. ;: Reminis-
cences of o Workhouse Medicol Officer, by Prof. J. E. Thorold Rogers, 1888,
pp- 48-81 ; English Poor Law Policy, by 8. and B. Webb, 1816, pp. 118-121.
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generation), it was plain that such a treatment of persons who
were actually dying of all sorts of diseases—even though they
were paupere—could not be defended. The first proposal of
reform went no further than to repeat the old recommendation to
the Board of Guerdians, of Visiting Committees of themselves to
make regular inspections of the sick wards.! An official com-
mittee of doctors and Inspectors at Whitehall could bring them-
selves to nothing more drastic than recommendations to the
Guardians to provide for their patients additional cubic space and
better ventilation. A renewed tour of inapection by Dr, Markham
and Uvedale Corbett only confirmed the previous discoveries.?

The Official Change of Policy

It was, we think, the revelation of the Workhouse scandals of
1865-1866 with the outburst of public indignation, that *“ awoke
the Poor Law Board from ite long sleep .3 The beginning of
the change was a dramatic repudiation of the past action of the
Board in the House of Commons by the President {(Fathorne
Hardy); and a complete reversal of policy with regard to the
pauper sick. ** There is one thing ”, he emphatically declared in
the House of Commons, * that we must peremptorily insist on,
namely, the treatment of the sick in the Workhousea being con-
ducted on an entirely different system ; because the evils com-
plained of have mainly arisen from the Workhouse management,
which must, to a great extent, be of a deterrent character, having
been applied to the sick, who are not proper objects for such a
system ”.¢ The policy then adopted by the Board was that of
pressing the Guardians to combine with those of neighbouring
Unions for the establishment of * Bick Asylum Districts ”* large
enough to justify the erection and maintenance of separate
institutions, under medical superintendence, exclusively for the
sick, who eould thus be got out of the General Mixed Workhouse.
As regards the London Unions, express statutory authority was
at once obtained in the Metropolitan Poor Act of 1867, under
which these separate Poor Law Institutions, to be run as hospitals

! Boventeenth Annual Report of Poor Law Board, 1865, pp. 18-19.

¥ Nineteenth Annon] Report of the Poor Law Board, 1867, pp. 15-18.

! The Betier Administration of the Poor Law, by Sir W. Chance, 1896, p. vii.
{ Hansard, 1887, vol clxxzv. p. 183.
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and exclusively reserved for the sick, could be generally eatablished.
What was afterwarda officially termed “ the hospital branch of
Poor Law administration ”, unknown to the *' Principles of 1834 ",
was thus definitely inaugurated. Outside the Metropolitan area,
the Boards of Guardians of all the larger Unions were continuously
preseed to rebuild their Workhouses on improved plans, to improve
their nursing staffs, and even to set up separate establishmenta
exclusively for the sick. It was, in fact, reslised, though not
always avowed, that the Poor Law Commjssioners of 1835 had
*“ made a great mistake in clubbing togetber the sick, the aged and
infirm and the able-bodied in one building, and tuus confounding
in one treatment two classes that deserved to be treated in &
different way .

We need not pursue the gradual development of this policy ;
the elaboration of the hospital buildings, the multiplication of the
resident and other medical officers, the gradual use of consultants,
or the long struggle to get the pauper women, who had been the
only attendants on the sick, replaced by trained and salaried
nurges. In Circular after Circular—to the scarcely concealed
dismay of some of the officials who failed to understand this
departure from “ Poor Law principles ”, and of many of the
Boards of Guardians,? who saw no need for the additional expendi-
ture—the Poor Law Board, and afterwards the Local Government
Board, strove persistently to make the six hundred Boards of
(Guardians understand that the policy of the preceding thirty
years was to be abandoned ; and that the one-third of all the
inmatea of the Poor Law institutions who were found to be sick 2

1 Bpeech in Honse of Commona of Edward Denison, Moy 10, 1868 ; see
Letters and other writings of the late Edward Demison, M.P. for Newark, by
Bir Baldwin Leighton, 1884, p. 172,

* Boe, for instance, the long struggle of the Mancheater Guardians ageinst
any improvement of conditions for the sick panpers (MB. Minutes, February 1,
1865, February 22 and May 3, 1866, February 20, 1808 ; Ewglish Poor Law
Policy, by B. and B. Webb, 1919, p. 120},

% Twenty-second Annual Report of the Poor Law Board, 1870, pp. xxiii-
xzix, These separates Poor Law Infirmaries started, in 1871, with thoss of Bt.
George's-in-the-East and Wandaworth; and the provision for ths whole
Metropolis was nearly complete by the times the Commission of 1005-1909 looked
into the matter, Outside London, they began, in 1871, with Leeds, and wont
on, in 1884, to West Derhy, and, in 1888, to Birmingham. No others were
erected until 1808 (Brentiord), 1998 (Portamouth), and 1002 (Halifex and
Kingston-on-Thamea). By 1810 sight more had been added, making, at that
date, only fifteen in all.
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were to be treated, without regard to  Less Eligibility”, in
whatever way waa best calculated to restore them to heslth.

The Metropolitan Asylums Board

This new policy had its greatest application in the Metropolis,
where a pecuniary stimulus could be applied by throwing the
whole expense of the new * sick asylums "’ on the Common Poor
Fund, and by refusing any subvention from that fund for any sick
persons (as for any children of school age) who were retained in
the General Mixed Workhouse. In the Metropolis, moreover,
there was quickly developed, by the same potent argument, the
magnificent hospital system of the Metropolitan Asylums Board,
for persons—at first only for paupers—suffering from certain
specified infectious diseases,! For the still larger number of sick
whom the Guardians maintained on Outdoor Relief, the Poor Law
Board, far from objecting to this method of relief, got the Metro-
politan Unions covered by a aystem of Poor Law Dispensaries,
distinct from the Workhouses, where the Outdoor paupers who
were sick could be more efficiently treated, their sorea dressed
by trained hands, and their medicines made up by qualified
dispensers.

The Approach to a Public Medical Service

Unfortunstely the great majority of Boards of Guardians
ontside the Metropolie were slow to turn round ; and it was a
whole generation before even a dozen Unions in the larger towns
got their separate Poor Law hospitals for the sick ; and before a
dozen or so got established Poor Law Dispensaries, usually in

1 To get these institutions erected, staffed end equipped, and started
upon an officient system of administration was largely the official duty of
Dr. J. H. Bridges, who had been appointed by Goschen a Medical Inspoctor
for the purpose. ' It was Bridges’ work "', writes his biographer, * by un.

cessing vigilance, by persuasion, by concilistion—if driven to it, by stern
insistanoe—t< see that those reforms were carried ont.  Masterful and insistent

though he was, he was hampered throughout his tenare of offios, not only by
the ignorance snd parsimonious apathy of rute-psyers and Guardians, but by
the neoemsity of sducating his official superiors, by the deedening futilities of
rod taps, snd aleo, sa slways in his public oareer, by the undercurrent of
opporition provoked by his religious views. Nevertheless it in to his untiring
enconragement, backed by his never.slackening pressure, that London owes
the building up of her great system of fover hospitals, of the Poor Law infirmarica,
surpasing her voluntary hospitals in building snd aquipment, ber trained Poor
Law Matrons and nurses and her first women Gusrdiane ' (A Nimeleenth
Ceatury Teacher (Dr. J. H. Bridges), by Busan Liveing. 1927, p. 193).
VOL. I Y
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conjunction with the Workhouses, for those who were maintained
on OQutdeor Relief. Nevertheless, already by 1869, when special
statistical inquiries were made, it was found that the number of
sick paupers under reasonably efficient treatment had greatly
increased.?  ‘What baffled the Poor Law Board was the obstinate
reluciance of nearly all the Boards of Guardians outside the
Metropolis to incur further expense, and the indisposition of the
Chancellor of the Exchequer to make any Grant in Aid. But
Lambert, now the most influential man in the Drepartment, had
spent many months of 1869 in Ireland on special confidential
missions for the Cabinet on other subjects; and he had been
impressed, whilst travelling up and down that country, with the
succese of the lrish Dispensary system (which was outside the
Poor Law), in making medical treatment equally acceasible to the
whole wage-earning and cottier classes all over Ircland. He had
already, in 1867, drawn the attention of the Department to this
Irish Government organisation, and reported specially upon it,
inducing the Poor Law Board to communicate his report to all the
English Boards of Guardians.®2 To him, we think, must be ascribed
the significant sentences which the last President of the Poor Law
Board {G. J. Goschen) inserted in the Board’s Annual Report for
1869-1870, discusning ““ how far it may be advisable, in a sani-

¥ The total number of Outdoor paupers who were “ actually aick ™,
ircespective of * the vast number of old people disabled by old age, but not
actually on the sick list ', and irrespective also of their families, was found to
be about 119.001), or 13 per cent of the whole. To this must be added about
54,000 actually under medical trestmaent in Poor Law inatitutions, meking
173,000 Poor Law palicnts. This probably amounted to about one-fourth
of all the persons in England and Wales who were aimultaneously under
medical treatment, either gratuitously in charitable institutions, or at their
own exXp {the statistical tables will be found summarised in Twenty-second
Annual Report of the Poor Law Board, 1870; House of Commons Returns
312 of 1865, 372 of 18086, 4 of 1867-1868, 445 of 1568 ; House of Lords 216
of 1866, and English Poer Law Policy, by 5. and B. Webb, 1910, p. 122}, In
1907 the Poor Law Commission, finding no later information available, got the
Looal Government Board to obtain statistics from 128 Unions, as to the number
under medical care on April 13 of that year {sve Appendix, vol. xxv. part iii.}.
In 1911, whon another siatistical inguiry was made—this time including
particulars a2 to the disessos—there were found to be, * under medical treat-
ment or ¢are ', in all England and Wales, 100,489 in institutions and 87,896
on Outdoor Relief, baing 20-1 per cent of the total in receipt of relief. Thus,
the hospital branch of Poor Law adwinistration had npearly doubled the
number of its patients in the half-century (Return of Paupers under Medical
Treatment or care on November 4, 1911, printed 1813, but not published ;
soe the summary of the statistics in Forty-first Annusl Report of Local
Government Board, 1912).

% Twentieth Annusl Report of Poor Law Board, 1868, pp. 77-78.
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tary or social point of view, to extend gratuitous Medical Relief
beyond the actual pauper class. . . . The economical and sacial
advantages "', he said, “ of free medicine to the poorer classes
generally, as distinguished from actual paupers, and perfect
accessibility to medical advice at all times under thorough
organisation, may be considered as so important in themselves as
to render it necessary to weigh with the greatest care all the
reasons which may be adduced in their favour,” 2

The preguant suggestion of a universal public medical service,
to which Goschen put his name in 1870, was not followed up.
There was, it must be said, practically no slackening of the
Department’s pressure in favour of the Iest possible medical
treatment of the sick inside the Poor Law institutions, whether in
the multiplication of separate Poor Law infirmaries, the rebuilding
of the worst of old Workhouses, or the steady elaboration of the
Workhouse sick wards. There was (apart from the development
of Poor Law Dispensaries, mainly in the Metropolis) ne attempt
to improve the medical treatment of the sick, at that time more
than twice as numerous, whom the Guardians were maintaining
on Outdoor Relief.® The increasing contrast between these
classes of pauper sick was, in fact, in line with the dominant idea
of the zealous Inspectorate of these years, who were, as we shall
presently relate, conducting a crusade against Outdoor Relief
as such, whatever the class or circumstances of the applicants.
To make the Poor Law institutions as good as possible for the
sick (as for the children of school age), though it might seem to
conflict, as regards the inmates themseclves, with the fullest
application of the ‘* Principle of Leas Eligibility ”, was at any
rate calculated to justify an almost universal application of the
* Workhonse Test ., Meanwhile the substitution of Indoor for
Outdoor Relief in the case of the sick * was being supported on

' Twenty-second Annual Report of Poor Law Board, 1870, pp. xliv.xly.

! We shonld record, however, the issue, to the various Boards of Guardians,
of & Cireular of Decomber 13, 1869, as to the procedure of the intervention of
the District Medical Officer; which led to reporta from many Uniona as to
how they dealt with their sick poor; but not to any official directions as to
thia Outdoor Medical Relief {T'wenty.second Annual Report of Poor Low
Board, 1870, Appendiz, pp. 39-108),

* “The siok " were held to include not only scute cases, hut also cases
of ** chromnic disease requiring reguler medical treatment and trained nuraing
{snd also venereal and skin dissases, including the itch) {Local Government

Board to Poplar Union, October 1871 ; MS. Minutes, Poplar Board of Guardisns,
October 8, 1871).
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grounds, not of Poor Law principle, but of medical efficiency.
The transformation of the Workhouses into what the Poor Law
Inspectors themselves began to call “ State Hospitals ’ made
more striking than ever the contrast between the light, clean, and
airy pewly built infirmary ward, with trained nnrses, & resident
doctor, complete equipment, and a scientifically determined
dietary, on the one hand, and the insanitary and overcrowded
hovel or slum tenement, on the other, in which the sick pauper
had no other food than was provided by the-pittance of Qutdoor
Relief, no further nursing than his overtaxed family could supply,
and no better medical attendance than the sparingly accorded
order on the District Medical Officer could command. Quite
irrespective of  Poor Law principles , the case for institutional
rather than domiciliary treatment of nearly every sick case
became, to the medical experts who now advised the Central
Authority, simply overwhelming. ‘The treatment which in
sickness the poor receive in Workhouses ™', aaid the Local Govern-
ment Board in 1878, * constitutes one of the most valuable forms
of medical relief. With a considerable portion of the population,
tndeed, it is the only mode in whick, when overtaken by sickness,
their medical needs can be adequately met.”* This policy led not
only to an incessant pressure on Boards of Guardians to provide
the “State hospitals ” which had, from 1865 onwards, been
officially expected from the Guardians of all populous Unions,?

1 Loesl Government Board to Dr. Mortimer Glanville (Laxcet Memorial
on Poor Law Medical Relief Reform), November 12, 1878, in Eighth Annusl

Report of Local Government Board, 1879, p. 91.

% The more old-fashioned Guardiana failed to keep pace with the Central
Authority in ita ignoring of the principle of ** leas eligibility ™ with regard to
the sick ; see, for instance, The New Pauper Infirmaries and Casual Wards, by
% Lambeth Guardian, 1875, in which the elaborate hospital requirements are
objected to as being far too good for panpera. 'Whers the Guardians persisted
in refusing to provide the slaborate and expensive new infirmary accommodation
considersd nocessary, the Locsl Government Board at last issued a peremplory
Order requiring them to submit plans within & month, undsr penalty of having

ns * propared st the expenso of the Union ", and of being deprived of
* the benefit of participation in the Common Poor Fund ™ (Loosl Government
Bosrd to 8t. Olave's Union, June 1873; soe Local Government Chronicle,
July 5, 1873, p. 370). The Board wea unsble to deal so drastically with
recalcitrant Guardians outside the Metropolis, where the leverage of the
Common Poor Fund was lacking. ‘The meanness and stupidity of the Guardians
with regard to Medical Relief was bitterly complained of by an snonymous
doctor in Oxr Poor Law Sysem : whot it is and what it ought Lo be, by W. H. P.
Bee, in confirmation, Decision of the Poor Law Board on the Evidence given af
the Official Inquiry held by H. Longiey (Poor Law Imapecior) . . . relative fo
the allsged mismanagement of the Workhotae, oto., edited by J. T. Doxter, 1871 ;
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but also to a positive encoursgement of sick persons, whether or
not actually destitute in the technical sense of the term, to take
advantage of them. We pee this first with regard to infectious
diseases. The hospitals of the Metropolitan Asylums Board,

maintained out of the Poor Rate exclusively for paupers, and
technically only Workhouses like any others, acon came to be
used, free of charge, by smallpox and fever patients who were not
paupers.! It became the official policy, well understood in the
Local Government Board, to get removed to these Poor Law
institutions every patient, whether destitute or not, who could
not be adequately isolated at home.? Alresdy in 1876 the Local
Government Board expressly authoriced the Medical Superin-
tendent to admit, without an order, any smallpox or fever patient
presenting himself, if refusal to admit might involve danger;*
and in 1887 it expressly permitted even non-urgent cases to be
admitted on the certificate of any medical practitioner.* Never-
theless, in 1877 the Local Government Board was still ostensibly
taking the line that “the hospitals . . . of . . . the Metro-
politan Asylums Board are essentially intended to meet the
requirements of the destitute class ; and that the admiassion . . .
of persons not in need of Poor Relief is altogether exceptional,” s

and Some: Remarks on Workhouse Hospitals, with Illusiralive Cases, by Thomas
Michael Dolan, 1870.

! For Uniona out of London we have to note an extraordinary provision
of 1879, proposed by the Central Aunthority itself. Boards of Guardians in
rural districta were empowered to transfer sny of their buildings (into which
only destitute persons could legally be roceived) from themsaives wa Poor
Law Authoritios to themsslvea as Poblic Health Authorities (in which case
the buildings beosms availsble, without the stigms of paaperiem, for wll
olmdthopopuhﬁon} {Poor Law Act, 1678 (ﬂmdi&\?io. c. b4, noo. 14}).
We cannot discover in which cases, if any, this provision was scted upon, and
the necossary confirroatory Order iseued by the Central Authority ; or what
difference it made to the buildinge |

! This was, in effect, to hold that inability to securs isclation, when
isolation was required, amounted to destitution, so far as this kind of medica)
mhdmoomumdjmtusmmujnng an expensiva surgical operation

wan legally within the definition of deatitute for the purpose of the operstion
it he oould not pay the market prive of it, sven if he had ample food, clothing
and shalter. We cannot discover, however, that this explsnstion was sotually
given in sn official doowsnent. Under it, not merely * & considersbio portion
of the popalation ", but practically Ave-sixths of it, wonld, in cases of infectious
dmu,hluwhodemodduﬁtntc.

* Order of Febroary 10, 1875, art. 4 (s Publio Health messure).

4 Circular of July 8, 1887, mﬂevontunthhnndﬂepoﬁdlmdﬂom
ment Board, 1888, p. .

'Gmuhro{.hnuuyﬂ 1877, in Bixth Annoal Report of Local Government
Board, 1877, p. 33.
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Two years later, however, by a statute promoted by the Local
Government Board iteelf, the Metropolitan Asylums Board were
expressly empowered to receive non-pauper patients, though only
under contracts with the local Public Health authorities, by which
they were to be paid for.! We cannot discover which Vestries
and District Boards, if any, entered into such contracts. Not
until 1883, when these fever and smallpox hospitals had been a
dozen years in use by non-paupers, was the position temporarily
legalised by the Diseases Prevention Act of 1883,% a measure
salso promoted by the Local Government Board, which, whilst
leaving these hospitals as Poor Law institutions, administered
by & Poor Law Authority, and kept up out of the Poor Rate,
declared that admission, treatment and maintenance therein
should, whether the patients were or were nof otherwise paupers,
not be deemed parochial relief, or carry with it any disquali-
fication whateverd 8ince that date we have the remark-
able spectacle of the Poor Law Authorities, central and locsal,
annually congratulating themselves on the fact that, year after
year, they were managing to attract into these expensive Poor
Law institutions, for gratuitous maintenance and treatment,
an ever larger percentage of the total number of cases notified
—an attitude of mind justified, apparently, because it was
deemed to be a matter of Public Health !4

1 Paor Law Act, 1879 {42 and 43 Vie, ¢. 54), sec, 15

? 40 and 47 Victoria, c. 35.

1 Samcbody at the i.ocal Government Board was apparently loth to accept
the situstion. The statute was deliberately made only a temporary one,
expiring in & year. But it was annually renewed, and in 1881 the provision
was made permanent in the Public Health (London) Act of that year. Mean-
whils the Poor Law Act, 1889 (52 and 53 Vie. ¢. 58, sec, 3), had expressly
suthorised the admimion of non-paupers, entitling the Guardians to recover
the cost from the patients if the Guardians chose ; but msking their expenscs,
in default of such recoupment, chargeabls (as were the expenaes of the pauper
patients} on the Common Poor Fund. We cannot discover that any attempt
was made to recover the cost from the patients ; and in 1891 the very ides
waa abandoned.

4 Annual Reports of the Metropolitan Asylume Board, 1838-1906. In
1888, in anticipation of the necessary amendment of the law, the L.G.B.
authorised the sdmission of diphtheria cases (Local Government Board to
Metropolitsn Asylums Board, October 1888 ; Loeal Government Chromicle,
October 27, 1888, p. 986 ; Poor Law Act, 1889 (62 and 53 Vic. . 58, sec. 3):
Order of October 21, 1888, in Nineteenth Annual Report, 1889-1800, p. 98).
The Boards of Guardians outside the Metropolia failed, we beliove overywhere,
to Teepond to the invitations of the L.G.B. to provide similar secommodation
for infectious diseasse. In 1878 the inapector was doing his utmost, by specisl

of the L.G.B, to induos the Manchester, Balford, Chorlton and
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A similar enlargement of the sphere of the Poor Law institn-
tion took place during the last decades of the nineteenth century
in other than infectious cases, ‘“ The poorer classes generally,”
to use Goschen'’s words,  as distinguished from actual paupers,”
came more and more to appreciate the practical distinction
between the General Mixed Workhouse and the Poor Law
Infirmary ; and, especially in the Metropolis and the large towns,
the latter became more and more freely used as a general
hospital.! This tendency was facilitated in London by the
operation of the Metropolitan Commeon Poor Fund, established
by the Local Government Board itself, which, from 1870 onward,
bore a part of the cost of maintenance in the Poor Law Infirm-
aries, ag well as the whole within the hospitals of the Metropolitan
Asylums Board.* The Local Government Board saw with
approval the increasing attractivenesa of these institutions, not
only in London but throughoui the country. In an official
memorandum communicated to all Boards of Guardians in 1892,
it observed that : * The aick poor can usually be better tended
and nursed by skilled nurses in well-equipped sick wards than in
their own homes ; and the regularity, neatness, and order of the
wards tend to diminish the repugnance to entering the Workhouse,
which is often evinced by the sick poor of the better class when
reduced to want by failing health ”.* The Board did not refuse

Prestwich Boards of Guwrdisns to unite in establishing out of the poor rates
a hospital for infectious diseases, which should admit non-paupers on payment
{MS, Minutes, Manchester Board of Guardians, February i7, 1876).

' In 1888, for inatance, the L.G.B. provided that, in casos of sudden or
urgent neceasity, the medical superintendent or his assistant should admi¢
patients on his own responsibility, without order from the Relieving Officer
(Special Order to Mile End Old Town, October 10, 1888 ; not an exceptional
provision).

* Under the Metropolitan Poor Amendment Act, 1870, the coat of the
maintenance of adult panpers in Workbhousoa snd Sick Asylums, to the extent
of 5d. per hoad per day, was thrown on the Metropoliten Common Poor Fund.
To the Metropolitan Unions, especislly the poorer ones, this operated as a
bribo in favour of indoor (or infirmary) treatment as agsinst domiciliary or
dispensary treatment. Henry Longley wished to go much forther. In order
practically to compel all the Metropolitan Boards of Guardians to provide
these clabarate snd expensive hoapitals, he recommended that the whols coet
of indoor maintenance of the sick, when in Infirmaries separated in position
and sdministration from the ordinary Workhouses, should be made a charge
on the Metropolitan Comamon Poor Fund (Longley’s Report on Indoor Reliet
in the Metropolis, in Fourth Annual Report, 1874-1875, p. 54).

* Memorandum on Numing in Workhouse Sick Wards, by Dr. {(now Sir)
Arthor Downes, April 1892 ; in Twenty-fifth Annual Report, 1896, p. 114.
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to permit them to be made use of by patients who were not
destitute, where, as is usuvally the case in rural districts, no
*“ non-pauper institution’ was available. “JIf”, writes the
Local Government Board in 1902, there is ** a sick person who is
in receipt of an allowance from a benefit club or similar society *,
and who “is unable to obtain in & non-pauper institution such
treatment as the iliness from which he suffers requires ”, the Board
will ““ offer no objection to his admission t.o the Workhonae
Infirmary .2
To thoss Boards of Guardians who clung to the policy of
" deterring ” the sick poor from obtaining medical relief which,
as we have shown, Gathorne Hardy had, on behalf of the Poor
Law Board, in 1867 expressly repudiated,® all this official encour-
agement to enter Poor Law institutions seemed revolutionary.
The fact that the sick poor came more and more to draw &
distinction between the Workhouse on the one hand, and the
Poor Law Infirmary or isolation hospital on the other, appeared
seriously objectionable. When it was noticed that the Local
Government Board officially styled the separate institution for
the sick *“ an asylum for the sick poor ”,* or “ the hospital *, or
simply the ‘‘ Infirmary ”,* the Manchester Guardians revolted,
and definitely instructed their Medical and Relieving Officers
*“ to avoid using the word ‘ hospital > or * Infirmary ’, and simply
to use the word ‘ Workhouse’”.5 Other Boards insisted,
although “ the Infirmary ” was an entirely distinct institution,
that it should be entered only through the Workhouse itself.
Against this lingering objection, urged on grounds of Poor Law
policy, against getting the sick cured in the most efficient way,
we see the Inspectorate in the later years more and more explicitly
ing. *7T wish it were possible "', said H. Preston-Thomas
in 1899, “to get rid of the name of Workhouse (which, by the

1 Decigion of Looal Government Board in Local Governmend (Chronicle,
Oo&ohulS.lSOﬂ.p.lDﬁl

* Hanaard, February 6, 1867, vol. olxxxv. p. 183 ; soe ands, pp. 120-121.

t Metropolitan Poor Act, 1887 (B0 and 31 Vio. o. 6); Special Order to
Oantnllmdonﬂickbylummmyls.lws

Bpecial Order to Lambeth Union, Auguast 25, 1873.

' M3. Minutss, Manchester Board of Guardiens, August 14, 1870. Some
of the Inspectors seem to have shared this objection. As late sa 1901 we find
one reporting that ** the admission into our Workhouse Infirmaries of persona
above the pauper class, and not destitute, is, I fear, increasing ** (J. W. Preston’s
Report, in Thirtieth Annual Report of Local Government Board, 1801, p. 97).



THE WORKHOUSE INFIRMARY 329

way, has become singularly inappropriste}, for I believe that it is
to the associations of the name rather than to the institution
iteelf that prejudice attaches. The disinclination of the inde-
pendent poor to enter the hospitals of the Metropolitan Asylums
Board, which was considerable at first, has now practically
vanished, and I do not see why there should not be the same
change of feeling with regard to Poor Law Infirmaries in the
country.” 1

The Workhouse Infirmaries

In the same apirit we see the Local Government Board
in these three decades persistently pressing Boards of Guardians
to build new Workhouse Infirmaries.®? The report became
current in the Poor Law world that Local Government Board
officers, in interviews, went so far as to say that a certain Board
of Guardians wae morally guilty of manslaughter in refusing to
embark on extensive pew building operations. The official
architect’s criticisms on the Poor Law Infirmary plans submitted
to him were all on the linea of making these into up-to-date
general hospitals. The proposals sanctioned by the Local

! H. Preston-Thomas's Report, in Twenty-sighth Annwal Report of Local
Government Board, 1899, p. 135.

Yet when it was found that some paupers objected to being transferred
from the Genstal Mixed Workhouse to & Poor Law Infirmary (which wes
legally only & detached Workhouse), the Looal Government Board heid that
the Relieving Officer could mot refuse them an order for readmission to the
General Mixed Workhouse which they preferred, even if he offered them an
order for the Poor Law Infirtmery as a eubstitute (Selection from the Corre.
epondence of the Local Government Board, vol. vii., 1901, pp. 72-73).

1+ The curtailment of the stags of convalescence V', urged the Medical
Inspector in }875, on a hesitating Board of Guardiana, * alone rapidly covers
any additional cutlay thet mey have been incurred in structural arrangements,
whilst the increased chances ‘of recovery to the sick and afflicted are not to
be measured by any mers money standard ™ (Dr, Moustt, Medical Inepector
of Local Government Board, in Report on Infirmary of Newcastle Union
MS. archives, Newcastle Board of Guardiana, November 26, 18756). Already
by 1801 the Local Government Board was able to inform Parlisment that the
oumber of * sick beds ' provided in Poor Law institutions throughout the
oountry, irrespective of the mere infirm aged, was no less than 68,420 (House
of Commons, No. 363 of 1891 ; Twoenty-first Annual Report of Local Govern-
ment Board, 1892, p. lxxxvi). In 1808 there were 58,651 persons occupying
the Workhouse wards for the siok, of whom 19,287 were merely aged and infirm ;
whilst, there were in attendunce 1861 trained nurses, 1384 paid but untrained
burses {probationem), and 3443 pauper heipers, of whom 1374 were convales-
cents {Twenty-sixth Annnal Report of Local Government Board, 1897, p. lxvi;
House of Commons, No. 371 of 1886).
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Government Board went up to a capital outlay of no lees than
£350 per bed. Even special hospitals established by the
Guardians at the expense of the Poor Rate were sanctioned for
particular classes of patients, such as the “ West Derby, Liver-
pool and Toxteth Park Hospital . . . for the reception of
persons suffering from tuberculosis ”, many of whom were so
little destitute that they paid the whole cost of their treatment
and maintenance ; ! or, as at Croydon, Kingston and Richmondg,
“for the reception of epileptic and feeble-minded persons”,
who could not be certified as of unsound mind.* Persons in receipt
of medical relief only came to be no longer disqualified as panpers
from being registered as Parliamentary and Municipal electors
and it was even held that admission to s Poor Law hospital,
sick asylnm, or Infirmary because of ill-health, and for the
purpose of being medically treated, amounted to Medical Relief
only, even though it incidentally involved also maintenance at
the expense of the Poor Rate.* By 1903 we have the Local
Government Board laying it down in genersl terms, * that it is
the Guardians’ duty to provide for their sick poor; and no
sanction , . . is necessary to sending such cases to institutions
for curative trestment . . . and . . . paying reasonable expenses

1 Bpecial Orders to Weat Derby, Liverpool and Toxteth Park Unions,
April 5, 1900, and January 25, 1001. In 1888 two other Boards of Guardians
wore aven urged and anthorised to combine in the taking over and main-
tensnce of a epecialised hospital for « particular class of disesses; sud to
conduct it as & Poor Law institution with the aid of a amall annual subsidy
from netionsl funds, on the understanding that all looal cases were taken.
Thero was to be no sort of ** deterrent * influence, Patients suffering from
these discasen were to be admitted on the authority of the Medical SBuper-
intendent of the hoapital, without there being neceasarily any order from the
Relisving Officer, and without any expreas restriotion to the destitute. The
well.understood object of this Poor Law institution waa, in fact, positively to
encourage all persons suffering from the diseases in guestion to come in and
be cured. There was to bo no obvious sign that it was a Poor Law institution.
It was especially orderod that it should be styled “ The Aldershot Lock
Hospital ”’ (Special Orders to Farnhem and Hartlsy Wintney Unions, September
19, 1888, and November 16, 1884). This went on for seventeon yoarn; and
waa given up in 1905 {ibid., December 30, 1805).

' Bpecial Order to Croydon, Kingston and Richmond Unions, of December
27, 1004. We gather that this institution has not been established ; bot &
similar one exists st Manchester {Langho), and one in the Weat Dorby Union
{Beafisld House, Liverpool). Tn the first decade of the century various Unions
established Joint Committees for similar homes ; but of these only two now
{1927} survive (Prudhos Colony iz Durham, and West Barr (for Walsall and
West Bromwich Unions)}.

5 By some Revising Batristers under the Medical Relief Diaqualification
Removal Act, 1885 (48 and 49 Vie, c. 46).



NURSING 331

involved in so doing ”.' Any reasonable fee might be paid for
calling in consultants, whenever the Medical Officer thought it
“ necessary or desirable ”, without any special sanction being
requisite.® The Guardians were reminded that the epileptics
were especially to be incessantly accompanied by trained nurses,
lest they should be suffocated in their fits,? The sick men in
the workhouse might be allowed tobacco and snuff, snd the
sick women tea, in addition to that prescribed in the dietary
table.* The doctor was expressly reminded that it was his duty
to “ order such food as he may consider requisite ”.* When a
complaint was made that beer was supplied in a Norfolk work-
house, the Local Government Board refused to interfere with a
“ heer allowance” to sick paupers, given and renewed from
week to week by direction of the Medical Officer. The Guardians
were even advised that illustrated books and newspapers were
good for the sick.

Workhouse Nursing

Meanwhile the standard of equipment, of resident medical
attendance, and especially of trained nursing, required by the
Local Government Board in the Poor Law institutions is con-
stantly rising, in correspondence with the progress of hospital
science. The story of the improvement in workhouse nursing
is an epic. What the sick wards were like when Louisa Twining

! Decisiona of the Local Government Board, 1902-1903, by W. A, Casson,
1804, p. 7. The Poor Law Act, 1870, had, in fact, expressly suthorised
Boards of Guardians to substribe to charitable institutions to which paupers
might have access. It was held, for instance, that Boards of Guardians may,
if they choose, send their eane adult epileptics to an spileptio colony, and
pay the cost of their maintenance there (Local Government Chronicle,
October 28, 1904, p. 1123). In 1901 the Local ttovernment Board eanctioned
payment of £70 by the Bramley Board of Guardians for a cot in the sanatorium
of the Leeds Association for the Cure of Tubercalosis (Local Goveroment
Board to Bramley Union, February 1901, in Local Government Chronicle,
February 23, 1901, p. 184). In 1903 the Board sanctioned the expenditure
involved in the setling up of Réntgen Ray apparatus in & Poor Law infirmary
(Decisiona of ihe Local Government Board, 1902-1903, by W. A, Casson, 1004,
p- 10},

! Decisiona of the Local Government Boord, 1903-1301, by W. A. Casson,
1805, p. 89.

* I.?oca.l Government Board decision, in Local Government Chronicle,
November 1, 1802, p. 1102,

* Genera]l Order of March 8, 1894, in Twenty-fourth Annual Report of
Local Government Board, 1895, pp. xcix, 4-5.

¥ Circular of Janusry 29, 18935, in Twenty-Gfth Aonual Report of Locs!
Government Board, 1896, p. iii.
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started visiting in the Strand Workhouss in 1853 may be
faintly perceived from Dr. Joseph Rogers’ pages. In Liverpool,
one of the wisest of philanthropists, William Rathbone, startled
the local Poor Law Authority in 1864, when “ fever” waa rife, by
offering to send into the Brownlow Street Workhouse a staff
of trained nurses at his own expense, and 0 maintain them for
three years, to take complete charge of the nursing of the
male wards. Agnes Jones,s highly qualified superintendent nurse,
with twelve other trained nurses and eighteén paid probationers,
were thus, with princely munificence, provided for the Liverpool
poor; and the fifty-four paupers who had hitherto done the
work were promptly sent back to the ordinary wards as con-
firmed drunkerds! The change was so magical that, at the end
of the term, the whole staff was continued at the expense of the
Poor Rate; Agnes Jones, the * Florence Nightingale of the
Poor Law ", unhappily dying in 1868 of typhus contracted in
the institution that she had transformed.!

Unfortunately the example of Liverpool received scant
approval ; and only very slowly was it followed outside the
separate Poor Law Infirmaries that gradually rose up in the
Metropolis, with regard to which a Minister could optimistically
declare in 1879 that “ in the new Infirmaries I have succeeded
in abolishing pauper help almost entirely ”.* Although the
Soottish Board of Supervision of the Poor issued a Minute
in 1885 on Trained Sick Nurses for Poorhouses, not for a whole
generation after Rathbone’s experiment did the English Local
Government Board officially lend a hand. In 1892 the Board
issued to all Unions the well-known excellent Memorandum on
Workhouse Nuruing by (Sir) Arthur Downes, who had become
Senior Medical Inspector for Poor Law Purposes; in 1895,
after a campaign of publicity by the British Medical Journal®
the Board ventnred to urge the Guardians, in the Circular offering
general advice to newly elected Guardians, to discontinue pauper
nursing, and to employ trained and salaried nurses; but not

1 For the little-Imown life of Agnes Elizcabeth Jones, see Memorials of Agnes
E. Jomes (Anon.), 1871, and Pioncer Women (Second Series), by M. E. Tabor,
1027. For William Rathbone (1819-1902), see William Rathbone : o Memoir,
by Eleancr F. Rathbons, 1006.

! Hansard, July 24, 1879, p. 1173.

* The Bick Poor in Workhosset ! Report on the Nursing and Adminisiration

of Provincial Workhowsss and Infirmarizs by a Special Commities of the British
Medical Jowrnal, eto., by Ernest Hurt, 1884.



RESTRICTION OF OUT RELIEF 333

until 1897 was an Order made prohibiting the pauper nursing
of the sick. Even then the employment of pauper inmates as
attendants in the sick wards, under the supervision of the trained
nurses, was still permitted; and twelve years later, in 1909,
the Poor Law Commission found between two and three thoneand
of them at work, to the serious impairment of the nursing ser-
vice, Yet the highest possible standard was, in words, officially
prescribed (though, unforturately, not enforced) for all Work-
bouse sick wards. *The Workhouses of a past and bygone age”,
declared Hervey (Inspector), in 1903,! “are no longer refuges
for able-bodied ; but are becoming every day more of the pature
of State hoapitals for the aged, sick, and infirm. As such, they
should be furntshed with the very best nursing procurable ” *

Restriction of Outdoor Medical Reltef

The steady development in efficiency of the “ Hospital
Branch ” of the Poor Law stands in remarkable contrast with the
policy of the Local Government Board with regard to the sick to
whom it sanctioned Outdoor Relief. The suggestion to which
the then President of the Poor Law Board (Goschen) had put his
name in the Board’s Annual Report for 1869-1870, namely, that

) Bee the references to nursing in Circulars of Jenuary 20, 1885, and August
7, 1897 ; and the General Order {Nursing of the Sick in Workhouses), Avgust 6,
1897 ; WorkAouse Nursing, by Baldwyn Fleming, 1807; Twenty-fifth Annnal
Report of Loval Government Bosrd, 1868, pp. 109-110; Twenty-sevonth ditto,
1808, pp, 27-31; T'Ae Better Administration of the Poor Law, by 8ir W. Chance,
1895, pp. 243.248 ; the varions pamphlote by Louiss Twining already cited ;
snd & metoir of her in Poor Law Conferences, 1903-1004, pp. ix-xxi; * The
Nuruing of the Sick in Workhousee ', by Miss Gibeon, Poor Low Conferences,
1897-1898, pp. 487-506 ; ** The Treatment of the Siek Poor ”, by F. C. Joseph,
Poor Law Conferences, 1910-1811, pp. 462-485 ; Thirty-second Annual Report
of Local Qovernment Board, 1903, Hervey's Report, p. 60,

! The total cost of Poor Law medical relief in 1805 wan £518,804 indoor
{to which might be added £640,833 for what sre now called the *' public health
purposed " of the grestest of all Poor Law asuthorition, the Metropolifan
Aryluma Board) ; and £208,637 ontdoor {Thirty-fifth Annual Report of Local
Government Board, 1908, pp. 281, 588, 580). This sggregate total of £787,531
(exelnding the fover hospitals of the Metropolitan Asyluma Board) omits the
maintenance of the sick themselves, but includes, however, some items ﬁszg:

previously included. For comperstive purposes we must take the
for 1003-1004 (£423,564), which includes only doctors’ salaries and
This may be compared with the corresponding figure for 1881 of £310,456;
for 1871, of £200,240; and for 1840 of £151,781 (Twenty-second Annual

of the Poor Law Board, 1870, p. 227 ; Eleventh Annual Report of the
Local Government Board, 1832, p. 237).
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“ the economical and socisl advantages of free medicine to the
poorer classes generally, as distinguished from actual paupers,
and perfect accessibility to medical advice at all times under
thorough organisation, may be considered as so important in
themselves as to render it necessary to weigh with the greatest
care all the reasons which may be adduced in their favour ™,
does not seem to have been remembered in the Department that
had changed its name.l In the genera.l crusade against Outdoor
Relief, initiated by the Inepectorate in 1871, after Goschen had
gone to the Admiralty, no distinction wae made between medical
and other relief, between hygienic advice and money doles,
Henry Longley, indeed, went so far as to condemn, expressly
because it provided Medical Relief otherwise than in the work-
house, the whole system of Poor Law Dispensaries which, at the
instance of 8ir John Lambert, the Local Government Board
had itself just initiated and practically forced on the Metropolitan
Boards of Guardians.? Longley’s report was honoured by notice

¥ Henry Longley, indeed, in his Report on the Administration of Qutdoor
Relief in the Metropolis, seems to object to the official dictum of the Poor
Law Board under Goschen, in favour of " free medicine to the poorer classes
generaily . He sternly condemns “ any gradual drifting into a eystem of
medical State cherity ", and deprocates the fact that this tendency * has
received higher sanction then that of the prevalent belief of the poor, or even
of the practice of Boards of Guerdiane ™ {Third Annual Report of the Local
Government Board, 1874, p. 161).

* “The Dispensary System should be regarded, in common with every
improved form of Out-relief, not as & final object of Poor Law administration,
but merely aa & means of administering with greater efficiency that legal
velief which, as T have attempted to show elsewhere, is most safely und effcetnally
given in the form of Indoor Relief. It would, of course, be idle, and worse than
idle, to stifie all attempts to reform the administration of Out-relief, on the
ground that it is desirable, and may, at some remote period, be possible to
abolish, or at least greatly o curtsil it ; and no reform of the practice of relief
was probably more urgently needed, or has proved more efloctusl, thay that
now under consideration. It must not, however, be forgotten thet, side by
side with Poor Law Diapensaries, has grown up, also under the sanction of
the Metropolitan Poor Act, a system . . . which, by encouraging and affording
upecial facilities for the grant of Indoor Relief to sick paupers, must, i the
policy of the Act be unflinchingly carried out, eventuslly tend . . . to the
gradusl abolition of Out-relief to the mick, other than those incapable of
removal from their homes. If thia be so, Poor Law Dispensaries . . . must
ultimately be found to have had for the most part & merely temporary place
in the system of relief in London. . . . The charscter of permanence should
not be hastily afixed to the system which they represent ' (Longley's Report
on Indoor Relief in the Metropolis, in Fourth Annual Report, 1875, pp, 41-42 ;
see, to like effect, TAe Better Adminssiration of the Poor Law, by Sir W. Chanoce,
1806, pp. 128-130). In spite of thin criticiam, the Locsl Government Board
oontinued to sanction Poor Law Dispensarien. Elaborate inatitutions on the
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in the annual volume, and commended by the Local Government
Board for “ careful consideration ”* There is, therefore, some
warrant for the inference that the Local Government Board,
under Stansfeld and Sclater-Booth, not only had put aside the
suggestion of providing free medical attendance for the poorer
clasees generally, but also that it had now become the policy of the
Board—so far as we can discover, for the first time since 1834—to
restrict, as far as was safe, even such domiciliary medical attend-
ance as was being given under the Yoor Law to the sick poor,
Such a policy of restriction was, indeed, urged upon the Poor Law
Commission of 1905-1909 by witnesses on behalf of the Liocal
Government Board as forming part of the Board's policy—sa
matter with which we deal in the following chapter.

1t is, however, fair to say that this policy of restricting Out-
door Medical Relief was not expressed in any alteration of the
General Orders, nor, explicitly, in any published Minute or
Circular of the Local Government Board itself. In the 1871
Circular, discouraging QOutdoor Relief generally, it was, for
instance, merely suggested that all paupers receiving relief on
account of temporary sickness {and there were at that date on
Outdoor Relief apparently some 119,000 sick persons)2 should be
visited at least fortnightly by the Relieving Officer3 The Local
Government Board clung to the general disquelification of paupers,
even of those in receipt of Medical Relief only; though the
Parliamentary Secretary had to admit in the House of Commons
that “ the Legislature had made an exception in the cases of
vaccination and of education ; and it might be that the exception
should be extended to infectious diseases .4 But when the

London plan were established in other Unions upder the gencral powers of
the Act of 1834 ; see, for instance, the Special Order of June 9, 1473, to
Portees Inland Union ; those of March 4 and Angust 28, 1880, to Birmingham;
thoss of November 30, 1885, and January 5, 1895, to Plymouth.

* Fourth Annual Report of Local Government Board, 1875, p. xxi.

! See the statistion in Twenty-second Annual Report of the Poor Law Board,
1870, p. xxiv.

! Ciroular of December 2, 1871, in First Annual Report of the Local
Government Board, 1872, p. 67.

* Thomas Balt, an Parliamentary Becretary of the L.G.B., on the Dia-
qualification by Medical Relief Bill, Hansard, December 11, 1878, vol. cealiii.
p. 830, In 1878 the disqualification bad been explicitly re-enacted in the
Divided Parishes and Poor Law Amendment Act (3% and 40 Vie. c. 81,
soe. 14), premoted by the Local Government Board iteelf, whose Parliamentary
reprosontatives continued for years to remist all proposals for ite abolition or
sttenuation. In FBB3 it was incidentally undermined by maintensoce and
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Board was pressed to impose & limit of one month to eack grant
of Outdoor Relief, the request was, on the cautious advice of the
permanent advisers, definitely refused, lest hardship should be
ocaused in cases of sicknesa ; though it was said that the Guardiana
themselves might put such a limit, * where such . .. may
properly be imposed ”.* And although the Local Government
Board was willing to consider any proposal to amend the law, so
as to allow of the compuisory removal to the Workhouse of sick
pereons who had no proper lodging accommodation,® any sick
person who refused to enter the Workthouse was not to be refused
Outdoor Medical Relief;* and in no case were the sick to be
removed from their homea unless oertified by the Medical Officer
88 physically able to endure the journey.* Even between 1871
and 1885, when the crusade against Outdoor Relief was at its
height, there was no explicit reversal, on grounds of Poor Law
principle, of the old policy of Qutdoor Relief to the ack. If a
¢ destitute young husband or wife were sick "', Sclater-Booth,
speaking as President of the Local Government Board, told the
House of Commons in 1876, * they would not be taken into the
‘Workhouse, but would receive Qutdoor Relief "> Two years
later the Board actually declared itself in favour of supplying to
the sick poor who were under domiciliary treatment, not only
medical attendance and maintenance, but also skilled professional
nursing. There was, it said in 1878, in reply to influential
medical pressure, *‘ nothing to prevent the Guardians supplying
such assistance " ; which the Local Government Board professed
treatment in the infections dissasss hospitals of the Metropolitan Asylums
Board being declared pot to be parochial relief (Diseeses Prevention Aot,
1863, 48 and 47 Vic. c. 35). Not until 1885 did the Loosl Government
Board consent to ite sbolition, as regards persons in receipt of Madioal Relief
only, in the Medioa! Relisf Disqualifioation Act, 1885 (48 and 49 Vie, o. 48).
Even then the * stigms of pauperism " waa pressrved, by omitting to repeal
soction I4 of the 1878 Aot above cited, so that persons in receipt of Medical
Ralisf only were, till 1018, disqualified from voting at elections of Poor Law
Guardiane, * or in the slection to an office nnder the provisions of any statnte .

1 Looal Government Board to Chairman of Centrs! Poor Law Conference,
May 12, 187T; in Beventh Annusl Report of Looal Government Board, 1878,

55,
B nhid. p. 5.

! Local Government Bosrd decision, in Local Government Chronice, June 11,

. 635,

mo:’&whr of May 23, 1479, in Ninth Annual Report of Looal Government
Board, 1880, P- B2,

* Hansard, June 13, 1876, vol. ooxxix. p. 1780 (in Committes on Poor Law
Amendment; Bill).
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to be * desirous of encouraging as much as posaibie ”, though the
insufficient supply of qualified nurses was likely to * render
impracticable for some time to come any general application of

the system of paid nursea in the treatment of the poor at their
own. homes »'.2

Outdoor Relief Nursing

But although the Local Government Board said that Boards
of Guardians might lawfully provide nurses for the sick poor on
QOutdoor Relief, it does not seem to have been whole-hearted in
desiring it. Not for fourteen years did it issue a General Order
expressly authorising the Boards of Guardiane to appoint such
nurses, and then only in permissive terms. In sending the Order
to Boards of Guardians, it accompanied it by a Circular, which can
scarcely be deemed encouraging. It was of opinion that “ it can
only be under exceptional circumstances that a sick pauper,
whose illness is of such a character as to require that the services
of a nurse should be provided by the Guardians, can, with pro-
priety, be relieved at home. At the same time it appears . . .
that where circumstances render it desirabie the nurses employed
in sheh attendance should be duly appointed officers of the
Guardians, having recognised qualifications for the position, and
being subject in the performance of their duties to the control of
the Guardians, and the Board have consequently decided to
empower Boards of Guardians to appoint such officers.”® As
might have been anticipated, after a Circular in such terms, we
find an Inspector observing in 1897, ** As to Outdoor Nursing, it
was quite true that there was an Order of the Local Government
Board issued some years ago empowering Boarda of Guardians to
employ cutdoor nurses ; but he mew of no cese where they had
been employed .  Another in 1899 had to confess that * this
Order has been made but little use of. It might be of great
service, and 7, be added, “ I trust that it will be.” ¢ The Poor

! Looal Government Board to Dr. Mortimér Gisnvills (Loncet Memorial
on Poor Law Madical Relief Reform), November 12, 1878, in Eighth Annual
Report of Looal Government Board, 1879, pp. 91-82. In spite of this offivial
snEwer, we muy iufer & certain internal vonflict of policy with regard to theao
salaried cutdoor Poor Law nurees.

* Twenty.seoond Annual Report of Local Government Board, 1883, pp. 12-13.

% Murray Browne (Iuspsctor} at West Midiand Poor Law Conference,
May 18907, in Poor Law Conferences, 1897-1598, p. 76.

¢ “The Numing of the Destitute Poor *, by Baldwyn Fleming, Poor Law
Conferences, 18991906, p. 116, Whai has stood in the way has been, largely,

YOL. 1 z
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Law Commission in 1905-1909 could hear of hardly any Union
that had appointed even one salaried nurse for its sick on Qut-
door Relie]l. In some cases {as at Rochdale) the common-sense
arrangement was made of requiring the Workhouse nurses to go,
by turns, on * distriat duty , visiting all the outdoor sick, for two
months at a time, to the advantage, it was said, of both indoor
and outdoor patients.! But, for the most part, we leam that
* with regard to the nursing of their cutdoor poor, Guardians
have shown themselves strangely spathetic. By an Order of
1892 they are empowered to provide nurses for these cases, but to
all infente and purposes the Order has remained a dead letter.
Medical Qut-relief is granted without any attempt to see that the
prescribed treatment is carried out, that the home conditions are
sanitary, or that the patient is not becoming a focus of infection
to those about him.” 2

The Conflicting Ideals

In the evolution of the proper treatment of the sick for whom
the Poor Law Guardians have had to assume responsibility, we
gee the Central Authority torn between two ideals; namely,
that of so administering Poor Relief as to deter as many people
a8 possible from applying, and that of treating the sick pauper
in such a way as to make him well. The Poor Law Commissioners,
during their reign, became aware of the dilemma with regard to
the children of school age, but not with regard to the sick or the
infants, The explosion of public opinion in 1866 made the
Poor Law Board conscious of this problem with regard to the

& preference for utilising the services of the voluntary District Nurees' Aseociation,
which began in 18569. Under the Poor Law Act of 1879 many Unions have
been suthorised to pay small annual subscriptions-—ocossionally sa much as
£300 per snnum—to the philanthropic asscciations maintaining a distrist
nurse for the general service of wll the sick (** Numing of the Outdoor Poor
in co-operation with established numing services™, by Margaret K. Les,
Poor Law Conferences, 1907-1908, pp. 46-53). But ss these associations are
on & parochial basia, and often do not exist in all the parishes of & Poor Law
Union, oh)ectwn is frequently taken to & subacription from Union funds.
y, the Poor Law Commission of 1806-1509 found, over » Jargs part

of Englavd and Walea, the nursing of the sick still unprovided for; see Skeich
of the History and Progress of Disirict Nursing, by William Rathbone, 1800
History and Progress of Poor Law Nursing, by Eleanor C. Barton.

1 Dr. J. Milsom Rhodes, Poor Law Conferences, 1899-1900, pp. 184-185.

3 *The Treatment of the Biok Poor ", by T. C. Joseph, in Poor Law
Conferences, 1910-1911, p, 487.
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sick (though still not with regard to the infants); and Sir John
Lambert in 1868-1870 was coming near to a momentous solution.
But the Inspectorate of 1871-1890 in their crusade against Out-
door Relief in any form, to any person, of any age, both resisted
any kind of improvement of the treatment of the outdoor
paupers, whether sick or weil, and {as part of the same policy)
witnessed with equanimity the development of the * Hospital
Branch ™ of the Poor Law, because this at any rate encouraged
Indoor as against Outdoor Relief. Not until the last decade of
the century do we see any appreciable concern for the restoration
to health of the outdoor sick. It may well be that it was the
succensive relaxations, with regard to the one-third of ali the
paupers who are sick, of the “ Principle of Less Ehgibility , that
led the chief official of the Poor Law Divieion of the Local Govern-
ment Board to urge on the Poor Law Commission of 1905-1909
to return to the path of wisdom by a rigid restriction of Medical
Relief orders, by deprecating the extravagant expenditure on
“Poor Law Hospitalz ”, and above all, by insisting on the
reimposition of the electoral disqualification or all who had
accepted any form of medical treatment from the Guardians of
the Poor.

Persons or Unsouxp Minp

It is difficult to discover what was the policy of the Poor
Law Board with regard to lunatics, idiots and the mentally
defective. Lunacy had slways been, and remained, a ground of
exception from the prohibition to grant Outdoor Relief. The
Pprovision of a lodging for a lunatic was, moreover, an exception
to the prohibition of the payment of rent for s pauper. As a
reault of these exceptions, there were on January 1, 1852, 4107
lunatics and idiots om Outdoor Relief,! and this number had
increaged by 1859 to 4892,2 and by 1870 to 6199.* The Poor Law
Board took no steps to require or persuade Boards of Guardians
not to grant Qutdoor Relief to lunatics, nor yet to get any
appropriate provision made for them in the General Mixed Work-
houses on which it had insisted. Parliament in 1862 (in order to

! Fifth Annual Report of Poor Law Board, 1852, pp. 7, 162.

¥ Twelfth Annnal Report of Poor Law Board, 1860, p. 17.
 Twenty-third Annua} Report of Poor Law Board, 1871, p. xxiii,
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relieve the presaure on the county lunatic ssylums) expressly
authorised arrangements to be made for chronic lunatics to be
permanently maintained in Workhouses, under elaborate pro-
visions for their proper care.! These arrangements would have
amounted, in fact, to the crestion, within the Workhouse, of
wards which were to be in every respect as well equipped, as
highly staffed, and as lberally supplied as a regular lunatic
asylum.®* The Poor Law Board transmitted the Act to the Boards
of Guardians, observing, with what almost seems like sarcaam,
that it was not “ aware of any Workhouse in which any such
arrangements could conveniently be made ” ;? and the pro-
visions of this statute were, we believe, never acted upon, Whilst
consistently objecting to the retention in Workhouses of lunatics
who were dangerous, or who were deemed curable, we do not find
that the Poor Law Board ever insisted on there being a proper
lunatic ward for the persons of unsound mind who were neces-
sarily received, for & longer or shorter period, in every Workhouse.*
Moreover, no steps were taken to get such persons removed to
lunatic asylums ; and in 1845 it was agreed with the Manchester
Guardians (who did not want to make any more use of the
expensive county asylum than they could help) that they were
justified in retaining in the Workhouse any lunatics whom their
own Medical Officer did not consider ** proper to be confined ”
in a lunatic asylum.® In 1849 the Poor Law Board decided that
a weak-minded pauper, or, as we now say, a mentally defective,
must either be a lunatic, and be certified and treated aa such,
or not a lunatio, in which case no special treatment need be
prescribed for him or her in the one General Mizxed Workhouse to
which the Poor Law Board still adhered.* We can find no indica-
tion of policy as to whether it was recommended that such
mentally defectives should be granted Outdoor Relief; or {(as

;%M%Victoﬂn. c. 111, saca. 8, 20, 31 (Lonsoy Acts Amendment Act,
1862).

* Bixteenth Annual Report of Poor Law Board, 1884, pp. 21, 38-3D.

¥ Ciroular of Deosmber 18, 1882, in Fifteenth Annual Report of Foor Law
Bosard, 1863, pp. 33-97.

¢ On Januvary 1, 1889, the nomber of persons of unsound mind in the
Workhouses was 7083 {Twelfth Annual Report, 1868-1860, p. 17). This had
risen byrl::io 10 11,243 (Twenty-third Annoal Report of Poor Law Board,
1871, p. xxiii).

in M8, Reocrds, Manshester Board of Guardians,
¢ Offteial Ciresdar, No. 25, N.8., May 1849, pp. 70-71.
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one can scarcely believe) required to inhabit a Workhouse which
made no proper provision for them?* °

The Lunacy Commassioners

The explanation of this paralysis of the Poor Law Board, as
regards the policy to be pursued with persons of unsound mind,
is to be found, we believe, in the existence and growth during
this period of the rival authority of the Lunacy Commissioners,
who had authority all over persons of unsound mind, whether
poupers or not. The Lunacy Commissioners had not habitually
in their minds the “ Principle of Less Eligibility ”; and they
were already, between 1848 and 1871, making requirements with
regard to the accommodation and treatment of pauper lunatics
that the Poor Law suthorities regarded as preposterously extra-
vagant. The records of the Boards of Guardians show visits of
the Inspectors of the Lunacy Commissioners, and their perpetual
complaints of the presence of lunatics and idiots in the Work-
houses without proper accommodation; mixed up with the
sane inmates to the great discomfort of both ; * living in rooms
which the Lunacy Commissioners considered too low and un-
ventilated, with yards too smsll and depressing, amid too much
confusion and disorder, for the section of the paupers for whom
they were responsible,? Buch reports, officially communicated to
the Poor Law Board, seem to have been merely forwarded for the
consideration of the Board of Guardians concerned. But other
action was not sltogether wanting. Under pressure from the
Lupacy Commissioners, the Poor Law Board asked, in 1857, for
more care in the conveyaunce of lunatics ; 4 urged, in 1863, & more
liberal dietary for lunatics in Workhouses ; ¢ in 1867 it reminded
the Boards of Guardians that lunatica required rouch food,

! In 1868 Visiting Committees were recommendad to eos that weak.-minded
inmates were not entrustad with the oars of young children {Circular of July 6,
1868, in Twenty-first Annual Report of Poor Law Board, 1869, p. 38).

* MB. Miputes, Plymounth Board of Guardinas, January 28, 1546,

3 Jtid., November 5, 1847. Bome of the rooms were only 3} feet long and
'lfeetmde,mlmt. mere cupboards, which the Lunacy Commissioners said
were unfit for any ons. Yet nothing was done, and the “ rooms ™' were still
<oonpied in 1854, when the District Auditor mildly commented on the fact
(Letter Book, Piymouth Board of Guardisns, Augnat 1854).

4 Circolar of February 27, 1857, in Tenth Annusl Report of Poor Law
Boud.lss-z,p.:u
¢ Hoose

of Commozw, No. 50, Session 1. of 1887, p. 247,



342 SIXTY YEARS' ADMINISTRATION, 1848-1908

eapecially milk and meat ; it was thought ** very desirable that
the insane inmates . . . should have the opportunity of taking
exercise " ;3 it concurred “ with the Visiting Commissioner in
deeming it desirable that a competent paid nurse should be
appointed for the lunatic ward ”, in a certain Workhouse; 3 it
suggested the provision of leaning chairs in another Workhouse ; ¢
and, in yet another, the desirability of not excluding the persons
of unsound mind from religious servicea,® In 1870 it issued a
Circular, transmitting the rules made by the Lunacy Commis-
sioners as to the method of bathing lunatics, for the careful
consideration of the Boards of Guardians.* But we do not find
that the Poor Law Board issued any Order amending the General
Consolidated Ozrder of 1847, by which the Boards of Guardians
continued to be bound, and which, it will be remembered, did not
include, among its categories for classification, either lunatics,
idiots, or the mentally defective,

Meanwhile the settled policy of the Lunacy Commissioners
continued to be the provision in every county, for all the persons
of unsound mind, whatever their means, in specially organised
lunatic asyloms, in which the best possible arrangements should
be made for their treatment and cure irrespective of cost, and
altogether regardless of making the condition of the pauper
lunatic less eligible than that of the poorest independent labourer.
Unlike the provision for education, and that for infectious
disease, the cost of maintenance of this nationsl (and as we may
say communistic) provision for lunatics was thrown upon the
local Poor Rate. Under the older statutes, the expense of
maintaining the inmates of the county lunatic asylums was
charged to the Poor Law authorities of the parishes in which
they were respectively settled ; and the Boards of Guardianas
were entitled to recover it, or part of it, from any relations
liable to maintain suck paupers, even in cases in which the
removal to the asylum was compulsory and insisted on in the
public interest.” It is plain that the great cost to the Poor

1 Twontieth Annual Report of Poor Law Board, 1888, p. 60.

1 House of Commons, No. 50, Session I. of 1867,}1 ddd.

* [bid, p. 428. ¢ Itid. p. 407, Ibid. p. 114,

* Circular of March 21, 1870, in Twenty-third Annual Report of Poor Law
Board, 1871, p. 8.

7 There had apparenily been s doubt aa to whether & husband was legally
bound to contribute towards the maintenanoe of a wifs who had been removed
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Rate of lunatics sent to the county lunstic esylums, and the
difficulty of recovering the amount from their relatives, prevented
the whole-hearted adoption, either by the Boards of Guardians
or by the Poor Law Board, of the policy of the removal of persons
of unsound mind to the county asylums. For the imbeciles and
idiots of the Metropolitan Unions, though not for certified
lunatics, provision was made after 1867 in the asylums of the
Metropolitan Asylums Board.! But no analogous provision was
made for such patients of other Unions. The result was that,
amid a great increase of pauper lunacy, the proportion of the
paupers of unsound mind who were in lunatic asylums did not
increase.* On the other hand, the indisposition of the Poor
Law Board to so amend the General Consolidated Order of
1847 as to put lunatics in & separate category, and to require
suitable accommodation and treatment for them—an indisposi-
tion perhaps strengthened by the high requirements on which
the Lunacy Commissioners would have insisted—stood in the
way of any candid recognition of the fact that for thousands of
lunatics, idiots and mentally defectives, the Workhouse had,
without suitable provision for them, and often to the unspeakable
discomfort of the other inmates, become a permanent home.?

under legal suthority to a lunatic weylum. In 1850 the Poor Law Board
got an Act pamsed to require him tc pay (13 and 14 Vic. c. 101, sec, 4), on
the ground that * great hardship has been frequently occesionsd to parishes,
who have been burthensd with the heavy expense of such maintenance without
the mesns of recovering from the husband sven a partial reimbureement "
({Third Annual Report of Poor Law Board, 1850, p. 16).

! Special Orders of June 18, 1867, October 8, 1870, December 23, 1870,
June 17, 1871, ete. It may be noted thet in 1862 the Guardians of Bt. George's,
Bonthwark, provided o separste establishment at Mitcham for their idiotic
and imbesile paupers, which waa tegulated by Special Order of April 30, 1862,

! On January 1, 1852, the number in the county or borough wsylume was
8412, and in Loepsed houses 2584, moking s total of 11,896 out of 21,158
peupere of unscund mind {Fifth Annual Report, 1852, p. 162). On January 1,
1870, the number in asylums had risen to 26,834, and that in licensed housen
bad fallen o 1589, making a total of 28,223 out of 48,544 paupers of unsound
mind {Twenty-third Annual Report of Poor Law Board, 1871, p. xxiii).

When a Grant in Aid from the Exchequer {of four shillings per head per week}
wis piven towards the cost of maintaining pauper lunatica in ths County
Asylums, the objection on the ground of additional expenss should have been
overcome, But we have to recogmise, am another objection, the popular
repugmance to certification: the “ mtigms of lunacy ” being far more often
objeoted to by relations than the ** stigma of pauperism ™.

! The oonditions under which thess unhappy people lived in the Workhouses
were apecifieally complained of (ses, for instance, A Flea in favour of the Insans
Poor, by John Millar, 1850 ; and Paxper Iunatics and their Traaiment, by
Joshos Harrisor Stallard, 1870),
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The Lunatic sn the Workhouse

It is, however, only fair to the Poor Law Board and the
Local Government Board to explain fo what extent Parliament
itsalf had been responsible for the presence of persons of unsound
mind in the General Mixed Workhouse. There have been {and
atill are) three classes of cases in which a lunatic may lawfully
be detained in a Workhouse, Firstly, there is the old provision,
under which “ the Visitors of any asylum may, with the consent
of the Central Authority and the Commissjoners, and aubject to
such regulations ag they respectively prescribe, make arrangements
with the Guardians of any Union for the reception into the
Workhouse of any chronic lunatics, not being dangerous, who are
in the asylum, and have been selected and certified by the manager
of the asylum as proper to be removed to the Workhouse .2
Secondly, “‘ where a pauper lunatic ip discharged from an
institution for lunatics, and the Medical Officer of the inatitution
is of opinion that the lunatic has not recovered, and is a proper
person to be kept in & Workhouse as & lunatic, the Medical Officer
shall certify such opinion, and the lunatic may thereupon be
received and detained against his will in a Workhouse without
further order, if the Medical Officer of the Workhouse certifies
in writing that the accommodation in the Workhouse is
sufficient ”.# Thirdly, if it is necessary for the welfare of o
lunatic, or for the public safety, that he should immediately be
placed under care and control, pending regular proceedings for
his removal, he may be taken to & Workhouse (if there is proper
accommodation therein) by a constable, Relieving Officer, or
Overseer, and may be detained there for three days, during
which time the proceedings are t0 be taken; and in any case
in which a summary reception order has been or might be made,
he may be further detained on a Justice’s order till he can be
removed, provided that the period does not exceed fourteen
days.* Moreover, any other lunatic may be * allowed to remain
in & workhouse a8 a lunatic” if “the Medical Officer of the

1 Lunscy Act, 1890 (88 Vic. c. §, sec. 26).
m'zgumy Act, 1890, sec. 25; of. Lunaay Act, 1850 (52 and 53 Vie. o. 41,

Lunacy Ach, 1800, sece. 20, 21 ; of. Lonscy Act, 1885 (48 and 48 Vie,

1
o, 62, sece. 2 and 3). This is the procedure so vividly described in the novel by
H. (. Wells, entitled Chrigting Alberta’s Father,
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Workhouse certifies in writing: (a) that such a person is a lunatic,
with the grounds for the opinion; and (b) that he is a proper
persol to be allowed to rermain in 8 Workhouse as a lunatic ; and
{¢) that the accommodatior in the Workhouse is sufficient for
his proper care and treatment, separate from the inmates of
the Workhouse not lunsatics, unless the Medical Officer cerfifies
that the lunatic’s condition is such that it is not necessary for
the convenience of the lunatic or of the other inmates that he
should be kept separate”. Such a certificate signed by the
Medical Officer is sufficient authority for detaining the lunatic
in & Workhouse for fourteen days, but no longer, unless within
that time a Justice signs an order for bis detention. Failing
guch a certificate, or, after fourteen days, such an order, or if
at any time the lunatic ceases to be “a proper person to be
allowed to remain in a Workhouse ”, he becomes “a proper
person to be sent to an asylum ', and proceedings are to be taken
accordingly ! Under these provisions the number of persons
of unsound mind in the Workhouse continued to increase. It
was also permissible to grant Outdoor Relief in cases of lunacy ;
and about five thousand were always so maintained, without any
spacizl conditions,

Regulations for the boarding out of pauper lunatics first
appear in the Act of 1889. “ Where application iz made to the
corumittee of visitors of an asylum by any relative or friend of
& pauper lunatic confined therein that he may be delivered over
to the custody of such relative or friend, the committee may,
upon being satisfied that the application has been approved by
the guardians of the Union to which the lunatic is chargeable,
and, in case the proposed residence is outeide the limits of the
said Union, ther also by a Justice having jurisdiction in the
Place where the relative or friend resides, and that the lunatic
will be properly taken care of, order the lunatic to be delivered
over accordingly,” The Authority liable for such a lunatic’s
maintenance has to pay sn allowance for his support to the
person who undertakes his care; the Medical Officer of the
district has to visit him and report to the visiting committee
every quarter, and two visitors may at any time order the
lunatic to be removed to the asylum® Any two Commissioners

! Lunacy Act, 1890, sec. 24,
1 Lnnscy Act, 1889, sec. 40.
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have also the right to visit any pauper lunatic or alleged lunatic
not in an institution for lunatics or in a Workhouse, and call in
s medical practitioner ; if the latter signs a certificate, and they
think fit, the Lord Chancellor may direct that the lunatic be
received into an institution.!

For the paupers of unsound mind in the Metropolis there
weas even a fourth alternative, namely, the * district asylums *
of the Metropolitan Asylums Board. On the opening of the
Darenth Asylum, the Local Government Board quoted, without
disapproval, the following remarks of the Lunacy Commissioners :
* The withdrawal, for proper care, of helpless children of this
kind [idiots] from the hounseholds of many of the industrious
and deserving poor is & frequent means of warding off pauperism
in the parents ”.2 We do not find, however, any more explicit
statement on this point. What the Local Government Board
continued to press on the Boards of Guardians was, not s0 much
the importance of relieving the struggling poor from the burden
of their insane or idiotic dependants, nor yet the freeing of the
Workhouses from the presence of persons of unsound mind ; but
rather of appropriate discrimination. *“ It is of great importance
not merely to exclude from the district asylumas those who, by
reason of violence or irritability, are proper subjecta for the
county asylums, but also those who, from old age or disease,
are unfit for the journey to the asylam, or who, from the slight
degree to which their mind is affected, might more properly
remain in the Workhouse.* The removal of helpless, bedridden
persons, whose mental wenkness is, in many cases, the result
of old age, to asylums situated a considerable distance from
the Metropolis, is calculated, on the one hand, to be injurious to
the persons thus removed, and, on the other, to ocoupy the
district asylums with a different class of persons from that for
which they were constructed.” * Imbecile children were to be
kept in the Workhouse till they are five years old, snd might then
be sent o the asylum at Darenth® Outside the Metropolis the

! Lunacy Act, 1880, sec. 42,

* Righth Anoual Report of Looal Government Board, 1879, p. xli.

¥ First Annual Report of Looal Government Board, 1872, p. xxix.

¢ Cironiar Lstter, “ Metropolitan Asylams for Imbeciles ”, Febm-.ry 12,
lﬂﬂ,mﬂthmwnepmdlpcd(iovmmmm?ﬁ.

& Circulsr Letter, * Agootchﬂdmmtolmbooﬂehylm".-l'ﬂyﬂ.
1882, in Twelfth Annual Beport of Looal Government Board, 1883, p. 17.
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Poor Law Commission of 1905-1909 found no specialised Poor
Law provision for idiots, who, if not received into the county
asylum, had either to be placed in non-Poor Law institutions
at considerable expense, or detained in the Workhouse. In
1885 the Local Government Board had even suggested that
harmless and aged lunatics, on grounds of ecopomy, had better
be retained in the Workhouse, rather than removed to an
asylum,! We hear incidentally of a Special Order in 1900
under which certain chronic lunatics were actually transferred
from the Suffolk County Asylum to the Workhouse of the Milden-
hall Union.* As late as 1905 we find the Local Government
Board, in concurrence with the Board of Control, which had
succeeded the Lunacy Commissioners, even expressing regret
that so many cases of senile imbecility were removed from the
Workhouses to asylums.?

Under this policy the number of paupers of unsound mind
receiving Outdoor Relief diminished very slightly, being 4736
on January 1, 1906 ; those in the asylums of the Metropolitan
Asylums Board and in county and borough lunatic asylums
rose to no fewer than 92,409; whilst those in Werkhouses,
nevertheless, did not fall off from the total of thirty-five years
previously, being, in fact, on January 1, 1906, 11,484, or an
average of nineteen in each of what were, in this respect,
essentially General Mixed Workhouses.*

The Attempted Clearance of the Workhouse

Towards the latter part of the time we begin to find the
Inspectors, somewhat in disaccord with the suggestions of the
Local Government Board itself, protesting against the presence
in the Workhouses even of the chromic lunatic, the harmlesa

! Looa! Government Board to West Ham, January 1835 ; Local (lovernment
Chronicle, January 24, 1885, p. 77. For a detailed description of the position
in one grest county, see T'he Past and Present Provision for the Insans Poor in
Yorkabire, by Donul Hack Tuke, 1888,

1 Specisl Order of March 21, 1900 (spparently not published 1}; referred
to in Thirtisth Annual Report of Local Government Board, 1801, p. ci.

* Thirty-ifth Annual Report of Loeal Government Board, 1006, p. elxxi.

4 Ibid. p. clxx. It seems to have been entirely an exception that the
Rochdals Guardisns fitted np what waa practically s lunatic asylum in their
Workhoune, adequately equipped, staffed and isclated ; and took in s number
of Lanoashire chronic lunatics (Special Order of April 13, 1883 ; Twenty-third
Annus! Report of L.G.B., 1884, p. 92).
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idiot, or the senile imbecile, on the new ground that their presence
caused annoyance to the sane inmates; annoyance which had,
for seventy years, been apparently either unnoticed or mot
considered. ““ I am sorry to say ”, reported H. Preston-Thomas
in 1901, “ that in all but six of the Workhouses in my district
imbeciles mix freely with the other Workhouse inmates. Many
of them are mischievous, noisy, or phyaica]ly offensive. In
some instances, even if their bodily ailment is very slight, they
sleep in the sick wards in order that they may come under the
supervision of the nurses, and they frequently disturb other
patients at night. By day they are a source of much irritation
and anpoyance, and in a small Workhouse T have known the
lives of a number of old men made seriously uncomfortable by
& mischievous idiot for whom no place could be found in an
saylum, . . . I am much afraid”, prophetically continued
Preston-Thomas, ‘“that . . . the question will be postponed
indefinitely, and six or eight years hence the idiots will atill
be worrying the sane inmatea of Workhouses . . . It is in the
country Workhouses, sometimes with only & dozen imbeciles or
less, divided among the sexes, that the chief difficulty arises.
. . . A good many are often found nseful in the laundry and
other domestic work of the institution, but I do not think this
consideration ought to outweigh what may almost be character-
ised as the cruelty of requiring sane persons to associste, by
day and by night, with gibbering idiots.”? When the Select
Committes on the Bill to establish Cottage Homes for the Aged
Poor in 1900 strongly recommended the removal of all imbeciles
from Workhouses, the Local Government Board, observing that
the advisability of this step had been repeatedly brought to its
notice by Guardians and others, declared that the guestion
must be deferred? The Poor Law Commissioners, who visited
so many Workhouses in 1906-1908, were shocked &t the promis-

t H, Preston-Thomss's Report, in Thirtistk Anoual Report of Local
Government Board, 1901, pp. 122-123.

’(hmuh.rqungmt.lﬂoo in sbid. p. 18, A decads Inter the

“In the majority of rural Workhousea wlnchlvmtad”

nportodDr M'Vail, the Poor Law Commission’s Bpecial Investigator, ** the
praction is to provide no separate soccommodation for imbaciles, either aa to
dormitories or ax to day-rooms. They live, and slosp, snd eat with other
inmates * (Repozt . . . on the Present Methods of Administering Indoor and
Outdoor Medioal Ihllelf by Dr. J. M'Vail, Poor Law Commission, 1809,
Appendix, vol. =iv, p. 28).
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cuity in which the persons of unsound mind, often of repulsive
appearance and habits, lived with the sane inmates ; not merely
within sight of the children in the common dining hall and chapel,
but also, to the general annoyance, in the day-rooms of each sex,
The Minority Commissioners ocbserve: “ We have ourselves
witneased terrible sights. We have seen feeble-minded boys
growing up in the Workhouse year after year, untaught and
untrained, alternately neglected and tormented by the other
inmates, because it had not occurred to the Board of Guardians
to send them to {and to pay for them at) a suitable institution.
We have ourselves seen—what one of the Local Government
Board Inspectors describes as of common oceurrence—idiots
who sre physically offensive or mischievous, or so noisy as to
create & disturbance by day and by night with their howls,
living in the ordinary wards, to the perpetual annoyance and
disgust of the other inmates, We have seen imbeciles annoying
the aane, and the sane tormenting the imbeciles. We have seen
half-witted women numing the sick, feeble-minded women in
charge of the babies, and imbecile old men put to look after the
boys out of school hours. We have seen expectant mothers,
who have come in for their confinements, by day and by night
working, eating and sleeping in close companionship with idiots
and imbeciles of revolting habits and hideous sppearance .2

In & subsequent chapter we shall refer to this failure in
completeness of the preventive measures with regard to a large
section of the steadily increasing number of persons of unsound
ming.

THE AGED AND INFIRM

The aged and infirm, with their dependants, constituted,
throughout the period with which we are dealing, more than one-
third of the entire pauper host ; and it is in relation to this class
that we can most plainly watch the outspoken and authoritative
development of the “ Principles of 1834 . Here the story of
Poor Law policy falls easily into three parts. We have, first, the
policy of freely awarded but scanty Outdoor Relief to all the aged
who preferred to remain out of the Poor Law institutions. This
waa followed, a generation later, by a apell of “ offering the
House ”, so as to induce the poor to maintain their own aged

! Minority Report of Poor Law Commission, 1909, pp. 238-230.
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rather than subject them to residence in the General Mixed
Workhouse. Finally, in the last decade of the century, we see
promuigated from Whitehall the policy of discriminating between
the “deserving *’ and the * undeserving " among the aged : the
well-conducted old people being given allowances adequate for
maintenance, or if they failed to find friends to look after them,
becoming indulgently treated guests in comfortable quarters
specially designed for their accommodation. Thus, in the last
phase, the conditions of the “ deserving * aged were expressly to
be made superior to those commonly enjoyed by the lowest grade
of independent labourers.

Neither the Report of 1834, nor the Poor Law Amendment
Act of that year, nor yet the Orders and Circulars of the Poor Law
Commissioners throughout their whole reign from 1834 to 1847,
ever raised any objection to the common practice of Qutdoor
Relief to all aged and infirm persons without resources, who
preferred the customary allowance of one or two shillings per
week to residence in the Workhouse, For the first couple of
decades of its existence the Poor Law Board continued the policy
of its predecessors, and assumed that the aged destitute persons
would normally be relieved in their own homes. They were not
even required, in all cases, to attend to receive theirmoney. In
coomenting on the provision requiring a weekly payment of
relief, the Poor Law Board expressly stated ‘ as to the cases in
which the pauper is too infirm to come every week for the relief,
it iz on many accounts advantageous that the Relieving Officer
should, as far as possible, himself visit the pauper, and give the
relief at least weekly .1 And though, as we have already de-
acribed, the Poor Law Board attempted, in 1852, to require that
* at least one-third of such relief " should be given, not in money,
but “in articles of food or fuel, or in other articles of absolute
necessity ”’, the very inclusion in the General Order of August 25,
1852, of such a provision amounted to an express sanction and
authorisation—against which Chadwick and Nicholls had always
fought—of the grant of Outdoor Relief to persons “ indigent sni
helpless from age, sickness, accident or bodily or mental infirmity ”.*

1 Poor Law Bosrd to Barnsley Union, October 26, 1852, in H. of C. No. 111
of 1852-1853, p. 17.
* Out Relief Regoistion Orders of August 25 and December 14, 1862,

and cironlams of Augnst 28 and Desember 14, 1852; Fifth Annual Report
of Poor Law Board, 1853; H. of C. No. 111 of 1852-1853; MS. Mioutea,
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Tt is to be noted that the Poor Law Board explained that its
intention in making this requirement of part-payment in kind
was not, a8 might have been inferred, any discouragement
of Qutdoor Relief to the aged, but the protection of these aged
panpers against the misappropriation of their relief by others.!
So overwhelming was the objection to any such restriction that
the Board, as we have elsewhere described, withdrew the whole
Order, and reissued it in & form applying only to the * able-
bodied labourers and their families ”, expressly informing the
Boards of Guardians that, apart from these, they were left
* full discretion as to the description of relief to be given to the in-
digent poor of every class”* This remsained the officially declared
policy of the Poor Law Board during the whole of its existence.?

In the last section of this chapter we shall describe at some
length the rise, about 1870, of a new school of thought, both out-
side and inside Whitehall, in favour of the strict application, to
the aged as to all other applicants for Poor Relief, of the dogma of
* Less Eligibility . Here we have to deal with this change of
policy so far as it effected the treatment of the aged. For this
large class we find, apparently for the first time, the more zealous
Inspectors pressing the Boards of Guardians * to apply the Work-
house Test " to the aged, not as a * Teat of Destitution ”, but, as
one of them expreasly stated, “in order to put a pressure on
relatives who are not legelly liable”.* The aged were to be

Poplar Board of (uardians, Qotober 18, 1852: ibid. Norwich Doard of
Quardians, Qotober 5 and December 7, 1852; Poor Law Board to Ashton
under Lyne Union, October 8, 1852 ; ditto to Barnsley Union, QOctober 26,
1852 ; English Poor Law Policy, by B. and B. Webb, 1810, pp. 128-130.

; ! Circular of Auguat 26, 1852, in Fifth Auouel Report of Poor Law Board,
853.

! Cirowlar of December 14, 1852, in Fifth Annua! Report of Poor Law
Board, 18563,

3 In 1861, for instance, the (Juardiane of 5t. James's, Westminater, wore
recommended to apply the Workhouse Test to able-bodied males, but as
regards the aged and infirm, to '‘ cheerfully snpply all that their necocesitics
and infirmities require " (Poor Law Board to St. James's Parish, Jannary 19,
1841, in Thirteenth Aonus! Report of Poor Law Board, 1881, p. 36).

The condition of the London {an of other) Workhouses st this date was such
that it was said to be * painful to consign age and infirmity to their inhospitable
shelter ¥, of which a dreadful vision is given (Ezperiences of 6 Workhouse
Vieitor (Anon.), i8567). To some the only remedy acemed to be to make their
maintensnoe s nationsl charge, see T'he Maintenance of the Aged and Necessitous
Poor a national tax and net a local Peor Rate, by Henry Pownall, 1857,

1871 Culley's Report, in Third Annusl Report of Local Government Board,
s P 7O
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refused Outdoor Relief, and “ offered the House ”, in which they
were to find “ deterrent discipline ”, because, explained Henry
Longley, this was *‘ the keystone of an efficient system of Indoor
Relief ”*,! not: merely for the able-bodied but also for the aged and
infirm (whom he habitually included in & newterm ““thedisabled ™).

But although the Local Government Board allowed the In-
spectors to continue to press the Boards of Guardians to restrict
Outdoor Relief to the utmost, without making any exception
of the aged and infirm ; and although the Board complacently
noticed in ita own Annual Reports the result of these efforts in
reducing the total numbers on Outdoor Relief, without animad-
verting on the fact that this meant that thousanda of aged persons
were, contrary to the official policy from 1834 tu 1870, being
“ offered the House ”’, we cannot discover that the Board gave
any explicit approval to the Inspectors’ new policy with regard to
the aged. From 1871 to 1895, so far as we can find, the published
official docurnents maintain eilence on the subject. All that can
be said is that the action of the Inspectors was allowed to seem to
enjoy the approval of their superiors.

The Revoluiton in Policy

It was, accordingly, with surprise that the Boards of Guardians,
the attenders of Poor Law Conferences, and those earnest phil-
anthropists who constituted the Charity Organisation Society,
found, unexpectedly, snother turn of policy becoming manifest
with regard to the aged, not in the Inspectors’ exhortations but,
irreapective of the political opinions of the Presidents for the time
being, in the official letters and Circulars of the Local Government
Board iteelf. Public opinion with regard to the treatment of
the aged had, from 1890 onward, gradually been stirred by the
discovery that, not merely the specially improvident or the
specially undeserving, but actually something like one.third of
all the men and women who reached 70 years of age were driven
to accept Poor Relief. The writings of Charles Booth, together
with the speeches of Joseph Chamberlain in favour of an Old Age
Pension scheme, led to the appointment of a Royal Commission
on the Aged Poor, the report of which, in 1895, constitutes a

* Longley's Report on Indoor Relisf in the Metropolis, in Fourth Annual
Report of Local Government Board, 1875, p. 47.
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turning-point in the Poor Relief of the aged.? In January 1895,
when the Liberal H. H. Fowler was President, woe ace the Board
writing, not to object to Outdoor Ralief, but actually to bespeak
more kindly consideration for the aged who were getting it.
The Bradford Board of Guardians had been requiring all their
outdoor paupers to come every week to the Workhouse to receive
their doles. The Local Government Board spontaneously pointed
out that this involved very long walks for many aged and infirm
folk, and suggested that the Bradford Guardians should institute
four local pay-stations.? JIn July 1896, when the Conservative
Henry Chaplin was Pregident, & lengthy Circular was issued to all
Boards of Guardians insisting on the importance of * greater
discrimination ”, with regard to even suggesting admission to the
Workhouse, ““ between the respectable aged who became destitute,
and those whose destitution is distinctly the consequence of their
own misconduct ”; and actuslly recommending the grant of
QOutdoor Relief in suitable casea of the former class—perhaps the
first oceasion on which, since 1834, the grant of Outdoor Relief to
a whole clasa had been, by the Central Authorities, not merely
tolerated but expressly recommended. Moreover, it formed part
of this new policy that the poor should be made aware in advance
that, if only they led deserving lives, they might confidently look
forward to Qutdoor Relief in their old age ; the new rules were to
“ be generally made known to the poor in order that those really in
need may not be discouraged from applying .2 Four years later
the Local Government Board took an even more decisive step. In
1800, when Henry Chaplin was still President, it was definitely laid
down by Circular to all Boards of Guardians that the proper Poor
Law policy was the grant of systematic and adequate Outdoor

} Report of Royal Commission on the Aged Poor, Cd. 7684 of 1805; ace
The Reform of the Poor Law, by 8. Webb, 1800 (Fabisn Tract, No. 17); Oid Age
Pensions and Pauperism, by C. 8. Loch, 1682 ; Old Age Pensions und the Aged
Foor, by Charles Booth, 1829 ; Fauperism, a Picture; and the Endowment of
Old Ape, an Argument, by Charles Booth, 1892, and The Aged Poor in England
and Wcil;;kbyt.heme.lsu; TAe Problem of the Aged Poor, by Geuolfrey
D o Government Boasd 1o Bradford Union, January 8, 1895, in MS.
srohives, Bradford Bosrd of Quardians ; Faglish Poor Law Policy, by B. snd
B. Webb, 1910, pp. £50-231.

% Cironlsr of July 11, 1886, in Twenty-sixth Annual Report of Local
Government Boasrd, 1887, Appendix, pp. 8-). We do not know whether to
attach any significance to the faot that this important new dsparture in policy
Toeived no mention in the Annual Report, which is habitually drafted in the
Depariment for the President’s signature, o

VOL. 1 A
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Relief to all aged persons who were at once destitute and deserv-
ing. Such persons * should not be urged to enter the Workhouse at
all 7, unless compelled to do so by disesse or the lack of home care,
The Guardians were strongly pressed to abandon their exignous
doles to such persons, and to make the relief adequate.,! And,
contrary to the habit of the Department, this momentous Circular
was followed up in a few months' time by letters to all the Boards
of Guardians asking what action had been taken with regard to
the suggested grant of Outdoor Relief to the deserving aged, and,
in particular, whether the practice was to award an adequate
amount in each case,

“ Thiz +s a new Poor Law”

* Clearly, this instruction iz a new Poor Law ", bluntly
observed the Secretary of the Charity Organisation Society.?
The effect on the Boards of Guardians was profound. Ome
Inspector reported that it had produced “a good deal of dis-
cuseion . . . upon the question of the amount of Outdoor
Relief granted to aged deserving persons . Those Inspectors
who had been pressing for an sll-round restriction of Qutdoor
Relief, and the special employment of the Workhouse Test to the
aged, in order to persuade non-liable relatives to support them,
did not conceal their diemay. * I rather fear”, cautiously
reported one of them, “ that in some Unions it has rather been
regarded as a sort of sanction to increase the system of Out-relief
generally. This the Circulsr did not intend.” *“In some
instances ’, reported more bluntly another Inspector, ‘ where

! Circular of August 4, 1900, in Thirtisth Annual Report of Local Govern-
ment Boerd, 1901, Appendi: pp. 18.19. This Circular, too, in not referred
to in the Annual

Itwupoinudoutbyc 8. Loch that the use of the word * adequate ™
was novol, sad that it seemod to point to & new standerd. The term used
mtheActoflﬂﬂlw"muwymﬁe{"[“WhuthAdequheReﬁof”. by
C. B. Loch, Poor Law Conferences, 1901-1962, p. 413). The word * adequate ™
MbunundinthaRaportd&heBelwtOommittnontheCotugoHomu
Bill, 1899 (* What is Adequate Relief *, by Arthur Weekes, ibid. pp. 602-614).
The exprosaion had never been used in sn Order of the Central Aunthority ;
but it occurs onos in the Poor Law atatutes (60 George IIL o. 32, sec. 2);
see P. L. Commission, vol. i, Adrian, Q. 1110, 1114.

* “ What is Adequate Relist ', by C. B. Loch, Poor Law Conferences, 1961~
1802, p. 414, "'Thmmmdonbt.'n&dmexpmmod&airmmdl
County Council . . . thet the Circular imned lnat year with the best intentions
bythel.oulﬂommenﬁ]!oudmt . practically & new Poor Law ' "
{thoRightHon.HmyHobhoun,Mp.ﬂS}
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Guardians have been for years endeavouring with patient care to
administer the Poor Law strictly . . . the opinion of the [Local
Government] Board with reference to- Outdoor Relief to certain
classes of paupers has been the cause of some change, if not of
opinion, at all events of practice, with the result the amount paid
weekly a8 Outdoor Relief has increased largely. . . . This has
been notably the case in the Faversham Union. . . . During the
last six months the expenditure has increased about 25 per cent.
In some other Unions . . . the effect of the Circular has been still
more marked, for the recommendation that adequate relicf
ghould be given has been made the occasion for increased grants
of OQutdoor Relief all round, the word * adequate ’ being taken to
refer to the amount of money only.” And this Inspector went on
to intimate pretty plainly that, whatever the President might
say, the orthodox view was that, normally and typically, * the
only adequate form of relief ia an order for the Workhouse .2
The result of the Inspectors’ efforts was, in defiance of the
Circular,? that very few Boards made any substantial increase in
the rate of their allowances to the aged. The Bradford Board,
adopting the new policy, stated definitely that they gave five
shillings per week to each deserving aged person® On the other
hand, most other Boards continued to give cightcenpence per
week all round, whilst in a few Unions of “ strict administration ™
the President’s pronouncement was silently ignored, and the
policy of habitually refusing Outdoor Relief, even to the aged,
was persisted in. This extreme diversity of policy was not
interfered with. The Circular of August 4, 1900, remained the
last word. It was not embodied in any Order. There ia no trace
of the Local Government Board intervening again with regard
to Outdoor Relief for the deserving aged ; either to insist on
the policy of 1834, or on that which the Inspectorate was so dili-
gently preasing between 1871 and 1896, or on that of “ systematic
and adequate” life pensions from Poor Law funds definitely
demanded by Henry Chaplin in 1896-1900, as the policy of the
Local Government Board, and never reversed or rescinded,

! Thirtieth Annual Report of Local Government Board (Davy's Report),
PP. 87-89 ; seo alao Bagenal’s Report, p. 154, and Wethered's Report, p. 133,

! Bee the abstract of replies to the Local Government Boord as to the
Guardians’ ection in 32 Unions, in Poor Law Conferences, 1901-1902, pp. 7756-803.

! L.G.B, to Bradford Union, Jsuusry 10, 1801 ; Bradford Union to L.G.B.,
Janpary 26, 1001, in MS. archives of the Union.
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The Deterrent Workhouse

Meanwhile there had accumulated in the Workhouses of the
Metropolis (where the effect of the Metropolitan Common Poor
Pund had been to offer to the London Unions a premium on
Indoor Relief), and in those of the Unions up and down the
country in which the policy of the Inspectorate for a couple of
decades after 1870 had been more or less carried out, a large
number of aged persons, who (contrary to the intention of the
1834 Report) had become permanent residenta.! But the Inspec-
torate did not change its policy with regard to the provision for
these old people. Longley, in fact, emphstically complained in
1873 that the Metropolitan Workhouses had become so ““ attractive
to paupers ’ as to furnish no test of destitution. He made no
exception in favour of the old people’s wards., It was, indeed,
the * deterrent discipline  of the Workhouse as a whole that he
regarded as “ the keystone of an efficient system of indoor
relief ', as acting not merely “ directly on the able-bodied  but
also * more remotely upon the disabled class of paupers ” (the
term he always used for the aged and infirm)* Nor had the
Local Government Board itself anything to say on the subject.
Even the attempt made in 1867-1875 to revert to the policy of
the 1834 Report, so far as to have specialised institutions for the
aged, the sick and the able-bodied, as well as for the children,
was, 80 far as the aged were concerned, not persisted in, or even

! It was not so much that the “ offer of the House ™ greatly inoreased
the aggregste populstion of the Workhouses. Outaide the Metropolis, indeed,
this only rose from 131,334 in 1871 to 138,736 in 1881, Within the Metropolis,
owing to the development of the Poor Law infirmaries into general! hospitals,
and the operstion of the Common Poor Fund, the increase was more con-
siderable, namely, from 36,730 to 68,482, What bappened wea that the
‘Workhouss populstion was changing in character. This was, perhape eomewhat
prematurely, commentad on {principally with a view to the Metropolis) in
1868. ‘' Able-bodied people wre now scarcely at all found in them during
the greater part of the ysar. . , . Those who enjoy the advantages of these
institutions are slmost solely such as may fittingly receive them, viz. the aged
and infirm, the destitute sick and ohildren. Workhousea are now asylums
and infirmaries * (Dr, E. Smith, the Medical Officer to the Poor Law Board,
in Twentisth Annusl Report of Poor Law Board, 1868, p. 43). Inthe Mstropolis,
the children and the sick were incressingly removed to separate achools and
infirmaries, Joaving the Geaeral Mixed Workhouse inhabited, so far as permanent
residenta were conoerned. chiefly by the sged and infirm, with » shifting fringe
of abla-bodied * Ins and Outs ™ with their dependants, snd of children and
sick mwaiting transfer ; together with the infants under 3 or 4.

' Fourth Annual Report of Poor Law Board, 1875 (Longley's Report on
Indoor Relief in the Metropolis), p. 47.
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explained to the Guardians. No other Unions were found (or,
so far aa is kmown, even urged) to adopt the joint arrangements
of Poplar and Stepney under which the aged and infirm of both
Unions had a Workhouse to themselves: and this one was
brought to an end in 18922

The Official Change of Policy

In 1885, and still more after 1892, the note changes. From
that date onward we get a distinct reversion, as regards the
aged indeor pauper, to the policy indicated in the 1834 Report
(*‘ the old might enjoy their indulgences ), from which the Poor
Law Commissioners of 1834-1847, the Poor Law Board of 1847~
1871, and even the Local Government Board for its first fourteen
years, had persistently turned away.?

The first sign of this concern for the comfort of the aged
Workhouse inmates occurred on the eve of the General Election
of 1885, when, as will be recalled, a couple of million additional
electors of the wage-earning class had been added to the Parlia-
mentary Registers. Under the presidency of Arthur Balfour the
Local Government Board issned a Circular to all the Boards of
Guardians specifically reminding them that married couples over
sixty had a statutory right to be provided with a separate bed-
room for their joint occupation, and that (as had been provided
in the Divided Parishes and Poor Law Amendment Act of 1876)
where one partner only was over sixty the couple might equally
be given this accommodation, at the discretion of the Guardians.3

' Special Order of April 18, 1892, in Tweaty-second Annoal Report of
Iaudsgoocvmmmt Boud,pl;ﬂsﬂa, p. Ixxixz, v

* publications of this period we may cite various by the Pabian
Bociety {T'Ae Reform of the Poor Law, by 8. Webb, No. 17 of 1890 ; Quesions for
Poor Law Guardians, No. 20 of 1880; A Ples for Poor Law Reform, by F.
Whelen, No. 44 of 1853 ; and The Humanizing of the Poor Law, by J. L. Onke-
shott, No. 54 of 1804); Better Treaiment of such Aged Poor as are in the Work-
house, by J, Theodore Dodd, 1882; Thke FPoor Laow, the Friendly Socicties awd
Oid Age Destitution, by Rev. T. W. Fowle, 1882 ; Pauperism and the Endowment
of Old Age, by Charles Booth, 1892 ; and T'As Aged FPoor in England and Wales,
by Charlee Booth, 1894.

* Ciroular of Twenty-sixth Aunual Report of L.G.B., 1886, Ii will be
remsmabered that this was the concession sgainat which, aa inconsistent with
the Workhouse regimen, Nicholls had, in hin time, vehemently protested.
For & whole generstion it had been, in nearly sll the Workhousee, ignored or
evaded, withogt interference or comment by the Poor Law Board or Looal
Government Board. In 1885 o foreign inquirer was antheritatively informed
that, in all England, the total number of sged couples who bad persisted in
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In 1891, when C. T. Ritchie was President, a small matter led
to a significant alteration in Workhouse sdministration. The
question had been raised in & few Unions whether the Guardians
could lawfully provide illustrated and other newspapers for the
aged Workhouse inmates to resd, and even books for their nse. In
another Union the District Anditor had demurred to the provision
out of public funds of some inexpensive toya for the Workhouse
nursery. The President (C. T. Ritchie) issued a Circular to the
Inspectors conveying the Board’s sanction for the provision
both of newspapers and beoks for the aged and of toys for the
children .t

Dietetic Indulgences

The change of heart towards aged paupers was, however, most
manifested in dietetic indulgences, the initial struggle taking
place over tobacco.? The Liverpool Select Vestry (the Poor Law

claiming their separate bedrooms was not much over 200 (Za Loi des pauvres
ol Ia société angloise, by Emile Chevallier, 1895, p. 167).

The oft-repeated excuse for non-complinncs with what since 1847 had
sctually been the statute lsw—that prectically no aged couplos asked for or
deeired » separate apartment—was, we suggest, disingenuoue and misleading,
In some oasea it seemn to havoe been represented to the old poople that they
would have to live entirely in their bedroom, forfeiting their right-to frequent,
in the day-time, the general rooms for men and women reapectively. In some
cases, at least, the pt of & separate apariment would have entailed
the giving up of smoking, 4s this was not permitted on the side of the Work-
house in which the propossd apartment waa sitnatad.

 Circular of January 23, 1891. ‘This was & circular to the ** Local Govern.
ment Inspectorn®., With regard to the toys, it appears that the Board's
action waa duoe, at least in part, to one of the rare public interferences in
policy by a Civil Servant. One of the Board’s own officials (H, Preaton-
Thomas), noticing the Auditor’s legal objection to the purchass of toys, con-
tributed sn snonymous articls to the Morning Fost, expatisting on this ebsurd
pedantry. The article came to Ritchie's notice, and lad to his intervention
in the case, which, in the ordinery couree of office routine, be would not have
seen {Work and Play of a Government Inapector, by H, Preston-Thomaa, 1908,
pp. 207-208).

¥ It is not clear from the published documents at what date, or in what
Unicns, the Loca) Government Board had first allowed tobacco. In 1880 it
decjded that it could not legally be given to Workhouss inmates (not being
sick), if it had not been # ¥ ordered by the Medical Officer under arts. 107
and 108 of the Genersl Consolidated Order of 1847 (Belecisons from the Corre-
apondence of the Local Qovernment Board, vol. ii. pp. 3, 72). Yet, by 1885, at
any rate, the allowancs of tobasco or snoff to non.sble-bodied paupers, or to
such se were * amployed upon work of a hazardous or apecislly disagresable
charscter *, with parmision to smoke in such rooms as the Guardisns might
determine, had boen excepti granted in partioular eases ; see, for instance,
Special Order to the Carlisie Union of June 22, 1888 (not published in the
Annusl Repuort).
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Autbority in that city) determined to give the well-conducted
old men in the Workhouse the indulgence of a weeldy screw of
tobacco, whether or not they were employed on disagreeable
duties. The District Auditor objected. The Vestry insisted.
The Local Government Board was obdurate. The locsl body

appealed to its Parliamentary representatives, It was suggested
as a compromise that the Medical Officer might be got to include it
in the dietary table, when the Local Government Board would not
refuse to sanction it.* The Vestry declined to compromise, and
insisted on allowing tobacco as a non-medical indulgence.
Finally, the Inspector was privately instructed to eay that official
objection was withdrawn. No publicity was given to the con-
cession ; but it gradually leaked out. During the year 1892 we
see the Local Government Board sanctioning by letter, without
sny official publication on the subject, such applications as were
made by individual Boards of Guardians to be permitted to allow
sn ounce of tobacco weekly to the men over sixty in the Work-
housel Then on November 3, 1892, when Heury Fowler was
President, a General Order was issued permitting it in all Unions,
irregpective of sex, and without limit of amount.? Little more
than a year later, as some compensation to the old women
(thongh they had not been excluded, in terms, from the indul-
gence of tobacco or snuff), they were allowed “ dry tes ™, with
sugar and milk, irrespective of that provided for in the dietary
table.* Presently, this indulgence was extended to “ dry coffee or

}“1t is the inveriable practice™, said C. T. Ritchic spprovingly, as
Prosident, of the L.G.B., “ to provide for the aged panpers a better dist than
that for the other claases *” {C. T. Ritohie in House of Commons, May 6, 1892;
Hansard, vol. iv. p. 277). It should be added, for perfect acouracy, that o
the first suthoritative Workhouss dietary table of 1836 there is a footnots
stating that *old peopls of sixty years snd upwarda may be sllowed
something extrs "—a relaxation which we beliove to have been, for half a
century, very rarely put in operation, if ever. Morsover, it appeara from the
MS8. Minutes that the Poor Law Commissioners, in 1836, bad c¢onceded, to an
inquiring Board of Guardians, that sugar might be allowed to the aged and
infirm ; an¢ that any other Board might apply for like sanction (MB. Minutee,
Poor Law Commissioners, January 18, 1836), But the concession was not

published ; and no alteration was mede in the distaries, which were supposed
to be authoritative.

* Local Government Board to Bourne Union, August 1802 (Loeal
Goverament Chronicle, August 18, 1892, p. 678} ; Local Government Board to
Caistor Union, September 1892 (sbid., Qctober S, 1802, p. 850).

% Genersl Order of November 8, 1882; Ciroular of November 9, 1862;
Twenty-second Annnal Report of L.G.B., 1893, pp. lxxxv, 35-36.

* Bpecial Order of March 8, 1804 ; Twenty-fourth Annual Report of L.G.B.,
1895, pp. zoix, 4-5,
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cocos ”, if preferred, and the men also were allowed to receive
it At last, the Local Government Board, by two lengthy
Circulars in 1895 and 1896,* under the presidency of Henry
Fowler and Henry Chaplin respectively, aystematically laid down
principles of Workhouse administration, so far as the aged were
concerned, in sharp contrast with those advocated by Longley,
or indeed, with those which had been inculcated from 1835 to
1892. It was expressly stated that, as the character of the
‘Workhouse population had so completely changed since 1834, the
administration no longer needed to be 80’ deterrent. The old
idea of fixed and uniform times of going to bed and rising, and
taking meals, was given up, it being expressly left to the Master
and Matron to allow any of the aged (as well as the infirm and
the young children} to retire to rest, to rise and to have their
meals at whatever hours it was thought fit. The Visiting Com-
mittees of Workhousea were now specially enjoined to see that
the aged were properly attended to, and recommended to confer
with them as to any grievances without any officials being present.?
It was suggested that the great sleeping wards should be par-
titioned into separate cubicles. The Guardians were once more
reminded that aged or infirm couples might be provided with
separate rooms. The well-behaved aged end infirm were to be
allowed, within reasonable limits,4 to go out for walks, to visit
their friends, and on Sunday to attend their own places of worship.

! Special Order to Gateshead Union, February 15, 1898; see also the
* Specimen Order * given in Mecmorran and Lushington's Poor Law Orders,
second edition, 1805, p. 1081.

¥ Circulsr on Workhouse Administration of January 29, 1895 ; Memorandum
on Visiting Committoes of June 1885 ; Ciroular on Classification in Workhouses
of July 31, 1898 ; Twenty-fifth Annuai Report of L.G.B., 18051896, pp. Ixxxv,
107-112, 121.123; Twenty-sixth Anooa! Report of L.G.B., 1888-1897,
Ppp. Ixxxviii-lxxxix, 9-10. It should be noted, too, that in the very next
year the importint Workhouse Nursing Order, 1897, which gradually revolu-
ﬂoniudthennmgdthamkhypmndmgfwthomployment(mwh
stitution for the penper sttendsnts) of qualiied snd sslaried nurses, also
ameliorated the condition of many of the aged, who were ohromically inflrm
and needed daily sttendance., The whole i» commented on in Special

from the Selact Commitiee . Cottage Homes Bill, togeiher with
Nolﬂ,etc.,byt-baEdltonol’therLawOﬁwl Journal, 1899,
% Memorsndum on the dutiee of Visiting Committess, June 1805, in

Twenty-Gfth Annual Report of L.G.B., 1896, p. 122.

¢ Bunday moming, and one day » month,mheldtobenotluﬂcwnt
outing. * In the case oflgodmm dmpoohblanhmm seid Henry
Ch:ﬁn. wdsblenoa might weil be allowed on weekdays more frequently
than is now the case ” [st Old Grevel Lanc Workhouse] (Hensard, May 23,
1898, vol. lviil. p. .
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The rules were to be relaxed to allow them to receive visits in
the Workhouse from their friends. There was to be no distinctive
dress.* Those of them who were of good conduct, and who had
“ previoualy led moral and respectable lives ”, were to be separ-
ated from the rest, who * are likely to cause them discomfort ”,
and were to have the enjoyment of a separate day-room.! The
whole note of the administration of the old people’s wards of

! In nothing had the change been more remarikable then in the Workhouse
inmates’ clothing. In 1865 a rural Board of QGuardiane in deacribed, * whose
jdea of adequate relief to an agod deserving man or woman was 1s. 6d., or to
be extra libersl, 26. 3. a woek ; who clothed ali the inmales of the Workhouse in
a proncunced livery for iheir Sunday best, the men in white fustian and the women
in blue serge, and expected them to go to church or chapel in prooession like
convicts. The Workhouwe itself was not furnished mnoh more comfortably
than a farmer’s bern with a load of straw in it ¥ (Sam Adsms, Clerk, Bp.
Aucklnnd, in Poor Law Coxferences, 1908-1909, p. 268). ** As long ago aa the
yoar 1842 the Poor Law Commissioners called attention to the fact that [for
Workhouse inmatea] the clothsng need nof be uniform either in colour or material ;
and yet for the long period of nearly sixty yoars the inmates of nearly every
Workhouse in the country were similarly attired in hideous and distinotive
clothing " {*" Poor Law Questions as affecting Women Goardians ™, by
Mra. E. G. Fuller, in Poor Low Conferences, 1901-1902, p. 397). The abandon-
ment of a distinetive pauper dreas was, to say tho least, not welcomed by
“atrict ' spdminiatrators. It is said ™', wrote Sir William Chancs in 1885,
*to be inhumane to clothe the Workhouss inmates in » special dress. The
ohjection is one more fonnded on sentiment then on reality. It must not be
forgotten that the application of the Workhouse Teet is intended to act as a
deterrent * (The Befter Administration of the Poor Law, by Sir W. Chance,
1895, p. 78).

? This segregation of the well-behaved from the badly behaved was seldom
found practioabls in the old buildings thai wers everywhere amed as Work-
houses. Euch ** s proper separation would involve the rebuilding of at lesat
half the Workhouses in London ** {* Are Workhousea unduly attractive ? " by
W, A, Bailward, Poor Law Conferences, 1898-1898, p. 511). It had, in fact,
been sttempted only in an infinitesimal number of cases, either in large Work-
houses or in smsall ones. In every 1nion, say two competent cheervers, ** the
inmatea of Workhouses are clamified acoording to the provisions of Article D&
of the General Qrder of 1847, but we think jt correct to say that in & Isrge
mmmber of Workhouses the provisions of the sucoceding Article 08, whatever
may be the reason, are not complied with *' {that is to say, clsssification by
‘' usual charscter or previous habite ') ("' The Poor Law in relation to the
Aged Poor ™, by C. N. Nicholson and Sir W. Chanoe, Poor Law Conferences,
1899-1900, p. 522). In soms of the more popnlous Unions & change was, in
thess years, spontaneously being made. “ Of Iats years ', we read, " many
Boards of Guardians have given special attention to ™ some such segregation
of the well-conduoted ing aged, notably st “ Sheffield, Liverpoo), Portees
laland, Grimaby, Hull, Southampton, West Derby . . . Fulham snd

i * (ibid. p. 522). For » modern view of structural requirements,
%on Hinls and Suggestions as to the Planning of Poor Law Buildings, by Percival
Gordon Smith, 1801, Bmith wes appointed ssmistant architect in 1868 to the
Foor Law Board, and in 1878 architect to the Locel Government Bosrd,
retiring in 1901.
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the Workhouses was, in fact, to be changed, so far as the Local
Government Board could change it. In the hitherto-disregarded
words of the 1834 Report, the old were to “ enjoy their indul-
gences . Four years later another Circular was issued in
stronger terma, reiterating the suggestions of privileges that the
Guardians ought to allow to the deserving inmates over sixty-five
—freedom to rise and go to bed and have their meals when
they liked, to have their own locked cupboards for their little
treasures, in all cases to have their tobacco and dry tea, to be
free to go out when they chose, and to be kllowed to receive the
visits of their friends. They were to be given sepsrate cubicles
to sleep in, and special day-rooms, * which might, if thought
degirable, be available for members of both sexes ... and
in which their meals, other than dinner, might be served at hours
fixed by the Guardians ™! *“ It is hoped that, where there is
room, the Guardians will not hesitate to take steps to bring about
improvements of the kind indicated in the arrangementa for the
aged deserving poor .2 Four or five months later the Guardians
were stirred up by letter, and asked what they had done towards
creating the specially privileged class of deserving aged inmates
that had been 8o strongly pressed on them.* During these years
the distaries for the aged and infirm were being altered in the
direction of liberality, variety and freedom of choice. Not only
were hot meat or fish dinners provided (* with sauce "), but also
tea, cocos, milk, sugar, butter, seed-cake, onions, lettuce, rhubarb
or stewed fruit, sago, semolina and rice pudding. In 1900

1 Cironlar of Avgust 4, 1600, in Thirtieth Annusl Report of Looal Govern-
ruent Board, 1901, p, 19; commented on in Poor Law Administration : fhe
Aged Deserving Poor, by the Editors of the Poor Law Officers’ Journal, 1000.

% Nor was this merely a formal expression. Woe see, in the next few years,
the Loon]l Government Board oordislly sanctioning the provision, st no small
extra expemse in capital and annual maintenance, of new old people’s wards
in some Unions, of apecialised old men's and oid women's homes in othere;
even to the extent of permitting (se st Woolwich) the loostion of the most
reapectable and beet conducted of the aged in a comfortabls private mansion
conducted with the minimum of rules, and without outward sign of pauperism.

* Bee, for instance, Loval Government Board to Bradford Union, Jenusry 10,
1801, in MB. archives, Bradford Board of Guardisns. There were then, in the
Bradford Workhouss, twenty aged paupers of the first olass, and seventeen of
the seocnd olass. Both these dsy wards had cushioned armehsirs, lookers with
keys for ench inmate, carpets on the floor, curtains to the windows, snd were
made comfortable with coshions, coloured tabls-cloths, pictures and omamentsa.
The inmates had specisl dormitories {Bradford Union to Looal Government

Board, Janvary 26, 1801). The General Consolidated Order of 1847 was still
nomioally in foroe.
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“ provision is also made for . . . the inmates on special infirm
diet . . . to receive daily, before bedtime, or at such time as the
guardians may fix, a small allowance of milk pudding or similar
food to break the interval between the usual meals .2 The same
Circular snnounced the Board’s capitulation to the insistent
demand of the Chorlton Board of Guardians for permission to
depart so far from the peremptory Orders as to abandon the
serving to each inmate of a uniform ration of bread at every meal,
The Guardians had defiantly substituted a service of bread in
trays common to each table, which resulted in a considerable
reduction in the daily quantity consigned to the pig-trough. It
took some time to induce the Local Government Board to agree
to this departure from strict institutional practice ; but, as the
Guardians persisted, the new Dietaries Order communijcated in
the Circnlar of October 11, 1900, definitely sanctioned the
improvement. Nor was harmless recreation to be withheld from
the Workhouse inmates. The Board in 1904 made no objection to
a Board of Guardians subscribing to a lending library, in order to
obtain a constant supply of books for the deserving aged Work-
house inmates; and even held that no special sanction was
required.? Finally, “ it is open to Guardians, if they think fit, to
incur reasonable expenses in providing a piano, for use at divine
service [and therefore, presumably, also at other times, once it
wag installed] held in a Workhouse Infirmary for old and infirm
inmates ¥ ;* or to provide s harmonium at the cost of the
Poor Rate for the use of the inmates of the Workhouse.¢ In all

! Circular of Qctober 11, 1800; Workhouse Regulations (Dietariea and
Accounts) Order, 1800, in Thirtieth Annual Report of L.G.B., 1901, pp. 65-66,
But the Local Government Board struck st afternoon tea! The Bt. Georgo's,
Hanover Bquare, Guardians were informed that it was **not prepared to assent
to the proposal of the Guardiaus for the infirm men, and all men over the age
of sixty-five years to have half a pint of tea daily at 3.30 p.u., between the midday
and evening meals ' {Local Government Board to 8t. George's, Hanover Bquare,
November 1900 ; see Local Government Chronscle, November 17, 1800, p. 1147}

¥ Local Qovernment Chronicle, August 27, 1904, p. 898 Decisions of the
Local Government Board, 1903-1904, by W. A. Caseon, 1806, p. 97,

* The deoision waa published in Local Government Chronicle, November 1,
1902, p. 1102 ; Decisions of the Local Government Board, 1902-1903, by W. A.
Casson, 1904, p. 72.

¥ Local Government Board to Bt. Germen's Union, Ducemaber 1868 ;
Lacal Qovernment Chronicle, December 24, 1898, p. 1102; pee, lor all thia
progressive relaxstion of Workhouss * discipline ’, English Poor Law Policy, by
B. and B, Wsbb, 1910, PP. 336.240; and, for its reault in increasing the volume
of “Old Age Pauperism ", Msjority Report of Poor Law Commission, 1909,
vol. i. p, 232 of Bvo edition.
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this alteration of policy with regard to the aged, from 1885
onwards, we become aware of the increasing influence of
the change of public opinion, which was manifesting itself in
the movement for Old Age Pensions, leading, with the Com-
missions or Committees of 1893-1895, 1896-1898, 1899-1900
and 1903, up to the Act of 1908, by which—though it failed
immediately to empty the Workhouses of the bulk of their aged
inmates, who had long been cut off from their relations—the
stream of aged applicants for Poor Rehef elther indoor or ont-
door, was greatly diminished.

THE ABLE-BODIED

The Poor Law Board found on ite hands in 1848 a considerable
mass of able-bodied pauperism which the thirteen years of
gtrenuous work of the Poor Law Commissioners had failed to
eliminate. Their policy had, indeed, achieved one great success.
Within a few years, in the rural parishes of Southern England,
the resolute offer of the Workhouse had brought to an end—so
far as able-bodied men were concerned—the demorabising chronic
Poor Law relief of the Underpaid and the Under-employed.
Speaking broadly, all the able-bodied farm labourers who had
remained in the villages, and who were in employment at all, were
now maintained, 8o long as they and their dependants were in
good health, without the aid of the rates, with the result that their
wages had somewhat risen, and their wage-earning had become
somewhat less intermittent. How far this poliey had suceeeded
at the cost of driving some surplus labourers into the towns, and
t.hereby increasing the mass of able-bodied destitution there,
remains uncertain.

In London, and in the manufacturing towns, and in the
seaports, where quite a different kind of able-bodied destitution
existed, the new policy had proved less practicable. The Poor
Law Board had to recognise, aa the Poor Law Commissioners had
been constrained to admit, that, even where the Local Authorities
offered no objection, it was undesirable to apply the Prohibitory
Order in places where fluctuations in the volume of employment
were violent and periodic, and manifestly beyond the control of
either employers or wage-earners, An Outdoor Relief Prohibitory
Order, it was observed, would in such placea necessarily have to
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be suspended in times of depression of trade ; * and ”, to quote
the words of the Local Government Board's letter of May 12,
1877, “ there is nothing more calculated to weaken the force of
the regulations of the Board than to be obliged to abrogate them
whenever a period of pressure arises . In the large centres of
population, accordingly, the attempt to prohibit Outdoor Relief
to the able-bodied was, by 1852, avowedly abandoned.!

The Labour Test

The slternative device for carrying out the * Principles ” of
the 1834 Report, of which the Poor Law Board urged the adoption
upon the Boards of Guardians of the Metropolis and the mauu-
facturing districts, was that of the Labour Yard, or Outdoor
Relief in return for a task of work by the sble-bodied man.
Either under the Labour Test Order or under the Qutdoor Relief
Regulation Order, the opening of a Labour Yard, and the refusal
of any Outdoor Relief to able-bodied men except through the
Labour Yard, was, by the Poor Law Inspectors and by official
Circulars, persistently pressed on the Boards of Guardians of
London and the great towns as the proper way of treating the
destitute able-bodied men who applied for relief—irrespective of
whether they were Unemployed, Under-cmployed, Sweated, or
Unemployable. The number of men thus given relief in return
for a task of work rose, in times of bad trade, to a great height.
Thus in the Lady-day Quarter, 1843, neatly 40,000 healthy
able-bodied men, representing a population of some 150,000,
were being employed in the Poor Law Labour Yards, including
large numbers of factory operatives thrown out of employment
in Lancashire and the West Riding by depression of trade? A

' An able ples for the relief of the sble-bodied by the provision of
employment in uscful work was made by G. Poulett Borope in T'he Rights of
Indusiry : Past 111. On the Beat Form of Relief to the Ablebodied Poor, 1348.
See alao Owddoor Relief to Ablebodied Paupers : « Letter addressed fo . . . Siv
J. Grey, by Rev. D. L. Cousins, 1850; also, by the eame, Extracts from the
Diary of o Workhouse Chaplain, 1847; Should Boards of Guardians endeavour
o make Pouper Labour self-supporting; or should they investigale the Cavaes
of Pouperism, by W, Noilson Hancock, 1851; The Principles of Pauper
Labour, by E. W. Holland, 1870 ; Some Articles on London Pauperiom and its
RBelations with the Labour Market, by Bir C. E. Trevelyan, Bart., 1870 ; Poor
Belief during Depression of Trade, by George Macdonald, 1879 ; (sse, for a
Drevious experience, Observations on he Adminisiration of the Foor Law in
Nottinghom, by W. Roworth, 1840).

* Tenth Annual Report of Poor Law Comminsioners, I844, pp. 467-470.
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member of the Bradford Board of Gnardians in 1842 estimated
that “ nearly two-thirds of the relief is given to able-bodied
paupers”.! At the East End of London, the number of men
unemployed in 1848 was so great that the Poplar Guardians
seriously complained of the strain imposed upon them. The
(Guardians, viewing the pressure of “ applications by able-bodied
men for relief, and which the Board truly believes arises from
various causes of temporary cessation of work in the docks and
large manufactories, are of opinion that it is expedient that such
relief should be administered more extersively than is usually
considered admissible by the late Poor Law Commissioners or
the Poor Law Board to that class of person; the Guardians at
the same time ordering the employment of stone-breaking to
the fullest extent to be continued ”2 In 1847, even in many
rural Unions, “the Workhouses . . . became full during the
winter *, and special permission had to be given for Qutdoor
Relief to the able-bodied. *In Caxton and Arrington, and
Newmarket, the necessity for Out-relief recurs every winter. In
Hinckley the difficulty was only partial, owing to a dispute
between the stocking-weavers and masters about wages. In
Clifton and Chipping Scdbury the Workhouse was crowded
through the want of employment of the hatters ” ;* and these
unemployed men had to be given COutdoor Relief. Nor were
these merely isolated and exceptional cases. Throughont its
whole existence the Poor Law Board, and down to 1886 the
Local Government Board, found no better suggestion to make
to Boards of Guardians, with regard to the able-bodied men
thrown out of work by depression of trade or seasonal cessation
of employment—{ailing appropriate Workbouse accommodation
—than the grant of Outdoor Relief in return for labour4 The
* opening of the Labour Yard " became a regular occurrence at
every period of stresa.

t MB, Minutes, Bradford Union, Qotober 31, 1842.

* MB. Minutes, Poplar Union, November 16, 1848,

8 Official Circular, No. 5, N.B., May 1847, p. 67.

¢ *The Poor Law . . . Board is most unwilling to let the usual regulations
be overstepped. They allow Outdoor Relief only on sufferance, and with the
ahhorred Labour Teet. . . . Old Stephens of Stalybridge . . . has preached
sbout it till the Oldham Quardisns have openly defied the London Board,
and give relief without oakum, 7The office sends them seversl lstters every
woek, which they throw under the table " {Dr. J. H. Bridges, writing in 1862;
A Nineteenih Ceniury Teacher, by Busan Liveing, 1928, p. 102).



THE STONE YARD 367

We make no attempt at a chronological description of the
opening and closing of Labour Yards in one or other of the Poor
Law Unions during the second half of the nineteenth century ;
though this ocoupiea a large part of local Poor Law annals. What
is noteworthy, amid the essential sameness of the experience, is
the great diversity in the conditions that was allowed, without
objection or comment, by the Poor Law Board and the Local
Government Board. In the kind of work offered, and in the
amount of relief given, Boards of Guardians have constantly
differed from one another between the two extremes of a mere
pretence at work, with a good meal, a bed in & common lodging-
house and a few halfpence in money, on the one hand, and, on
the other, painful penal labour upon relief physiologically in-
sufficient even to make good the wear and tear involved. With
strict administrators of the old-fashioned type, the work pro-
vided took three or four forms only, such as oakum-picking,
wood-chopping, cormn-grinding and, most of all, the breaking
of granite, flint, or sandstone by the hammer for use on the roads.
Such work was usually performed in a shed within the curtilage
of the Workhouse—called the * Labour Yard ™, or the * Stone
Yard "—often differentiated into stalls in which the men worked
apart from each other, and could be closely supervised by the
Workhouse Master, or by a “ Labour Master ” serving under
him. Such & Labour Yard lent itself to the exaction of a definite
taak of work from every man certified by the Medical Officer
to be capable of performing it.

The Provizion of Useful Work

In 1886 we note a change of policy, in the year in which
Joseph Chemberlain, as President of the Local Government
Board, issued his famous Circular to the Town Councils asking
them to start Relief Works for the unemployed. Up and down
the country Boards of Guardians in the larger cities began to
prescribe, for sble-bodied male applicants for Poor Relief, tasks
of work less repulsive than oakum-picking and stone-breaking ;
it might be digging, quarrying and road-making, or even, in
some cases, merely odd jobs of cleaning, painting and decorating
inside the various Poor Law institutions, Thus, the Manchester
Board of Guardisns in 1886-1887, and again during 1895-1906,
Put men to excavate the land attached to its Workhouse at
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Crumpsall ; the Chorlton Board of Guardians long had men on
Outdoor Relief working on its farm in all seasons of the year,
the number rising in winter to several scores; the Leicester
Board of Guardians for many years put hundreds of men to dig
on its farm ; the York Board of Guardisns, after 1886, set the
able-bodied unemployed to bring into cultivation by spade
labour the garden land adjoining the Workhouse; and the
Bradford Board of Guardians employed the able-bodied men on
Outdoor Relief in levelling and preparing for building the land
adjacent to ite institutions two miles from the centre of the
town. Some Boards of Quardians, despite the legally authori-
tative Orders of thé Local Government Board, were actually
providing, during the last quarter of the century, for men rendered
destitute by lack of employment, the very * work at wages”
which was so much deprecated in 1834. The Guardians of the
Ecclesall Bierlow Union, comprising a part of the Borough of
Sheffield, carried on a regular system of offering to every able-
bodied man who applied for relief, not residence in the Workhouse,
but paid employment at piecework rates. The task was always
hard and badly remunerated, and the amount of work limited,
# single man being able to earn only 5s. 9d. in a week, the whole
gix days’ attendance being exacted from him; whilst & man
with a family was permitted to earn as much &s 15s. 4d. in a
week, though all were paid at the same piecework rate for what
they were allowed to do. No food waa supplied to the men.
They went out, like other workmen, at midday, to get their
own mesls, and at § p.M. they were paid their earnings for the
day. These earnings were not regarded aa relief, but as wages
to * journeymen woodcutters ” or ‘‘ journeymen stonecutters”.
The men were not entered as paupers nor anbject to disfranchise-
ment. This system of “ setting the poor to work , witnessed
by the Inspectors at every visit, went on from 1879 to 1907
without official objection; but was, in the latter year, per-
emptorily stopped by the Local Government Board. 1

The Variety in the Task

All through the second half of the century the amount of
effort demanded from each individual put on task-work differed

1 MA, Minutes, Eoclesall Bierlow Union, February and March 1008,
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from Union to Union even more widely than the character of
the work. Where the work was most repulsive in character and
the relief given was smallest, the task exacted was usually
the most severe. Thus the Leicester Board of Guardians, who
eventually ended by setting the able-bodied men to work on the
land, and gave as much as 14s. a week in relief for a family,
found themselves unable to exact any definite task or real efiort
from these relatively fortunate paupers. The men, said one of
the Guardians, do practically what they like; and “in frosty,
very wet or anowy weather . . . they sit in the shed around the
fire smoking and talking, and further confirming the habits of
laziness which many of them have already acquired”! On
the other hand, the visitor to the severely managed Sheffield
Labour Yard, any time during the last generation, might have
watched each man at work at stone-breaking, strictly confined
in a separate cell, receiving no money whatsoever, but merely
hia bare meals and a ticket for a common lodging-house, actually
performing the specified task of making 10 cwt. of stone pass
through a 2-inch mesh. In the neighbouring Unions of Holbeck
and Hunslet the task for each man in the Labour Yard was as
much as 20 cwt. of stone per day ; at Cleobury Mortimer in 1890
it was 16 cwt. ; at Dudley in 1904 and at Bradford in 1907 it
was 15 cwt.; at King’s Norton in 1894 it wae 12 cwt., bub in
1903 only 8 cwt. ; at Wolstanton and Burslem in 1886 and 1893,
and at Paddington in 1905, it was 10 cwt.; at Lewisham in
1888, at Wandsworth in 1892, and at Salford in 1907, it was
8 cwt. ; at Ipawich it was only 7 owt., which waa the amount at
Brentford, 1886-1906, and at Stoke-upon-Trent in 1896 ; whilst
at Hackney in 1895 it was only 6 cwt. These extreme variations
are only very partially explained by differences in the hardness
of the stone, The task sanctioned by the Poor Law Board or
the Local Government Board for oakum-picking shows equal
variations. Thus at West Bromwich in 1886, and at Stoke-
upon-Trent in 1895, it was 2 lb. per man; at West Bromwich
it wae in 1887 increased to 3 Ib., which was the amount sanctioned
at Bradford since 1882, at Lewisham since 1888, and at Hackney
in1906. On the other hand, the task sanctioned at Huddersfield
in 1888 waa 4 |b., which was that at Leeds in 1907 ; whilst
st the Wolstanton and Burslem Labour Yard no less than 6 Ib,

1 Evidance to Poor Law Commission, 1807, Q. 47,008,
YOL. 1 28
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had to be picked in the day. During the winter of 1878-1879,
when pauperism in the Northern counties suddenly increased
by 31 per cent, and Labour Yards were opened in all directions,
it was noted that the daily tasks prescribed for the 7000 wmen
at work (and approved, practically simultanecusly, by the Local
Government Board) varied from b to 28 cwt. of stone-breaking
and from 1 to 4 lb. of oakum-picking.?

It must, however, be added that, with the exception of &
few strictly superintended Labour Yards in Lancashire and
Yorkshire, the variations between the different tasks exacted
were always more nominal than real. We can find no evidence
that the authorities at Whitehall or the Board of Guardians
ever ascertained whether the task so solemnly prescribed was
actually performed. As a matter of fact, the amount of work
done was ususlly trivial. It was in vain that Boards of Guardians
insisted, a8 did that of Poplar in 1868, that the task of work
should be ‘ at least as arduous as that required of a labourer
in ordinary employment ”.2 It was in vain that the regulations
specified, as did those of Edmonton Union, that each man was
to break 10 cwt. of granite sufficiently small to pass through a
1}-inch grid or mesh; or to make up and tie 200 bundles of
firewood ; or to grind 120 Ib. of maize or 8 pecks of wheat or
barley.® The curious inveatigator into Labour Yards who
insists on examining the Labour Master's private memoranda
of the amount of work done by each man, invariably finds that
nothing like the specified task is accomplished. Unfortunately
the actual amount of stone broken, or of the other work done,
has been seldom officially ascertained in this way, and still less
frequently reported or recorded. At Poplar in 1895 it was
found that only 1345 tons were broken in 13,428 days’ labour ;*
that is to say, not the 10 cwt. expected at Edmonton, but just
over 2 cwt. per man per day. The average in the Wandsworth
Labour Yard in 1896 never exceeded from 2 cwt. to 3 cwt. per
man per day.® The only practicable remedy of the Guardians

1 “ Poor Relief doring the Depression of Trade in the Wiater of 1878-1878 ",
by J. Macdonald, in Poor Law Conferences, 1879-1880, p. 131.

* MB, Minutes, Poplar Union, Beptember 22, 1883,

3 Annusl Report of Edmonton Union, 1904-1905.

¢ Report of Outdoor Labour Yards Commities to Poplar Board of Guardians,
June 5, 1885,

% Report of House of Commons Committee on Distrews from Want of

Employment, 1808, p. 6.
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was to prosecute s man for refusing to work ; but this extreme
step was resorted to only in cases of flagrant disobedience or
recalcitrance. Under these circumstances, no amount of super-
vigion could ensure continuous work. “ Recently ”, said the
Superintendent of the Leeds Labour Yard, “I have had to
attend to the stone-carts coming into the Yard, and some of the
men . . . are ever ready to take advantage of my temporary
absence. I have noticed that, when I am called away, ncarly
every man cesses work until my return, and time after time I
have looked from the Test Yard door and seen them gossiping
in groups of four or five, some smoking pipes or cigarettes, others
sitting on the barrows ; one acts as a ‘ crow ’ to warn the Yard
when I return.”* The magistrates would not convict a man who
docilely continued to raise his hammer whenever the Labour
Master's eye was upon him, however slow and ineffective the
stroke. The so-called test work in the Labour Yard on which
the Poor Law Board and the Local Government Board insisted,
fostered & habit of dull, lethargic loafing. It required * no
mental effort, and no sense of responsibility ; it is a mechanical
process . The men so employed secmed, said the Clerk to a
Metropolitan Board of Guardians, “ to suffer from overwhelming
inertia ”.

Even in the hours of labour required, or perhaps we should say
the hours of attendance, which had equally to be sanctioned by
the Poor Law Board or Local Government Board, we find a similar
varistion from Labour Yard to Labour Yard ; though the length
of the prescribed working day was so small that the range of
possible variations was less than in the case of the amount of task.
The working week was usually only from thirty-six to forty-two
hours, a# compared with the sixty, seventy or even eighty hours
of work per week required of the contemporary labourer in such
typical occupations as agriculture, transport by road and rail, and
iron and steel works.* And with the short hours of attendance

1 MB. 4+
Gu&rdians,RemApri} 21!::1[&1:‘}.)3mtondont of Labour Yard to Leeds Booard of
! Tt was pointed out by the Times in 1888 that “ in respect of the length
of time worked, the outdoor psuper has a distinct advantage over the ordinary
workman. In no trade in London does & week's work consiat of less than
fifty.two and a balf bours' work. In no Stoneyard does it imply more than
fortyfive; in the majority only forty-two; in several it is thirty-six; in

one Unjon last winter it waa actuslly thirty-two. Morcover, carpentera or
engineers have to ba at work by asvon o'clock sven in the coldest weather;
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went o low rate of pay ; o single man without children might get
aa little as sevenpence (half in bread) in return for his day. Else-
where, a8 at Poplar in 1895, he got for his day four times that
amount. For a man and wife the Bedwellty Board of Guardiana,
in the Labour Yard in which, on the shutting down of the Tredegar
Bteel Works, from 300 to 600 men worked during the whole winter
of 1892-1893, allowed 1s. per day (half in kind), whilst at Poplar
in 1870 & childless couple got only 5d. in money and 4 1b. of bread.
The corresponding amount allowed to a man with wife and three
or four children varied from nine shillings to & maximum of
fourteen. On the other hand, at the Salford Labour Yard in
February 1907, a man could get only 6s. per week for himself and
wife, and 1s. for each child, making no more than 10s. per week
for a family of six, and that amount only provided that he worked
for the full thirty-eight and a half hours in the week, and actually
accomplished the taak of breaking 8 cwt. of stone per day, & pro-
portionate deduction being made for any deficiencyin the quantity
broken. This arrangement came very near to ordinary employ-
ment at piecework rates of wages, differing according to the size
of the family,

Tt was a further element of variety that the men were aome-
times allowed (and even required) to come regularly to the Labour
Yard continuously day by day ; whilst elsewhere they were only
permitted to work (and to draw the relief) for three, or even for
two, days in the week. At Poplar in 1895, where relatively high
rates per day were allowed, each ticket was available only for two
days, and 1939 separate men got, on an average, only seven days’
work each in the Labour Yarda in the whole six weeks that they
were open. At Edmonton in 1904 the plan waa adopted of allow-
ing to every man in the Labour Yard the same daily amount of
Outdoor Relief, viz. 25. 8d. (three-fifths in kind}), but permitting
bim 10 come to work, and to receive the relief, only two, three or
four days a week, according to the size of his famnily and to whether

the Stoneyard never opens ita gates till 8 .., and 8.30 4. or O 4., is a
still commoner hour; one Union iast winter only commenced operstions at
10 ax. The theory is excellent, namely, that the men wonld have time to
go round and seek employment before ooming in; in practios, however, it
was found a considerable convenience by the olass of applicants who preferred
to lie in bed till their wivea got their breakfsst ready * (Times, 1888 ; guoted
isEvidsnoe before Hoose of Lords Commities on Poor Law Relief, 1888,
. 5327).
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he waa over or under sixty years of age. Presumably the assump-
tion was that, on the days on which the man was excluded from
the Labour Yard, he would be able to get casual employment
elsewhere. The zealous Inspectors desired, but the Local Govern-
ment Board never required, that men receiving Outdoor Retief
should be kept continuously at work for a specified period of one
week, or several weeks, and should thus be, for that period,
entirely removed from the labour market. “In certain well-
known cases ¥, said Crowder, “ men have been allowed to come in
and out very much as they like, to get a day’s work, then the next
day come to the Labour Yard, then go out again, and so forth .
The Labour Yard was exclusively for men.! Usnally, as at
Leeds, admission was restricted to married men, and sometimes
married men with families, all Outdoor Relief being refused to
gingle men—unless, said the Edmonton Board of Guardians, they
are over sixty —and sometimes to married men without children,
or even with one child. On the other hand, in the Sheffield Union
no order for the Labour Yard was given to any bat single men.
Usually the order for the Labour Yard was regarded as a privilege,
which was refused {as at Manchester) to “ men of improvident,
drunken or immoral habita ”, or to *“ Able-bodied men with
families residing in furnished lodgings ”* ; or {as at Dudley)* to
“ persons living in common lodging houses ”, or who have not
“ resided in the Union for at least six months”; or (as at
Edmonton) ? to those who cannot prove residence for & twelve-
month. The actual character of the men jound in a Labour Yard
varied considerably, according to the strictness of the regulations
and to the state of trade. When the Labour Yard was open in
the winter, it was resorted to {as at Leeds) by building-trade
iabourers and others thrown out of employment by seasonal

! The Orders required s task of work only for men; and it was rare that
Boards of Guardians put women on Outdoor Labour Test work. A few
Boards, like that of the Manchester Union, sometimes ocoupled thair grant of
Outdoor Relief to single or widowed abls-bodied wonen with the requirement
of attendsnoe at the Workhouse for s0 many bours' cleaning or washing. In
1870 thers were ™ needle-rooms” for such women in & few Metropolitan
Unions ; and the Shoreditch Gusrdisns set some women to work st briatle.
sorting (Wodehouse's Report, in Twenty-third Annual Report of Poar Law
Bosrd, 1871, pp. 33.34). In 1888 the Huddersfield Guardians required suoh
;Tmonﬁthertomhelothu(orﬁxmdlhdfhounpedly.ortopiek
Regulations sa to Out-relief, Dudley, November 1884
Agnua] Report of Edmonton Bosrd of Guardians, 1904-1905,

-
2



374 SIXTY YEARS' ADMINISTRATION, 18481908

depression of trade. There is, however, a consensus of opinion
that the men at work in a Labour Yard were, for the most part, of
an undeserving class ; to a large extent habitual dependants on
the Labour Yard, recurring whenever it was open, sometimes (as
at West Ham) for as many as ten years in succession; and
extending from father to son, and even to grandson, often of
the lowest or semi-criminal class.! * Fifty per cent of the men
admitted ” to & Labour Yard, said one Clerk to a Board of
Guardians, “ are street corner men, who rarely ever work beyond
doing odd jobs for a few coppers ”.

Closing the Stoneyard

With the rise to power of the New School of Poor Law Ortho-
doxy between 1871 and 1886, there was a sustained, but apparently
unsuccessful, effort on the part of the Inspectorate to check the
extension of the Qutdoor Labour Test. What seems most to
have struck Henry Longley, who was then perhaps the most
active and for some years the most influential of the inspectoraie,
was not 8o much that the conditions of the Labour Yards were so
diverse, and that their influence was so demoralising, but the fact
that the test of work failed, in many cases, to deter able-bodied
spplicants from coming for relief. There was much less reluctance
for the man to go to work in the Labour Yard than for the whole

1 % Of 1200 men relieved in the Labour Yard at West Ham during the
first three montbhs of 1805, 244 had resorted to the Stoneyard for a con.
secutive number of yoars as follows : for ten years 4, for nine years 53, for
eight years 21, for seven years 25. . . . In more than one instapce, thres
generations, father, son and grandson, were simultanecusly receiving relief
in that form " (Twenty-fifth Annual Repori of Local Government Board,
1896, Lockwood's Report, p. 106},

At 3t. Olave's, Bouthwark, ** & new Bowrd of Guardians had been elected
in December 1894, and the majority of ita members had pledged themselves
to dispennse with the * Workhouse Test *. It held ita first meeting on the Jrd
of January 1805, wnd on the Tth Jsnusry proceeded to open s stoneyard,
where the able-bodied applicants for relief oould be employed at Trade Union
daily rate of wagee, of which ls. 8d. wans to be paid in money snd 1a 10d, in
kind, consisting of bread, tea and meat or coals, The result was wn expenditure
of £17,000 over & period of three montha only, the stone broken costing £7 per
ton, the ordinary prics boing Oe. or less. During the week ending March 30
the nomber of men thus relieved was 2814. Then the yard waa closed, and the
Workhouse offered, with the resuit that during the following week only 74
men were relieved " (* Principles and Practice of the English Poor Law ", by
Bir W. Chance, in Poor Law Conferences, 1902-71903, pp. 160-161; soo also
Lockwood's Report in Twenty-Afth Annual Repart of Local Government
Board, 1896, p. 162}
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family to enter the Workhouse. A great many of the unemployed
applicants for relief were, in fact, in no way acared off by a test of
work, ecven when that work was stone-breaking, and the reward
only a certain number of pounds of bread, with ninepence or a
shilling a day in money. Certain men resorted to the Labour
Yard every winter ; and even, if it was open throughout the year,
worked there continuously, as if the Board of Guardians were a
capitalist employer. At St. Pancras it was found that * there
were men willing enough to work in the Labour Yard for the
raerest existence, rather than to take the trouble and responsi-
bility of looking after themselves, and finding & home and the rest
of it ”. The Buperintendent of the Leeds Labour Yard reported
that * these men would be on fest labour the whole year round if
allowed to do so”., What was even more invariable was the
recurrence to the Labour Yard at each successive period of
Unemployment or Under-employment. “Xtis ”, said J. 8. Davy
in 1888, * an inseparable accident of the syatem of Labour Yards
that it attracts & certain number of men back to them ; for my
experience is that a certain proportion of mankind would rather
have an sssured snbaistence, though it is a very small one, than
have to work in the open market for their living. . . . My
experience is that those men will come back to any particular
town when Qutdoor Relief is given in the form of a Labour Test ;
and that has a tendency to make the Labour Yard chronic instead
of exceptional, and a sort of caste of men out of employment is
created., I have seen it frequently. I have known men stay
fourteen or fifteen years, working for a bare subsistence in a
Labour Yard, when they ought to have gone away and earned
their living,” 2

The Able-bodied Test Workhouse

Meanwhile, from 1860 onward, the “ offer of the House ”” was
failing as a test in a way that the authors of the Report of 1834
could not have foreseen, and for which they were certainly not
responsible. What they recommended was, as we have seen, &
series of separate institutions, for the several classes of paupers,

' First Annual Report of Locsl Government Board, 1872, Wodohouse's

Report, p. 91.
Q ;siiom of Lords Committee on Poor Law, 1888, J. 8. Davy's Evidence,
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under entirely separate management. What the Poor Law
Commissioners of 1835-1847 insisted on establishing, and what
the Poor Law Board persisted in maintaining for its first couple
of decades, was, under an elaborate, but never rigidly enforced,
scheme of classification, the General Mixed Workhouse. In due
oourse the Gleneral Mixed Workhouse, including, under one roof
and one management, the young and the old, the sick and the
healthy, the able-bodied and the non-able-bodied, was found,
by its companionable promiscuity and its lax regimen, to prove
actually attractive to certain types of able-bodied paupers, It
may, indeed, be said that this was an inevitable result of placing
all the different classes under one Authority. To a Board of
Guardians burdened with having to provide for the szick, the
orphans, and the aged (of whom there were always hundreds in
chronio pauperism), the very ideal of the 1834 Report as regards
the able-bodied—an institution standing always ready, swept
and garnished, but normally empty : a form of relief to be always
on offer but seldom accepted and never long retained—eeemed
s fantestic extravagance. It appeared obviously more reason-
able to admit the one or two able-bodied paupers to the General
Mixed Workhouse, a2 exceptions; with the inevitable result
that they found themselves in conditions that were certainly
more agreeable, if not more “ eligible ", to the apathetic loafer
than working continuously for long hours at the lJow wages of the
unskilled labourer. And to him, as to the professional vagrant,
it waa an additional attraction that the Poor Law was strictly
limited to relieving him a¢ the crisss of his destitution ; leaving
him free to come and go as he chose, and to live as he pleased,
without even the curb of official cognisance and observatior of
his doings, whenever he was not actually in receipt of relief.

This unexpected outcome of the “ Workhouse Test >’ began to
be officially commented upon in 1888, The pressure on the
sccommmodation of the Metropolitan Workhouses, and the mix-
ing together of so many different classes of inmates, made it
impossible, as Corbett, the London Inspector, pointed out, “ to
apply the Workhouse a8 a test of destitution to single able-bodied
men ”, “In urging upon Boards of Guardians in the Metro-
polis,” repeated his successor, Henry Longley, * as I have lately
had cocasion to do almost daily, the application of the Work-
house Test, I have not infrequently been met by the startling
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admission that the Workhousse is attractive to paupers; that
there are many persons to whom the Workhouse furnishes no
test of destitution, All arguments in support of the Workhouse
Test which assume the existence of & well-regulated Workhouse
(to use the language of the Poor Law Commissioners of Inquiry,
1833) must fail at once when addressed to Guardians whose
Workhouse offers attractions to the indolent. And I have
reason to think that the aversion to the proper and free use of
the Workhouse which distinguishes many Metropolitan Boards
of Guardians is in some measure due to the failure of the Work-
houses, a8 at present adminiatered, to satisfy the essential condi-
tions of their establishment.” Henry Longley definitely ascribed
the inconvenient laxity which had come over Workhouse ad-
ministration, leas to the shorteomings of the Boards of Guardians
than to the Orders of the Poor Law Board itself. * The presence
in & Workhouse ”, he said, “ of the &ick, or of any class in whose
favour the ordinary discipline must be relaxed, and who receive
special indulgences, has an almost inevitable tendency to impair
the general discipline of the establishment.” * The Orders”,
he expressly added, “ are in some way responsible.” The General
Consolidated Order of 1847, which had, in 1871, already remained
for twenty-four years without revision, had been framed with
* primary reference . . . to the . . . smaller Mixed Workhouses
which are, af present at least, » necessity in rural districts; and
they fail in many particulars to satisfy the special conditions of
Indoor Relief in London.” The very improvement in the Poor
Law institutions which, under the Poor Law Board’s own press-
ure, was taking place, more especially from 1866 onwards, had,
in fact, brought home to the Inspectorate the inherent drawbacks
of the General Mixed Workhouse.

For this unexpected form of able-bodied pauperism it was
left to the Local Government Board to find a remedy in the Able-
bodied Test Workhouse. The Inspectorate of 1871 wished, in
fact, to reverse the policy of the preceding quarter of a century,
and to carry out the proposal of the 1834 Report, by establishing
separate institutions for the Able-bodied, expressly devised, not
for their relief, but for deterring them from applying for or
accepting relief at all. Thus, we find, from 1871 onwards, the ides
of the * Test Workhouse,” an institution set apart exclusively
for the Able-bodied, where they could be subjected {to use Henry
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Longley’s words) to * such a system of labour, discipline and
restraint as shall be sufficient to outweigh ”, in the estimation
of the inmates, “ the advantages ” which they enjoy. Longley
declared that the main object of the Metropolitan Poor Act of
1867 had been, not exclusively, or even principally, the better
accommodation of the sick, but the introduction of classification
by institutions, with the double object of, on the one hand, an
improved treatment of the sick, and, on the other, “ the estab-
lishment of a stricter and more deterrent, discipline in Work-
houses ", Circumstances, he aaid, had dalnyad the aocomphsh-
ment of the latter purpose ; but it was now time to ** urge upon
the Guardians the establishment in Workhouses of & more dis-
tinctly deterrent system of discipline and diet than has hitherto
been secured, involving a reconsideration of the conditions of
pauper labour and service in the Workhouses ”. Suchk * Able-
bodied Test Workhouses ”* were accordingly established.

The Poplar Test Workhouse

The first experiment of an Able-bodied Test Workhouse
was trisd in 1871 by the Poplar Board of Guardians, at that
time apparently the sternest Poor Law administratora in the
Metropolis. At the instance of the Inspectors, and with the
approval of the Local Government Board itself, arrangements
were made in combination with the Stepney Union under which
the sick were placed in a separate Infirmary, the children in a
separate Poor Law School, and all the aged and infirm in the
Stepney Workhouse at Bromley ; leaving the Poplar Workhouse
to ‘“ be-used for the receipt of such poor persons only aa are
able-bodied . Here, at laat, was the series of distinct inetitu-
tions, and the complete segregation of the able-bodied in a
workhouse by themselves, which had been advocated in the 1834
Report, Presently the arrangement was extended 8o aa to enable
other Metropolitan Unions to send their able-bodied paupers to

3 The experiment of the Able.-bodied Teat Workhouse, as tried between
1871 snd 1908, was not, so far ss we are aware, made the subject of any exsct
and detsiled description until it was investigated by the Roysl Commimion
of 1905-1008, The following pages are abbreviated from the fuller account,
with sdditions] references and statistice, given in the Minority Report of that
Commission, pp. 480-407. Bee also English Poor Law Policy, by 5. and B.
Woebb, 1819, pp. 158-163.
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the Poplar Worlthouse, which thus became the specialised able-
bodied institution for nearly the whole of London.!

Here the regimen was of the stermest. ‘It was", esaid
Corbett, the Local Government Board Inspector,  essentially a
House of Industry ”.* “ The women ", reported a St. Pancras
Relieving Officer to his own Board, “ were all put to work at
oakum-picking. The task was very severe, and they were all
compelled to perform the task of work allotted to each daily,
oz in default taken before the magistrate the following day. . . .
Several had been sent to prison by the Poplar Guardians.”?
The severity of the task may be seen from the fact that the amount
of oakum to be picked in the day was, for men, no less than
10 1b. of beaten or b5 Ib. of unbeaten, and for women, & 1b. of
beaten or 3 lb. of unbeaten; whilst the amount of granite to
be broken was, at the Master’s discretion, at first, 5 to 7
bushels, and latterly 7 to 10 bushels.* Accordingly, Poplar
quickly became a word of terror to the Metropolitan pauper.
The unfortunate man or woman, whom the Relieving Officer
at the other end of London deemed to be able-bodied, was, in
many cases, refused even admission to the local Workhouse,
and given merely “an Order for Poplar”, to which place of
rigour, sometimes four miles away, he or she, whatever the
hour or the weather, was, without even a meal, directed to
walk. That this procedure was effective in staving off applica-
tions for relief became evident: esnd the Local Government
Board was delighted. *“ The appropriation of one Workhouse ”,
it reported, ““ solely to the relief of able-bodied paupers, where
they are placed under strict management and discipline, and set
to suitable tasks of work of various kinds, has enabled the
Workhouse Test to be systematically applied, not only in the
Poplar Union, but in all the Unions which have contracted for
the reception of able-bodied paupers into that Workhouse ; and
the resuit appears to have been satisfactory. The Guardians . . .

! Bpecinl Order, Poplar and Stepney Urions, Ootober 18, 1871; Special
Onder to Poplar, March 6, 1872; First Annual Report of Local Government
Board, 1872, p. xxiv ; Second ditto, 1873, p. xxvi; MS. Minutes, Poplar Beard
of GGuardians, September 15 and October 20, 1871,

* Report of Conferenos of Guardians, 1872; Second Annual Report of

Government Board, 1873, p. 9.
% Charsty Organisation Reporier, July 16, 1874, p. 280.

m;. MB. Minutes, Poplar Board of Guardians, December 20, 1872, and Juae 5,
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have been enabled, instead of orders for the Labour Yards, to
give to the able-bodied applicanta for relief, orders of admission
to the Poplar Workhouse ; and, notwithstanding the considerable
number of Unions which have availed themaselves of this privilege,
the number . . . who have accepted the relief, or having accepted
it, have remained in the Workhouse, has been 80 amall that,
slthough the Workhouse will contain 788 persons, there were in
it, at the close of last year, only 166 inmates. Great credit
appears to be due to the Guardians of the Poplar Union for the
firm and judicious manner in which they have conducted this,
‘the first experiment of the kind ; and we shal! watch the progress
of this endeavour to apply the Workhouse Test; to the able-bodied
poor of the Metropolis with great care and interest.” ! For the
next few years we see thousands of * Orders for Poplar ” given
by the twenty-five Unions in the combination; and from six
to thirty persons nightly mede the long tramp, pmsented them-
selves, and were duly admitted. That even these few, who
presurably could think of no other means of subsistence, found
Poplar unendurable, is shown by the statistics. Though the
total number present at any one time seldom exceeded 200,
more than that number were often received and discharged
each week.* The total number of admissions during 1877 was
3745, but as the number present at any one time did not exceed
200, the average stay of them all was under three weeks ; moat
of them, indeed, as the Local Government Board triumphantly
remarked, *‘ have almost immediately taken their discharge "2

It is, however, to be noted that even the rigours of Poplar
did nothing to prevent the recurrence of casea or of what is
known as “ins-and-outs”. An analysis of all the admissions
for the years 1877 and 1880 reveals that in each of these
years no fewer than one-third of the persons admitted had been
previously admitted—many cases repeatedly, 145 over five times,
and some even thirty or forty times, within a single year.t Itisclear,
in fact, that, much as Poplar was disliked, » laxge proportion
of those who came to it could not possibly find any way of living
outaide, and, when they tried, were quickly driven in again.

} Becond Annual Report of Local Government Board, 1878, p. xxvii

* M8, Minutes, Poplar Bosard of Guardisns, January 16, 1874.

% First Annual Repozt of Local Government Board, 1872, p. 24.

4 The figures are given in Minority Report of the Poor Law Commission,
1009, p. 471,
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The inmates, however, do not appear to have given the
Master an easy time. From an analysis of the punishment book
for nine years it appears that, every three weeks or so, one or
more of the inmates would be charged before the Police Magistrate
and sentenced to from eeven days to twelve months’ imprison-
ment ; whilst practically every other day some one was punished
by solitary confinement in the * Refractory Ward”, or by
short diet: the numbers so treated during the year exceed,
between 1877 and 1880, the average number of inmates.! These
frequent prosecutions of merely destitute, unconvicted persons,
for passive resistance to penal tasks, at length attracted the
attention of the Police Magistrate. In 1877 he refused to con-
vict a man who had rebelled against his task of stone-breaking,
because, although the Poor Law Medical Officer had certified
him to be able-bodied, the Magistrate, on the advice of the
Police Medical Qfficer, was not satisfied that he was fit for such
work. In the following year the Magistrate discharged a woman
who had refused to perform her task of picking oakum, and
stated publicly as his reason that *“it was not fit work for
women ”, In 1879 a woman whe had three times refused to do
her oakum-picking was brought up for punishment, but the
magistrate refased to convict, “and the consequence of her being
discharged ", notes the Master, “ is that it has a very bad effect
on the other inmates, as she persuades them not to work either”,
In this dilemma the Master apparently fell back on his own
arbitrary powets of confining the paupers in the Refractory
Ward on bread and water only, for the numbers so punished
rose from 44 in 1875, and 105 in 1876, to 244 in 1877, and to an
average of nearly 200 per annum for the four years 1877-1880.2

Meanwhile the Poplar Board of Guardians appealed for help
to the Local Government Board. * The Master of the Work-
house ”, it wes plaintively remarked, “ has a very considerable
amount of trouble in getting any work done now by the inmates ;
and when Mr. Saunders’ [the Police Magistrate’s] sentiments
become known, the Guardians think that the trouble and diffi-
culty will be much increased. If oakum-picking is not to form
& part of the task work, the Guardians sre at a loss to know
what eubstitute to provide for it without interfering with the

1 Ibid. {from MS. Punishment Book, Poplar Union, 1877-1880).
* Ibid. (from the Master's MB. Journsl, Poplar Unjon, 1678).



382 SIXTY YEARS ADMINISTRATION, 18481908

labour market ! But, after thinking over the problem for
six weeks, the Local Government Board had no help to give.
The Poplar Guardians were informed in reply that the Board
fully recognised the difficulty in which the Guardians would be
placed if the Magistrates * refrain from assisting the Guardians
in their efforts to deal with that particular elass for whom the
Poplar Workhouss is specially set apart, viz., the able-bodied
paupers of a large number of Metropolitan Unions, who, as a rule,
can only be managed by the exercise of strict discipline and by
being kept employed. The Board connot but suppose that
when Mr. Saunders becomes fully acquainted with the obligations
imposed upon the Guardisns, and the necessity and difficulty of
finding work for the able-bodied inmates of the Workhouse, he
will be prepared to deal with future cases in such & manner as
will enable the Guardians to maintain the requisite discipline in
that establishment.”

The difficulties of the Poplar Board of Guardians were in-
creased by the fact that the Metropolitan Unions found the
offer of an “ Order for Poplar” so efficacious in staving off
applications for relief that they often adopted this device for
“ testing ”’, as they called it, any pauper whom they wished to
get rid of. To these “ mixed” authorities there presented
themselves, not the able-bodied only, but also the aged and the
physically defective. Some of these, it was argued, if offered
nothing but an “ Order for Poplar ', might get supported by
their relations or by charity. Accordingly, we see these Orders
given to all to whom the Guardians deemed it desirable {to use
the phrase of the Hampstead Board)* * to apply the test of
destitution ”, even to men and women of advanced age, some
of whom had no alternative but acceptance. Already in 1873
we find the Medical Officer complaining of the numbers who
were found to be not able-bodied. In 1880, out of 1284 separate
men admitted to this so-called Able-bodied Test Workhouse,
no fewer than 235 were over sixty years of age ; and even of the
810 separate women, 75 were over sixty. The practice of send-
ing physically defective persons was so frequent that the Poplar

1 Poplar Board of Guardians to Local Government Baard, November 4.
}g;g, Local Government Board to Poplar Board of Guardians, Docember 19,

' Hampatead Board of Guardians to Poplar Board of Guardians, January 23,
1873.
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Board of Guardians had to ineist, in 1876, upon receiving a
definite medical certificate with each case.

These various difficulties and inconveniences failed to shake
the confidence of the Local Government Board and ite zealous
Inspectorate in the Able-bodied Test Workhouse. Down to
the last, the Poplar Workhouse had their approval, and was
upheld as a model. 'What brought it to an end was-—significantly
enough—the fact that it was not administered by an authority
dealing only with the able-bodied, but by one having to accommo-
date all classes of paupers. Gradually the numbers of the sick
and infirm to be provided for in Poplar forced the Guardians to
the alternative of either building new institutions, or utilising
the partly vacant space at the Poplar Workhouse, They natur-
ally chose the latter course. In 1881 the Local Government
Board noted that it may be necessary, owing to ‘ the need of
accommodation of other classes ”’, to let in other than the able-
bodied.* In February 1882 the Poplar Guardians insisted that,
as the wards for the old and infirm were full to overflowing, with
every sign of increasing numbers, they could not enter into
fresh agreements with other Unions. Upon this, the Local
Government Board reluctantly agreed that, having regard to
the increased number of indoor poor to be accommodated, the
Poplar Workhouse must cease to receive able-bodied paupers
from other Unions ;# whereupon it reverted once more to being
a General Mixed Workhouse of the ordinary type.

The experience of Poplar did not convert the Inspectorate
from their belief in the Able-bodied Test Workhouse ; perhaps
because no alternative device could be imagined. It was tried
again, under the best possible auspices, at Kensington, and
maintained for twenty years, with results and ending almost
identical with those of Poplar.¢ But space must be found for
provincial experiments of the same kind.

1 M8, Miautes, Poplar Board of Guardians, April 25, 1873, Junuary 14,
18%8, July 22, 1881,

" Tenth Annual Report of Local Government Board, 1881, p. 32.

* Locsl Governmont Board to Poplar Board of Guardians, February 21, 1882,
. ! The Kemsington experiment, from I882 to 1806, is described in detail
in the Minority Report. of Royel Commission on Poor Law, 1419, pp. 475-482.
It may ba obearved that, whilst the closing was due, as at Poplar, to the need
of the Kensington Guardians for edditional accommodstion for the aged wud
infirm, the L.G.B, may have felt the more frec to agres to the request in that the
number of able-bodied paupers in the Metropolia had, in this year, fallen to a
minimum,
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_ The Birmingham Test Workhouse

In Birmingham a stoneyard had been opened in the winters of
1878-1879 and 1879-1880 to serve as 8 Labour Test to men on
Outdoor Relief.! But, as we read, the “test proved a delusion.
There were a few honest, industrious men who scrupulously
performed their tasks. But in the majority of cases the gquass
stone-breakers stood round large fires during the greater part
of the day, and in the evening received their relief for the
mere shadow of labour. . . . The able-bodied poor of the neigh-
bouring districts were attracted to Birmingham, and the rate-
payers of the parish soon found themselves supporting large
numbers of men who were justly chargeable to neighbouring
Unions. Outdoor Relief men were daily increasing. . . . Many
of the latter were mere youths who never really worked, and
who eamed nothing, even when set to work by the Guardians. . . .
These weore of a type that required careful and patient dealing,
that their apparent insubordination might not break out into
something worse.”

At the suggestion of J. J. Henley, the Local Government
Board Inspector, the Birmingham Guardians ** borrowed from
the Corporation a large disused factory, and fitted it up rapidly
a8 a branch Workhouse, and offered the test to all the single
able-bodied men. It was so very successful that they determined
next summer to build this Test House. They do things rapidly
in Birmingham. They built a three-storied building of brick and
dlate in six weeks, and it was then opened.” Great was the
initial success ! “ During the ten days the Test House had been
in operation”, we read, ‘the number discharged from the
Workhouse to go to the Test House was 70; of these only 53
went. The number of ordera given by Relieving Officers was 32 ;
28 of these went. Of these 81 who went to the Test House,
8 were sent back to the Workhouse by the Medical Officer, 15
discharged themselves, 3 were sent to prison for refusing to do
their tasks, 1 absconded and was afterwards sent to prison.”
Henley reports a return by the Clerk to the Guardiana for three
months, showing the ‘‘ number of orders given by Relieving

! Further details and exact reforences will be found in Minority Repors

of Poor Law Commission, 1900, pp. 452-485 ; ses also The Betler Adminisiration
of the Poor Law, by Bir W. Chavoe, 1895, pp. 1066-168.
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Officers, 276 ; number of such orders used, 274; sent direct
from Birmingham Workhouse or West- Bromwich Workhouse,
110. Total admitted, 384; discharged, 340; remaining on
Fobruary 26, 1881, 44 ; average length of stay in the test house,
sbout one week. Strict discipline has been maintained, all
refractory paupers being taken before the magistrates and
summarily dealt with. The Test House has had an immensely
deterrent effect upon idle, dissolute and worthless fellows. Its
success i8 far beyond the most sangnine expectations of the
Guardians. During the week ended January 1st, 1881, no persons
were set to work in the stoneyard under the provisions of the
Outdoor Labour Test Order, whereas in the corresponding week
of 1880 the number of cases so relieved was 706.”” A year later a
local newspaper states that ** the Test House had had the effect
of relieving persons who were really destitute, and of preventing
persons who had other means of living from coming on the
Guardians. It was also a relief to the Workhouse of a class that
interfered to a great extent with the due discipline of the work-
house.” For some years the Guardians remained fully satisfied
with this easy system of reducing able-bodied pauperismn. There
continued to be, as we read, “a strong dislike amongst the
inmates to going to Floodgate Street, some of them preferring to
leave the house. . . . Out of ten inmates sent to Floodgate
Street, only one had arrived.” Those who unwarily entered its
portals frequently preferred to get sent to prison. In 1886 “a
return recently presented to the Bosrd of Guardians states that
forty-one prosecutions tock place last year for neglect to perform
tasks at the Test House, and that in each case convictiona took
place . Sometimes, however, neither the zeal of the Master
nor the acquiescence of the men served to induce the magistrates
to let them go to prison. The Guardians found themselves driven
to resolve that “ no prosecutions should be instituted egainst any
inmate of the Test House or Workhouse until the complaint or
charge against such inmate shall have been investigated by at
least one member of the Revision Committee . It was found
that there had been prosecutions for non-fulfilment of tasks in
which convictions had not been secured.

8o far as we can ascertain, the regimen at the Birmingham
Test House was as severe s, perhaps even more severe than, that
&t Poplar or Kensington. Instead of any kind of bed, the men

VOL. I 2c
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had to lie together on a continuous sloping shelf, eimilar to
that which used to be provided in the worst of the ** Associated
Wards” set sside for vagrants. The task of cakum-picking
at the time for prisoners sentenced to hard labour was 3} ib.
for a man, and 2 Ib. for a woman ; but the unconvicted destitute
men and women at the Test House had to do 4 Ib. and 3 Ib.
respectively,

The selection of persons to whom to * apply the test ™ seems
to have been lacking in consistency. “ When a single able-bodied
man applies for relief , we read, “ he is at once given an order
for the Test House. . . . In a week or two the case comes up for
revision. But in the majority of cases the panper has taken his
or her discharge. . . . If the pauper’s conduct and further
investigation ehow that the case is one of genuine poverty, . . .
after a term of probation in the Test House  he is transferred to
the General Mixed Workhouse. On the other hand, the married
man had the privilege of beginning his career aa a pauper in the
General Mixed Workhouse, We read that “ a married man gets
an order for himeelf and family to enter the Workhouse, The
same course is pursued with regard to women. Every Tuesday a
small commitiee—the Revision Committee—sits at the Work-
house and reviewn the list of inmates. . . . If the pauper prove
to be & man or woman of bad character, or a gaol bird, or a
confirmed loafer, an order for the Test House is given.” This
association of all the single men (and therefore the younger men),
even of the best character, with those married men of notoriously
bad character, was obviously objectionable. It was said that
* the majority of them [the inmates of the Test House], by all
accounts, are not the sort of people with whom respectable
working people, driven to the Workhouse by stress of poverty,
old age, or waakness, ought to be compelled to mix *'. Presently,
when & time of stress came, we find it noted that * the Guardians
. . . have for some time steadily refused to open their Stoneyard
to sble-bodied men applying for relief, but have dealt with sll
such cases by giving an order for the Workhouse, with the
result of & steady diminution of pauperism .

The end of the story was the same at Birmingham aa it was
st Poplar and Kensington. At the very time that J. J. Henley
was explaining to the Select Committee of the House of Lords
how Birmingham had solved the problem of able-bodied
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pauperism, the Guardians were beginning to abandon the experi-
ment. Just as at Poplar and Kensington, it proved impossible at
Birmingham for a * mixed ” Authority, having under its care,
not the able-bodied alone, but also the children and the sick,
the infirm and the aged, supervised by a single Government
Department which was itself responsible for all these varied
classes, to keep its institutions really separate and distinct.
Already in 1885 we notica the letter from the Local Government
Board, exactly the same letter that we found at Poplar and
Kensington, assenting to the transfer from the General Mixed
Workhouse, which had become overcrowded, to the Test House,
which was (as it was intended to be) nearly empty, of some of the
men over sixty years of age. Within a few months, just as at
Kensington, we see the regimen at the Test House becoming less
severe. In September 1886  arrangements were being made
to mtroduce wood-chopping as a Labour Test at the Test House.
. . . The intention of the Committee was to put vakum-picking
only on those people who came to the Guardians because they
would not work outside.” Presently the Guardians made up
their minds to build a new Infirmary, which relieved the pressure
on the accommodation; and it seemed to be unnecessary to
maintain what had (as at Kensington) become only a branch
Workhouse. “ At s meeting of the Workhouse Management
Committes ", we read in 1889, “ the Test House Sub-committee
reported that, owing to the very small number of inmates of the
Test House, and owing to the fact that many inmates of the
Workhouse are being transferred to the Infirmary (recently
opened), they were of opinion that the Test House should be
closed, and that the panpers there should be sent to the
Workhouse,” t

The difficuity of discovering any practicable method of
granting Poor Relief to able-bodied men, without attracting others
away from wage-earning employment, or demoralising those

1 Much light on the Binningham experiment is thrown by the contemporary
issuos of the Birmingham Daily Post and the Birmingham Daily Gazeite, which
contained, in those years, many complete reports of the Board of Guardians
and ite commitioes.

Undeterred by the experisnoe of the other Unions, thome of Liverpool,
Toxteth snd West Derby agreed, in 1887, to combine to maintain an Able-
bodied Teat Workhouse, which the Inspectors had pressed on them (Saventeenth
Annual Report of Locsl Government Board, 1888, pp. 72, 75).
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who are relieved, doubtless accounts for the favour that the Local
Government Board, right down to the last, continued to show
to the device of the Able-boditd Test Workhouse. Thus, unde-
terred by the experience of Poplar and Kensington and Birming-
ham, the Manchester and Chorlton Board of Guardians were
encouraged to unite in 1897 in establishing another Able-bodied
Test Workhouse ; and the Sheffield Board, a few years later, yet
another, both of which continued for more than a decade, with
results that seem to have been essentially similar to those of the
previous experiments.}

The Plousibility of the Test Workhouse

Surveying the whole experience of Able-bodied Test Work-
houses down to the Poor Law Commission of 1905-1909, it is not
aurprising that neither the Majority nor the Minority Report
recommended the continuance of this institution. As a device
for diminishing the “ Disease of Pauperism ”, it has indeed an
enormous plausibility, for wherever it has been tried, and for as
long as its principles have been strictly carried out, it has been
strikingly and almost instantly successful in its primary object
of ridding, not the community, but the Poor Law duthorily, of
the able-bodied pauper. What, then, have been the causes
of the recurring failure of the Able-bodied Test Workhouse to
survive ?

The first is the repeated experience that the policy of the Able-
bodied Test Workhouse will not, as & matter of fact, be caxried out
for any length of time by any Poor Law Authority dealing with all
classes of destitute persons, The investigations into every case
in which such an establishment has been started prove, we think,
conclusively that the Able-bodied Test Workhouse, when it is
managed by a Board of Guardians, or combination of such Boards,
sooner or later crumbles back into the General Mixed Workhouse.
The reason for this is- obvious. An Authority charged with the
maintenance of all classes of destitute persons finds it difficult
enough, in its laudable desire to economise in officials, in sites, and
in bricks and mortar, to keep entirely separate and distinct
institutions even for children, for sick persons, for the mentally

1 8ee Minority Report of Poor Law Commiseion, 1808, pp. 486-490.
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defective, apd for the aged and infirm. In fact, as we have
already described, the Boards of Guardians have, in spite of
constant pressure from the Local Government Board, failed to
provide such separate and distinct institutions for the bulk of the
non-able-bodied classes, What is difficult in the case of the non-
able-bodied is impracticable in the case of the able-bodied. A
Board of Guardians bas permanently on its hands a certain number
—generally an increasing number—of sick persons; of children,
of mentally defectives, and of the aged and infirm. Once an
infirmary or a school, an asylum or an almshouse, is built and
placed under separate management it is highly improbable that
it will ever stand empty. But the whole object of an Able-bodied
Test Workhouse is to ““ test out  able-bodied persons who have
settled down to the comforta of the General Mixed establishment.
In other words, the ideal Able-bodied Test Workhouse would, in
normal times, stand empty. If suck an institution were run
by an Authority exclusively concerned with the suppression of
able-bodied pauperism, the emptiness of its establishment would
be o etanding proof of its efficiency. But when the Authority
managing such an institution is under perpetual pressure to
provide additional accommodation for other classes, the sight
of an empty building with unoccupied officials, st a heavy
ground rent, or annual interest charge, seems, both to the
administrator and his constituents, a proof of incompetence.
Hence the success of the establishment am a “ test ”, its very
deterrence of able-bodied pauperism, eventually leads to its
disestablishment.

The erumbling back of the Able-bodied Test Workhouse into
the General Mixed Workhouse is accelerated by the indefiniteness
of the class for whom it is provided. It is easy to pick out from a
crowd the infants and children, the extremely aged and the com-
pletely infirm persons, and even those who are definitely sick ;
but to discriminate the able-bodied from the semi-able-bodied is
a task which can never be perfectly performed, and about which
there will be perpetual difference of opinion, When an Authority,
having to maintain semi-able-bodied persons, has free access to an
institution intended to * test out ** able-bodied persons, it will, as
is, we think, proved by the history of every Able-bodied Test
Workhouse, be perpetuaily attempting $o make use of the “ test
as—to use the candid words to us of the Clerk of & Metropolitan
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Union—** an easy and ready method of getting rid of very trouble-
some cases”’. Now, “as every Workhouse Master and

Guardian knows, it is by no means the actual able-bodied man
who is most troublezome ; it is the man who has just enough amiss
with him to prevent the doctor certifying that he is able to do
bard work . At first the Medical Officer of the Test House,
assuming he in a conscientious official, will send back to the mixed
establishment the dirty or dissolute man, or the refractory and
disorderly inmate, who happens to be suffering from incipient
phthisis, from chronic theumatism, or from bad varicose veins, or
disabling rupture. But if he iz the servant of the very Authority
that waonis these cases “ tested out ™ of their establishments, he
will, sooner or later, either relax his atandard of able-bodiednesa,
or & more accommodating medical official will be put in charge.
To put it paradoxically, the only chance of separating the able-
bodied from those who are so deficient in physical health or mental
capacity as to be non-able-bodied is to have—considering only
the adults—three separate and distinct Authorities—an Authority
dealing with the healthy able-bodied persons, an Authority deal-
ing with physically sick persons, and an Authority dealing with
mentally-defective perscns. These separate Authorities will each
of them quickly discover if an inmate belonga by right to either of
the others, and will zee that he ia transferred to the proper institu-
tion. If, on the other hand, all the classes are under one and the
same Authority, there is no inducement to eliminate cases from
the particular institution into which they have been improperly
admitted ; it is, in fact, easier to keep them sll together under one
roof in & “ mixed ™ institution, where the classification avowedly
permits of each grade * shading off ” by imperceptible degrees
into the other grades. Any such “ mixed ” establishment is
inevitably, so far as its regimen is concerned, first influenced in
favour of uniformity, and then dominated by the * marginal case .
Any effectively specialised treatment, such as would be really
appropriate to the able-bodied, the mentally defective and the
physically infirm respectively, becomes impracticable. In short,
as the authors of the 1834 Report themselves foresaw, the very
indefiniteness of the line of cleavage between those who are able-
bodied and those who are slightly sick or slightly defective,
inevitably tends in practice, under s “ mixed ” Authority, to
reinstate and to maintain the lax and unspecialised treatment,
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nnzuited to any class whatsoever, that is characteristic of the
General Mixed Workhouse.

The Injustice of Penalising the Unconwicted

These administrative obstacles to the continued maintenance
of an Able-bodied Test Workhouse by a Poor Law Authority are,
however, of no eccount compared with the radical objection to the
maintenance, at any time, of & penal establishment by such an
Autbority. A Board of Guardians may, or may not, have the
machinery for discovering whether a person is destitute. It
certainly has no machinery for discovering whether or not a person
ought to be subject to penal tasks or penal discipline, It seems
o us an extraordinary perversion of the law—it is curious that
neither Stansfeld nor Dilke, as Ministers nominally responsible
for this use of the Able-bodied Test Workhouse, friends of liberty
though they were, geem ever to have realised the point—that a
Relief Committee, & Relieving Officer, the Master of a Genersl
Mixed Workhouse, or the Superintendent of a Test Department,
should presume, without legal training, without hearing evidence
in open court, without any proper defence of the person arraigned,
10 impose on a destitute person what is admittedly much worse
than a sentence of hard labour in prison, merely as a way of
relieving his destitution. Equally unsatisfactory is the provision
made inside the Able-bodied Test Workhouse for the wise treat-
ment of such persons, even assuming that they are in some way
or other deserving of punishment. No one acquainted with the
administration of prisons, or reformatories, or foreign Penal
Colonies, will underrate the difficulty of securing, for such institu-
tions, officers with the requisite characteriatics for making discipline
curative and reformatory. The whole technique of dealing with
aduita who are criminal, disorderly or merely * work-shy ™ is
yet in the making, Boards of Guardians and their officials are
not only deficient in this technique ; they have not the remotest
idea that any such special qualification or training is necessary.
Any man or woman, if a disciplinarian, is good enough as Labour
Master or Labour Mistress. Any Superintendent who “ teats men
out ” is considered a success. Hence the note of brutality and
arbitrariness which has always been so noticeable in these institu-
tions, It is not that the Buperintendent or Labour Master is by
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nature brutal or even unkind ; but the constant association with
disorderly sud defective characters, with no kind of training either
in the acience or art of dealing with them, forees him to rely
exclusively on a rigorous and unbending discipline.

The tragedy of the whole business ia that some of the inmates
of an Able-bodied Test Workhouse are neither criminal nor
even ““ work-shy ”. The ““ won't-works " may habitually come
in and out of a General Mixed Workhouse ; but from the Test
House they discharge themselves at once and seldom turn
up again. The residuvum that passes through this process of
“ testing " consists (as in fact it should do according to the
very idea of the inatitution} of those whose destitution and
whose lack of any possible alternative are real, sbsolute and
extreme. Thir is admitted by Poor Law administrators who
are constantly advocating the Able-bodied Test Workhouss 23
& method of testing, not a man’s criminality, nor yet his dis-
inclination to work, but his destitution. To discover destitution
is in fact the only business of 8 Poor Law Aunthority. Having
discovered thet a man is really destitute, what right has the
Poor Law Autherity deliberately to punish him ?

Weo come here to the root of the matier. There is & fatal
ambiguity about the axiom that the condition of the pauper
i8 to be less eligible than the condition of the lowest class of
independent labourers. Are the conditions of the existence in
the Workbkouse to be less eligible than those of a man who is
in employment, or less eligible than those of & man whe is out
of work and cennot get into employment ¥ If they are merely
to be lesa eligible than the condition of & men who is in full
work at sufficient wages, they will do very little to checl able-
bodied pauperism., The great mass of men who, in London
and the other grest cities of the United Kingdom, come in and
out of the Workhouse, according to whether the discipline is
lax or stern, are not men who have the alternative of holding
any eituation at sufficient wages or any wagea at all. This may
be due either to their own fault or to circumstances over which
they have no control. But that does not alter the fact. What
makes impossible, as a method of dealing with able-bodied
destitution, the policy of offering admission to an Able-bodied
Test Workhonse, with conditions of existence less eligible than
those of the lowest grade of independent labourers, is the exiatence
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in all large urban centres, not only of men and women who are
“sweated” by incredibly low wages apd long hours, but also of
» numerous class of men who never do hold situations at wages,
but who are chronically “ under-employed ”, as casual labourers,
or not employed at all. Owing to the social and economic
circumstances that we have chosen to create in our great cities,
such of these men aep are of a definitely parasitic type make
shift, on a very low level of existence, by sponging on other
people’s earnings, by stray jobs, by charity, and by what may
accurately be described as * pickings . What an Able-bodied
Test Workhouse does is to keep these wastrels and “ cadgers
off the rates—at the cost of leaving them to roam about at large
and indulge in their expensive and demoralizing parasitism, a
danger to property and the public, and a perpetual trouble to
the police,

Failure of the Able-bodied Test Workhouse

During the whole generation of experiment from 1871
onwards, the advocates of the Able-bodied Test Workhouse
failed to see that to rid the Guardians of a nuisance is not to
nd society of it. If the Test Workhouse had been found to
abolish the able-bodied loafer there would have been a better
case for it. Butif it is merely keeping him out of the Workhouse,
it may be as mischievous as a plan for emptying our prisons
by asimultaneously increasing their rigour and opening their
doors. Whilst an able-bodied man remains a loafer and a

1 A more theoretical argument against the enforcement of the ** Principle
of Less Eligibility * by such a severely penal eetablishment as the Able-bodisd
Test Workhouse is that, by offering es the only alternative an absolutely
unbearable severity, it unduly protecta and, so to speak, standardises capitalist
employmenta of & grade so low that they ought, in the publio interest, to be
made imposible. The economist now realises (snd has inrgely vonvinced the
Logislature of the fact} that it ia neithor desirable morally, nor economical
finencislly, to drive men and women to accept “ the lemat eligible  cutside
employment, if the conditions of that employment are lower than the National
Minimum of Civilised Life which the community is prescribing by ita Factory
snd Trade Boards Acts. It is these very ' least eligibls " employments,
which have so far esoaped regulation by such Acts, that have created, and
sre il cresating, » residuum of feeble-bodied people who cannot work, and of
able-bodied people who have besn tsught: to regard much work as the worat of
evils, Bo long as we leave whole ranges of the workers outside the Framework
of Prevention, described in Chapter V1. of this work, it will be impoasible to
maintain, in our public institutions, s regimen sctuslly *‘ less eligible " than
the worst-treated of the independent labourers,
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wastrel, it is desirable that he should be in hand and under
obeervation rather than lost in the crowd. The able-bodied men
who, between 1871 and 1900 in the Metropolis, between 1880
and 1889 at Birmingham, and between 1897 and 1907 at Man-
chester and BSheffield, shunned the Test Workhouse, were
presumably supposed to be face to face with the alternatives
of either working or starving. Ae a matter of fact our social
organisation is still far too loose to narrow their choice to any
such extent, They can beg; they can steal; they can sponge ;
they can practice or exploit prostitution; they can combine
the predatory life with the parasitic by shifts of all sorts; and
the tax-payer has to pay for policemen and prisons what he has
saved on Workhouses and Relieving Officers, besides supporting
the loafer, directly or indirectly, just as much as he did before.
A room cannot be cleaned by simply sweeping the dirt under the
sofa; and the burden of destitution cannot be lightened by
simply sweeping the pauper out of the Workhouse into the
street. That process does not reduce his weight by s single
ounce ; and where in fact he does not immediately become a
productive worker society has still to bear it, though the Poor
Rate may have been leesened.

The lesson of experience is that the rigour of the Able-bodied
Test Workhouse, designed to fit the wastrel and the loafer, is
not in fact applied to them. The persons who are actually
subjected to the stern regimen are not these men at all, for
they seldom stay and never re-enter ; but the broken-down and
debilitated weakling, the man absolutely without an alternative,
the genuinely destitute man, who is forced in by starvation, finds
the conditions unendurable and takea his discharge, only to be
again and again driven in by dire necessity. To put it shortly,
the whole experience of these institutions, whether at Poplar or
Kensington, at Birmingham or Manchester or Sheffield, has
demonstrated that, whilst the * ins-and-outs ” of the General
Mixed Workhouse are nearly always disreputable, the *ins-
and-oute of the Able-bodied Test Workhouse, who alone
are subject to pepal discipline, are a depressed and feeble, but
on the whole a docile and decent set of men, who need, if they
are to be kept off the rates, not wotse than prison tasks and
harder than penal servitude, with the sternest discipline on an
insufficiently nourishing diet, but & course of strict but restora-
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tive physical and mental training, with regular work on adequate
food, combined with that patient appeal to their courage and
their better instincts which the Salvation Army in England,
and reformatory settlements on the Continent have—in some,
though not by any means in all, of these experiments-—found
not 80 entirely unsuccessful as is often cynically asserted. No
such institution for this class of weaklings has yet been proposed
by any Ministry in this country.

Humanitarian Larness

It would be unfair to the benevolent intentions of succeasive
Conservative and Liberal Presidents of the Poor Law Board and
Yocal Government Board, and the popular sympathies and
democratic affiliation of some Boards of Guardians, to end our
survey of sixty years of Poor Law Administration with regard
to the Able-bodied with the episode of the Able-bodied Test
Workhouse. In another chapter we shall describe the provision
of work for the Unemployed outside the Poor Law, arising out
of Joseph Chamberlain’s Circular of 1886, and regularised by the
Unemployed Workmen Act of 1905, But, over and beyond this
relief work at wages by Municipal Authorities, we wateh, from
1894 onward, in one Union after another, an increasing adoption
of the policy of granting Outdoor Relief to able-bodied men
destitute through unemployment, and to able-bodied women
with insufficient earnings. The most notable of these experi-
mental variations of Poor Law policy was the case of the Poplar
Board of Guardians, which became, in 1905, the occasion for an
official inquiry.

This Board of Gnardians had, as we have already described,
become npotorious among Metropolitan Unions by establishing,
in 1871, a Workhouse used exclusively for the reception of able-
bodied persons, which was made, in fact, a ** test house ”’ for the
able-bodied applicants for relief from sll parts of the Metropolis.
It came to an end in 1882. From that date to 1893 the Poplar
Guardians seem to have had no distinctive policy. They “ did
pretty much what the officers told them to do ”, reported the
Secretary of the Local Branch of the Charity Organisation
Society ; * and their guiding principles seemed to be the saving
of the rates, and the avoidance of trouble to themseives. Those
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were the daya which followed on the Great Strike [of 1889], and
there was severe economic distress in the Borough, but no serions
attempt was made by the Guardians at any time to think out
or apply remedies, There was then . . . much suffering among
honest poor people; many were thrown out of work by causes
over which they had no control; preventible sickness and
preventible accidents reduced many from comfort to want;
but of these things the Guardians took no account. . . . They
were quite as unsuccessful as administtators. The state of the
Workhouse was bad, and the supervision of the Board’s officers
was poor.”  The condition of things in the {Work]house ",
deposed William Crooks in the Official Inquiry, * was almost
revolting ; dirt, empty stoves, inmates without sufficient clothing,
many without boots to their feet, food of the worst possible
description, washtubs overflowing with waste, which the poor
people could not eat, . . . the more able-bodied women were
especially ill-clad, and so disgusting were the conditions under
which they were compelled to work, and the food which was
given them for the work, that they were frequently in open
revolt. Discipline was unknown.” 1

The Advent of the Reformers

Administration of this sort led, in 1892, to electoral revolt,
which brought to the Board of Guardians a few members of
* Labour ” opinions, two of them men of powerful personality,
both subsequently elected to the House of Commons—the late
Williany Crooks, L.C.C., and Mr. George Lansbury—who in 1895
found themselves at the head of an active minority of ten “* Labour
Members ” on a Board of 24. Under their influence the whole
tone and purpose of the administration was, in the next few
years, changed. In accordance with the policy which the Local
Government Board was, as we have seen, in these years, itself
pressing on all the Boards of Guardians, the aged inmates of the
Workhouse were made comfortable ; the medical treatment of

% Evidenoe st Officiel Inquiry, p. 8; Report . . . by J. 8. Davy, Cd. 3240,
1904, pp. 4-10; Poor Law Commission, 1006—1009, “The Histary of Poor
Ll-wAdminiltntmmPopln 1837-1808 ", in Appendix, vol. xii. p. 384. An
intereating acoount of the policy snd activities of the Poplar Guardinne from
1802 to 1906 will be found in My Lifs, by George Lanabury, 1928,



THE POPLAR REFORMERS 397

the sick was improved, continuous day and night nursing by
trained nurses being provided on a -forty-eight hours’ week;
whilst for the children of school age an up-to-date Separate
School was established at Shenfield, upon plans which the Local
Government Board’s architect finally sanctioned, after some
demur to their costly excellence (which was not more expensive
per achool place than had been sanctioned for other Unions);
whilst the staffing’of the establishment was put on a footing of
educational efficiency. Crooks had himself been a Workhouse
boy, his widowed mother having been compelled to enter the
Poplar Workhouse with her children ; and he gloried in taking
literally the new policy which the Local Government Board was
inculcating for the children, the sick and the aged; and in
persuading the majority of the Poplar Guardians of 1893-1905
to remedy the prolonged neglect of their predecessors. Un-
fortunately, as the facts reveal, this spirit of administrative
reform was less manifest in the relations of a few of the older
Guardians with the Workhouse officials, where petty corruption
and convivial drinking continued. Nor was any reform effected
in the difficult business of contracting for the Workhouse snpplies,
in which the ancient hubit of favouring the local tradesmen,
and the common practice of asking for composite tenders for all
sorts of articles, needed or not needed, became the more wasteful
a8 the tendency developed of insisting that the quality should
always be of the best. It is only fair to say that the Poplar
Guardians, who complained that they had not been supplied
with comparative figures of the prices paid and the cost incurred
by other Metropolitan Unions, felt themselves, like others in
the Metropolis, unable to cope with the contractors; and they
had already formally requested the Local Government Board to
establish a Central Contract Board for all the Poor Law institu-
tions of the Metropolitan Unions ; a proposal which gained the
approval of the Inspector holding the Official Inquiry, but which
has not been carried out. There was, as the Inspector remarked,
no uniform dietary prescribed for all the Metropolitan Unions,
and not even a comparative table of costs of maintenance, or of
prices of the principal articles of clothing and food, which might
serve as & guide to the several Boards of Guardians.
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The Rise in Unemployment

It was, however, none of these things that caused the Official
Inquiry of 1905, but the increase in the Outdoor Relief to the
able-bodied that occurred in the winter of 1904-1905. The
magnitude of this increase was attributed, doubtless correctly,
to the policy deliberately adopted by the Poplar Board. Ur-
employment, which had been steadily increasing, was foreseen
to be about to rise by leaps and bounds'when winter came, In
October & conference of Metropolitan Guardians had been held,
at the invitation of the President of the Local Government
Board, at which the Poplar representatives, as the Inapector
reports, repeated the suggestion that they had made ag long ago
a8 1894-1895, by formally proposing that the burden of dealing
with Unemployment should be taken off the shoulders of par-
ticular Unions, and transferred to * a central body on the lines
of the Metropolitan Asylums Board to deat with the unemployed
and unemployable of London as a whole .1

As no action was, or indeed could be, immediately taken by
the Government to meet the needs of the winter of 19041905,
when no fewer than 24 per cent of all the wage-earning popu-
lation of the Union were returned on a census of the Unemployed,
the Poplar Guardians found themselves, as the Inspector reports,
in 8 “ position . . . of great difficulty . Living, as they did,
in the midst of the people in distress ; thrown back on the powers
which they possessed under the Poor Law as the only source
from which the suffering could be abated, they were pressed by &
deputation of the unemployed workmen not to withhold the only
available succour.

Opening the Floodgates

“ The Guardians ', reported the Inspector, “ subsequently
discussed the proposals, and it is noticeable that Mr. Lansbury
objected to giving out-relief without & Labour Test as being
demoralising, It was resolved, on the 19th November, that relief
should be given under Article 10 of the Qutdoor Relief Regula-

1 Repart . . . by J. B. Davy, Cd. 3240, 1906, p. 20. ‘[his Poplar suggestion
of 18041805 {ns to which see M, Minutes and correspondence with the L.G.B.
January 1895), thus repeated in October 1004, waa in fact substantially curried

oot within & year in the establishment of the Central Unemployed Body under
the Unemployed Workmen Act, 1905,
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tion Order of 1852 to all applicants except those whom the
Committee thought fit to exclude as habituais; that separate
books be kept ; that cases be reported fortnightly to the Local
Government Board ; that Relieving Officers give interim relief
in every case, and that the power of offering the Workhouse be
taken from them and reserved to the Committee.”! . . . “ As
might have been expected, as soon as the decision of the Guardians
to grant Outdoor Relief to able-bodied men waa known, the
Relieving Officers were flooded by applications, and the weekly
value of relief in kind rose, in & few weeks, from £38 at the
beginning of the Christmas quarter, to over £300. It may be
mentioned here that the Guardiens gave no relief in money to
able-bodied applicante, the Outdoor Relief in these cases being
wholly in kind. . . . The Guardians made no attempt to check
the rush of relief when once started. Throughout the whole year
the relief continued high, and in the winter of 1905-1906 the
figures were nearly up to the maximum of the former year, but
from the third week of February, 1906, about which time it was
kmown that an Inquiry would be held, the figures fell rapidly,
and at the beginning of the public Inquiry they showed a decrease
of nearly 560 per cent.” *

The expedient adopled by the Poplar Guardians was, of
course, contrary to the spirit of the Outdoor Relief Regulation
Order, but that it was just within the letter of the law may be
inferred from the fact that the relief was not disallowed by the
District Auditor. The Inspector remarked in his Report that
“ Reliance on the provision as to sudden or urgent cases a3 a
means of evading the obvious intentions of the Relief Order is
by no means unknown in Poor Law administration, but this
method of relief has never been applied on the scale and in
the systematic manner adopted by the Poplar Guardians. It is

! Report . . . of J. B. Davy, Cd. 3240, 1806, p. 21,

* Ibid, p. 29,

It may bo observed that it was not to all able-bodied applicants that food
ticketa were given. It in true that the adult males relieved on sccount of
other canses than sickness, infirmity, etc., rose from 101 on July 1, 1004, to
772 on January 1, 1905, sc that 672 wers »0 relieved, and that it sank only to
473 on July I, 1905, to rise sgain to 528 on January 1, 1818. But on these
dates the abls-bodied mals sdults in the Workhouse were 254, 367, 375 and
442 respectively, indiosting that seversl hundreds were * Offred the House *,

This waa not the case with the abls.bodied women, whose numbers on Outdoor
Relief rose at onoe from 930 to 2809, and fell only to 2470, whilst thoss in the

Workhouse remained practically stationary (ibid. pp. 51-52).
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to be observed that the discretion which was given to the Relieving
Officer by the provision in the Order of 1847 was arbitrarily
limited by the Guardians, who practically required that relief to
able-bodied men should only be in the form of Qut-relief in kind,
The precise procedurs was that the applicant for relief was
relieved in kind up to the next meeting of the Committee ; the
Committee confirmed the order of the Relieving Officer; and a
freeh application was made by the pauper, to be followed by a
fresh order by the Relieving Officer. The‘Relieving Officers were
instructed to give Outdoor Relief to every applicant until the
next meeting of the Committee ; they apparently had misgivings
with regard to the expediency of relieving some of these cases,
and in several instances they wore compelled to do so by the
action of the Guardians. In one case an order which entitled the
applicant to admisaion to the Workhouse was brought back to the
Relieving Officer by the applicant with a peremptory direction
written on it by a Guardian that he should give Qutdoor Relief in
kind; and one Relieving Officer was formally censured for offering
the Workhouse in one case where, in his opinion, this was the
proper method of dealing with the applicant.” 1

* The interference of individual Guardians with the discretion
of the Relieving Officers evidently gave rise to considerable
feeling. It is & practice open to very grave abuse, but some
excuse for the policy of the Guardians may be found in the fact
that many of them actually live among the applicants for relief,
and know, or think they know, the individual circumstances of
sach case. The Relieving Officers, in point of fact, felt that they
had no option but to give Outdoor Relief practically to all appli-
cants, and some of them stated at the Inquiry that they had given
relief indiscriminately and against their better judgment., They
evidently had doubts as to the legality of the proceedings. They
appear to have approached Mr. Crooks in the matter, and were
told that he would put things right with the Local Government
Board, while the Clerk to the Guardians, to whom they also
appealed, was stated to have told them ‘You cannot stem
the tide *.”" 8

1 Report . . . of J. 8. Davy, Cd. 5240, 1908, p. 22,
'Ib&?ﬂukymw&ubmhry, 1%23.
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A Revolf on Principle

Poplar was not the only Union in which, in the opening years
of the tweatieth century, both the * offer of the House ** and
admission to the Stoneyard were, in the spirit of Joseph Chamber-
lain’s Circular of 18886, rejected as inappropriate for the treatment
of workmen rendered destitute by Unemployment. The Poor Law
Commission of 1905-1909 was informed of other Unions in which
the provision for relief in exceptional cases, to be reported, was
made use of to relieve unemployed menl But the Poplar
Guardians were conspicnous in adopting the expedient of supply-
ing food under Article 10 of the Outdoor Relief Regulation Order
to those whom they regarded as bona fide unemployed, not out of
any laxity of administration, but, having failed to induce the
Government immediately to set up a Metropolitan Authority,
deliberately out of policy. They were smarting, moreover, from
a sense of the injustice of making Poplar, which had become a
* city of the poor ", maintain the Unemployed whose destitution
seemed o arise from the action of those who had settled in
“cities of the rich”. As the Poplar Guardians had done with
regard to the children, the sick and the aged, eo they proceeded
in the more difficult case of the able-bodied. They had set
themselvea to use the powers entrusted to them for the relief of
destitution, even stretching for this purpose the law, in such a
way 88 not further to depress the condition of those whom they
found in that state ; to use these powets, on the contrary, in such
2 way as promised, in their judgment, to raise the Standard of
Life of those of whom they had been constituted the Guardians.
With regard to the Unemployed, they had sought for other
expedients than the grant of food tickets; they had extracted
from the Local Government Board & grudging ssnction for an
experimental Farm Colony at Lainden, for which the Modified

¥ Poor Law Commismsion, 1909 ; see, for instance, Q. 4547, 5201-5202,
5200. The aggregate pumber of cases in sech yesr in which men were relisved
and reported under this exospiion was never published by the Local Government
Bosrd, until it was incidently revealsd in 1911 in the Report of the Departmental
Committes op the deaft Out-relief Order of thet year, when the total for the
year 1900-1010 was given as 31,383, in 30,818 of whioh & task of work was
impossd, This total of cases grestly sxceeds the number of ssparate men thus
relieved, ae many were on the books for severs] weeks. The aggregete number
of caste in whioch Relieving Offivers give food to perscns in ** sudden or urgent
nocesuity ** has never been ascertained.

YOL. I 2D
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Workhouse Test Order was, by a stretch, made applicable ; they
had paid for selected men to be received in the Salvation Army
Bettlement at Hadleigh ; but when the rush came in November
1904, they could find no cther way of meeting it than to make
use of the exception to the Outdoor Relief Regulation Order of
1852. How the action of the Poplar Union, together with the
merely “lax” administration of other Unions, was regarded
by the Local Government Board, and the new policy to which
it led in the establishment of the Central Unemployed Body for
London, we shall see in the following chapters.

VAGRANCY

Among all the perplexing problems with which the Poor Law
Board was confronted in 1848, was that of the persistence, and
what appeared to be the incresse, of vagrancy.! The thirteen
years' administration of the Poor Law Amendment Act, like the
drastic reform of the Vagrancy Acts in 1824—indeed, like the
innumerable altemations of various kinda of severity in the pre-
ceding five hundred years—had evidently failed to affect the ebb

! For vagranoy from 1848 onward, the principal sources, apart from the
Annusl Reports, Orders and Ciroulsrs of the Poor Law Board and Loocal
Government Board, sre the voluminous Parlismentary Papers of 1848 (Reports
and Communjestions on Vagrenocy); 1868 (Reporte on Vagrancy, o. 3698);
and eapecially that of 1006 {Report, Evidence and Appendices of the Depart-
mental Committes on Vagrancy, Cd. 2852, 2891, 2802); the particular decisions
recorded in The Officsal Circular, in the various volumes of Decimions of the
Local Government Board, and in The Local Government Chronicle, aa well aa in
the MB. Minutes of the Boards of Guardisns; bhalf & hundred papers read at
Poor Law Conferenoes, and other sovisties, between 1878 and 1827; many
pamphlets, among which may be named On Vagrants awnd Fagrancy, by
T. Barwick L. Baker, Mancheeter, 1888 ; Report on Fagraacy, by the Howard
Associstion, 1B82; Vegrancy—Bepori of o Conference af Lancasier, 1505 ;
On (ke Suppreasion of Vagramey and Indiscriminale Almspiving, by Amystt
Brown, 1872; Casual Poupers and How we Treat Them, by J. Theodore Dodd,
1800 ; TAe Vagramt and the Unemployable, by W. Booth, 1904 ; Vagrancy
{» revisw of the Report of 1908), by 8ir William Chanoe, 1008 ; The Flogging
of Vagrants, by J. Collinson, 1909 ; The Vagrani—Whai to do with Aim, by
R. M. Ferguson, 1011 ; and such volumes as History of Vagrants and Vagrancy,
by C. J. Ribton-Turner, 1887; The Vagramcy Problem, by W. H. Dawson,
1910; and The Continentol Outcast, by W. and V. W. Carlile, 1006 ; The Work
and Play of a Government Inapecior, by H. Preaton-Thomaa, 1009, chape. xxx.-
zxxii. pp. 321.350. There is & lively French scoount in Les Fa-mu-pieds de
Londres, by Hector Franoce, 1883 ; see also L’Anglelerre vagabonde, by R.

i di 5 hledeApmyhduhwithinRapmd

the Poor Law Commismion, 1000, Majority Report, pp. 155-109 of wol. i.;
Wwbh t{okoport,l Dp- 407-810; mee also E-gtuh Poor Law Policy, by B. ard B.
ebb, 1010,
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and flow of tens of thousands of wanderers, a large proportion
of them leading irregular lives of soclal parasitism. It was an
outstanding feature of this problem in 1848, as it had always
been, that there was not even an approximate statistical survey
of the extent or character of the wandering horde. Inside the
workhouses, or the Casual Wards, there were, on any one night,
not more than a few thousands. OQutside, in the twopenny or
fourpenny “ dosshouses ” of the Metropolis and all the principal
towns; or staying temporarily in bamns and outhouses, and
cheap lodgings ; or, here and there, in various kinds of phil-
anthropic shelters; or, especially in warm weather, merely
“ gleeping out ", under hedges or hayricks, there may always
have been five or ten times as many. The most careful estimate
of the aggregate of these * persons with no settled home and no
visible means of subsistence” makes the number vary from
thirty or forty thousand, in years of industrial activity and
relative prosperity, up to as many as seventy or eighty thousand
in times of trade depression ; the totals, national and local, being
affected also by the changing seasons, the state of the weather,
and various social phenomena, such as popular holidays, race
meetings and other gatherings, and the execution of extensive
public works. Of these vagrants, by no means all are profes-
sional tramps. ‘‘ No definite figures of this permanent class can
be obtained, but “-—reported the Departmental Committee on
Vagrancy—we are “inclined to think that the total number would
not exceed 20,000 to 30,000.” t It follows, from a comparison
of this total with the estimate just given of the aggregate
number of vagrants, that at least one-third of all the vagrants
in good times, and nearly two-thirds in bad times, are not
professional tramps, but merely men without employment,
wandering from job to job.

1 Report of Departmental Committes on Vagrancy, 1906, p. 22. We do
not ourselves feel assured thet there hae ever been any accuracy in the state-
ments, confidently made all down the centuries, that vagrancy was, at this or
that date, inoreasing or diminishing. These statements have reflocted only
impressiona derived from a survey of & small part of the feld, In the
nineteanth century they usually referred only to the numbers resorting to the
Camual Ward, whick never amounted to more than & emall (and & widely
varying) fraction of the vagrant host. In 1867-1868 the police emumeration
of all known vagranta gave & total fivefold or sixfold that of the vagrants in
the Casusl Wards {Twenty-sacond Annnal Report of Poor Law Board, 1870,
PP XxX-xXXi1)\
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The * Queen’s Mansions ™

The Poor Law Commissioners took a long while, indeed, half
a dozen years, to realise the fact that the policy of the Report of
1834—that vagrants applying for relief should be treated like
any other able-bodied paupers, and merely offered * the House
~~had been a conspicuous failure. The new * Union Work-
houses ”, rising up all over the country, afiorded to the habitual
tramp a national system of *“ Queen’s Mansions ”, or well-ordered,
suitably situated, gratuitous common lodging-houses, of which
ke took increasing advantage,! whilst he was not seriously deterred
by such experimental * Casual Wards” as were started, from
1837 onwards, at Hatfield, Spalding and elsewhere. Confronted
by this ““ growth of vagraney ", 88 it was called, the Poor Law
Commissioners, in the latter part of their term, urged on Boards
of Guardians a new vagrancy policy : that of making the night’a
lodging specially disagreeable to the wayfarer. By statute
(5 and 8 Vie. ¢. 57) and Order of 1842 the Poor Law Com-
missioners for the first time suthorised the compulsory detention
of vagrants for four hours, and the exaction of a task of work.
This policy had, in 1848, not been generally adopted, nor was it
particularly successful where tried. Another statute, in 1844,2
had vainly sought to create, in the Metropolis and five other large
towns, special * asylums ” for the houseless poor. In the bad
years of 1847-1849 the number of wandering applicants for a
night’s lodging was still increasing at & dangerous rate, and it
seemed to be one of the first duties of the new Poor Law Board
to deal with the subject.

1 Ses Report on the Subject of the Casual Poor admitted by Relief Tickets
into the Workhouse of 8t. Martin’s.in-the-Fields, 1838. When the Guardians
complainsd, the Poor Law Commissioners could find no remedy (Official Circular,
Nos. 12 and 13 of 1841), and stated (to Stamford Union, June 23, 1843, snd to
Colcheater Union, July 20, 1843) that “* really urgent cases muat bo sdmitted
st all timos, even if they disturb by applying in the night * {Abatract of Corre-
spondence, 1843). At Newoastle-under-Lyme a casual was sdmitted, but
given no food; and he died in the night. The Poor Law Commissioners
declsred by Minute the practice of “ providing lodging only for travelling
paupers and mendioants without any sustensnce whatever ” to be * most
objectionable " ; snd it was discontinued (Exiracts from Correspondence, April
1841).

27 and 8 Viotoris, 0. 101, sec. 41 ; Report of H. of C, Balect Committee
on Houssless Poor, 1848 ; Hislory of Vogrants and Vagrancy, by C. J. Ribton-
‘Turper, 1887, pp. 250-250.
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The instructions given by the “ witty and vivacious’? Charles
Buller, the firet President of the Poor Law Board, which seemed
at first successful, the number of vagrants relieved falling off
by 38 per cent in the first year, sdumbrated, in the guise of a
policy, what were really two distinet and inherently incompat-
ible lines of action. The Poor Law Board, on the one hand,
pressed on Boarde of Guardians the advisability of discrimin-
ating between the homest unemployed in search of work and
the professional tramp—* the thief, the mendicant and the
prostitute, who crowd the vagrant wards "—even to the extent
of refusing all relief whatsoever to such able-bodied men of
the latter clase 2a were not in immediate danger of starvation.
It seems as if the Poor Law Board was, at this point, almost
inclined to press on Boarde of Guardians the Scottish Poor
Law policy—quite contrary to that of the 1834 Report—of re-
garding the able-bodied healthy male adult as entirely ineligible
for any form of Poor Relief. ““ As a general rule ”, it was laid
down, the Relieving Officer “ would be right in refusing relief
to able-bodied and healthy men ; though, in inclement weather,
he might afford them shelter if really destitute of the means
of procuring it for themselves ”.? Acting on this suggestion
some Boards of Guardiana completely closed their Vagrant
Warda; * and the Bradford Guardians decided to * altogether
dlapeme with ”* the meals heretofore given ““at the Vagrant
Office ”.# But—also contrary to the “ Principles of 1834 "—

! 8o styled in Life of Beaconsfleld, by F. W. Monypenny, vol. ii., 1611, p. 4.
The premature death, on November 28, 1848, of this first Minister, was a
groat losa to Poor Law administration. He  was a surpassingly brillient man,

+ +» Buch & perfect Parliamentery men had not turmed up since Charles
Townnend : he waa created for the House of Commons ** (Political Portraits,
by Edward M. Whitty, 1854, p. 150). Boe also Chariza Buller and Reaponaibde
Government, by E. M. Wrong, 1906,

¥ Minute of Poor Law Board, August 4, 1848, in Official Circwlar, 1848,
No. 17, N.8,, p. 271.

¥ On Vagronis and Tramps, by T. Berwick L. Baker (Manchester
Statistionl Society, 1868-1869, p. 62).

* M8, Minutes, Bradford Board of Guardians, November 23, 1848, On
this, the Poor Law Board evidently felt that it had gone too far. It informed
ths Bradford Guardians that the resolution must be rescinded ; that “in
affording relief to vagrants the Gusrdians should be governed by the asre rule
that applies to relief in other oases, namely, the nature of the destitution and
the amount of the neceasity of the applicant, I the Guardiana or their officera
are matisfied that there in no sctual nscessity, no danger to health or life, they
will be justified in refusing to give more than shalter [Buller's circular had
unggested refusing even shelter in weather not inolament]; but if the applicant
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Charles Buller suggested that the honest wayfarer in temporary
distreas might be given a certificate showing his circumstances,
deatination, object of journay, ste., upon production of which he
was to be readily admitted to the Workhouses, and provided
with food and comfortable accommodsation! To aid in this
discrimination, it waa suggested that s police constable, who
had knowledge of habitual vagrants and was feared by them,
would be useful as an Assistant Relieving Officer? Nevertheless,
the other policy, that of the Casnal Ward, admitting, to ita
disagreeable and deterrent shelter, every applicant who chose
to apply for it, was not abandoned by the Poor Law Board.
The Orders and instructions about Casual Wards still remained
in force, and continued to be issued or confirmed. These involved,
not the refusal of relief to the able-bodied healthy male adult,
but eystematic provision for his relief without discrimination
as to character, coupled with detention and a task of work.

An Attempl at Deterrence

By 1860 we find the Poor Law Board driven to abandon,
so far ag the Metropolis was concerned, both Charles Buller’s
suggestion of discrimination among wayfarers, and that of
refusing, at any rate in weather not inclement, relief to the
healthy able-bodied male vagrant. The London Workhouses
had become congested “ by the flocking into them of the lowest
sud moset difficult to manage classes of poor ”* They were
now to be entirely relieved of the annoyance and disorgenisation
caused by the nightly influx of casual inmates, All persons
applying for a night’s lodging were o be subjected, whatever
their antecedents, character or circumstances, to a uniform

appoars to be really in want of food, it must be supplied ™ (Poor Law Board
to Bradford Union, November 20, 1349; MB. Minuies, Bradford Board of
Guardians, November 30, 1849).

* Official Cirewlar, No. 17, N.8., July and August 1848, p. 270; Becond
Annusl Report of Poor Law Board, 1850, p- 8.

3 Official Géroular, No. 17, N.8., July and August 1848, p. 271.

% Sotheron Estoourt (President of Poor Law Board), July 15, 1858
(Hmud,vol.o.h.p.lmj * The nightly oocupents of the Vagrant Ward
interfere with the regular inmates, harasa the officers, and st some soasons and
in some Workhouses rendee it impossible to preserve the order or to carry out
the ordinary regulations of the establishment * (Circular of November 30,
lm.snnhmnhmmmpmarmhwmms,p.sm
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* teat of destitution ’, by being received only in “ asyluma for
the houseleas poor ”, six of which, conducted on a uniform system
of employment, discipline and deterrent treatment, were to be
established in London apart from the Workhouses.! This was
admittedly a revival of the project of 1844,* which had failed
from the * want of co-operation on the part of several of the
Boards of Guardians”.* The revived policy proved equally
unsuccessful, and for the same reason. The six “ asylums for
the houseless poor ™ did not get built ; and vagrants continued
to be dealt with haphazard in the forty Metropolitan Workhouses.
In 1864 the Poor Law Board took what proved to be a decisive
step. The Metropolitan Houseless Poor Acts, 1864 and 1865,
made it obligatory on Metropolitan Boards of Guardians to
provide Casual Wards for “ destitute wayfarers, wanderers, and
foundlings "4 At the same time the Poor Law Board bribed
the Guardians to adopt that policy for all wayfazers by making
(in accordance with a recommendation of the Hounse of Commons
Select: Committee on Poor Relief of 1864) the cost of relief given
in the Casual Wards » common charge upon the whole of
London.® The Casual Wards thus made a common charge had
to be conducted under rules to be framed by the Poor Law
Board ; and these we bave in the Circular of October 26, 1864,
recommending that the new Casual Wards should consist of
two large “ parallelograms ”, each to accommodate, in common
promiscuity, as many of one sex as were ever expected ; to be
furnished with a common “ sleeping platform " down each side,
on which the reclining occupants were to be separated from each
other only by planks on edge ; without separate accommeodation
for dressing or undressing; and with coarse * straw or cocoa
fibre in & loose tick ', and a rug “ sufficient for warmth ”.* To

! Circular of November 30, 1857, in Eleventh Annual Report of Poor Law
Board, pp. 30-31.

* Sotheron Estoourt, July 15, 1858 (Hsnsard, vol. cli. p. 1500},

! Minute of Decomber 23, 1863, in Bixteenth Annual Report of Poor Law
Boerd, 1864, p. 31.

4 27 and 28 Victoris, c. 116 (1864); 28 and 20 Viotoria, ¢. 34 (1886);
Circular of Ootober 26, 1864, in Seventeenth Annusl Report of Poor Law
Board, 1865, p. 77.

* The first expediont was to cause the sums so expended to be refunded
gﬁ-@holehopohtanMofWorh. In 1847 this was replaced by the Common

¢ Circnlar of October 28, 1864, in Seventeenth Annnal Report of Poor Law
Board, 18841865, p. 78. It may be added that from 1883 onward, the police
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this was added, by the General Order of March 3, 1866, a uni-
form dietary, “for waylarers” in these wards, of bread and gruei
only ;! thus definitely marking the sbandonment, so far as
London was concerned, of all attempt, either at refusing a
night’s lodging to able-bodied healthy males, or at doing anything
more, or anything different, for the honest unemployed wayfarer
than for the professional tramp.

Discrimination Once More

Notwithstanding the apparent decisiveness of policy as to
vagrants embodied in the Metropolitan Houseless Poor Act of
1864, we find the Poor Law Board, disturbed by the ateady
growth of vagrancy throughout the country,® still continuing to
talk about discrimination. In 1868 8ir M. Hicks-Beach, in
announcing that the Poor Law Bosrd contemplated extending
to the whole country the Metropolitan system of dealing with
vagrants, added with an inconsistency which we do not under-
stand, that “ it would be required . . . that Guardians should
take the responsibility of & sound and vigilant discriminstion
between deserving travellers in search of work and profeesivnal
vagrants not really destitute, by the appointment of officers
capable of exercising such discrimination; aud thaf, where
practicable, the police should be appointed Assistant Relieving
Officers. The forthcoming Order would likewise suggest, in
cases where it might be practicable, that the sccommodation

acted s Assistant Relisving Officars for vagrants in the Metropolin. The
police complained of the fiith and vermin bronght to the polics stations by
spplicants for relinf, and they were relieved of the duty in 1872 (Report of
Departmental Committee on Vagrancy, 1006, Cd. 2852, vol. i. p. 12). The
pahualnoutedformrurdMolerdi&mthopohmmhmmg
s * vagrant relief stations ", &.g. at Bakewell, whers they were discontinued
in 1869 (MS. Minutes. Bakewell Board of Guardians, March 15, 1859).

1 General Order of March 3, 1886, in Ninsteenith Annus] Report of Poor
Ialeond.ls&T p. 37.

! Reporta on Vagranoy made ta the President of the Poor Law Board by
Poor Law Inspectors, Cd. 4678 of 1866. Theee volumivous reports, made
st different dates between 1848 and 1868, not only give s graphic picture of

umntmmtho?mhwmdpmnt.bntnholhwthelm
to be hopelemly baffled by the problem, snd to be suggesting half a dozen
inoonsistent policies. Other publications include On the Means of eradicating
or suppressing Mendicancy, by Philip Denvers, 1842; On ¥
Edwd?ivun.lm and {important as being by the future Becretary
thoLooalGomtBond) Fagrancy Lave ond Vagrants, by John
Lapabert, 1868,
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for deserving travellers should be different from that given to
professionsl vagrants.” ! Yet even for the professional vagrant
the promiscuous Casual Ward of 1864 was not to be extended
to the provinces. “It was”, said the President of the Poor
Law Board in 1868, “ very desirable that . ., . each person
should have & separate or divided bed place.” # The new policy,
which the President seems to have thought was the London
policy of 1864, but which was really 8 revival of Chatles Buller's
policy of 1848, was embodied in a circular, which admittedly
reproduced, in all essentials, the Minute of 1848 : the necessity
of discrimination, the employment of the police, the issue of
tickets to genuine honest wayfarers, their comfortable accom-
modation in Workhouses without task of work, and the
desirability of uniformity of treatment in the different Unions.?

A Reversion to Severdly

It must be added that, before the end of ita tenure of office, the
Poor Law Board had become convinced that it had as completely
failed to solve the problem of vagrancy as had the Poor Law Com-
missioners. In the Metropolis it was forced on its attention that
“ the great increase in the pauper population may be traced to
the operation of the Houseless Poor Act, which has practically
legalised vagrancy and professional vagabondism "¢ Through-
out the whole country the number of vagrants nightly relieved in
the Workhouse, which had, between 1858 and 1862, always been
under 2000, rose, between 1862 and 1870, to between five and six
thousand, and to a maximum of 7946 on July 1, 1868, though
falling from that high point in the exceptionally good trade of
1870-1871.% The fact is that the Boards of Guardians felt them-
gelves on the horns of & dilemma, against whick the inconsistent

: ?gdl[. Hiocks-Beach, July 28, 1868 (Hanaard vol. oxciii, p. 1910}

* Circular of November 28, 1868, in Twenty-first Annoal Report of Poor
Law Board, 1809, pp. 74.78. It is curious that the distary suggested in this
Circular allowed (without explanation) the Guardians to give male sdulte
aight ounoes of bread and « pint of gruel, whereas the (General Order to the
Mestropolitan Unions of the preceding year had definitely Limited aduit mates
to six cunces of bread and & pint of grosl.

4 8t, George's, Hanover Sguare, to Foor Law Board, The numbers of
* casual snd houvseless poor ™ relisved in the Metropolia went up from 1088, on
July 1, 1866, to 2085 on July 1, 1868, aud 1760 on July 1, 1870 (Twenty-
third Annual Report of Poor Law Board, 1871, p. xxiv).

* Itid. pp. 394-395.
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see-saw policy of the Poor Law Board waa no protection. If they
refused relief to those whom their Relieving Officers deemed
worthless Joafers, these bad characters became ' masterful
beggars ', pertinacious tramps, and sources of danger to the
countryside, whilst, in the bad times of 1866, some of those who
had been refused relief suffered hardship and even death.! Hence
the general reversion to a policy of relief. The Poor Law Board,
under Goschen’s presidency, was at this point considering yet
another new policy, that of penal detention after relief. Goschen
explained to the House of Commons thet this would amount,
practically, to ““ a kind of imprisonment ™, and be “ a stronger
measure than the administration by the police of the law as at
present existing ', which had also been proposed; but “if
Parliament were inclined to concede power to detain paupers for
s Jonger period than they were now detained, and to keep them
at work, he believed that would be a very effectual means of
diminishing vagrancy and pauperism ”.* But Goschen did not
explain how the Vagrant, if thus threatened with “a ldnd of
imprisonment ” without conviction, or even trial, was to be
induced to put his head into the trap.

The adoption by the Local Government Board, between 1886
and 1907, of a policy of prevention, involving discrimination
between some able-bodied applicants and others who were
resident within the Union, according to their character and
ciroumsatances, with a view (whether by a Poor Law Farm Colony,
or by the relief works and Labour Exchanges of the Distress
Committees) to the rehabilitation of the man really seeking work
—part of the Framework of Prevention which we describe in a
subsequent chapter—makes all the more remarkable the retention,
during the whole period, by the same Government Department,
of & contrary policy with regard to wayfarers or vagrants, We
find the Local Government Board, from 1871 onwards, con-
sistently maintaining for this clase a policy of indiscriminate relief
on demand, under deterrent conditions, distinctly “ leas eligible ”
than the poorest accommodation of the independent labourer ;
yet without any serious detention; free from any trace of, or wish

1 On Vagranis and Tramps, by T. Barwick L. Baker {Manchester Btatistiosl
Boouty 1888-1869, p. 62).
J. Goschen (President of Poor Law Board), May 13, 1870 (Hansard,
vol. od.pp.ﬁﬁo-m}.
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for, or attempt at, reform or cure ; and intended to be uniform
throughout the kingdom. There was, for instance, after 1871, no
reversion to the policy so frequently adumbrated between 1848
and 1871, of discriminating between the professional tramp and
the bona fide workman in search of employment, reserving the
deterrent Casual Ward for the one, and granting a comfortable
night's lodging without conditions to the other. On the contrary,
the basis of the new policy of 1871 waa the universal establishment
of the deterrent Casual Ward for all wayfarers ; and the exclusion
from the Workhouse of even the worthiest among them. This
uniformity was to be secured by the Pauper Inmates Discharge
and Regulation Act, 1871,! which provided that a casual pauper
should not be entitled to discharge himself before 11 4.M. on the
day following his admission ; nor, if found a second time in one
Casual Ward within a month, till 9 A.M. on the third day ; norin
any case until he had performed a prescribed task. The Act also
sought to secure a geographical uniformity by requiring the
Guardians te provide such Casual Wards as the Local Government
Board thought necessary, and by subjecting the conditions of
admission, diet and task to its authoritative Orders. From this
time forth, therefore, the Local Government Board assumed
complete responsibility for the method of treatment. Its Cirenlar
of 1871 began by condemning the work of its predecessora.
* The result of the system hitherto adopted in the relief of this
class of paupers cannot be regarded as succeasful ; for while there
has been no uniformity of treatment as to diet and work there has
been neglect in many Unions to provide proper and sufficient
wards,” 2 The Local Government Board enunciated once more
the need for national uniformity, pointing out that stringent
regulations in one Union caused vagrants to vary their route and
resort to another place; and expressed the intention of requir-
ing that suitable accommodation should be provided at every
workhouse. But no wvniformity was actusily prescribed. The
examples of the Bath and Corwen Unions were quoted for the
guidance of others. At Bath vagrants had to apply for relief at
the police station, whence able-bodied men were sent to the Work-
house, where they were relieved, and required to perform a three-

1 34 snd 35 Victoria, o. 108, seca. 5, 6, B.
* Ciroular Letter on Vagrancy of November 18, 1871, in First Annusi
Report of Looal Government Board, 1872, p. 56.
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hours’ task of stone-breaking ; while women, children and old
and infirm men were relieved at a refuge without any task. The
Local Government Board cited this system with apparent
approval ; and remarked that it had diminished the vagrancy of
Bath—meaning the applications to the Relieving Officer—by
over 58 per cent. At Corwen a proposal was approved to place
the Vagrant Wards in the yard of the police station, and to
appoint a police officer as Assistant Relieving Officer.?

The Way Ticket Syatem

At this point we may note the beginning of another experiment
spontaneously adopted in a few counties, without specific en-
couragement by the Local Government Board, namely the *“ Way
Ticket System . The treatment of vagrants favoured by the
Government involved their being without food during their long
tramp from one Casual Ward to another ; and this led to impor-
tunate mendicancy and thoughtless almsgiving, In Berkshire in
1870 and 1879, in Hampehire in 1870, unsuccessful attempta ; and
in Dorset in 1870, in Kent in 1871 and in Gloucestershire and
‘Wiltahire in 1882, succeasful attempta were made toset on foot, by
voluntary subacriptions, county schemes by which each vagrant
on leaving the Casual Ward was given a way-bill showing the
route by which he had declared he intended to travel, and a ticket
which could be exchanged at specified places on the route for a

! This Circulsar waa imuoed after the passing of the Pauper Inmaies
Discliarge and Regulation Act, and & fow days bafors the General Order, of
which the provisions will shortly be desoribed. In the next year the Board

» diminntion in the number of vagrants; snd allowed some of the
less stringent of the Metropolitan Casual Wards ta be clossd, an sction which
cawsed diffioultien in later years. In the Unions where there wers no Casusi
Wards, ordinary vagranta wers referred to that of & neighbouring Unien, but

change ; thinyyennlntortheu.}-oinn{ionoltha ios in this manner
waa still amumed, for the Board sancticoed & su by the Quardiaus

perintendent
appointed Amistant Relioving Officer for vagrants™ (Local Governmend
Chronicls, November 28, 1802, p. 1203},
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loaf of bread. These achemes, which aimed, not at diminishing
vagrancy, but only at lessening its accompanying evil of mendi-
cancy, did not meet with universal approval, and were slow
to spread.!

In fact, the stream of vagrants, after a merely temporary
asbatement, continued to grow. In 1882 the Local Government
Board got passed another statute, and issued another Order,
icreasing the period of detention in the Casual Ward, and other-
wise making the conditions more deterrent ; * still withont laying
down any policy of discrimination between wayfarers of one sort:
and wayfarers of another. A few more years’ experience showed
that the deteation really cperated not against the professional
tramp, who did not much mind howlate in the morning he started,
but against the virtuous wayfarer, who found himself discharged
too late to get the job after which he waa tramping. The remedy
of the Loecal Government Board was virtually to abandon the
detention, and explicitly the uniformity, by iesuing Circulars
suggesting that the Guardians should give orders that casual
paupers who had done their task on the preceding day should be
allowed to leave earlyin the morning.? Some Boarda of Guardians
acted on this, others did not—thus destroying the complete
assimilation of regimen at which the Local Government Board had
asimed. Finally, in 1892, in tardy response to a recommendation
of the House of Lords Committee of 1888, a Circular and an Order
were issued, * with a view to facilitating the search for work by
casual paupers who are desirous of obtaining employment ”,

! For the Way Ticket Bystem see The Repression of Vagrancy, by Amyatt
Amyatt, 1878 ; Life of the Earl of Carnarvon, by Sir A. Hardinge, 1925, vol. i
pp. 200-210; ** Vagrenoy snd the Way-Ticket System ", by Rev. Thomass
Bridge, Poor Law Conferences, 1898-1399, pp. 261.276; * The Way-Ticket
System for Vagraaots”, by H. E. Barnard, ihid. 1910-1811, pp. 680-689;
** The Way-Ticket System in Sussex ”, by E. J. Waugh, sbid. pp. 152-181,

45 and 46 Viotoris, c. 36 (Casual Poor Act, 1882); {eneral Order of
December 18, 1882, in Twelfth Annual Report of Locel Government Bowrd,
1883, pp. 64-71; The Pauper Inmatea Discharge and Regulation Aet, eto., by
Hugh Owen, 1882, pp. 47, 31, 36-39. The Metropols was now desmed to
be one town for the purpose of punishing resort to the Casual Ward more
then ohoe & month.

* Circulars of April 18, 1885, Novembor 7, 1887, and January 18, 1888;
se Fifteenth, Beventoenth and Eighteenth Annual Repotta of Loczl Government
Board, 1888, 1888 wnd 1880, When, in 1888, proposals were made to the
Houst of Lords Committes on Poor Relief for the abolition of the Casual
Wards, with & view to & drastic repression of vagrency, the Committee decided

that some such specis! and separste provision s8 the Casual Ward must aiways
be mads {(Report of H. of L. Coxamittee on Poor Relief, 1888).
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which gave to every inmate of the Casual Ward, who had per-
formed his task to the best of his ability, an absolute right to
claim his discharge at 5.30 A.M, in summer, or 6 .M, in winter, on
the second day after admission, on his merely representing “ that
he is desirous of seeking work ”,! Whether from this or other
causes, the stream of wanderers applying for a night’s lodging
continued unabated, though with the usunal fluctuations in the
varying seasons of the year, and the years,of good and bad trade.

A New Tolerance of Vagrancy

By the end of the nineteenth century, when the number of
vagrants resorting to the Casual Wards was npearly twice as
great as in 1885, experience seems to have converted the most
ardent Poor Law enthusiasts to a new tolerance for Vagrancy.
Every possible device for its elimination had been tried without
lasting success, The endless alternations of policy of the Poor
Law Board and the Local (overnment Board not only made
Ministers heaitate actually to enforce, on all the Boards of
Guardians, any policy whatsoever, but also indisposed the
Guardians even to accept advice from Whitehall on so contro-
versial & subject. Vagrancy, it began to be said, was inevitable
and unconquerable : why not let it alone ¢ * There is in every
rank ", said Thomas Mackay, *“ a certain minority who dislike
the conventions of ordinary life , . . and the Bohemian char-
acter is very induigently regarded. In moderation this spirit is

! Circular of June 13, 1882; Order of June 11, 1682; Twenty-sscond
Annual Report of Local Govornment Board, 1803, pp. 14-15. In 1887 express
provision waa mado for children accompanying vagranta, whe were to have an
improved dietary, including milk.

It could be said in 1800 that “ It is genernlly reslised that the Cesual Ward
Detention Qrder of 1882 is ignored in about half the Unicns of the country ™
{** Labour Homee in Connection with the Poor Law ", by Noel Buxton, in
Poor Law Conferences, 1589581900, p. 480),

The Casual Werd bas been the special subject of amateur obsorvation
for more than hali a century : sse £ Night in o Workhouse, 1866, and other
studies, by James Greenwood {** The Amateur Casusl '*); A Night in the Work-
Mouise, by C. W. Craven, 1887 ; Casual Paupers and How we Treat them, by J.
Theodore Dodd, 1880 ; TAe Failure of the Casual Ward, by Jesso Hawkee, 1898 ;
“ Tramping s & Tramp *, by R. C. K. Enscr, in Condemporary Review, October
1004 ; the various works of Mrs. Mary Higgs (TAe Tramp Ward, 1004 ; Fire
Days and Five Nights as & Tramp among Prampe, by w Lady, 1504 ; Glimpacs inlo
the Abyes, 1008) ; The Spike, an Aceount of the Workhouse Casval Ward, by E.
Wyrell, 1908 ; A Vicar as Fagrant, by G. Z. Edwards, 1910.
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an agresable variation from the dull prosaic virtues which are
specially appropriate to the industrial life; but it is not a
character or course of life entitled to a liberal endowment from
the Btate.” ' Bir William Chance, an equally rigid upholder of
the ** Principles of 1834 ”, came to admit that “ the increase or
decrease of . . . vagrants has little if anything to do with Poor
Law administration. Vagrancy has flourished in this country
from the earliest times, and will probably continue to flourish to
the end of all time. The life has many atéractions, and is suited
to our islanders’ love of travel and adventure. There is nothing
alarming in the number of our vagrants. They do not increase
faster than the population increases, Thsir cost is infinitesimal,
and their numbers would be so if charitable people, and especially
the poor . . . would cease to give them alms.” ? It could even
be confessed that “ Vagrancy may prove to be a form of pauperism
not to be exorcised by the Workhouse Test * .2

' History of the English Poor Law, vol. iii., by Thomas Mackay, 1899, p. 371.

* Ths Better Adminisiralion of the Poor Law, by Bir W. Chance, 1883, p. 2.

¥ Hesiory of the English Poor Law, vol. iil., by Thomas Mackay, 1899, p. 386.
A return to the scheme of the Report of 1834, with the abolition of all dis-
tinction betwesn the vagrant and the ordinary paaper, had, as we have mentioned,
sctunlly been recommendsd to the House of Lords Committes on Poor Law
Relief in 1888 ; bnt ita advoostea failed to convines the Committee {see
Poor Law Conferences, 1906-1907, p. 859).

It may be added that the women and children among the vagranta present
a specislly difficult problem. As seen from the Poor Law standpoint, their
nuinbers are amall, varying from 9 to 15 per cent {women} and 2 to 6 per cent
{children). But this is mialeading, sa often the men onily go to the Casual
Ward, the women and children resorting to a common lodging-house (see
Can Juvemile Vograncy be prevenied? by William Watson, 1850; Juvenmile
Pagrancy, by Ralph Ricardo, 1859 ; and The Female Casual and Mer Lodging,
by J. H. Stallard, 1868). The women used to be given oakum-picking, which
was definitely prohihited in 1390 aa a task for women convicts in prison (Report
of Prison Commissioners, 1897). The Looal Government Board took no action
for two years, and only by a Memcrandm urging Boards of Guardians to
discontinus such a tesk (T'wenty-soventh Annual Report of Local Government
Board, 1899, p. Ixxziv). * It is much to be wished that there had bsen more
backbone in the Central Poor Law Board on thia question. . . . If we are to
judge from the reports thia mild oakum-picking Memorandum has not mads
much impression on the Inspectors. . . . Although forbidden four years ago
as too degrading for Her Majoaty's prisons, this cruel task is still given to
casusl poor women who seek refuge in Her Majesty's Workhousea in many a
country district. Out of forty replies from country Masters actually seventean
otill expect some of the female tramps to pick 2 lba, of unbeaten cakum, and
kesp them prisonsrs till it is done. In six housen it is the only task for women *
(" Tasks and Employments in Workhousea "', by F. Askew, Foor Law Con-
Jerences, 1899-1900, p. 526). Oskom-picking was not finally prohibited until
1025. The nnmbare of women and children spplying for admission to the
Casual Wards have become steadily emaller,
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The Official Commitiee of 1904

This complacent tolerance of vagrancy did not, however,
content the zealots of Whitehall. When, in the opening of the
twentieth century, the numbers resorting to the Casual Wards
again increased, surpassing, indeed, in 1904, all previous records,
what weighed on the officials of the Local Government Board
was that the whole policy of the Board had, in this branch of its
work, proved a failure, They sucoessful']y urged the President
(Walter Long) to have yet another investigation; and in 1904
he appointed s Departmental Committee to inquire into the
whole subject. That Committee, under J. L. Wharton, composed
largely of officials, and entirely of persons having an intimate
knowledge of the problem, sat for two years; gathered together
all possible evidence ; and considered every suggested reform,
only t0 come out in the end with no definite or consistent policy
whatever { Although it was admitted, in effect, that from one-
third to two-thirds of the wandering horde of vagrants were not
permanent or professional trampe, the Committee neither pro-
posed any prohibition of this wandering, nor any substitute for
it ; nor yet any policy of provision for the four different kinds of
wanderers among whom they distinguished.! The Committee,
indeed, although the report: included half-hearted suggestions for
the licensing and official contro} of free shelters, and any other
institutions making a gratuitous distribution of food, together
with a criminal prosecution of the new offenice of * sleeping out ”’
to the public danger or common nuisance, never got effectively
beyond the consideration of those vagrants, a emall fraction of
the whole, who voluntarily applied for their night’s lodging to
the Poor Law Authoritiee or some philanthropic institution.
Yet it is admitted that “ the casual pauper is but an incident
of vagrancy; and vagrancy, at one time swelling, at another
shrinking in voiume, merges into a shifting and shiftless fringe of
the population in such a way as to elude definition ”.* From
this problem of the population at large, the Vagrancy Committee
shrank back alarmed. Instead of measures to deal with vagraacy
sa such, the Committee proposed merely a change in the Authority
for doling out the night's lodging to those vagrants, s small

1 Beo its Report in three volumes, Cd. 2552, 2801, 2892, of 1908.
2 Majority Report of Poor Law Commission, 1908, vol. il p. 182,
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proportion of the whole, who chose to apply for it to s public
Authority. It was recommended that the importunate vagrant
should be kept out, not merely of the workhouse, bust of the Poor
Law altogether ; and that he should be received, warded and fed,
under the suthority of the Standing Joint Committees and Watch
Committees of the County or County Borough Councils, which
are Local Authorities with greater autonomy than the Boards of
Guardians. At the same time, in conformity with the century-
long ** see-saw '* of policy, the Committee reverted once more to
the idea of diserimination, suggesting a penal *“ Labour Colony "
for the worthless ; and the issue by the police of “ way tickets ”
to the virtuous workman seeking a job, entitling him, for a period
of a month, to lodging, supper and breakfast at the Casual Wards,
with freedom to depart after no more than two hours’ work. Yet,
with a curious inconsistency, the Committee hoped that the
recommendations would lead to national uniformity of treat-
ment, merely because the work would be carried out by the
couple of hundred local police forces of the several Counties or
County Boroughs instead of by the six hundred Boards of
Guardians,? Neediess to say, this proposal (against which the
representative of the Home Office on the Committee vairly
protested so far as the Metropolitan Police was concerned) was
never adopted by the Government or brought before Parliament ;
and the position remained as before.

! Report, Evidence snd Appendices of the Departmontal Committee on
Vagranoy, 1906 {Cmd. 2852, 2801, 2892): Vagrancy (a revisw of the Report),
by Bir W. Chance, 1906 ; reviews of the Report in papera at Poor Law Con.
Serences, 1906—-1907 and 1907-1908, by E. J. Mott, E. A, Rigby, A. ¥. Vulliamy,
H. G. Willink, J. L. Wharton and C. W. Dean ; Majority Report of Poor Law
Comminsion, 1808, pp. 168-169 of vol. ii.; Minority Koport of the same, pp.
497.510.

The Report was not favourably received. Both Poor Law Guardians
and Inspectors pointed out the impracticability of the Committee’s proposals
{seo, for instance, the remarks of H. Jenner-Fust, in Poor Law Conferences,
1996-1907, pp. 184-186). Experionced witnosses hnd warned the Committes
that it was impracticabls to secure, over the whole country, enything like
vniformity of Casual Wards: and that vniformity was, from any pational
standpoint, not even desirable {ibid. pp. G14-515).

* The Poor Law Commission of 1005-1908 made little inveatigstion of the
problem ; and the Msjority Report (pp. 155-169 of vol. ii.} contented itself
with pummnarizing the report and proposals of the Vagrancy Committee,
without endorsing these recommendations. The Minority Hoport (pp. 497-510)
drew attention, not only to freah evidence ws to the industrial charsoter of the
vagrant tide, but alec to the replacement, in some populous Unions, of the
old atyle of Casnal Ward by great and costly cellular * prisona **, so ** deterrent
to the vagrant that he remeined * unwarded *', and made himself & common

VOL. I 28
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An Unsolved Problem

Thus the story ends in 1906 as it began in 1834, with no
assured remedy for the evile of Vagrancy, and no accepted policy
for dealing with it. Yet no one could propose, in the light of
century-long history, that vagrancy should be abolished by
penal measures. Looking back on the expetience since 1834, two
reasons for this long-continued failure in statesmanship stand out.
What is needed for the vagrant, irrespective of whether or not he
applies for public assistance, and whether he it merely a man
without employment secking & job, or a wastrel simply bent
on & free-and-easy life without regular work, oz, what is perhape
common, something between the two, is some kind of treatment
more lasting and more effectual than a night’s lodging and a
couple of meals, whatever may be the conditions accompanying
this exiguous * relief ”. Yet a Poor Law Authority, charged and
permitted to do no more than relieve destitution, can deal only
with the tiny fraction of the vagrants who apply to it, only
when they voluntarily present themselves as destitute, and only
80 long as they consider themselves destitute. Hence the wisest
and most considerate application of the Poor Law to the problem
of vagrancy was foredoomed to failure. In the second place,
whatever may be the remedial treatment for vagrancy that we
devise, this is, by the very nature of the case, bound to be one
that cannot be satisfactorily undertaken by any Local Authority,
however constituied, and whatever the policy determined upon.
Those vagrants who are, with more or less definite objectives,
secking for employment, as all of them claim to be, cannot be
steered to the places where labour ia relatively in demand, or
dissuaded from flocking in crowds towards any place where
rumour has declared that works of magnitude are being started,
by any Local Authority whateoever, which conld not possibly
be aware of the labour conditions in other parts of the country.
Nor could a Local Authority, necessarily ignorant of the vagrant’s
previous life or present opportunities, successfully prosecute the
wastrels who desired to escape work, or maintain the necessary

nuisanos by * uleeping out "'. What weaa required was a national crganisation
Mwnhuyhdjohhﬂwﬂhghwhlﬂ{mm“pmﬁdsd}
another national organisation, with a reformatory Labour Colony, to which
wasirels, on oonviction, could be committed for a term.
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reformatory but semi-penal Farm Colony, to which such con-
victed parasites would have to be judicially committed for
sufficiently long terms of detention. The whols of the nineteenth
century passed, aa we have seen, without the Government or
Parliament even thinking of establishing such an Authority as the
conditions required.

The failure of the Boards of Guardians to cope with the
problem of vagrancy, when they had been given only power
to relieve destitution, was therefore excusable. They regarded
themselves as responsible, essentially, for “ their own ” destitute
persons ; and the vagrants plainly did not “ belong” to the
Union in which they applied for a night's lodging. It was
inevitable that each Board of Guardians should seek to restrict
to a minimum the expense that it was compelled to incur;
that it should take no interest either in the comfort or in the
improvement of such transients; that it should avoid rather
than promote their settling in the Union, even by getting employ-
ment ; and that it should obstinately and persistently refuse to
incut expense in carrying out any of the changing policies {rom
time to time adopted by a Ministry at Whitehall, which does
not seem ever to have proposed—what public opinion might,
indeed, in the past never have permitted—the taking upon the
National Exchequer of a burden that is absolutely non-local in
character; or even the contributing to the expense by a Grant
in Aid.

BETTLEMENT AND REMOVAL

From the very beginning of its work the Poor Law Board
wag perplexed by the problems presented by Settlement and
Removal. The complications of the Law of Settlement, with the
vexatious and costly litigation between parishes to which they
gave rise, had remained practically unaffected by the trivial and
ill-considered alterations of the law in 1819, 1825 and 1831,! to
which allusion has beer made in our previous volume. Although

1 59 Qeorge II1. 0. 50 6 George IV, 0. 57; and 1 William IV. c. 18. The
Oversver's perplexities were noticed by Crabbe:
There is a doubtful pauper and we think
“Tis not with us to give him meat and drink ;
A child iz born, and ‘tis not mighty clear
Whether the mother lived with us & yoar.
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eince 1795 persons found away from their parishes of settlement
were no longer liable to removal unless and until they actually
became chargeable, they continued to be arbitrarily removed by
zealous Overseers immediately they were driven to apply for
relief, even in some transient emergency ; and “ the indefensible
injustice ” continued, as we are told, ““ of removing a men by
warrant from his place of residence to some distant part of the
Kingdom, and then trying the question whether he ought to Lave
been removed or not ”.* The attention of the Poor Law Inquiry
Commisgioners had been forcibly called by reputable witnesses,
both to the evil effects of the whole system of settlement and to
the particular injustice to which each year thousands of indigent
persons were in this way subjected.? The great Report of 1834,
though it emphasised the baleful effects of the whole system of
settlements, aimed only at a simplification of the law by making
the settlement of every legitimate child up to sixteen depend
upon the place of birth of the surviving parent or parents ; and
when the child had attained the age of sixteen {or earlier f both
its parents were dead),upon the place of the child’s birth. But the
Poor Law Amendment Act of 1834 failed to carry out even this
modest desire of the Commissioners, and, in the opinion of a
competent anthority, in effecting its trifling changés, left the
*“ Law of Settlement . . . substantially as bad . . . as it was”
in 1795, and “ still deserving all the reprobation which was justly
bestowed on it by those who, in the eighteenth century, pointed
out its impolicy and injustioe *.?

L Pauperism and Poor Laws, by R. Pashloy, 1852, p. 261.

* The 1834 Report included the following paragraph :

" Wae further recommmend that instead of the present mode of first removing
the pauper, and then enquiring whether the romoval was lawful, the enquiry
should precede the removal. We find this measure in a PBill brought into
the House of Commons in 1819. . . . The expediency of this measure in so
obvious that it is diffcult to account for ite rejection in 1819, unleas we are
to believe & tradition that it was defeated by a combination of pereons interested
in creating litigation and expense.™ )

The Poor Law Amendment Act of 1834 failed to remedy this absurdity. Not
until 1848 was even this obvious mitigation of the injustice to the poor secured
and this expensive litigation at the coat of the ratepayers svoided, by a merc
limitation of the time within whioh notive of appeal egninat the notice of
chargeability had to be lodged (11 and 12 Vic. o, 31, sec. 9).

* Pauperizm and Poor Laws, R. Pashiey, 1852, p. 271. “ The changes
introduced into the Law of Settlementa by the Poor Law Amendment Acl

were . , . quite trifling, excepting that it prospectively repesled, but retro-
spectively preserved, setticinents by hiring and service for a year * (ibid. p. 268).
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Sir James Graham's Bill

Not until 1844 did the Government take the matter in hand,
when Sir James Graham, as Home Secretary, printed a Bill,
which was in the following session pressed on the House of
Commons, aiming at remedying many of the injustices, Settle-
ments were henceforth to be reduced to three only, namely,
Birth, Father's Bettlement and Mother's Settlement. The
pauper waa to be chargeable to the parsh in which he was
found to be destitute until he was lawfully removed. Large
classea of paupers were not to be removed : such as married
women, who were not to be parted from their husbands ; legiti-
mate children, who were not to be removed from their father's
parish ; and no children, whether legitimate or not, from their
mother’s parish ; widows, not from the parish of their hushand’s
settlement at his death, and not at all in the firat year of widow-
hood ; persons chargeable through sickness, not for forty days;
and, most important of all, no one who had maintained himaelf
in one place for five consecutive years. Forty days’ notice of
proposed removal was always to be given. On the other hand,
unsettled Scottish, Irish and natives of the Isle of Man, the
Scilly Isles and the Channel Islands might be removed to their
places of birth, This remarkable measure, drafted by the Poor
Law Commissioners, waa too much for the House of Commons.
8o widespread was the opposition, voicing the almost universal
apprehension of the effects of any change, that the Bill bad
presently to be withdrawn.!

In the following session, on the occasion of the Repeal of
the Corn Laws, Sir Robert Pe¢l was advised to include among
the reforms by which he wished to balance his proposals a
measure “ not only to relieve the land, but to do an act of justice
to the Jabouring man ”, by freeing him of the shacklez on his

1 The Billa of 1844 and 1845 were printed in the Official Circular, No. 38
of August 31, 1844, and No. 45, March 1, 1845 (sce Hansard, 1846 ; and Life
;:g g';sm of Sir James Grakam, by W. T. McCullagh Torrens, 1863, vol ii. pp.

Amot:lg the contemporary pamphlets we may cito Corveapondence with the
Poor Law Commissioners . . . wilh observations . . . on Sir J. Graham's pro.
posed alteration in the Law of Seitlement, by William Day, 1844, pp. 13-19;
Report of the Commiiiee of the Union Clerks Society of London [on Bill of 1844],
1848 ; A Leiter to Sir James Graham on the Poor Laws, etc., by Jamea Roscoe,

1845 ; and Supgestions for Reducing the Poor’s Rate and Abolishing Poor Law
Seitlements, ete., by William Foote, 1845.



422 SIXTY YEARS' ADMINISTRATION, 1848-1908

freedom imposed by the liability to compulsory removal. But
again the thorny subject of Bettlement was avoided. In the
exciting seasion of 1846 it was found impossible to do more than
limit the class of persons liable to be removed. The now status
of “ irremovability ”, proposed in Sir James Graham’s abortive
measure, was at last given, under certain conditions, to the
whole population.! This was done by a statute (9 and 10 Vie.
¢. 66}, so technical in its phraseology that Liord Brougham com-
plained * that persons perfectly acquainted with their mother-
tongne were quite unable to understand the stepmother-tongue
in which the Act was written ”; and so imperfectly expressed
that the lawyers themselves failed to agree about its meaning.
This Act gave what must be deemed the privilege of irremov-
ability to all persons who had been resident for five years in a
parish ; that of temporary but complete irremovability on
widows, resident st the death of their husbands, during the
first twelve months of their widowhood ; and that of conditional
irremovsability on persons who had become chargeable only on
account of temporary sickness or accident, and who were now
made removable only if and when satisfactory proof was given
that their disablement was of a permanent character. At the
same time it was provided that paupers living outside their
parish of eettlement and actually in receipt of non-resident
relief from that parish,* and also persons committed to prison
! The origin of the peculiar status of Irremovability must be sought far
baok, even in the ** Certificate Men ™ of the Law of Settlerent and Removal
of 1662 iteslf. In 1784 the privilege of Irremovability had been granted to
discherged soldiers, sailors and their families, and the Act of 1795 bad extended
this to all migrents, unleas and until they became chargeable. Even then, by
40 Goorge IIL. c. 124 (1809), they could not be removed whilst they were too
ill to tzavel; sod by 11 and 12 Victoria, o. 111 (1848), if any dependant living
with them was too il fo travel (see our volume on The Old Poor Law, 1927).
Vagranta, moreover, becsuse they were not persons “ coming to settle them.
selves " or * coming to inhabit™ (13 and 14 Charles II. c. 12), had never been
removabls, sven if they had becomo chargoable; unless they deliberately and
voluntarily (snd not merely because they were taken ill whilst on tramp)
mwdmwymphoo(owcmdm No. 41 of November 30, 1844},
ude of this class will be seen from the fact that thers were,
st Lady Day 1846, no fower than B2,240 persons in receipt of non-resident
rolief. This fact ia characteristic of the way in which, st nearly all pointa,
the desire and intention to effect & sweeping reform had been, between 1834
and 1847, found to be impracticabls of sxecution. The persistant desire of the
Poor Law Commissioners to stop non-resident rolief, as of all formw of Qutdoeor
Relief the most lisble to abuse, and the most widely opening the door to frand

and smber:lement, wes siways held in check by the consideration that any
sbeclute prohibition of non-resident relief might have resulted in thirty or
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away from such parish, should not, by the mere fact of their
residence, acquire irremovability in the parish which they were
thus inhabiting.* Unfortunately the Act of 1846 did not make
it clear whether this provision as to prisoners, and as to paupers
in receipt of non-resident relief, was or was not retrospective
in its operation. The Law Officers held that it was not retro-
spective ; and the Poor Law Board felt obliged so to advise
the Boards of Guardians. The result was that, up and down
the country, non-resident relief began to be stopped ; and at the
same time the Relieving Officers found themselves faced by
many new spplicants for relief in their parishes of residence.
Exactly which Unions stood to gain on balance, and whick to
lose, conld not be definitely ascertained ; but, as wae usual in
all discussions on settlement, pearly all Unions, whether urban
or rural in character, cherished an invincible conviction that they,
at least, would lose. Moreover, many persons who had hitherto
refrained from applying for relief out of fear that they would
thersupon be removed, now became aware that they were, and
sometimes had long been, legally irremovable; and a certain
proportion of these at once applied for relief; whilst panic-
stricken Boards of Guardians feared that s whole flood of
applications would follow. In the following session & private
Member, W. H. Bodkin? (M.P. for Rochester) succeeded in

forty thousand more families being summarily removed to their parishes of
settlement, 4o the great hardship of these families, oxpenss to the parishes,
and {what the Poor Law Commissioners always bad to keep in mind} public

E

1 9 and 10 Victoris, ¢. 86, The Act was printed in the Official Cirenlar,
N.9, No. 1, January 1, 1847 {nee Parisk Setilements and the Practice of Appeals,
by J. C. Symons, 1848; Observalions on e Law of Seilement, by Arthur
Morse, 1848 ; The Settlement and Removal of the Poor Considered (anom., but
probably by George Coods), 1847 ; The Practice of Poor Removals as regqulated
by the recent Siatwies, by Edward W, Cox, 1847; and Labonr Migration in
England, 15001850, by Acthur Redford, 1828, p. 110

* Bir William Henry Bodkin (1791-1874), who reosived his knighthood in
1867, sat only in the Parliament of 1941-1847. Apert from his success{u]
career as & barrister, he was for many years Secretary to the Society for the
Buppression of Mendioity, and a lifsiong student of Poor Law administration,
Tn 15821 he published a pamphlst entitled Brief Observaliont on Bill now
?ﬁthhmmkmrehﬁwmefomemiu

land.
wTha"eqnﬂhnﬁun"o{&heburdmofPoorRehd.dongtheﬁnudmﬁng
the charge upon & wider area than the parish, continued to be urged as &
neceasary condition of the abolition of settlement. This sometimes took the
form of propuing for the purpose (reviving the suggestion of Lord Kames in
1774, noticed in our previous volams on The Old Poor Law, p. 269) & national
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passing & Bill universally called by his name, which dealt,
ingeniously but illogically, with thia new grievance, “Mr,
Bodkin's Act” (10 and 11 Vie. c. 110) made the maintenance
of these “irremovable poor™, notably those whose place of
settlement was in some other parish, a charge, not upon the
parish in which they were actually residing, but (like the cost
of the Workhouse, and the salaries of the officers of the Board
of Guardians) vpon the Union as & whole: This mitigated the
financial burden, such as it waa; and also allayed the fear of
the parochial authorities ; which were meanwhile dissipated by
the Judges deciding, on a case brought into court, that the Law
Officers had been wrong in their interpretation of the Act of
1846, the provisions in question being in fact of retrospective
operation.!
Siz Years’ Further Inguiry

The evil of the incessant litigation and expense involved in
the Law of Settlement and Removal, together with its adverse
influence on the economic prosperity of the nation, still remained
to be dealt with ; and in the attempt to convert public opinion
the Poor Law Board published report after report, A Select
Committes of the House of Commons, which had been appointed
in 1847 to inquire into the whole opetation of the law, obtained,
under the chairmanship of Charles Buller himself, a mass of
evidence, but contented itself with passing four abstract resolu-
tions of condemmation of both asettlement and removal, which
did not even get reported to the House or the public.* The Poor
Law Boeard then set some of its ablest Inspectors to investigate
and report—consuming three more years of time, but produc-
ing an impressive volume, in which the waste and destruction
resulting from the law as it was then in operation were—
perhaps with the effect of exaggeration—vividly described.?
rate or tax of eighteenpence in the pound (mAPIanformEqududm
of the Poor Raler throughowt the Uniled Kingdom by abolishing the Low of
Setlement, sto., by G. L. Hutchinson, which want through three editions
between 1846 and 1849).

! R. v. Christchurch {1848), 18 L.J.M.C. 28; " Bodkin's Act ™, limited in
duration to ome year, wsa snbsequently continned from year to yeer, and
mmil& mads permanent ; but waa superseded in 1865 by the Union Charge-
s Pauperiom snd Poor Lows, by B. Pashley, 1862, pp. 307-308.

s to the Poor Law Board on the Laws of Setilement and
Removal of $he Poor, 1850,
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“In rural parishes belonging solely to one proprietor ™,
wrote John Revans, who had been, sixteen years before, the
Secretary of the Poor Law Inquiry Commission, and then,
in 1835, Becretary to the Irish Poor Law Commission, “ the
effect is most complete. In these the population may be said to
be the property of the proprietor, and to be =old with the land.
The labourer has but one chance of emancipation ; to quit the
country. But this chance is very small, as it is almost impossible
for him to obtain the means. . . . Excepting during short and
very busy periods in agriculture, as at harvest, a working man
will be refused employment, save in his own parish : for at all
other times the ratepayers postpone the execution of work till
those periods when employment is likely to be scarce, and
when the labourers who have settlements would constantly fall
upon the rates. It is nearly useless therefore for a working man,
with the existing Laws of Settlement, to attempt to obtain work
beyond the bounds of his parish. He will be answered with
* We have enough to do to find employment for our own people *.
Should one, however, by the force of accident obtain employ-
ment away from settlement, the first occasion on which there
shall be the alightest deficiency of employment for the labourers
who belong to the parish will cause him to be removed to his
settlement ; though he may bave passed half his life in the parish
from which he removed, have there gained fresh acquaintance
and friendship; and his children shall have been born and
educated there.

“ And now comes his reward for having gone forth in search of
employment. When arrived st his settlement he will find that
the cottage, which had been occupied by himself and his family,
has been given to another, or perhaps pulled down, and that the
only residence open to him is the Union House. Poasibly he will
find a lodging in the market town of the district, or in some other
open parish belonging to several proprietors, and therefore better
provided with labourers’ dwellings. But then he must be con-
tent to walk three or perhaps five miles morning and evening,
winter and summer, during good weather and during bad weatber,
toand from the parish of hissettlement, the only one in the district
which will provide him with employment, and where nominal
work will be given him on the roads, and at wages just sufficient
t0 keep body and soul together; an employment rendered yet
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more painful by the avowal that it is only found for the purpose
of keeping the unwelcome applicant and his family from becoming
& more severe burden to the ratepayers, by entering the Union
House. Returned to his settlement, he has bitterly to lament
the energy and the industry which urged him to go forth from his
parish, in order to earn by skill and assiduity & better and more
independent provision for his family ; and as he trudges to and
from his distant and oft degrading work, he moves & daily warning
to every labourer in the surrounding district of the folly of endeav-
ouring to improve his condition, by leaving the parish to which
the law has awarded him.” The case against the law was com-
pleted by one of the ablest historical reporta ever laid before
Pariiament, in which George Coode, who had been since 1834 an
Asgistant Secretary of the Poor Law Commissioners, gave, to the
new Poor Law Board, the results of many months of investiga-
tion of the circumstances in which the Act of 1662 was passed,
together with every scrap of information that he couid find in
the innumerable books and pamphiets of the preceding couple
of centuries, as to the operation and effects of the law and its
successive minor amendments.!

The Practical Remedy

The practical remedy for the financial difficulties that were
always presented as a ground for resisting any change in the Law
of Bettlement and Removal now began to emerge in the policy of
Union Bettlement and Union rating. The Report of 1834 had not
ventured on any further assault upon the financial separateness of
each of the 15,000 parishes and townships than to propose to
place, as a charge upor the Union as a whole, the cost of erect-
ing the Union Workhouse and the salaries of the Union officials.
The Bill which became the Poor Law Amendment Act went a step

1 Report to the Poor Law Board on the Law of Settlement and Removal
of the Poor, by Georgs Coods, 1852,
In 1858 the Houss of Commons deputed a Seloct Committen to discover
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farther than the Report in vesting in the new Boards of Guardians
the management of the whole of the Union pauperism ; whilst the
cost of maintenance of all the persons in receipt of relief, whether
indoor or outdoor, was left to be debited to the several parishes in
which they had their settlements. It seemed an obvious improve-
ment to go yet farther and make the whole expenditure of each
Union a charge upon the Union 2s a whole, thus so far equalising
the financial burden on the constituent parishes.? Incidentally,
such a reform would reduce the number of areas warring with each
other about Settlement and Removal from about 16,000 {0 a Little
over 600 ; and it thns promised to go far towards a solution of the
problem. But just as each of the 15,000 parishes was panic-
stricken at the idea of abolishing its defence against being flooded
with pauper immigrants from the other end of the kingdom, so it
was alarmed at the prospect of having to share the cost of the
relief given to the inhabitants of the neiglibouring parishes, with
which it had been compulsorily joined toform the Poor Law Union.
The farmers and country gentlemen feared the population of the
market-towns or growing industrial areas. These, in their tum,
feared the pulling down of cottages in the rural parishes, by which
the labourers were driven to the town slums.? Other penple
feared any departure whatsoever from the parochial basis of
settlement, even to the extent of Union Scttlement, lest it should
tend towards a nationalisation of the burden of the Poor Rate
which seemed to some dangerous ss encouraging & reckless
increase of population, and to others calamitous as leading to

! It waa recalled that an Act of 1572 had made the County Division the
unit of rating for Poor Relief—a measure repealed before the end of that century
{Observations on the Government Bill for abolishing the Removal of the Foor,
by R. Pashley, 1854},

* Diarneli moakes the hard-hearted landlord eay, ** 1 build no ocotlages, and
1 deatray all I can ; and T am not sshamed or afraid to say so " (Sybil, book ii.
chap. xii.). A forcible exposition of the evils, the alternation throughout the
country of * open ™ and * close parishes * which were apparently about equal
in number, waa given in the coutss of the debate on the Bill of 1846 by J. E.
Denison (1800-1873), then M.P. for Mslton, when he actually induced the
House to pass an instruction to the Committee to introduce a clause for Union
chargeability—perhapa the most triumphant achievement in the long Parlia-
mentary career as & private member {extending from 1823 to 1857) of the
modest wnd refined country gentleman who was destined to become Spesker
of the House (1857-1872} and Viscount Ossington. But in 1846-1847 it was
30 difficult to overcome the opposition to any alterstion in the Law of
Settlement that neither the Tory Government, nor the Whig Government that

sucoseded it and passed the Act of 1847, would do anything except inquire
further into the matter.
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* prodigality of public expense”.! But notwithstanding this
opposition, the movement (whick the Poor Law Board persistently
but quietly encouraged) 2 for the substitution of the Union for the
parish as the financial unit continued to grow. By the Poor Law
Amendment Act of 1848 (11 and 12 Vie, ¢. 110), other items were
made Union charges. At the same time a further blow was atruck
ot the gaing of the “ sessions lawyers” by authorising Boards of
Guardians to submit questione in dispute between them to the
arbitration of the Poor Law Board—-a provision of which use was
at first only occasionally made, but which gradually became
recogmised &8 of practical utility.

Baines’s Bill

Not until 1854 was farther action taken, when M. T. Baines,
who had become for the second time President of the Poor Law

! Bea Remarks on the Laws of Setilement and Removal, by a Metropolitan
Poor Law Officer, 1854. The latter objection was strongly felt by Croker,
who vepresented in this respect the country landowners. * 1 fancy ™, he
wrote on February 3, 1847, to Col. Wood, M.P. for Middlessx, on what seemed
to him an npproach towards & national Poor Rate, ** that 1 ses the not distant
ruin of the landed intereat in the scheme which you proposs. . . . Why should
your estate at Littleton be burdened with the old age of & runaway boy whe
lsft: it fifty yoars ago, aud has apent all that time in helping to raise & gigantic
fortune for some cotton lord at Menchester, *In the place where the tree
falleth, thers shall it be’ {Ecolesinstes xi. 3). . . . Any system which shall
make the Poor Law a branch of national finance would. I am satisfied, combine
the two grand contradictory mischiefs of severity to the poor and prodigality
of public expense ** (The Croker Papers, vol. iii, p. 102),

The apprehension of the subetitution of national for local responsibility
for meeting the ocoat of Poor Relief continued for many years, Disraeli's
proposal, in the House of Commons on February 19, 1850, for the transfer
to the Exchasquer of the whole cost of the Poor Law establishment charges
and of the relief of the * casual poor ', which Gladstone himself sepported
against the Whig Government, seriously alarmed Nessau Senior and Frankland
Lewia, who were only pertly comforted by Bir G. Cornewall Lewis assuring
them that Disraeli would find it impossible to fulfil his pledges to the roral
interesta | {wee Many Memories of Many People, by Mm, Bimpeon, 1808,
p. 140).

¥ Tt was to aid this movement that Sir Edmund Head, who had been from
1841 to 1847 a Poor Law Commissioner, contributed sn sble article to the
Edinburgh Review for April 1848, which the Poor Law Board reprinted in 18G5
in support of the Bill of that year. He recommended the complete sdoption
of Union chargeability, along with the retention of settlement, but substituting
the Union for the Parish. ¥n order to mitigate the disturbance of the level of
the Poor Rate in ths ssversl parishes within each Union, Sir E. Head propoaed
& scheme for graduating the consequent alteration in the rates over a serice of
years,
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Boa.rdr int.rodnced a Bill proposing complete Union chargeability ;
and with it the complete abolition of the power of removal of the
unsettleé poor, coupling with these provisions a propossl for the
gradual introduction of Union rating; that is to eay, the change
from each pansh contributing to the Union expenditure (apart
from what had already been made a Union charge) according to
it average expenditure on Poor Relief during the preceding
three years, to each parish contributing to the completely
amsalgamated Union expenditure in proportion to its rate-
able value (equalisation of the rate in the pound within
each Union}! But in order to avoid complications, Baines
omitted the case of the Irish poor, who were in these years crossing
over to England in large numbers ; and to whom the Bill was not
to apply. The Irish Members resented this exclusion of their
compatriots, and went in a body to Lord Palmerston, who was
then Home Secretary, and who, without consulting the Poor Law
Board, promised what they wanted. This naturally upset Baines,
the President of the Board, who tendered hie resignation. The
Ministerial criais was smoothed over; but, in the weakened state
of the Government, it proved fatal to the Bill. For another seven
years nothing was done, except to appoint committee after com-
mittee, the principal outcome of which was the substitution, in
1861, of three years for five as the period of residence confer-
ring the status of irremovability, and the definite adoption of

! The scheme of “ graduslness** in the change was as follows. In the
first, year each perish was to poy one-tenth upon its ratenble value and nine.
tenths upon ita average of pauperiam. Each pucceeding year wane to ses
ons-tenth of the burden shifted, so that at the expiration of ten yesrs the
whole payment would be in proportion to rateable value. This was thought
by many an inadequate protection against the dreaded risc in rates; and a
Government Grant equal to two-thirds of the average Poor Rate was proposed
{ ions 0% the Government Bill for abolishing the Removal of the Poor,
by R. Pashley, 185¢).

Among other contemporary pamphlets we may cite Considerations on the
Lat of Settlement and Rating, and the Relief of the Poor, by [Thomans de Grey)
Lord Walsingham, 1861 ; The Acts relating to the Setilement and Removal of
the Poor, by Richard Asshoton Cross, 1853 ; Remarks on the Law of Seitlement
and Removal, by a Metropolitan Poor Law Officer, 1864 ; On the Whig Project
Jor abolishing the Removal of the Poor, and the Vicious System of Ceniralisalion,
by » Clerk to ono of the Metropolitan Uniona, 1854 ; Removal of Irish Poor
Jrom Ewgland and Seciland, showing the nature of the Law of Removal and the
Necessity for #, by J. F. Maguire, 1854; A Letter to . . . M. T. Baines . . . on
the Bill for the alicration of the Lew of Settlement and Remowal, by a County
Magistrate, 1824 ; The Poor Removal Law, an Aliens Act against the Irish,

by John Trevor, 1855 ; Observations on the Laws of Seitlement, Poor Bemovals
and the Equalization of the Poor Rates, by Robert E. Warswick, 1855,
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Union rating for whatever was cast upon the coramon fund of
the Union.t
Villiers’s Bill

At last, in 1865, C. P. Villiers, who had become President of
the Poor Law Board in 1838, and who, unlike any of his prede-
cessors, enjoyed a Teign of nearly seven years, took the whole
question in hand. In a speech of great pergyasiveness, on moving
the Becond Reading of his Union Chargeability Bill, he described
how the expericnce of the past thirty years, and the numerous
inquiries, the various minor reforms and the series of abortive
Bilis, had effected a silent revolution in public opinion.* There
were, as the various debatea on the Bill were to show, atill advo-
cates of parochial separateness and parochial autonomy, largely,
as J, W. Henley (M.P, for Oxfordshire) confessed, in fear of a trans-
formation into a national Poor Rate. But the weight of argument
for the complete adoption of the Union as a unit, alike for finance
and for the Law of Settlement, together with the reduction of the
period of residence conferring irremovability from three years
to one, was overwhelming ; and after much discussion but little
effective opposition, Villiers had the satisfaction of seeing bis Bill
pass into law {28 and 29 Vie. c. 79). Without detracting from
the merita of the Minister, we may recoguise in the solution the
achievement of the Civil Bervants. After half a century of con-
fusion, the officials of the Poor Law Board had succeeded in

i 24 and 25 Victoria, o. 55 (Irremovable Poor Aot). This had been recom-
mended by the Belect Committee of 1858 {see Thirteenth Annual Report of
Poor Law B-ard, 1861, pp. 20.30, 44 and Appendix, p. 44). It was & further
step in the same direction that, in 1864, the Metropolitan Houseless Poor
Act spread certain charges on Metropolitan Unions over all the Unions in the
Metropolitan ares, in proportion to their several rateable valuea (27 and 28
Vio, ¢. 116). From this sprang the Metropolitan Poor Act of 1887 (30
Vic. c. 8) eetablishing the Common Poor Fund, which has since been so
enormonaly extended in scope,

* The change in publio opinion was partly manifested in the recognition,
in some great centres of population, that it was not economical to incur the
sxpense of romoval of the onsettled paupers. As cerly as 1817 some of the
London parishes were not troubling about removals (TAe Old Poor Law, by
8. and B. Webb, 1927, p. 339). In 1862 it conld be said that * it has been
customaty it Menchester to reliove the indigent Irish from the Poor Rate, though
they have obtained no settlement . . . the number , . . thus relieved amounts
to two-thirds of the ssttled pnnpen" {Four PmodaofPuwa Education, by
Sir J. Key-Bhuttleworth, 1862, p. 176). On April 8, 18088, the Poor Law
Board sericmaly warned the Boards of Guardinns thet sny general exercise
uithopomotmmonlm:ght“mmﬂenng expense and other inconvenience
without ensuring sny corresponding benefit *'.
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getting the problems of Settlement and Removal, which had
taxed the brains of successive generations of statesmen, practi-
cally though indirectly, and, so to speal, illegitimately, solved by
certain administrative expedients, mainly, the widest posaible
application of the new statue of irremovability, the substitution of
Union for parochial chargesbility and rating, and the admini-
strative device of optional official arbitration in substitution for
costly litigation. The indirect approach to the problem, suggested
by the official mind, along the lines found to be immediately
practicable, had proved at last succeazful ; instead of the more
logical direct assault of a position which passion and prejudice
had made impregnable.t

The Persistence of Setilement Law

For during the sixty years which have elapsed since C. P.
Villiers’s Act—itself the latest measure substantially changing the
Poor Law—ocomparatively little has been heard of the Law of
Settlement and Removal® Down to 1927 it still nominally

! One of the few Parliamentary *insiders” who has revesled enything
about the office affairs montions that when he was appointed to the Poor Law
Board in 1882 the * question of the office " then was, *“ how Mr. Chadwick's
plan for the abolition of the parochial Poor Law and the introduction of an
entirely now eystem, tbrowing the burden of maintaining the poor on large
districts, could moet reedily be carried out . The office wished to destroy
parochisl chergeability. He came to the conclusion that it wes wrong; and
sgainst Baince’s Bill of 1853 he published pamphleta on Close Parishea and
on Bettlement snd Arcas of Rating. When that Bill waa defeated, * the
office decided on adopting, as ita next Parliamentary venture, the plan proposed
by Mr. Villiers in the present Bill " (Pamphlet of 1885, of which only a torn
fragment is preserved in the British Museum).

For this * Union Chargeability Act™ eve The Lawe of Seltlemeni and
Removal : their Evile and their Remedy, by Granville Tigots, 1802; Villiers’
Union Chargeability Act, by W. C. Glen, 1885; On the Poor Lawa : with the
results of Union Rating in Devon, by Edward Vivian, 1886 ; English Sanitary
Instilutions, by Bir John Bimon, 1800, p. 300; Hidory of Modern England, by
Herbert Paul, vol. ii., 1004, p. 378.

? The final step in this process was to submerge moat of the remaining
complications of the Law of Settlement iteclf (by the Divided Pariahes Act of
1876, 39 snd 40 Vist. o. 61), by & new method of aoquiring (and therefors
of changing) a settlament, namely, any continuous residence of thres yeam in
any Union of such » characier aa to give irremovability ; whilst the same Act
alsc greatly limited the troublesome inquiries into * derivative settloments ™
(seo The Divided Parishes and Poor Law Amendment Act, 1876, by W. C. and
Alexandor Glen, 1876).

In 1878 & Beloot Committes of the House of Commons reported strongly
in tavour of the complets abolition of compulsory removal, with the proviso
that persons landing in seaport towna in & destitute condition, and immedintely
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existed, even in its root of the Act of 1662, with the compli-
cated differences (a8 regards ““ derivative settlements ') between
anocestors born before and after 1834 ; (as regards additional ways
of gaining a settlement) between persons acquiring settlements by
apprenticesbip or by payment of rates, by owning real property or
by renting a tenement value ten pounds a year, before and after
1722, 1757, 1819, 1822, 1825, 1831 and 1834 reapectively ; or by
five, three or one year's reaidence before and anfter various dates ;
or (as regards change of settlernent) on the marriage of a woman
{and that according to whether the husband is English, Scottish,
Irish, a native of the Channel Isles or an alien), with possible
further varintions if the wife has been subeequently deserted ; or
on the attainment, by a child, of the age of sixteen, with & further
difference as between legitimate and illegitimate children bom
before or after 1834 or 1876—the whole series of complications and
variations being further dependent on innumerable decisions of
the courts dealing with the finest subtleties of interpretation.t
Nominally it is still the law of England that & person not a free-
holder, nor renting a tenement of £10 a year, found outside the

applying for Poor Relief, might neverthelees continue to be chargeable to their
plsces of settloment for non-reaident reliof (Report of H. of C. Committes on
Poor Remaoval, H.C. 282 of 1879). No action was taken on this Report.

In 1900 it was provided that & person who had completed five years' con.
tinuoun residence in England and Wales should not be removable to Ireland
(63 and 84 Vic. 0. 23, sec. 1).

} Bee, for instance, the lengthy mections devoted to thes subject in the
Iatest editions of Archbold's Poor Law, or The Poor Law Sialutes . , . in Force,
sto., by J. Brooke Little, 1901 ; or The Law of § and Removal, by
A. F. Vullinmy, 1008 ; or Poor Law Seltlement and by Herbert Davey,
1910--3rd edition, 1925; or, perheps most clearly stated of all, The Low of
Bettlement, by J. F. Bymonds, in its 4th edition by J. Scholefisld and G. R. Hill,
1003 ; or (temsely codified) the Poor Law (Consalidation} Act, 1027, which—
going beyond mere consolidation--repealed a mumber of statutes deemaed to be
obsolste and abrogated all the provisions discriminating between the retro-
spective snd the prospective offoot of previous Acts; and thus abolished alt
sottloments other than those arising, intheputuweﬂnmfutm'e,moneor
other of the eight ways continued in force, namealy, birth, derivation from &
parent or husbend, residence, estate, renting a tenement, or payment of rates
or taxes. The abolition of the last four, together with the reduction of the
period of residence from three years to one, had been suggested by the Majority
of the Poor Law Commiasion, 1900 {Majority Report, vol. ii. p. 130).

Other publications betwsen 1888 and 1886 wers The Law of Poor Removols
and Chargeabilily in England, Scotland and Irelond, by W. Neilaon Hancock,
1871; A Repori on the Laws of Settlement and Removal, by H. W. Higgins,
1878 ; Obeervations . . . on the Law of Selilement and Removal, by William
Foater, 1870 ; Memorandum on the Low of Seitlement and Removal, by G. F. G.,
1878 ; Poor Removal within the Meropolis (anon.), 1882 (1).
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arsa in which he has a settlement, without being furnished with a
certificate from his parish authorities, is prima facie liable to be
summarily removed to the place in which he has his settlement.
But he cannot now be lawfully removed (not being a convieted
person or an unmarried woman with a child) until he or she bas
actually become chargeable; nor even then if he has resided
continuously a full year without receiving relief ; nor yet if he
is being relieved merely as a “ casual " or on account of accident
or temporary sickness ; nor yet if he is too ill to travel ; nor can
ke be removed to Ireland if he has resided continuously five years
in England and Wales ; nor {if a widow resident with her hushand
at his death) during the first year of her widowhood ; nor a wife
deserted by s husband belonging to Scotland, Ireland, the
Channel Isles or the Isle of Man; nor any child under sixteen
living with parent or step-parent, if that person is not also remov-
able; nor an orphan resident with the parent at death, if that
parent was not then removable ; nor removed at all, if the Union
to which it is sought to remove him gives timely notice of appeal,
until after a decision has been given by the Court or the Central
Authority. Moreover, as between parishes in the same Union,
there is no financial interest in either Settlement or Removal
Within the wide area of the Metropolis, with its extensive Common
Fund, the question of Settlement nced scarcely be raised, and
certainly not that of Removal. Even between Union and Union
in different partaof the country the cffect of three years’ continuous
residence for settlement and one vear for irremovability has been
found sufficient to quiet most of the possible disputes, In some
areas, such es that of which Manchester is the centre, Boards of
Guardians have been induced voluntarily tv agree not to raise the
question of Settlement as among the Unions entering into the
agreement. With the elimination of persons of over a year's
residence, together with “ the casnal poor”; those relicved
merely on account of temporary sickness or accident ; and those
physically unfit to travel, actual removals have become less
frequent. Moreover, the sbandonment by the Local Govern-
ment Board end Minister of Health of any attempt to abolish
non-resident relief 2—the repayments of which by the Unions

1 The Majority Report of the Royel Commission in 1809 deprecated the
Prectice of some * strick ™ Unions in refusing to pay or to refund non-resident
reliof, in cases where age or physical or mental disability would make removal
s hardship (Majority Report, p. 125 of vol. ii.). o

YOL. 1
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debited amounted in 1905-1906 to no less than £270,728—haa
made removal in such casez unnecessary. Where disputes arise
as to settlement, the arbitration of the Ministry—of which there
has gredually growm an inclination to make use—enables the
cases to be disposed of without litigation, and practically without
expense.!

The Continuance of Remeval

Nevertheless, the Royal Commission found that * during the
year 1807 upwards of 12,000 persons . . . were removed from
one Union to another in England and Wales, . . . The expenses
of removal and litigation amounted in 1905-1906 to £21,530,
and this did not include the salaries of the officers engaged
partially or wholly in settlement business. . . . In every Union
such questions employ a large part of an officer’s time ; in many
Unions an officer is employed sclely for the purpose, and in
large urban Unions more than one officer may be so employed.

! Btatistions as to the number of Orders for Removs), and of persons removed,
are only ocoasionally recorded. In 1841 there were 8412 Orders for Removal
{Ninth Annual Repert of Poor Law Commissioners, 1843, p. 45). In 1849
thers were 13,867 Orders, relsting to about £0,000 persons (La Lot des paurres
e Ja sociité anglaise, by Emijle Chevallier, 1895). In 1851 there were 30,000
casces of actual removal annuslly, being an averags of two per parish; wnd
some 800 sppeals to Quarter Sessions ot the superior Courts (Report of George
Coode . . . on the Law of Seitlement and Removal of the Poor, H.C. No. 675
of 1851, p. 3). By 1882 the number of Orders for Romoval had fallen to 4211,
relating to 6233 persons, with 2682 more removed without formael Orders;
whilst in 1895 it could be said that about 6000 persons were removed annuaily
(La Loi des pauvres ef la société anglaise, by Emile Chevallier, 18056). But
in 1907 the Poor Law Commission found that ** mpwards of 12,000 " persons
were removed, more from London abd the large cities than from rural Unions
{Majority Report, vol. ii. p. 124).

Certain minor reforms still remsin to be adopted. It haa been anggested
{with the spproval of the Majority of the Poor Law Commission, 1009} thet
in order completely to eliminate the cost of litigation, the reqort to official
srbitretion should be made compulsory. It bas been urged that a jarge
proportion of the remaining cases would be eliminated if it were enacted that
no question of settlsment should be raised until » pauper had been chargeable
for nix months. An extension to the whole kingdom of the principle of the
Common Poor Fund of the Metropoliten Unions has also been snggested, as
» means of * pooling ** (perhape with the help of a Grant) certain specified
burdene now fulling heavily on particular Unions. Lagialation might secure
ocomplete reciprocity of removal between England, Scotlsnd and Jreland. Bee
for the views of Poor Law Offivisls on these points, the interesting reports
in Poor Law Conferences, 1876-1888 ; History of the English Poor Law, vol, iii.,
by Thomas Mackay, 1899, p. 365; and Shortcomirgs of the Machinery for
Pauper Litigaiion, by J. J. B., 1801, The irremovability of paupers over sixty
yoars of age has slso been sugpested,
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.+ . In the three [adjacent] Unions of Birmingham, Aston
and King's Norton five officers are entirely engaged in removal
work,” Yet it is difficult not to sgrec with the Chairman of
the Birmingham Board that * it is absurd to keep an expensive
army of officials to move people from place to place throughout
the Kingdom .2

Tae ControvERSY OviRrR Qurpoor RELIER

Those who have had the patience to read, with any care,
our analysia of the evolution of Poor Law policy with regard to
the children, the sick, the aged and the able-bodicd, will have
perceived, as a background to the arguments for and against the
particular experiments in the treatment of these classes, the
persistence of the general issue of whether or not it was desirable
to give any Poor Law relief whatsoever, otherwise than in the
“ well-regulated Workhouse ” contemplated by the reformers of
1834. Whatever may have been the esoteric doctrine, the
advocates of a strict Poor Law, for a whole generation after 1834,
limited themselves in their proposals, whether from prudence
or from experience, so far as the refusal of Outdoor Relief
wsas concerned, to the case of the able-bodied ; substantially,
indeed, to that of the able-bodied man whether in or out of
employment, together with the persons legally dependent upon
him, neither suffering from the temporary sickness or infirmity
of any member of the family, nor oppressed by any stroke of
misfortune resulting in “sudden or urgent necessity . In all
other cases, as we have seen, the Report of 1834 and the Poor
Law Amendment Act; the General and Special Orders of the
Poor Law Commissioners and the Poor Law Board ; and even
the instructions and advice of the Assistant Commissioners and
the Inspeciors, continued over s whole generation, contemplated,
after due inquiry had established the fact of destitution, the
indefinite continuance of the practice of relief in money or in

1 Mujority Report of the Poor Law Commission, 1909, pp. 125, 127, of
vol. j. It was, however, thought by the majority of the Commission that the
sdoption of the County and County Borough sress, instead of tbe Union
area, togsther with the continusnce of non-resident relief, would render
unnocessary the abolition (or, but for a reduction of the grounds of Settlement
from eight to four, and the assimilstion of the term of residence {o that for

irremovability, even any further alteration) of the Law of Settlement {idnd,
p- 120).
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necessaries in the applicants’ own homes, practically uncondition-
ally.

In the seventh decade of the century we note a fresh develop-
ment. The commercial depression of 1866-1867 caused exception-
ally widespread unemployment and destitution, especially in
the East End of London. New studies of the problem, notably
by J. Edward Denison, M.P., leading presently to the formation
of the Charity Organisation Society, brought a powerful influence
to bear on public opinion. Concurrently, some of the ablest
and most energetic of the Inspectors of the Poor Law Board,
with the implicit support of the Department, and occasionally
of some of the Ministers responsible to Parliament, launched
8 persistent crusade against Outdoor Relief as such, to any
class or section of the pauper host. The resultant controversy
for and against the policy of a universal refusal of Outdoor
Relief dominated Poor Law history for the firat quarter of a
century of the Local Government Board.!

! The materials for the student of this controversy are endless in their
extent and diversity. Apart from the publications and records of the Charity
Organisation Society (for which see p. 455) and the biographies of such
protagonists aa Albert Pell, William Rathbone, Rev. Cunon Bury, Octavia
Hill and A. C, Crowder, wo may refer generally to the innumerable papers
and discussions published annually as FPoer Law Conferences from 1876 down
to the World War ; the smomary by Professor W. Smart entitled ** The First
S8ix Years of the Local Government Board : the Crusade against Quidoor
Rolief ', published in Appendix, vol. xii. of Poor Law Commission, 1808 ;
the reports of the Inspectors inelnded in the Annual Reporte of the Y.aowal
Govornment Board for ite first coupls of decadea, especinlly those by Sir
Henry Longley. Bee, in particular, the reports by Farnall, Hawley, Longley
and Wodehouso in tho Twenty-third (and last) Annual Report of the Poer
Law Board, I871; those by Corlett, Longley and Wodehouse in the First
Annual Report of the Loeal Government Board, 1872; that by Longley on
Poor Law Administration in London, with those by Culley and Sendall on
country districta, in the Third Annual Report, 1874. The serics of reports on
the Effects of Qut-relief by Mr. Thomas Jones and Miss Constance Willinms,
a3 Special Investigators for the Royal Commission of 19051909 {Appendix,
vol. z2vii.) and those of Mias Harlock {Appendix, vol. xxi.) throw new light vn
the problem. .

In published treatises the opponents of Outdoor Relief have it all their
own way—see {in continuation of the argumenta of Nasgau Senior, Bir Edwin
Chadwick and Sir George Nicholls) Pauperism : its Causes and Remedies, by
Professor H. Fawortt, 1871 ; Letiers of Edward Denison, by Sir Baldwin Leighton,
1872 ; Handbook for Visitors of the Poor in London, by C. B, P. Bosanquet,
1874 ; Dispouperisation, by J. R. Pretyman, 1876 ; The Belter Admininiration
of the Poor Law, by Sir William Chance, 1888 ; OQur Treatment of the Foor,
by the same, 1809 ; The English PoorLaws, by Sophia Lonadale, 1397 ; History
of the English Poor Law, vol. iii., by Thomaa Mackay, 1809,

Among pamphlets may be cited The Administration of the English Poor
Law, by Frederick Hill, 1886 ; Clerical and Lay Action in the Relief of the Poor,
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The Influence of the Inspectors

Who was the author of the new policy 2 In 1869, when
* pauperism in London was at its height ”, and “the cruelly
deterrent mcasures of earlier years had been rcplaced by in-
discriminate relief . . . which acted as a magnet to the idle 2
Uvedale Corbett, the experienced Poor Law Inspector for the
Metropolitan area, called successive conferences of Poor Law
Guardians of.the Unions &t the East End of London, and urged
them to adopt, as & policy for staving off the mass of applicants
for relief, the approved device of * offering the House ", instead
of granting the usual scanty dole. But the urgent problem was
then that presented by the number of able-bodied men rendered
destitute by Unemployment ; and it is not clear that Corbett
at that date suggested the complete refusal of Outdoor Relicf
to any other class.? The Poor Law Board itself, even in Goschen’s
celebrated Minute and Circular of 1869, had not recommended
any general substitution of * the Workhouse System ” for the
customary policy of Outdoor Relietf 3, largely because the Work-

by A. R. Godson, 1870 ; Outdoor Relief as o Cause of Puuperism, by Charles H,
Fox, 1872; The Poor Law in its Effect on Phrift with suggestions for en improved
Ousdoor Relicf, 1873, and The Seven Ages of a Villuge Pauper, 1874, both by
G. C. T. Bartley ; and (hi-Relief, by Mary Clifford, 1608.

'The one-sidedness of the controveray, ro far &8s publications wore concerned,
may he inferrod from the rival extracta vited in Some Poor Relief Questions,
by Gertrude Lubbock, 18056,

Almost the only volume putting serionaly and in detail the case for Outdoor
Refief is the anonymous Plain Words on Quirelief, 1894, apparently cmonating
from one or more Poor Law officials. We may cite also o paper read nt the
Central Peor Law Conference of 1891 by R. 8. Mitohiaon, on " The Advantagoee
of Outdoor Rolief " {Peor Law Conferences, 1890-1891); sn article, ** London
Tauperism and Qut-Lelief ™, by W. A. Bunter in Conlemporary Review for March
1884 ; and FLondon Pauperism Among Jews and Chrisglians, by Dr. J. H.
Stallard, 1867,

1 A Nineteenth Century Teccher (Dr. J. H. Bridges), by Susan Liveing,
1026, p. 194.

¥ He was, howover, also nrging that the customary six months' Outdoor
Relief sllowed to widows should be cut down t¢ throe months: and that to
deserted wives to two or three weeks only. He also said thet he would
‘* encourage Boards of Guardians to abstain, far more than af present, from
giving Outrolief to able-bodied men on mccount of their own smickness or
infirmity * (Corbett’s RReport of August 10, 1871, in First Annual Roport of
Local Government Board, 1872).

¥ Goschen's Minute (November 20, 18489) and Circular dealing with Out-
relief in the Metropolis, to which we shall recar, were printed in Twenty-
third Annual Report of the Poor Law Board, 1870 {slso in TAe Betler Adminisira.
tion of the Foor Law, by Sir W. Chance, 1808, pp. 232-235). Ths last provious
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house accommodation in the Metropolis was already seriously
overtaxed.!

In the following year, at the suggestion of the more zealous
Inspectors, the Poor Law Board formally directed them to inquire
into the manner in which Qutdoor Relief waz administered in
their districts. These reports, whilst paying no heed to the effect
of Outdoor Relief upon the homes or conduct of the recipients,
or the condition of their children, called attention to a wideapread
laxity in its administration. In nearly every Union there was
quite inadequate inquiry into the circumstances of the appli-
cants, and an infrequent use of the “ Workhouse Teat . But
the Inspectors did not then think of suggesting any general
refusal of Outdoor Relief. What they urged was more searching
investigation of the applicant’s means, and of the relations
who could be required to contribute.? The farthest that
they got in 1871 was to suggest that the Workhouse “should
be offered more frequently ”.> The newly appointed ILocal
Government Board, however, took a further step. Its Circular

Cireular of the Board, dealing specifically with Qutdeor Relief {December 9,
1808) had boen concerned, not with ite refusal at all, but almost entirely with
such * e lax practive ™ as allowing the Relioving Officera to fix their own times
and places for distributing the Out-relief ; their issue of tickets on shopkeepera
for relief in kind; their failure to equip themselves with weighta and scales,
and 8o on. The Ciroular contained no hint that it waa undesirable or improper
to give Out.relief in the casee in which it was expressly allowed by the Out.
relief Order; unless by the phrase *' a steady adherence to the principle of
In-velief in all proper ceses ** (Twenty-first Annual Roport of Poor Law Board,
1809, pp. 77-78).

1 T find not a single Workhouse ", wrote Dr. Bridges in his first report
te the Poor Law Board, * in which every part of the building, able-bodied
wards, chronic wards, sick wards, children's wards, were not filled to the
utmost Limit "' (A Ninsteenth Century Teacker (Dr. J. H. PBridges), by Snran
Liveing, 1926, p. 184).

2 We cannot deal in thia volume with the question of Chergeability in the
Poor Law, that is to say, the power to recover, from some relation of the pauper,
the ooat of ths Poor Rollof enjoyed. The Act of 1601 had mede parents and
graodparenta liable for their children and grandchildren, and also children for
e aronta. s i ovary otse aty I the persons ko bad hesome sbargaable

d| and in every case only i persons who &3
;wr:-r; mm:.ble to work ™, and only if the relations were “ of & suffcient
ability " [to pay]. No mention was made of the liahility of husband for wife,
or wifs for huaband ; but these omimions were made good by subssquent
statutes. See * Contributions by Relatives towards persons in recsipt of

hial relisf "', by W. B. Harris, in Poor Law Conferences, 1904-1905,
pp. 459-499, The wholo question was exhauetively examined in the Minority
of the Poor Law Commission, 1908, chap. viii. pp. 286.319.

' Wodshouse's Repott in Twenty-third Annusl Report of Poor Law Board,

1871, p. 86.
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of December 2, 1871, addressed to the Inspectors, enjoined them
to recommend their Boards of Guardiens to adopt a much stricter
policy, including the absolute refusal of Outdoor Relief, not,
indeed to all applicants, but to certain restricted classes—not
only to single able-bodied men, but also to single able-bodied
women, whether with or without illegitimate children; to deserted
wives during the first twelve months of desertion ; to able-bodied
widows having no more than one child ; and to any person what-
soever unless the Relieving Officer had actually visited the home
since the application, and duly recorded his visit.

Henry Longley

Thus, in 1872, there had been for three or four years an in-
creasing tendency towards a genera! tightening up of the ad-
ministration of Outdoor Relief, without any definite formulation
of a new policy of actually “ completing the adoption of the
Workhouse System *, by & general refusal of Qutdoor Relief, and
the systematic * offer of the House ™" to all classes of applicants.
This new note we find in the elaborate reports of 1873 and 1874
on Outdoor and Indoor Relief by Henry (afterwards Sir Henry)
Longley,! which were officially circulated to the Unions, and
commended as lasying down “sound lines of policy . But
Longley went about his drastic proposal with significant circum-
locution. ** The aim of the English Poor Law 7, he said, “ is to
combine the maximum of efficiency in the relief of destitute
applicants with the minimum of incentive to improvidence, . . .
The end thus proposed to Poor Law administrators can be fully
reached only by that system of administration which is commenty
known as the Workhouse System. . .. It is unnecessary to
insist here upon the inherent inferiority of Outdoor to Indoor
Relief, whether regarded as & test of destitution, aa a means of
adequately relieving destitution, or as an incentive to thrift. . . .
The Workhonse System, as recognised by the founders of the exist-
ing syatem of Poor Law administration, is the direct and logical
result of practical experience of its working in various parts
of England, .g. Bingham, Southwell, Cookham, etc. . . . The

! Longley, who succended Corbett in the Metropolitan Ares in March 1872,
had been & Poor Law Inapector since 1688.  He became s Charity Commissioner

in 1876, snd Ister Chief Charity Commissioner, and was knighted in 1580. He
survived until 1809,
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Workhouse System, where fairly and fully tried, has not failed in
a single instance. . . . It is one of the inherent vices of Outrelief
that the knowledge necessary (as to other resources) cannot, in
practice, be secured, and exclusive relief seems, therefore, to be
the only mode of satisfying the required condition. That ex-
clusive relief is, practically, Indoor Relief, will not be denied.”
Consequently, Longley urged that Outdoor Relief should be
discontinued, even to the widows with young children, to the
sick and to the aged (whom he always referred to as “ the
disabled "), excopt in cases that might be found to fall outside
categories 8o extensive as practically to include ali applicants
whatsoever.t Indeed, in his view, it was to be ‘“ regarded as the
next step in the advance towards improved administration that
applicants for Outrelief shall be called upon to show special
cause why they should not receive Indoor Relief”. Tt seems
clear that Longley revived, and publicly announced as a new
policy, the private intention and desire of Chadwick and Nicholls
between 1834 and 1847, for the virtual prohibition of Outdoor
Reliof, which the Poor Law Commissioners in those years prud-
ently disclaimed, and which the Poor Law Board had never
envouraged.

The Inspectors’ Crusade against Oui-Relief

The revolutionary idea that Indoor Relief shonld be made the
rule, and Qutdoor Relief allowed only in a relatively amall number
of quite exceptional cases—startling in face of the fact that there
were, in 1871 only 156,430 persons in the Workhouses, with no
fewer than 830,930 on Outdoor Relief-—and that there was,
whatever the nature of the case, an inherent inferiority in Out-
door Relief as such, was quickly taken up by the whole Inspect-
orate, evidently without any discouragement from their superiors.

For the next couple of decades we watch the Imspectors,

1 In partioular, Longley mads it clsar that, in his view, * the Workhouse
Bystem " should be adopted not only for sll single women, but also for all
widows, because it * would encourage him (the husband) to make the necessary
sacrifioe ' to provide for his wife in the ovent of her surviving him ; and also
for all deserted wives, bacanse Outdoor Relief  is very generally believed to
encaurage and fasilitate the desertion of their wives and families by busbands ™.
Buch & refusal of Qutdoor Relief had, & generstion previously, been the reputed
u;dnuonn!themmndmm ses On a Proposal to withhold Outdoor Relief

ﬁ'ﬂﬂm'ﬂfdﬂﬂm . comtained in the last Annual Report of the Foor
Law Commissioners, 1840,
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by precept and circular, exhortation and criticism, constantly
admonishing the Boards of Guardiana that the grant of Qutdoor
Relief was dangerous, pernicious and blameworthy, irrespective
of the class to which the pauper belonged, of the efficiency of the
investigation to which his case had been subjected, of the con-
duct of his family or of the character of the home; irrespective,
too, of the nature of the alternative which the Guardians could
offer to the genuinely destitute {amnily, the atate of the workhouse
in the particular Union, the character of its accommodation for
the sick, or the provision made for the nurture and instruction
of the children. For the ensuning twenty years the Unions were
habitually compared and classed as efficiently administered, accord-
ing to the relative percentage of their paupers (and eapecially
of their Outdoor paupers) to their populations, irrespective
of the widely differing proportions among the Union popnula-
tions of persons over sixty or seventy years of age, or of the
relative numbers of fatal or disabling accidents among the
hushands according to the industries prevalent in the locality,
or of the average age at death.! Tt is to be noted that, although
the new policy was always supported by reference to the Poor
Law Commissionera’ inquiry of 1832-1834, and the Report of 1834,
it was seldom, if ever, asserted that the proposal to refuse Outdoor
Relief to the widows, the sick and the aged (and these comprised
the vast majority of the applicants for Poor Relief) waa actually
the policy of that celebrated Report, or of the Poor Law Com-
missioners of 1834-1847. What was recalled was that  the
administrative success of the Act of 1834 lay in the fact
that the ““offer of the Workhouse ”, an offer in fact usually
refused, was found to compel “ the ablebodied [man] to assume

1 Only in one case have we noted that an Inspector wae aware that rome
districts contain *“ s much bigher proportion of the weak and old " than others,
and that some have s much higher rate of mortality among wage-earning
bushends than others, facte which vitiatc any simple comparison of their
Outdoor Relief totals (Culley's Report in Third Annual Report of Local Govern-
ment Board, 1874, pp. 66, 712.73). This pregnant cleervation was not taken up ;
and the Inspectore continued to circulate their comparative tables aa affording
ground for praise or blamo.

The Poor Law Commission noted, in 1909, thet, in London and in Unions
wholly or mainly urban, there were, in 1801, about 67 persons of 60 and upwards
to every thousand of the population ; whereas in the Unions wholly or mainiy
rursl, the number wsa 102, or ha!f as wany ageit. This, in itself, explrined
and, as it wight well be argued, justified the greater number of Outdoor Relief
cason in the country Unions (Majority Report, 1908, vol. i. p. 228).
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responsibility for the ablebodied period of life”; and that it
could now be argued that * an application of the same prinoiple
to the other responsibilities of life would produce equally satis-
factory results ! The making of sdequate provision for
sicknesa and infirmity, accident and old age, as well as for widow-
hood and orphanage, was thus implicitly assumed, not only to
be a definite * responsibility ” of the individual wage-earner,
but also to be, generally if not invariably, within his capscity,
provided only that the utmost incentive were applied.

Its Results

The crueade against Outdoor Relief as such, which we may
consider to have been launched in 1873-1874, had prompt and
substantial results, On the one hand, as we shall presently
describe, a few Boards of Guardians put in force a policy of
practically complete abandonment of Outdoor Relief. On the
other hand, nearly all the Boards of Guardians gradually tightened
up their administration, deciding to refuse Qutdoor Relief to
this or that class or classes. Investigation was made more
searching ; in many Unions additional Relieving Officers were
appointed ; the visits of these officers to the paunper’s home
became more frequent ; payment in kind was more often resorted
to; and greater pressure was put on relations to contribute. A
more invidious result of the Inspectors’ pressure, taken in con-
junction with the perennial parsimony of the ratepayers’ repre-
sentatives, was the continuance of the almost universal paring-
down of the doles in those cases in which Qutdoor Relief was
allowed at all.

The new departure in policy, initinted, as we think, by
Longley and his fellow Inspectors, though generally approved by
the Local Government Board, was never embodied in any altera-
tion of the General Orders of 1844 and 1852 regulating Outdoor
Relief; and no attempt was made to coerce any Board that
persistad, as nearly all of them did, in a large number of cases,
in granting the Outdoor Relief which the Inspectors deprecated,
but which the Orders expressly permitted. The Local Govern-
ment Board, without investigating the possible evils of the
* completion of the Workhouse SBystem ”, on the one hand, or

1 Hisory of the Englisk Poor Law, vol. iii., by Thomss Mackay, 1809, p. 154.
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of the “starvation Out-relief” on the other, regarded the
statistical results of the Inspectors’ crusade with entire com-
placency. In 1877 it could * advert with satisfaction to the
continued decrease in the total expenditure for relief, particularly
in the cost of OQutdoor Relief, which has taken place since the
year 1871. In pursuance of instructions contained in our
Circular letter of 2 December 1871 the subject of the adminis-
tration of Qut-relief, and the importance of effecting a reduction
in the expenditure on account of such relief was brought by our
Inspectors before the Guardiane of the several Unions in their
districts, at meetings which they attended for the purpose.”
As & result, the total expenditure on Outdoor Relief had been
reduced from £3,663,970 in 1871 to £2,760,804 in 1876, or by
nearly 25 per cent; whilst that on Indoor Relief had risen in
the same five years from £1,524,695 to £1,534,224, or by less than
1 per cent.1

But the Local Government Board, recalling, it may be, the
cautious policy of Sir John Shaw-Lefevre and Sir George Corne-
wall Lewis, refused to make itself responsible for any more
decisive step. Albert Pell M.P.* then the leading unofficial
protagonist in the campaign against Outdoor Relief, moved in
the House of Commona on July 19, 1876, a resolution of root-
and-branch condemnation. The Government was known to be

! Bixth Annusl Report of Local Government Board, 1877, pp. xvi-xvii.

The bare statistical result of this compaign for the restriction of Outdoor
Reliof may be summarised sa under. The mean numbors on Ouideor Relief
in England and Weles {excluding lunatics and vagranta) fell steadily from
791,448 in 1872 to 527,300 in 1878. They then ross a little and continued to
oscillate about 550,000 for the noxt twenty yoors, with exceptional low records
for such ysars of prosperity as 1801-1892 and 1801-1802, when the totala
fell slightly below half & million. Of this hoat, between one-sighth and ons.
fitth were, in all years, classed aa ** ordinarily able.-bodied " adultsa; their
numbers falling from 128,984 in 1872 to 72,952 in 1877. For the next twenty
yoars thin figure oscillated sbout 77,000, sinking exceptionally to little more
than 66,000 in 1891 and 1892, and even slightly below 60,000 in 1801 and
1002 (Poor Law Commission, 1008, Appendix, vol, xxv. p. 24}; and, of these
so-called sble-bodied, & large proportion wero over 66, and others were only
constructively paupers, for relief given in respect of & eick wife or child,

* Of Atbert Pell, and his lifelong devotion to philanthropie work, especially
in oconnection with Poor Law administration, an incomplete memoir will be
found in Poor Law Conferences, 18991900, pp. ix-xx. In thia connection he
is mostly remembered for his co-operation with Canon Bury in practically
abrogating Outdoor Relief in the Brixworth Union, 1873-1885; and for long-
continued servioe as s Guardisn for 8t. George's-in-the-Erat, where he owned
property, 1876-1888. His pamphlet, Oui-Relief, 1800, atates the cass for com-
plete abolition. Bee Reminsacences of Aldert Pell, 1008,
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adverse to its adoption, end the House was counted out! Six
months later Albert Pell headed an influential deputation of
zealous opponents of Qutdoor Relief ; which urged, in substance,
that its prohibition should be made universal, at least as regards
sl new cases ; suggesting that  ultimately no Out-relief what-
ever " should be given, * the rule being established that rates are
not levied for such a purpose ”.* The Government’s answer was
a cautious negative. In s formal reply to Albert Pell, dated
May 12, 1877, Sclater-Booth, then the President, whilst ex-
pressing “ his great satisfaction at observing the concurrence of
opinion now prevailing in favour of & more rigid and diserimin-
ating system of Qutdoor Relief, and the great improvement
which has taken place during the last few years in the general
administration of the law “, definitely refused to make any
alteration in the General Orders, or to give any legal authority
to the Bye-laws made by the various Unions, along the line that
the deputation had pressed upon him,?

The Adoption of Bye-laws

The voluntary adoption, in more than a third of all the
Unions in England and Wales, of Bye-laws, Standing Orders or
Rules as to Outdoor Relief, made binding on the several Relief
Committees, was perhaps the most general, as it certainly was
the most enduring, cutcome of the Inspectors’ crusade against
QOutdoor Relief as such. When we recall the almost passionate
plea of the Commission of 1832-1834 in favour of national
uniformity in the administration of relief—the argument upon
which was based the demand for a Central Authority—we are
struck by the amazing diversity, in every particular, of these
rules of conduct, with which the Local Government Board did
not interfere. It is, in fact, an example of the inherent difficulty
of combining administration by a large number of local Democra-
cies with the maintenance of any uniform and consistent national
policy. As thia multiplicity ‘of local systems of Outdoor Relief
affords a vision of at least the aspirations and intentions of the

! Hanasrd, July 19, 18786.

* Bixth Annual Report of Local Government Bonrd, 1877, pp. xxv-xxvi.

* Ssventhk Annusi Report of Local Government Board, 1878, pp. 51-53;
The Betier Administration of the Poor Law, by 8ir W. Chencs, 1805, pp. 101-103,
203-214 ; History of the Englieh Poor Law, vol. iil,, by Thomas Mackay, 1881,
Pp- 574-576,
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25,000 Poor Law administrators during the last three decades
of the century, we do not hesitate to summarise the detailed
analysis that was made for the Poor Law Commission of 1905-
19092

The adoption of Bye-laws was pressed by the Inspactors on
a conference of London Guardians in 1872; and similar codes
were adopted in 1873 for the Guildford and Reigate Unions.
They obtained a greater vogue, in a stricter form, when the
Manchester Board of Guardians adopted their code on April
15, 1875, to which the Local Government Board gave express
approval, and which it got its Inspectors to press on other
Boards during the ensuing couple of decades.?

Character and Conduct

The most frequent clause in the couple of hundred such codes
that we have seen is one which made the grant of Outdoor
Relief dependent on the character and conduct of the applicant.
This was expressed sometimes as excluding those who were
actuslly of “immeral habits”? or * habitual drunkards and
bad characters 7, or “ of indolent habits " or merely ““ known to
be in the habit of frequenting public-houses”, Some Boards
excluded “‘ common beggars ™ or “ persons known to be addicted
to begging ”’ ; others disqualified any one, whatever his present
conduct, who ““ has wasted his substance in drinking or gambling,
or has led an idle or disorderly life ’; or those who could not
satisfy the Relief Committee that their destitution had not been
caused by ' their own vicious habits ”’ or their own improvidence

1 Fuller particulars, with exact references, will be foand in the Minority
Report, 1908, pp. 26-35. After the Commission the aubject was considered by
Committee appointed by the President, and their report contains statiatival
particulara of the Bye-laws in force (Qut-relief Committee of 1910-11).

* Second Annual Report of Local Government Board, 1873, p. §; Third
ditto, 1874, pp. 09, 108; Fiith ditto, 1876, p. xvii; The Better Adminias-
tration of the Poor Lmwe, by Sir W. Chance, 1895, p. 05. Between two
and threc hundred of these Bye-laws, of various dates, will be found in the
British Lilrary of Feonomic and Political Science, at the Londoen School of
Economics.

A useful paper describing the Bradford Rules, and explaining the uscfuinesa
of such codes, ia * Qut.Reliof : advantages of a Definite Policy ™, by F. 11,
Bentham, in Poor Law Conferences, 1902-1903, pp. 618-644.

3 This waa, perhaps, the most frequent phrase; it wae used in the rules
of the Chorlton, Salford, Prestwich, Bolton, Rochdale and Ashton-under-Lyne
Unione, and in those of many othera,
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or intemperance in the past. Occesionally a particular form of
extravagance was specially penalised by the refusal of Ouidoor
Relief. In a large number of Unions we find a rule prohibiting
the grant of Outdoor Relief to the widows of men who had been
provident enough to insure for their funeral expenses, if, in the
opinion of the Board of Guardians, such funeral money had
been * lavishly or improperly expended 1 The professed aim
of these Boards of Guardians was to make the grant of Qutdoor
Relief not merely necessary relief, dependent exclusively upon
the economic circumstances of the case, but (as some of them
frankly avowed) an indulgence “ to persons of past and present
good conduct, who require relief by reason of unmerited inis-
fortune ”; who “can show a thrifty past”, or that * whilat
in work they did all they could to make provision against time
of sickness or want of employment”; or * whose destitution
has arisen from no fault of their own™. This conception
granting OQutdoor Relief according to the past conduet of the
applicant was most fully catried out by the Sheffield Board
of Guardians, which deliberately aimed in its Bye-laws at a
* clasgification of the recipients of relief with a view to the
better treatment of those of good character”. Thus, those
whose past life (which had to be combined, by the way, with
twenty years’ residence within the Sheffield Union) entitled
them to the utmost indulgence (Class A) got 5s. per week per
adult ; those who, though egually destitute snd presumably
costing as much to keep, fell short of this high standard by one
or two or three degrees (Classes B, C and D) received, to live
upon, respectively, 4a., 3s,, or only 2s. 6d. per week per adult.?
This determination to discriminate, in the actual amount of
Outdoor Relief allowed, between the deserving and the undeserv-
ing, which in these decades we find everywhere influencing the
stricter type of Guardian, and which one of the most strictly
administered Unions thus explicitly avowed, was, it need hardly
be recalled, significantly at variance with the recommendations
of the 1834 Report.
! 8o in the Standing Orders of the Bradford Board of Guardians; and
Gml" provisions were found in Anglesey, Shepton Mallet, Norwich and other
mf?{nlea of the Sheffield Board of Guardisns ; Poor Law Commission, 1909,
Q. 40,854-40,868 ; 40,113-40,118.
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Widows and Separated Wives

It is perhaps with regard to wives apart from their husbands,
and widows, that the Bye-laws relating to Outdoor Relief dis-
played the most extraordinary of their diversities, The Langport
Board of Guardians professed to refuse all Outdoor Relief to
healthy able-bodied widows under any circumstances, however
large might be their dependent families. Most Unions which
had rules prohibited Outdoor Relief to widows, whatever their
legitimate family, who had had au illegitimate child ; indeed,
“ any person who may have given birth to an illegitimate child »
was commonly excluded. Widows who bad only a ““small
family », or, if an able-bodied widow, * of the working class ”,
not more than two children, were made ineligible in some Unions.
Far more usnal was it to require the widow with only one child
to keep hemself and child without relief at all, after the first
six months—some said after the first three months, after the
first two months, or even after the first month—of her widow-
hood ; at least, said some Boards, if the child is a year old,
eighteen months old, two years old, or of school age. Many
Unions expressed the same idea by providing that children in
excess of one or two should, in preference to any grant of Outdoor
Relief, and, ip face of the strong objection of the Local Govern-
ment Board to the presence of children in this institution, be
taken into the Workhouse. On the other hand, some Unions
expressly provided for Qutdoor Relief to a widow with only
one child, or without any dependent child at all, and even,
subject to being considered by the whole Board, to widows
with illegitimate children born since their widowhood. No lesa
diverse were the fates, in different Unions, of wives deserted by
their husbands. Most Boards of Guardians professed to refuse
Outdoor Relief to all such cases, owing to the difficulty of prevent-
ing collusive desertions. Others withheld it only for six months,
or for & year, or for three years, or even for five. On the other
hand, some Unions explicitly provided that deserted wives shall
be treated as if they were widows. Ome island Union (Angle-
sey) did the same if the husband was “ beyond the seas ™ ;
whilst others gave relief, notwithstanding their fear of collusive
desertions, if there were several children dependent. There
were several Unions which, apparently without consideration
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of the effect on the children or on the home, made the Qutdoor
Relief to deserted wives conditional on the woman and children
first going into the Workhouse for such time as the Guardisns
thought fit. If there is any validity in the assumptions of the
Report of 1834, that an absence of uniformity in Poor Law
administration produces discontent amongst paupers and a
perpetual shifting from place to place in order to take advantage
of the Guardians’ laxity, such divergencies in policy in the
cases of widowa with children, or widows who had an illegitimate
child, or deserted wives, or unmarried mothers, would appear to
be just those in whick these assumptions would be most likely
to apply.

Some Boards pushed their test of conduet beyond theapplicant
himself ; and denied Outdoor Relief to applicants  residing with
relatives of immoral, intemperate or improvident character, or of
uncleanly habits”. There were even Bye-laws in many Unions, in
spite of an express statutory provision that such women should be
treated as widows, forbidding the grant of Outdoor Relief to
“ married women {with or without families), whose husbands,
having been convicted of crime, are undergoing a term of im-
prisonment "' ; a commeon rule sometimes loosely expressed so as
to apply to the dependonts of all persons detained in prison, even
if merely awaiting trial,

Previous Residence tn the Usion

But Boards of Guardians frequently had further Bye-laws or
Standing Orders as to Outdoor Relief, which were based on other
considerations than the character or conduct of the applicant.
More than a dozen SBouth-country Unions, of which we have seen
the rules, chose arbitrarily to limit the grant of Outdoor Relief,
without reference to the character or conduct of the applicant, to
such persons as had completed two years’ residence within the
Union. In Worksop the deserted wife having one or more
children, if of good character, and if, in the judgment of the
Guardians, her desertion was through no fault of her own, might,
if she had resided within the Union for ten years, be granted 4s. a
week, and 1s. 6d. for each child, If, however, she had resided
there for any shorter period than ten years, she would only get
3s. & week, and 1s. 6d. for each child, Many other Boards of
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Guardians professed the enlightened policy of insisting on a
sanitary home ; refusing Outdoor Relief to any one, whatever his
or her character or conduct, who was living in a cottage or a room
**kept in a dirty or slovenly condition”; or *‘in premises reported
by the Medical Officer of Health to be unfit for occupation, cither
from overcrowding or from being kept in a filthy condition ” ; or
“ reported by the Sanitary Relief Committee detriinental to the
moral or physical welfare of the inmates ™ ; or merely * premisea
in which it is undesirable, on account of ils sanitation, condition
or locality, that they should reside ”. This restriclion on the
home was sometimes widened in scope and sometimes particular-
ised. Thus, Outdoor Rehei might be refused to an applicant,
however dcscrving, who had the misfortunc to live, as so many of
the poor do live, * amid insanitary or immoral surroundings ™.
Applwants must not live in commen lodging-houses, nor lodge on
premises licensed for the sale of drink; nor even live in ** furnizhed
lodgings ", nor rent “ furnished rooms ™ ; at any rate, if these
were such as the Guardians deemed * unsuitable”. On the
other hand, too good a home was as fatal a disqualification in
some Unions as too bad a home in others. Outdoor Relief was
in some places refused to persons, whatever their character and
conduct, who lived * in eottages rented above the average rent of
the neighbourhood ”* ; or in a dwelling of * a higher rent than £3
{per annum ?) in a town, or £2 in a rural district " ; or * £5 rent
rural and £6 urban ”’; or * £6 rent rural and £7 urban’’; or “ at
the gross estimated rental of £10 or upwards ”* ; or who occupied
“ a cottage and land [small holding) " of any kind ; or more than
half an acre of land ; or any tenement *‘ the rent of which is in the
opinion of the Board unreasonably high ’

Joint Households

The applicant for Qutdoor Relief would, according to the
particular part of England in which he or she lived, have also to
fulfil other requirements. He or she must not be * living alone
in a house ” ; or, as it was more usually specified, must be ** com-
petent to take care of himself or herself ”’, or be * residing with
some person competent and willing to take charge of him or her ”,
or have “ friends or relatives to attend to them . Bub such
relative or friend must not be a daughter, for Outdoor Relief would

VOL. I 24q
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be refused to ““ any parent having a girl at home over thirteen
years of age capable of carning her living ™ ; or * over fourteen
years ", or “ above fifteen years . At the same time, applicants
for Outdoor Relief must not live together, or share houses with
each other, for Outdoor Relief *“ shall not be granted to more than
one family in the same house " ; nor must they even lct off part of
8 house in lodgings without great discrimination, as *“ no Qutdoor
Relief " will be given “ to persons whe let lodgings or rooms to
more than & married couple with children ot to more than one
Jodger ” ; whilst “ no woman on Outdoor Relief * was ** allowed
to take in a male lodger cxcept by permission of the Relief
Committee " ; nor might shic have resident with her *“ any woman
with an illegitimate child or children . We may add that in
some Unions ne Qutdeor Relief was allowed to any person having
a dog in his possession, or “ keeping a dog or gun, or holding &
licence for either; or {“ except by way of loan "'} having an
allotment ; or, in one case, ‘‘ keeping dogs, horses, donkeys,
eows or poultry 7.

Thrift

The question of thrift seems to have been a puzzling one to
Boards of Guardians. As we have mentioned, many Unions
required the applicant for Qutdoor Relief to ** have shown signs
of thrift ”. Yet, as we have seen, the occupation of a small hold-
ing, the holding of an allotment, the keeping of a cow or a donkey,
or the possession of poultry, was, in some Unions, actually a cause
of disqualification. So was the possession of & cottage, a Post
Office Savings Bank annuity or a tiny investment of any sort, for
“ no Qutdoor Relief, except as a loan, will be given to persons in
receipt of money derived from property ; or except * to the
actually destitute ”. The only form of saving which Boards of
Guardians geem to have been willingto recognise, and to encourage
in the concrete, and not merely by abstract advice, was that of
subscription to a friendly society. In one Union, aceording to
its Rules, *“ no Outdoor Relief *’ would be given *“ to any applicant
under forty-five ” unless he was “ actually drawing sick pay from
a friendly society ’  Apart from the subsequent statutory diree-
tion? that allowances from such a society not exceeding 5s. & week

¥ One of the controversies of the closing years of the ninetecnth century
concerned the metion of the more strict Boards of Guardinga in taking fully into
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are to be altogether excluded from the Guardians’ consideration,
various Unions arranged for subscribers 1o * Benefit Societies to
receive special consideration”. ““ A person who had been a
member of & friendly socicty for at least ten years and had ceased
to be 2 member through no fault of his own ™ - or the widow of
such person—might even receive 6d. a week above the ordinary
seale of Outdoor Relief.  But even in this matter imany Boards of
Guardians limited their encouragement in various ways. Only
one was willing 10 exclude all “c¢Jub pay . . . in fixing the
amount of relief . (Jthers would only lake into account ** any
sum execeding 10s. per week received from a Benefit Society 7, or
only anything in excess of the bare statutory sum of Hs, a week :
or only half of any such excessive savings.  Various other Unions
so far limited their Outdour Relief to those who lud provided
themselves with sick pay as to mnsist that the sick pay, together
with the Uutdoor Relief, must never exceed * the usual rate of
wages . There were even Unions which professed by their
Bye-laws to ignore the statute of 1904 ; thus one would only leave
wholly out of consideration such pay not exceeding 2s. 6d. u week,
and would treat any greater provident insurance up to 5s. u week
as if it were 2s. Gd., unless the applicant had o wife and family
dependent on him. Some other Unions had Bye-laws providing
merely for the supplemwuting of the sic . pay by such Qutdoor

aceount, when cstimating the income of an appheant for Poor Relicf, both any
charitable allowances that hie recciverll and any Friendly Saciety beactits to
which he was entitled—thus Jdiscouraging abhe charabte altowsnees and e
exercise of Lhrift by membership of o Fricodly Society. This was the policy
that the Central Authority hul slways enjomcd as bang, indeed, required by
law {sec, &8 to Friendly Benckits, P'oor Law Bourd to It H. Paget, ML, in
Twenty-second Anuual Regort, 187 pp. xxxiv, 108-111; wnd aa to cheritable
gifts, Local Government Buard 1o Bangor and Bennmaris Union in 1879, in
The Better Administration of the Peor Luu, by 5ir W. Chance, 15385, p. 254}
By an Act of 1811 {67 and 38 Victoria, ¢ 25) whick the loose of Commons
Insisted on paasing agoeinst the disire of the Local Government Board, 1 was
made optional to the Guardmus to dwrcgard Friendly Hendlita up to 8a.
per week., Under the influcnce of the ' atrict school ”, many Boarde
gimply ignored this statute. Bills moking this concession obligatory were
repeatedly pased by the Mouse of Commons, one of them rejected by the
House of Lords in 1901, In ItHek the jmue was fought to o finish, The
Preaident of the ).oecal Government Board (Walter Long)y supported tho Bill,
with soveral of the Inspoctors.  13ut Lavy, whau bevame in 1500 Chief Inspector,
with several more, were opposed to at, along with Bir Willisnw Chance, who
organised a national campaign in which nu fewer than 276 Boards of Guardians
petitioned the House of Lords again to reject the Bilt, whiel, however, passed
aa 4 Edward VIL ¢. 32 {see ** The Ouideor Relief (Friendly Nocieties) Bilt ”, by
J. C. Moor, in Poor Law Conferences, 1904-1903, pp. 130-142),
VOL. I 2¢2
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Relief as might be needed for support. And the Runcorn Board of
Guardians defiantly printed in their Annual Year-books, down to
1907 at least, the old-fashioned rule that “ sick money received
from a club by an applicant for relief shall be taken at the full
value ",
Wage-earning

Even more inconsistent one with another were the local
Bye-lawn relating to the earning of wages..- Some Boards of
Guardians professed to prohibit it altogether, ordaining that
“no person in receipt of permanent Outdoor Relief shall be
permitted to work for wages; except, said some Boards of
Guardiane, widows to whom Qutdoor Relief has been granted,
who were expresaly permitted to * work for wages”. The prohi-
bition was put in another form by Boards of Guardians which
forbade Qutdoor Relief “in aid of wages or other earnings ™.
Sometimes it was only earning more than a specified maximum
that was made a disqualification for Outdoor Relief—more than
2. per head per week at Barton-upon-Irwell; more than 4s.
per head per week at York and Halifax; or more than half a
crown per head per week, after paying the rent, at King’s Norton
snd Bolton. The Worksop Board of Guardians made an express
exception for widows and deserted wives, who were thus per-
mitted to earn money. On the other hand, not only was any
woman allowed to earn money to supplement her Qutdoor
Relief, as at Hitchin and Worksop; but various Boards of
Guardians go far recognised the earning capacity of their recipients
of Outdoor Relief as to lay down regular scales of relief diminishing
in proportion to eurnings. Thus the Prestwich Board of Guardians
explicitly provided that * in case of relief given in sid of earnings
. - . where the esrnings amount to at least one-third of the sum
named in the seale . . . the maximum amount of relief, including
such earnings, shall not exceed the amount named in the following
scale, viz., two persoms, 6s. . . . six persons, 14s. per week ”.
Another way of effecting the sume result was o aay that * the
relief granted shall be on such a scule thut, with the income coming
into the house from other sources, the amount shall not exceed
3a. per head ”. On the other hand, the Leigh Board of (tuardians
ignored any income or other resources not exceeding one-third
of the scale of Outdoor Relief. The earnings from letting lodgings
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were sometimes systematically computed and deducted from the
amount of Qutdoor Relief according to the scale in force ; thus
at Cheltenham, a male lodger boarding in the house was reckoned
as equivalent to 23, a week profit, and a female lodger at 1s. 6d. &
week ; whilst in the neighbouring town of Warwick a male
lodger was regarded as worth 3s. per week. Where the applicant
lived with relations, it was provided in the Bye-laws of some Boards
of Guardiens that the aggregate earnings and income from all
sources of the whole family group should be taken into account,
whether or not the members were legally liable to maintain the
applicant. Sometimes this was put in the form that Qutdoor
Relief would be refused to a widow, * able to do all the usual
household duties ”’, who had an unmarried son at home * earning
full weekly wages””. The climax was perhaps reached in those
Unions in which Qutdoor Relief, far from being restricted to the
destitute, was explicitly confined, in the case of widows with
children, to those who could prove that they were earning not
lesa than three shillings a week !

Destitution

Thie snalysis of the local Bye-laws of 1872-1907 reveals a
hopeless confusion of policy on the crucial questions of how far
Outdoor Relief should or should not be restricted to those who
have been thrifty in the past, or who are still exerting themselves
to earn a partial livelihood. Bome Boards of Guardians professed
to abide by an entirely contrary interpretation of the Poor Law,
and to confine Outdoor Kelief to the actually destitute, “ It is
the duty of a Board of Guardians ”, stated the Kensington Board,
“ to relieve actual destitution, that is to say to relieve the poor
who are unable, without support from the rates, to provide
themselves with the absolute necessities of life, and who have no
relations who can be required by law to maintain them ; but not
to administer charity in the sense of alleviating the lot of those
who are poor, but not actually destitute.” * Under the Poor
Law,” stated the Bedford and ten other Boards, “ destitution,
not poverty, gives the only claim to relief from the Poor Rates.”
“ Bociety ", summed up the Preston Board, * owes relief to those
only who, by force of circumstances, are rendered unable to
provide for the necessaries of life ; to distribute relief in any other
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case is to create mendicity, to encourage idleness and to produce
vice, The function of the Guardians is to relieve destitution
actually existing, and not to expend the money of the ratepayers
in preventing a person from becoming destitute. Public relief is
designed to meet destitution irrespective of the particular person,
or of his good or bad character.”

But whatever might be otherwise prescribed, an examination
of the scales of Qutdoor Relief embodied in these Bye-laws makes
it clear that these doles and allowances were practically always
profeesedly fixed on the understanding that the applicanta had
earnings, or other sources of income, without which they must
inevitably starve, Indeed, there were only two or three Unions
in England in which the case of persons having absolutely no
means was expressly differentiated in the Bye-laws from that of
persons working for wages or having other sources of income,
The lowest scale in the collection analysed was that of Hertford,
which granted for each adult only 1s. & week and b lb. of flour,
or its equivalent in bread. More usual was it to find the scale
allowing 2s. 6d. per week for an adult (as at Bedminster, Prest-
wich, Nantwich, Epping, etc.); or 3s. (as at Cheltenham, North
Bierley, Hardingstone, etc.); or 3s. 6d. (as at Warwick); though in
a very few Unions it was put at as much as 4s. (88 at Newport),and
even bs. (a8 at Loughborough and Bradford). For each child
residing at home one Union gave only 6d. and 5 1b. of flour, others
1s. and & loaf, occasionally 1s. and two loaves, and in some cases
1. 6d. or 2s.—in moat Unions, we understand, without anything
additional being allowed for the mother, if an able-bodied widow
—as compared with the 23. per week for each child which the
Board of Guardians of Bradiord and Bheffield thought necessary,
in addition to a sum for the mother herself. The scale was put
in more complicated form at Derby, beginning with man, wife
and one child at 5s., and rising to man, wife and ten children at
12s. 6d., or widow and two children 13s, 8d., being about half
what would be sliowed at Bradford. One Union had “ 8 summer
scale "’ and “ a winter acale **, both very low, allowing & married
couple with one child 6s. & week in summer and 7s. & week in
winter ; with 1s. additional for each further child. It will be
evident that, even allowing for differences in cost of living, the
lowest of these widely divergent scales of relief can be described
only-—to quote the words of the Clerk of one of the most important
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Unions—aa ““ starvation Out-reliof ’. Neither the inadequacy
nor the inequality, neither the *“ causeless diversity ™! nor the
arbitratiness of the almost universal practice with regard to
Outdoor Relief can have becn what the zeslous Inspectorate of
1871~1874 had intended. Yet it continued to be no part of the
acknowledged duty of the Inspectorate to investigate what was
happening to the recipients of Outdoor Relief. * It alwaysis a
mystery to me,” said one of the strictest of administrators in
1889, “ why Poor Law Inspectors have apparently no instructions
to take cognizance of Outdoor Relief administration. . . . They
never concern themselves, as far as 1 can learn, about the far more
important work of the Relieving Officer, and the numbers,
character and condition of those relieved at their own howes.” 2

The Charity Organisation Socrety

In the meantime, whilst the Inspectors were at work on the
Boards of Guardians, a new school of PPoor Law orthodoxy was
growing up-—as we thiuk, independently of the Government
Inspectors—and gaining an increasingly powerful influence on
‘“ enlightened ” public opinion. The earlier Society for the
Relief of Distress, with which Edward Denison Lord Lichfield
and 8ir Lynedoch Gardiner were associated, gradually developed
into the Charity Organisation Society (established in [869),
prominent members of which were Sit Charles Trevelyan, Octavia
Hill, the Rev. 8. A. and Mrs. Henrietta Barnett, the Rev. W, H.
Fremantle, John Hollend, M.P., A. C. Crowder, Albert Iell,
M.P, W. A. Bailward, Edward Bond, M.I*, and above all
C. 8. (afterwards Sir Charles) Loch, who was to give practically
hiz whole life to able and zealous service of the Society as its
gecretary.®

* “The atdminiatration of the Poor Laws ™, prior Lo 1834 was characterised
by “ its causeless divorsity : different systema of management were offered
and followed in parishes whose circumstances were perfectly similar, and which
were ovenr in tho same ncighbourhood * (Eighth Annual Report of the Poor
Law Commissioners, 1842, p. 22).

* “The I'oor Law: Progress and Reform exemplified in & Rural Union,”
by the Rev. W. Bury, in Poor Law Conferences, 1880~ 1890,

* For a statement of the case for the C.0.8, the student will consult ite
voluminous publications, inciuding the fifty years® issuca of the Charily Organisa-
tion Review (formerly €. O. Reporter); The Organisation of Charity ; history and
maode of operation of the C.0.8., by C. B. 1", Bosanquet, 1874 ; Charily Orgunisa-
tion, by (Sir) C. 8. Loch, 1890 ; Methods of Social Advance, 1902, and Charily and
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It is not easy to realise to-day how great was the work
done in its generation by the “ C.0.8.”, as it was commonly
called, in eduesting English public opinion in the conditions of
effective philanthropy. In contradistinction from the con-
ception not only of the Christian Church, but also of Eastern
religions, which, as we have described in cur previous volume,
emphasised the virtue of almagiving, a= a religious rite, necessary
to the salvation of the soul of the giver, the C.0.8. made the
English-speaking world, in the last three decades of the nineteenth
century, aware of the sorial obligation of regarding primarily
the effect of philanthropy upon the recipient, and particularly
upon his character, and that of his neighbours and acquaintances.
There was, in fact, no gaineaying the worth of the three prin-
ciples upon which this much-praised and much-abused organisa-
tion was avowedly based; patient and persistent personal
service on the part of the well-to-do; an acceptance of personal
responsibility for the ulterior consequences, alike to the indi-
vidual recipient and to all the others who might be indirectly
affected throngh giving way to the charitable impulse ; and the
insistence, as the only way of carrying out this service and
fulfilling this responsibility, on the application of the scientific
method to each individual case of a damaged body or lost soul.
What was wrong about the C.0.8,, as may now be seen, waa its
deep-rooted censoriousness; its strange assumption that the
rich were, as such, intellectually and morally the * superiors ' of
the poor, entitled to couple pecuniary assistance with a virtual
dictatorship over their lives. The original purpose of the
Society was the organising of ail the forms of charitable assistance
in each locality o a3 to prevent overlapping and competition
between the innumerable and heterogeneous agencies; an aim
which was not, in fact, attained. Instead of serving as & co-
ordinating body to all the other charities, the C.0.8. became
itself a charitable agency, and developed into the most exclusive
of sects, making & merit of disapproving and denouncing much

Social Life, 1810, by the same; Life of Octavia Hill, by her brother-in-law,
C. E. Maurice, 1913 ; Social Work in Londom, 1568-1912, by Helen Bossaguat,
1913. Hmmﬁc&lappteoilhonmﬂhfomdmﬂumhm&,ﬂ’uhfql’wb
and Friends, by his wifs, Dame Henrietts Barneit, 1018; My Apprenticaship,
by Beatrice Webb, 1926, pp. 188-208. Anoppouhmulhtadm!'h(}ﬂc
against the .0.8., by M. Townshend, 1011 {Fabian Tract, No. 158); and
Charity Orgonisation and Jerua Chrisd, by Rev. C. Mamon, 1897,
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of the practice of other charitable agencies (for instance, the
social activities of the Salvation Army); and, at the same time,
failing to enlist in its own service anything like the number of
personal friends of the poor, or anything approaching the great
amount of money, that would have enabled it to deal, on ita
own principles, with the vast morass of poverty that required
succour or treatment,

Its Policy in Poor Law Administration

Bo far as Poor Law policy was concerned, on which the
C.0.8. claimed to cxercise great influence, the Society, from the
first, threw its whole weight against the * indiscriminate, un-
conditional and inadequate” Outdoor Relief to which most
Poor Law Guardians were prone ; and, indeed, in favour ot the
succeasive restrictions on, and the eventual abolition of, Qutdonr
Relief as such, for which most of the Inspectors of the Local
Government Board, from 1873 onwards, were persistently
pressing.! The special feature of the C.0.8. policy in eonnection
with the Poor Law, herein differing, as we think, from that of
Malthus, Nassan Benior, Nicholls and Chadwick, and perhaps
also from that of Longley and his following in the Poor Law
Inspectorate, was that, in the C.O.8. view, the vast vutpouring
of Qutdoor Relief to & couple of millions of separate persons i
the course of each year could never be hrought simply to an
end, or wholly superseded by the “ Workhouse System ™ ; but
had to be replaced, ag Dr. Chalmers, at the very beginning of
the century, had vainly urged, in an indefinitely large number
of cases of genuine destitution, by the private assistance of the
charitable, skilfully organised and wisely directed, which would
thus, in a special acnse, be “ preventive ” of pauperism. Only
those who, whatever their character or deserts, were (within the
limits of the means and resources of the wisely charitable) in
fact, not “ helpable ”’, were to be relegated to the neceasarily
deterrent institutions of the Poor Law, Thus, Poor Law
orthodoxy, to the C.0.8.,, came to mean, not the mere substitu-
tion, for Outdoor Relief, of the * Offer of the House ™ ; but,

¥ Thus, in 1876, wa read that the Poplar C.0.8. Commities " express the
opinion that in all cases excopt those of permons too ill to be removed to the

Sick Arylums, Ontdoor Relief should be abolished " (C. O. Reporter, February 20,
1879, p. 53).
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along with the full application of this method of deterrence,
and a contemporaneous suppression of the spontaneous and
wholly mischievous almsgiving of the thoughtless, the rescuing
from the Poor Law, by private benevolence and prersonal help,
of all those destitute persons whom it was found practicable,
with characters strengthened and will-power braced, effectnally
to set upon their feet as independent self-supporting citizens.}
Some such policy had heen adumbrated in a much-praised
Minute and Circular issued by Goschen in 1869, in his last year
as President of the Poor Law Board,? in which he advocated
the complete separation of the spheres of private charity and
Poor Law relief, and vet, at the same time, their closest co-
operation ; never simultaneously rehieving the zame persons
in the rame way, but cach confining itself exclusively to its own
patients, and, equallv exclusively, to its own forms of assistance,
which were, for the most part, not available to the other.
Gosrchen’s Minute, which has eontinued to be uncritically be-
lauded, exhibited, us varions Boards of Guardians did not fail
tn point out in reply, both inadequate knowledge of the problem
and confusion of thought: and it had, we think, next to no

1 One of the fenturen of these years was the favour shown by English Poor
Law reformers to what hecame known as the Eiberfeld Relicf Sysiom (aec
Obaervations upon the Rystemaiized Relicf of the Poor at Elberfeld in contrast wvith
that of England, by Richerd Hibbs, 1878). This was the aystem adopted in
various (erman citiea for the domiciliary supervision and relicf of poor peraona
by & large number of publicly appointed unpaid citizens, to each of whom four
or pix families wore mamigned.  These voluntect almoners dispensed at their
discretion, but under strict general rules diametrically oppoacd 1o the * Prin-
ciplea of 1834 ", not private charity {as Tr. Chalmers liad suggested in 1820)
but municipal funds. Thus, it was unkindly eaicd that the .08, saw in &
dream ita membera employed to distribute the I'nor Rates, in subetitution for
the elected Boards of Guardiane ! One of the officialx of the Local Government
Bourd, in 1872, described the working of the scheme ot Elberfeld in a series of
anonymous srticles in the Morning Poat (The Work and Play of a Covernment
Inspecior, by H. Preston-Thomaa, 1509, ch. xiii. pp. 119-127). The system was
expounded at length in the reporta published by the Local Government Board
nnder the title of The Poor Law in Forcign Countrics, 1876; but the most
suthoritative account remains that given in Das Armenwesen und dic Armen-
geseizpebung in enropaischen Siaafen, by A. Emminghaus, 1870, of which an
abbreviated tranafation entitled Poor Law in different parta of Hurope was
published by E. B. Eastwick in 1873, Bee also Modern Methods of Charity, by
C. R. Henderson, 1904, pp. 5-15.

* Goachen’s Minute and Circular, together with some of the criticiama of
the Boards of GGuardians, will be found in Twenty-second Annual Repori of
Poor Law Board, 1870, p. 9; also in The Relier Administration of the Poor
Law, by Sir W. Chance, 1885 ; see also The Poor Law and Charily, by W. A.
Bailward, 1902; and English Poor Law FPolicy, by 5. and B. Webb, 1810.
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direct effect, either on Poor Law administration or on the
practice of voluntary philanthropy. The C.0.8., on the other
hand, more zealously supported, achieved temporarily some
measure of success in A few Unions ; and it made, in the philan-
thropic and Poor Law world of 1870-1900, a great noise, which
demands the historian’s notice.

The Policy of Refusal of Oni-Relief

One of the first manifestations of the C.0.8. spirit was a
willingness, among devoted adherents of the Bociety’s policy,
to undertake perannal service ax members of Boards of Guardians.
In London, men of means like A, . Crowder! (8t. George'’s-in-
the-East), and W. A. Bailward (Bethnal Green), becaine Guardians
in poor Unions, to which they gave years of toilsome service in
Poor Law administration. Oulside the Metropolis, both rural
and urban Unions once more obtained the assistance, as they
had done in the first decade after the Poor Law Amendment Aet,
as Poor Law Guardians, not merely of local clergymen, but alse
of landowners and retired business men, whose presence on the
Boards of Guardians sometimes greatly influenced their adminis-
tration. Thus, in January 1873 the Rector of Hazleheach, in
Northamptonshire, Rev. Canon Bury, who had been clected a
member of the Brixworth Board of Guardians, in co-operation
with Albert Pell, M.P., induced his Board to adopt 2 policy of
refusing Outdoor Relief to all applicants whatsoever. Within
twelve months 241 persons were struck off relief, reducing the
proportion of paupers to population from I in 14 to 1 m 22,
without, as it was claimed, the infliction of hardship. The
Local Government Board described this experience in 1874 in
its Third Annual Report; and the example of the Brixworth
Union was warmly commended to Guardians everywhere.?

L A, C. Crowder, a lifelong philanthropist of means, devoted himself for
many yeara to service as Poor Law Guardian at 8t. George's-in-the-Kast, A
pamphiet by him in 1888, * The Administration of the Poor Law ™ justifies
the strictest possible policy in Poor Relief. His teatimony to ite suncess iz
given in Social Wreckage, by Francis Peck, 3rd edition, 1884, pp, xxxif-xxxix,

* For the Brixworth experiment, see Canon Bury's special report in 1874
to the Local Government Board, in Second and Third Annuasl Reports of the
Local Government Board, 1873 and 1874.  Brixworth waa not the firat experi-

ment in the abolition of Outdoor Relief to the non.ahle-bodied as well as to
the able-bodied. The Atcham Union (Shropehire), under the influence of Sir
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Within a few years, in several other Unions, the Guardians
came to & like decision. The local rules or bye-laws voluntarily
adopted in these Unions, such as Bradfield in Berkshire; and
Whitechapel. St. George's-in-the-East and Stepney in the Metro-
pelis, did not, in terms, make the grant of Outdoor Relief abso-
lutely impossible, but they imposed such drastic restrictions and
limitations as practically to attain that end. In nearly & dozen
other Uniocns, including the cities of Manchester and Birmingham ;
the towns of Reading and Wallingford in Berkshire, and 8t. Neots
in Huntingdonshire; the populous areas of St. George's, Hanover
Square snd Paddington in the Metropolis, the local rules were so
strictly administered as to produce nearly the same result.!

For a couple of decades these bright and shining examples
of “ orthodox Poor Law policy ' were made the subjects of
perpetual laudation ; they were advertised in the publications of
the Local Government Board, and quoted endlessly by Poor Law
Inspectors ; they were studied at C.0.8. meetings and discussed
at Poor Law Conferences, without, in the result, finding imitators
among the 600 other Boards of Guardians ; or doing more than
assist the efforts of the Inspectors in getting somewhat tightened
up the haphazard practice of the average Relief Committee,

Baldwin Leighton, Bart., had, ever sinos 1836, maintaived an aqually rigid
policy, to the success of which official attention had frequently been drawn.
Ita success had led, in fact, in 1871, to the practically enforced amalgamation,
with the small rural Union of Atcham, of six pariahes within the borough of
Bhrewabwry, after which the same policy was continued in the greatly enlarged
Union, with scarcely diminished success in restrioting actusl pauperism to the
bareet minimum. In 1836, with a population (1881) of 17,865, the paupers
numbered 1395, and in 1837, 880. 1n 1849, with a population (1851) of 19,088,
the paupers numbered 433 ; in 1871, with & popualation (1871) of 18,313, they
numbered 203. In 1872, after amalgamation with part of the Borough of
Shrewsbury, with a population (1871) of 45,488, the panpers numbered 584,
and in 1882, with a population (18%1) of 48,332, they numbered 354 {The
Belier Adminisiration of the Poor Law, 1808, and Our Treaiment of the Poor, by
Bir W. Chance, 1800). Farringdon Union {Berkshire) for long adopied & policy
eimilar to that of Atoham, but did not become so widely known.

! Bome other Boards of Guardians, such as those of Ipswich, RKenaington
and Oxford, made their administration slmost aa rigorous as that of the Unions
mentionsd in the text.

! The experisnce of these * strict ™ Unions waa repestedly if scmewhat
unwritically alluded to or described by propagandists of their exemgple; for
instance, in many papers included in the mnuual volumes entitled Poor Low
Conferences; in the monthly C. 0. Reporter and C. O. Review; in considerable
detail in T'Ae Better Adminisiraiion of the Poor Law, by Bir W. Chanoe, 1805,
See, for the general tone of opinion in this decads,)Population end Paxperism,
by W. T. Greene, 1801 ; On tie Development of the English Poor Law, by Hamilton
H. N. Hoare, 1803 ; Rick and Poor, by Helen Bossnqoet, 1608 ; T'he Siandord of
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There can be no doubt that, regarded from the atandpoint
of those who aimed primarily at a drastic reduction in the number
of applicante for Poor Relief, and in the expenditure from the
Poor Rate, these experiments in the almost universal refusal of
Qutdoor Relicf, where resolutely and persistently carried out,
achieved a conspicuous success. Taking together the thirteen
Unions (with an aggregate population of about onme million)
ranging in character from Birmingham to Bradfield, in which
this policy was adopted, it was possible to show, in 18M, that
the total number of paupers (excluding vagrante and lunatics)
had fallen in the preceding twenty years in every one of them :
and, in the aggregate, from 36,382 to0 16,202 ; bringing down the
percentage of paupers to population to no more than 1-6 ; whilst
the recipients of Qutdoor Relief had been reduced by 88 per cent,
or from 24,896 to no more than 3085, all these being special
cases of infirmity of one or other kind ; whilst the Workhouse
inmates had risen only from 11,486 to 13,137.! This was a
notable achievement. What was there to be said on the other
side ?

Effect on the Rectpients

The obvious objection that so drastic a refusal of relief (in the
Iarge number of cases in which the sufferers either could not or
would not accept maintenance in the Workhouse) must have
caused great hardship may, in these experiments, not be well
founded. Unfortunately there was no investigation of the
contemporary sickness or mortality statistics, and, in particular,
none of infantile death-rates, in these experimental areas, in
comparison with those of adjacent or economically similar districts
in which Outdoor Relief had not been restricted, and official
pauperism not exceptionally diminished. We cannot find that
the Local Government Board caused any inguiry to be made as
to what was actually happening to the population. In ali these

Life, by the este, 1808 ; Dis Eniwickelung des Armenwesens in England seit
dem Johre 1885, by Dr. P, F. Aschrott, 1898 ; Our Trealmens of ihe Poor..by
Sir W. Chance, 1809 ; The Engliak Country Labowrer and the Poor in the Reign
of Queen Vidoric, by Jobn Martinseu, 1901 i

‘Thoﬁgummgiwnindehﬂin?hmAdnunmimaftqu
Law, by Sir W. Chanoe, 1505, pp. 80-81, During the ssme period the sggregate
numbers on Outdoor Relief in England and Waies were reduced only from (in
round figures) 800,000 to 500,000, or by 38 per cent.
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Unions, however, the experiment was tried under local adminis-
tratora of exceptional character, who were specially careful them-
selves to watch the condition of the families to whom relief was
refused ; and who had at their command adequate private funds,
from which (as it is admitted} whatcver assistance proved to be
necessary was promptly and continuocusly given. 1t may well be
that this substitution of private charity for Poor Relief was, in
such exceptional hands, successful, probably in preventing hard-
ship, and possibly in enabling many of the recipients to struggle
out of destitution. As to the superiority of the personal relation-
ships created by the private almsgiving of social superiors over
those arising from the acceptance of public treatment or assist-
ance, opiniong will differ. But, leaving aside this consideration,
the evidence indicates that the practical abrogation in these
Unions, for all but exceptional cascs, of the Poor Law provision
for the destitute, had other and more invidious results. In the
rural Unions, at any rate, a certain proportion of the persons to
whom relief was refused left the village, driven out by inability
to exist there, and were lost sight of ; some, at least, we fear,
moving towards hardship, mendicancy, sickness, crime and pre-
mature death, In the urban Unions an immediate reaction was
a great development of unorganised and indiseriminate charity
of one sort or another, of which the C.0.8. and its adherents
entirely disapproved, but which they were unable to check.
Thus, in 8t. George’s-in-the-East, where, under the influence of
A. C. Crowder—than whom no one can well have been more
benevolent, more assiduous in devotion, or better equipped for
private charity—the Board of Guardians maintained for years
the most rigid refusal of Outdoor Relief. Crowder continued
to be fully satisfied with the success of this policy. *In Bt.
George’s™, he told the Poor Law Commission in 1906, *“ the people
have been systematically taught for many years . .. not to
look to the parish, but to provide for themselves; hence, in
ordinary times, applications for Qutdoor Relief are rarely made.
. . . We can point to the fact that all thess very poor people in
St. George’s are getting their own living without Qut-relief.
We conelude,”’ he added with strange optimism, * that their
energy and industry have increased, and their thrift, and so
forth.” But there is no evidence of such & general improvement
of character or increase of self-support, and little warrant for any
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such complacent conclusion. When the case was examined by the
Poor Law Commissioners of 1905-1909, by Commissioners who,
unlike their predecessors of 1832-1834, took cognisavce of the
extensive philanthropic activities by which the Poor Law was, in
fact, everywhere more or less suppleniented, it was found that the
effect of strict administration by the Board of Guardians was
repeatedly, if not invariably, counteracted, to a greater or lesser
extent, by the free and indiscriminate provision by veluntury
agencies of at least an equivalent of the Outdoor Relief that had
been officially refused ; an equivalent which there was no reascn
to suppose to be any less demoralising. What Crowder did not
tell the Poor Law Commission, and what, in fact, he never recog-
nised, was that, during the very years in which his pobey had
been In operation, the Salvation Army and the Church Army,
and wvarious less reputable religious and charitable agcencies,
had been freely and indiscriminately giving the relicf that his own
Board of Guardians, and his own Local Committee of the Charity
Organisation Scciety, had been refusing ; and that, accordingly,
the inference that he so readily drew from 1lie diminution in the
number of paupers and of Charity Orgamsation cases was un-
warranted. Here is an extract from a public appeal for {unds
that was continually being issued and reissued by one of the rival
religioug agencies, in the very parish in which it was inferred
that, by a refusal of Outdoor Relief, the people had been schooled
into “ getting their own living”’; and that, by this policy, as
they no longer applied for Poor Relief, it might be concluded that
* their energy and industry have increased , so that they now
“ provide for themselves”! * This Soup Kitchen”, we read,
“ is carried on for the benefit of the Dock Labourers out of work,
and poor women and children, who abound in this squalid end
impoverished district. . . . The hundreds one sees starving in
the East End of London . . . make one's heari bleed. * Death
through starvation’ is the verdict of the Coroner’s Jury every
other day. I therefore most earnestly and urgently appeal to those
who can afford it to come to our assistance. 2s. G6d. provides
15 meals, 5s. feeds 30 hungry people, £1 feeds 120 hungry people,
£5 gives food to 600 persons. What has been done with our
funds in one year:

“ 24,000 Meals to the starving, at the time of their neceseity.
5,880 Breakfasts, Sunday Teas, Christmas Dinners.
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4,000 Garments, Boots, Blankets, eto., given away.

5,400 Children maintained in the Day Nursery.

4,530 Surgical and Hospital Letters given awsay.
18,000 Bibles, Tracts, etc., distributed.

*“ We have many letters of thanks from men who kave been
receiving help and employment through this Institution.” !

Thus what Crowder’s influence had effected in 8t. George’s-in-
the-East might be described, not, as he fondly imagined, as driving
people to increased industry and thrift, but as merely substituting
one form of “indiscriminate, unconditionsl and inadegnate "
relief for another ; with effects upon the character and conduect of
the recipients, aa well as upon the aggregate number of these
persons, about which no inference whatever could be confidently
made,3

In two other of the Unions in which the strictest possible
administration had been maintained, Manchester and Stepney,
conditions similar to those of 8t. George’s-in-the-East were found
to prevail. Itwas of little use, in the former city, for the Guardians
to “ offer the House  to the able-bodied man, or to ** deter ™ the

* The Prevention of Destitution, by 8. and B. Webb, 1910, pp. 237-238.
'ThoouadWhhohnpeLwhmthePoorhwwuadmmmdbym
ezceptionally able Clerk to the Guardians (W. F. Vallsnce {1827-1904; see his
biography in Poor Law Conferences), largely under the influenos of & unique
¥ of moral genius (Rev. Samusl Bamett ; see Conon Barnett; His
Life, Workaud Friends, by his wile, DamoHenmttnBamott.lﬂlB and
My Apprenticeship, by Beatrice Webb, 1926, pp. 188-208), is specially interesting.
Here a policy of refusing Outdoor Reliof was combined not only with watchiul
private charity, incloding the provision of annuities for deserving old pecpls,
but alo with an exceptionally enlightened and dnmgly axpenmenhl
adminisiration of the Workhouose (note, for instance, the Guardians’ organiss
mdmploymentforthemm.theaxmnfmmtheLGB dpenuiuion
to sppoint, for their sducation and stimulns, a salaried * Mental Inatrostor ™,
and the adoption of the ** Modified Workhouse Test *', under which in snitable
cates, only the man was required to enter the Workbouse, his wife and obildren
beitig allowed to keep going his home on Outdoor Relief). No amall measure
of sucoees was justifiably claimed for this comprebensive Poor Law policy, so
far ss ooncerned many of the persons sotually brought under it infuence.
Yot no marked imwovummtmthemdmtrywthnﬂﬂ&the%ﬂwhlpel
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vagrant from resorting to the notoriously uncomfortable Tame
Street Casual Ward, when, in addition to. many other charities,
the closely adjoining Wesleyan Central Mission was muintaining
a “ Free Shelter ” at Wood Street, where a night's lodging and
food was provided for necessitous men who claimed to be home-
less, without inquiry or discrimination, and without the exaction
of any work. The situetion was doubtless worst of all in the
Metropolis, where the Guardiana of Whitechapel, Stepney and
Paddington vied with those of St. George’s-in-the-East in their
policy of refusing Outdoor Relief. Here, as the Local Govern-
ment Board Inspector was constrained to report,! * there is now
a large class . . , to be numbered by thousapds . . . which
consists almost entirely of single men, often in the prime of life.
but men to whom nobody could think of giving regular employ-
ment. They are devoid of energy and ambition ; content to live
for each day as it passes with the aid of odd jobs, cheap or free
shelters, and cheap or free meals, I believe this class exisis in all
large towns ; but it can, I think, luxuriate nowhere as it does in
London ; for nowhere else, to the extent prevalent in London, is
such a class catered for and encouraged by religious associations
and charitable peraons, who might almost be supposed to hold it
a pious duty to ensure, by creating a constant supply of destitu-
tion, that the poor shall be always with us.”

When the Stepney Guardians sought to grapple with their
problem by refusing Outdoor Relief, and * offering the House ”,
they found their efforts very largely nullified. Immediately
opposite the Stepney Casual Ward and Workhouse, which the
Guerdians had been trying to administer on strict lines, stands
Medland Hall, which was nightly apen to the destitute as & Free
Shelter, with food provided, for all claiming to be destitute,®
The Stepney Guardians complained despairingly in 1906, after a
whole generation of experiment in “strict” administration, that
*“London, with its many attractions for the ne'er-do-well, its many
ways of helping & man down by its thoughtless almsgiving, its
spasmodic outbreaks of eleemosynary charity of the soup and
blanket order, its dangerous sentimentalism that cannot dis-

1 Lockwood’s Report, in Thirty-fifth Annual Report of Local Government
Board, 1908, p. 444 ; Minority Report of Poor Law Commission, 1908, p. 525
of 8vo odition.

* Mid,, p. 525,
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tinguish the whine of the beggar from the cry of honest poverty,
Pproves irtesistible to the born-tireds, who are ever ready to receive
something for nothing. The village rough, the provineial black-
guard, discredited in his own village or town, turns his face
Londonwards. . . . It may be that many of these ‘degenerates’
set forth honest in their intention to seek work ; and have become
demoralised and unemployable by repeated failures and dis-
appointment, and by subsequent privation.” !

Abardonment of the Policy

The experience of a whole generation of the systematic refusal
of Outdoor Relief went, in fact, to justify the prudence of the
secretariat of the Local Government Board in not altering the
Orders in such a way a8 to enforce on all Boards of Guardians the
policy of Brixworth and Bradfield, Whitechapel and St. George’s-
in-the-East. Locked at from the standpeint of the C.O.8 it
must be said that, even if ita Poor Law policy could have been
justified by success in efiective * dispauperisation ™, it is plain
to-day that, in theactual conditions of industrial organisation and
voluntary charity in great cities, and especially in the Metropolis,
no mere sbhrogation of Poor Law relief in an acceptable form,
though this might diminish what was spent by the Guardians,
could possibly be relied upon to drive to industry or thrift those
whom the Guardians repelled.

Whatever may have been the reason, we find, in fact, that,
with elight exceptions, the dozen or so of Unions in which the
policy of refusing Outdoor Relief was systematically pursued had,
by 1905, one by one reverted to a less rigid policy.* In some of
these Unions the gradual abandonment of o specially vigorous
administration may be ascribed merely to the passing away of its

! Apnual Report of the Guardians of the Stepney Union, 1906, pp. 22-23 :
Minority Report of Poor Law Comumission, 1809, p. 525 of 8vo edition.

* For the change in the Bradfield Union sce ** The Relation of Legal Relief
to Voluntary Charity , by H. G. Willink, in Poor Law Conferences, 1907~1908,
Pp- 484-488. For the revolution in the Brixworth Union in 18986, see the paper,
* Outdoor Relief, with specisl reference to Brizxworth, Atcham and White.
chapel ', by Rev. J. C. Cox, Poor Law Conferences, 1899-1900, pp. 183-215.
{Coz had eome on the Brixworth Board, of which he became chairman, ex-
preasly in order to overthrow the rigid system introdueed by Canon Bury.)
A sad socount of the Iater history of this Union will be found in » peper,
“ The Causes of Panperism ', by W. A. Bailward, in Poor Law Conferences,
1907-1908, pp. G0G-024.
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authors without leaving any like-minded successors, Qccasionally
the change was due to a revolt of the electors, who rejected at the
poll some Guardians whose policy they disliked, and replaced
them by others. In other Unions there had been no definite
abandonment of the experiment, but, under the influence of
changing public opinion, the policy had been gradually so modified
as to amount to no more than adequate investigation of cases and
due discrimination in their treatment. All these transformations
had undoubtedly been facilitated by the widening of the Poor
Law electorate, the abolition of the rating qualification, and the
exclusion of ez-officio or nominated ! Guardians, resulting from the
Local Government Act of 1894 ; as well as by the Local Govern-
ment Board’s own Circular of 1900, positively recommending the
grant of Outdoor Relief to the deserving aged.

Decline of the C.0.8.

In the last decade of the nineteenth century the C.0.8,
rapidly declined in influence, so far as concerned the adminis-
tration of the Poor Law., No additional Unions joined the dozen
or so which had adopted the ** strict "' policy in all its rigour ; the
advocates of the “ offer of the House ™ gradually lost their
influence on the other Boards of Guardians ; there was some
relaxation of the pressure of the Inspectors against Qutdoor Relief ;
and the aggregate numbers of its recipients increased with every
slackening of commercial prosperity. The C.0.8. had, in fact,
lost its vogue even among the * enlightened ”, and it fell increas-
ingly out of favour with public opinion. This we attribute mainly
to the purely negative attitude which the Society took up in rela-
tion to nearly all projects of active reform, and especially to every
extension of collective action, whether by National or Local
Government. Thus, the C.0.8. did its utmost to resist the
proposals of the Salvation Army for a remedial campaign of highty
organised philanthropy against not pauperism only but destitution

1 By 30 Victoria, c. 6, seo. T8 {the Metropolitan Poor Act, 1887}, the Loocal
Government Board had been empowered, for the Metropolitan Unions, to
nominate, in each case, qualifiod persons as additional Guardians, but so that
the number of Guardians 8o nominated should not, together with the resident
Justices, who were ex-officio Guardians, over exceed one-third of the full number
of Guardians.



468 SIXTY YEARS' ADMINISTRATION, 1848-1008

itself.? But the most strenuous opposition of the C.0.8. was
concentrated against any public action by the community as a
whole. Thus, the Society opposed alike the establishment of
National Pensions for the aged and the provision by the Local
Education Authorities of meals for children found hungry at
school ; the legislative prevention of excessive hours of labour,
and of the evils of “ sweating ", as well a3 the setting to work by
the municipalities of men for whom profit-makjng industry could
find no employment. In short, the failure of the C.0.8. policy
of Poor Law administration was linked, not necessarily logically
but in actual fact, with a refusal to co-operate with, and indeed
even to recognise the contemporary development of those alter-
native measures for the prevention, not directly of pauperism but
of destitution itself, that we describe in & subsequent chapter.

' The student may study with advantage the controversy that arose on
the publication of General W. Booth's In Darkest England, 1890, with ite
carefully thought-out plan of & campaign for the “ elevation™ and * re-
clamation " of * the Submerged Tenth”; see the varions issuea of the
C. 0. Review for 1880-1801; Examinghion of General Booth’a Scheme, by C. 8.
Looh, 1800 ; In Darkest England on the Wrong Track, by Bernard Bosanquet,
1801 ; The Salvation Army and itz Social Scheme, by W. T. Slead, 1891;

General Booth's ** Submerged Tenth ", by P. Dwyer, 1801 ; and Social Discases
and Worse Remedies, by T. H, Huzxley, 1581,
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