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SOCIAL SECURITY & THE STATE. 
* BSVERIDGE t Obviously that is so. Government is a means not an end and 

the object of government is, or should be, the happiness of citizens,, They 

can't be happy if they are in want. 

WEBB; Good, that supports our decision that we could not exclude social 

security from the questions examined in this series. But now we had better 

define what we mean by social security# 

BLVhKXDGKi Different people, of course, use that phrase in different 

senses, some to cover the whole of social policy on the home front, others 

in a narrower sense. In my Report I have used it in a rather narrow 

sense as meaning the securing of an income to take the place of earnings 

when they are interrupted by unemployment, sickness or accident or ended 

by old age. That is to say I have used the term "social security" to mean 

security of income up to a minimum, though I point out that provision of 

income should be associated with terras aesigned to restore earning power. 

WEBB; That is rather a narrow definition is'nt it? The sort of 

security I want for people raises the whole question of our economic 

organisation. The security of regular employment, the control of the 

resources and services necessary to life on the basis of private profit, 

but anyhow I111 accept for argument your narrower version of social 

security as meaning in effect income security with the necessary treatment. 

BKVERILGK : Thank you. As you will remember I point out that social 

security in ray sense cannot be satisfactory unless you also maintain 

employment and avoid mass unemployment and also do many other things that 

are part of a full social policy. 

WEBB: Well taking your version, what part is the State to play in 

providing social security? 

B-uVrailDGr.: Well my view on that is given in one of the early paragraphs 

of my Report where I say that social security must be achived by 

co-operation between the State ana the individual, that the State's 

function is to establish a national minimum, but to leave room and 

encouragement for voluntary action by each individual to provide more 

than that minimum for himself and his family. 

1KHB: Isn't that rather a new idea of the national minimum? Hitherto 

people have been apt to think that a minimum essentially in the terms of 

a minimum wage below which no-one should be allowed to work. 
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BBVERIDGK: Yes, that was the first approach; it led to the Trade Boarcis 

Act of 1909. But one cannot get freedom from want merely by prescribing a 

minimum wage which people are to get when they are working. One must, 

by social insurance, provide a minimum income as of right also when 

through any reason of unemployment or sickness or accident or old age or 

death of the breadwinner, there are no wages whether minimum or otherwise. 

JEBB: So that the minimum wage find social insurance together secure 

the national minimum. 

BBVbKIDCE: They don't by themselves; there's a third thing needed as well. 

One cannot abolish want by fixing a minimum wage, say for a family of a 

man and wife with two children or three children, because some families 

will be larger; a great many families must be larger than that if the 

British race is to continue. To abolish want, and that is what the 

national minimum neans, one mast have children's allowances paid when the 

parent is earning as well as when he is not earning, as well as a minimum 

wage and social insurance. 

WLiBB; But you' re not proposing an allowance for every child at all times 

are you? I thought you left out the first child when the responsible parent 

was earning. 

BEVLKIDG&; That is so. I don't think the State ought to take the whole cost 

of children off the parents - I'm sure the parents wouldn't like it 

themselves. My proposal is that the cost of every family of children * 
should be shared, between the parents ana the community. But instead of 

sharing by giving a partial allowance say s/~ a week for every child, I'm 

proposing to give nothing at all for the one child (except when the parent 

is on benefit or pension) and a full subsistence rate for each of the 

other children, say %/- a week. 

WEBB: I suppose Jfrou'd say that most men's wages now are enough for 

themselves and a wife and at least one child. 

BKVKRIDGE: I believe that in fact they are and I'm certain that they 

ought to be - by minimum wage legislation if necessary. 

V'KBB: So you would say that the whole plan of your Report is part o f a 

policy of a national minimum enforced by the State. Don't you think that 

the State ought to be rather more positive and ambitious than that; that 

it ought not to be content with merely abolishing want and providing bare 

subsistence incomes, but should have higher aims? 



BEVE'.MDGE: I am not sure about that if by higher aims you mean just 

higher incomes. To ray mini the State ought fiht, by compulsion, to aim 

either at anythix^ less or at anything more than * national minimum of 

income. If it provides insurance benefits which are less than are needed 

for subsistence, it doesn't abolish want. If it provides more it departs 

from what I believe to be the essential function of the State and sets 

out to spend the citizen's money for them. To my mind freedom of personal 

income is one of the essential British liberties. The State is entitled 

to take part of your income away from you while you are earning, wheter 

in the form of contributions or in the form of taxation in order to make 

certain that you are not in physical want when you are not earning, but 

above that minimum level I want the indivioual to be free to deal with 

his income as he chooses. I don't want to compel him to have more than 

is needed for subsistence when he is sick or old. He is entitled to 

prefer to keep that more for when he's well or young. 

WEBB: Do other countries have the same idea about social security as 

that, that it should aim at a minimum income for subsistence? 

BKVKHIDGE; No, they haven't. In roost countries the social insurance 

system gives not a flat benefit on the basis of subsistence, but a 

proportion of the earnings which have been lost. They may be either more 

or less than is needed for subsistence. It will be more in the case of 

a well paia man and less in the case of a badly paid man. To ray mind the 

flat subsistence benefit is better for Britain because the national minimum 

is a peculiarly British idea. 

Y.EBB: It was the basis of the Trade Union movement. 

BEVERIDGB; Exactly. The national minimum is as British as trade unionism. 

It sets a standard below which no-one is allowed to fall, but above that 

standard leaves the individual with his full freedom and responsibilities. 

WEBB; I am still a little troubled by your emphasis on the State providing 

only a minimum of social security income. Oughtn't the social services 

to be regarded as rather more than that, not just as a means of keeping 

people barely alive, but as a positive means of economic advance. After 

all just being kept alive,though its very necessary, is a somewhat 

unsatisfying aim. Granted that the individual can try to go beyond the 

minimum, must the minimum always be the same in the State? 
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BLVKkJQ^B: Of course not. Determination of what should enter into the 

national minimum is a question of human judgment and estimates on 

this point change with time and generally in a progressive community change 

upwards. The rate of subsistence benefit of £2 a week for man and wife 

as I've worked it out in ray Report is meant to cover food, clothing, fuel 

and rent. The State might say that everyone at all times ought to be able 

as well to have a radio or a paper or tobacco, or might raise its ideas 

as to what was needed for clothing or fuel. 

WEBB: So you're national minimum isn't fixed for all time? 

BEVKKHXS: It can change and improve like everything else in a progressive 

corrmunity. Taking another social service altogether from insurance, namely 

education, the State may start by prescribing a minimum of education up 

to 12 years, a little later it comes along and says 14 years and may go 

on to say 16 years or IB years. It may start by saying that its enough for 

every citizen to know the three &'s - reading, writing and ' rithmetic; later 

it may insist on their knowing something of natural science or history or 

even economics. Social policy through the State can be, ana should be, 

progressive. 

vVEBB: And I suppose that progress can apply not only to income, and 

education, but to all social services? 

E ,Vi.hSDGh i Certainly. My keport, as you know proposes, that there should 

be a comprehensive medical service available for every citizen in return 

for his insurance contribution providing every kind of treatment, at home 

and in hospital, general specialistand consultant, dental and ophthalmic 

and the rest, everything necessary for health. That is only another way 

of saying that I think the time has come to say that the national minimum 

for every citizen includes being thoroughly well, or at least as wsll as 

science can make him. 

V>EBB: Your national minimum really means much more than income. 

BKVEidlXail: Yes. I call it a minimum because I want to be sure that 

there's lots to do for the individual above it. Bjit by raising its 

standards gradually, the State can make the national minimum into an organ 

of social progress. 

v«B.BB: That comforts me very much. But on another general question do 

you think it necessary to maintain certain types of voluntary agencies 

of social assistance? 
/BEVEKIDGE 



RKVF.MLGB; Of oourse X think it r»cessary. Human life isn't divided into 

that which the State does for you oompulsorily and that which you do for 

yourself as a solitary individual, there's a third immense field for 

voluntary oo-operation and there's need of agencies for joint action in 

that field. The individual ought to be able to join voluntarily a friendly 

society or a trade union or insure through an insurance comxjany for any 

additional provision that he needs. There is ample room for voluntary 

agencies in a progressive corrmunity, to be always doing things a little 

ahead of the State minimum. \ 

WEBB t But you would agree would you not that some things simply ought not 

to be left to private provision? For instance I think it is an intolerable 

thing that we should have to adopt cath-penny methods - such as running 

sweepstakes - in order to finance hospitals. And isn't it quite 

indefensible that we should have to hold flat days to provide benevolent 

funds to help our fighting men when they return from war? Oughtn't all 

that sort of thing to be utterly repugnant to a civilised community? 

BKVKHEXjrB: I confess that I feel in war that every single thing that 

our fighting men and their families need ought to come to them with 

absolute certainty and ought not to depend at all on whether a voluntary 

collection proves successful or not. But I would not go so far as you 

in criticising or discouraging voluntary contributions, even by flag days, 

for social purposes. After all if one has to get money from an individual 

it is best to get noney where it will hurt less and money that people give 

up voluntarily hurts very much less than what they give up to the tax 

collector. 

WEBB: But in qy view the tax-collector ought to abolish great inequalities 

of wealth from which these charitable gifts come. 

BKVBEH&fi: You may reduce but you will never abolish all inequalities 

of incoraj. I am sure you wouldn't really want to do so if you could, and 

certainly you wouldn't want the tax-collector to take so much from 

everybody that no-one had any free money to spend after meeting his needs. 

Having some free money to spend is an essential citizen freedom. That 

rasans among other things being free to spend it either on oneself or on 

helping others. One has to look on this question of voluntary gifts 

and subscriptions from both sides. If one of us at home has a son or 

friend in the fighting forces we like to spend our money in giving pleasures 
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or more comforts to hin and his family. If he has the bad luck to be a 

prisoner of war, of course we want to do everything possible for him. 

What we do for individuals whom we know personally we like to be able 

to do, and have a chance of doing by spending our nrmey on them even if 

we don't happen to know them individually. That means having some 

organisation to which we can give the money that we want to give for 

helping others. 

But surely you don't defend all the present methods of raising 

raoeny, flat clays, sweepstakes, expensive dances ana large dinners given 

to raise money for the poor. 

BLVKfalMffi: I see no great harm, arid some fun in flat days. It is quite 

a good game to see how far one can get fairly before one is caught, by 

crossing the road at the right moment or dodging by while the seller is 

busy with another victim. For sweepstakes or football pools or any other 

form of taking a chance of getting rich quickly I have no particular use, 

whether as a means of raj.sing roney for charity or from any other point 

oi view. But that is a different question. There is still one nore thing 

to be said in favour of voluntary gifts for social purposes by those 

who have more than they need for themselves, that such gifts are the means 

of experiment and of progress. Our ancient universities wouldn't have 

come into being, at least they wouldn't have been nearly so ancient, if 

hundreds ol years ago there hand't been men with more possessions than they 

needed for themselves, who wished to endow posterity with the chance of 

learning 

WEHBs a further question. What about thrift? Obviously thrift is desirable 

in every ooranjinity. how how far is it penalised by our existing social ^ 

services? 

BKVKKID&K: To say that thrift is penalised by our present social services 

seems to me an exaggeration. After all they have already got very fully 

on to an insurance basis of benefits as of right. But I do agree that 

avoidance of a means test of any kind at any stage is desirable as a 

general principle, because if you are going to cut down the income \shich 

a roan gets through a social service when he can't earn on the ground that 

he has other means of his own, you are bound to make it appear less worth 

while to have saved for himself. As wel all know there is a strong popular 

/objection 



objection in this country to any kind, of means test. I believe that that 

objection uoesn* t spring from a desire to get everything for nothing 

(our people are really very fond of contributing to insurances of all 

icinds). It springs from resentment at anything wfrich appears to give 

people less because they have saved than they would, get if they had rot 

saved. That aoes look like discouraging the duty and pleasure of putting 

away pennies for a rainy day. 

WEBB; So I suppose you are against liaving a raeans test of any kind at any 

point of the social services. 

BUVKixII)G&: It isn't possible to abolish altogether assistance given 

subject to examination of needs, and that means examination of means, fiowevi 

complete your insurance system, some people will fall through its meshes 

or will refuse to obey its conditions. You must have assistance subject 

to a consideration of needs and means, available as a subsidiary method for 

dealing with abnormal oases. But social insurance ought to be comprehensive 

enough and its benefits ought to be high enough and last long enough to 

make recourse to (assistance quite exceptional. Giving of adequate benefits 

without reference to means is fundamental to the whole of ny proposals. 

The real object is to preserve the maximum of unrestricted liberty and 

responsibility for the citizen in spending or saving above the national 

minimum. 

jffiBB: That's very impressive and I an sure that what you say agrees with \ 
X 

some of the deepest feelings of the British people. That I suppose is 

what you mean by saying that social security must be achieved by co-operation 

between the State and the individual. 

BKVSRXDCE; Thats part of ny meaning, but it is only part. The other side 

is that if the State is going to ensure adequate benefits, and expensive 

benefits, for individuals in unemployment, or sickness then it is up 

to the individuals to make oertain that they don't draw those benefits 

unless they really are needed. 

IEBB: I suppose you are thinking of the argument that is sometimes brought 

against the social services, but if you make people too comfortable when 

they are unemployed or sick then you'll tend to increase unemployment or 

encourage malingering. Bo you really believe that? 

Hi. /LitIDG&: I don't believe that anybody would really rnther be ill than 

well. I believe also that rrost normal people mould rather work than get 
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much the sane Income through not working, because idleness on a small 

income is extremely boring. But being 111 and unproductive Is a poor sort 

of life even if one has enough to live on. But people don't always realise 

that being well may mean doing things which they don't like doing, and 

getting work may mean being ready to do a new kind of work - not just what 

they have been used to. 

WEBB; What exactly £o you want the individual to do? 

BKVlitilDCai: Hecognise that new help through the State means new 

responsibilities and. obligations for him. I would say that while the 

State has a duty to see that people who are really ill have an adequate 

income, the indiviaual has a duty to be as well as he oan and to submit 

to whatever rasdical treatment and medical inspection is necessary to 

ensure tyat. Take for instance the question of teeth. Very few people 

nowadays go to a dentist until they are driven there by pain; then it is 

very often too late to do anything, but pull out bad teeth and put in a 

denture. That is a very poor sort of dental service. I have no doubt 

that one of the major methods of improving the health of the country would 

be by getting the people of the country into the iiabit of seeing the 

dentist regularly before and not merely when they have a pain. 

JjgBB: Would you apply that also to medical inspection? 

J)G£: Well I have no doubt that the people of the country would be 

healthier if they were inspected regularly, and one country Chile has, I 

believe, introduced regular compulsory inspection of all citizens. I 

didn't feel brave enough to propose that in rry Report and it really falls 

outside its subject matter. But prevention is better than cure and 

prevention depends upon early diagnosis. The point of giving free medical 

treatment is to ensure that there's no economic barrier to getting the 

right treatment as soon as it is wanted. There mustn't be a psychological 

barrier either - of unwillingness to go to the doctor. 

WKBBi What about unemployment. What is the individual* s duty in regard 

to that? 

EKVKMIXsB: There too 1 think that we have to work gradually for a change 

of public attitude. A greater readiness of people, who have lost the 

kind of job that they have been used to ooing, to take a job of a different 

kind, provided it is within their powers and provided the pay is right. 

In the enormous changes of employment that will have to come about in 
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the pas rage from war to peace it will be quite impossible to maintain 

employment if every individual is to insist on doing the kind of job 

which he most likes. Service means doing what is wanted not what one wants 

oneself. 

WfcjBE: So your conception is one of greater reap risibilities undertaken 

by the State met by a greater sense of responsibility of the individual. 

: fhat is a very good way of putting it. Anther way of putting 

it is that I want to see economic security in Britain not given to 

everyone by the State, but combined with freedom and responsibility of 

the individual and depending on his co-operation with the State. 

y&Bfi: And there we must leave it for the listeners to argue out for 

themselves. I think we've given them-more than enough to work on. And 

to round our talk off I just want to quote some v.<ords of your own Sir 

William. Shey are at the end of your Keport: 

MPreeaom from want cannot be forced on a democracy or given to a democracy, 

it must be won by them". 

That is a call ami a challenge. I cannot doubt that it is in the heart 

ana mind of this British people to respond. 

End* 


