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tardy in arriving, or that U.S. social benefits will eventually “mature” into
a European-style system. Not only is the contemporary U.S. system of
public social provision cross-nationally unusual, but also the trajectory
along which the United States traveled to arrive at this system has been
strikingly different from what students of European social policies have
led us to believe is the inevitable course of welfare state development. The
aim of this chapter is to describe and to explain the development of Amer-
ican social policies up through the passage of the Social Seciirity Act of
1935. Because it is customary to treat U.S. national welfare programs as
beginning in the 1930s, many people know little of what preceded this
period. Thus, [ will begin with a fresh overview of the overall trajectory

of American social policy developments.

AN OVERVIEW OF AMERICAN SocIaL Poricy

Histories of American social provision often presume that the federal
government had no role in providing welfare benefits uritil the 1930s,
when President Franklin Roosevelt introduced social security programs
as part of his New Deal. Until then, the story goes, the needs of those
Americans unable to care for themselves through participation in the la-
bor market were addressed only, if at all, by the state and—especially—
local levels of government. This account is superficially accurate but po-
tentially quite misleading. For there was one rather spectacular exception
to local predominance in the welfare field in the late nineteenth and early

twentieth centuries. This was the Civil War pension system, remarkable '

in its own right and also consequential for later social policy develop-
ments in the United States. ,

Originally, the federal government paid pensions only to yeterans who
had been disabled in the battles of the Civil War and to the dependents of
soldiers killed jn the war, as one might expect of a military pension sys-
tem. But then, in the decades following Appomattox, the Civil War pen-
sions were changed into de facto old-age and disability pensions that pro-
vided coverdge for some one million elderly Americans, reaching about
one half of all elderly, native-born men in the North around the turr of
the century. While analysts today tend to overlook the social welfare
function of these pensions, it was well recognized by coritemporaries. In

1917, prominent social reformer Edward Devine called Civil War pen-
sions ““a main national provision for old age.”* And Uhiversity of Chicago
sociologist Charles Henderson, a leading advocate of social insurance,
noted in 1909 that “the military pension system has acted in great meas-

! Edward Devine, quoted in John Gillen, Poverty and Dependency (New York: Century,
1926), p. 284,
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ure as a workingmen’s pension system.” Isaac Rubinpw, ?nppher leader
in the U.S. social insurance movement, wrote of the Civil War peﬁsiahs
in 1913: o -

After all, it is idle to speak of a popular system pf old-age pefisioris
as a radical departure from American traditions, when our ﬁyéﬁsioﬁ
roll numbers several hundted thousand more fames than Ephég of
Great Britain. It is preposterous to claim that the cost of such ‘penl-
sion would be excessive, whern the cost of our pensio’ns:isk‘ BVeir'
$160,000,000, or more than three times as great as that of the British
system. . .. We are clearly dealing here with an economic measufe
which aims to solve the problem of dependent ¢ld age and wx)dov;(-
hood.? o

Indeed, in the period between the 1880s and World War I; whilk keform-
ers, labor leaders, and politicians throughout the West initialiy?"\)vé’x‘e s+
cussi'ng the possibilities for adopting modern social iqéhrance and 6ld—é§é
pensions to protect the “respectable” working class——’and cspécigﬂy the
“worthy aged” among thern—from the indignities of the traditignal pt’)‘all
laws, many elderly working and middle-class Americans were é‘ctu'a'lvl)'?
already so protected. | o o
Logically then, we might expect that U.S. reformers around the turn of
the century would have been interested in building upon the Civil War
pension experience to extend old-age benefits to all eldetly Athéricins,
Dur{ng the Progressive Era of about 1900 to 1919, Americans weé’p active
participants in transnational debates over social insurance and peﬁsio‘ﬂ
Rroposa]s. Even so, only a few Progressive reformers advocated th exteri-
sion of the Civil War pension system into a modern, universal ‘syst6n‘1. b’f
ol_d-age protection. These pensions were allowed to pﬁss from ekistenée
with the dying of the Civil War cohorts, and there was no fedetal-level
public replacement until the enaciment of contributory old—aée mspranée
plus assistance for the elderly poor under the 1935 Social Security Act,
During the Progressive period, most states did adopt laws eslt'z‘lbl‘ishi’vh‘g
workers’ compensation and so-called widows’ or methers’ pexléioﬁ;¥t e
forerunner of today’s Aid to Families with Dependent Childreh (.}\Fbcw
This period of reform also witnessed the passage of many laws ;egﬂlafing
a wide range of industrial conditions. Yet the more g}épensive éﬁ(;l admih-

2 Charles Henderson, Industrial Ins i i i : University o
Chicage Peets To001 o py urance in the United States (Chicago: University ,q}f

3 Isaac M. Rubinow, Social Insurance (New York: Henry Holt, 1213), p- 404;

* Elizabeth Brandeis, “Labor Legislation,” in Don Lescohier anid Elizabeth Brahdeis His-
tory of Labor in the United States, 1896~1932, vol. 3 (New York: Macr‘ni]lm:x; 9353 pp‘
399-700; Mark Leff, “Consensus for Reform: The Mother's-Perision Movemeht ih the 7P‘r‘o‘-
gressive Era,” Social Service Review 47 (1973): 397—417. S
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istratively demanding social spending programs that formed the core of
nascent systems of social protection in Europe and some parts of the Brit-
ish Commonwealth—old-age pensions and insurarice, health and unem-
ployment insurance—were politically unsuccessful in the United States
between the 1880sand World War 1. And in the wake of the war, America
decisively rejected new public social protections and embraced instead the
ideal of “welfare capitalism.™
Only in the midst of 8 political crisis triggered by the Depression of the
1930s did Americans—belatedly, from the European pejrspective—-initi-
ate nationwide public social protections. Yet the delay was not without
consequences for the character of the set of policies establistied by the
1935 Social Security Act, the “charter legislation” for the U.S. version of
the modern welfare state. Two telling features of the 1935 legislation
were the omission of national health insurance and the institutionaliza-
tioni of existing state-level differences in benefits and coverage for most
ptograms. The Social Security Act did lead to the establishment of nation-
wide welfare programs, although they demonstrated varying levels of fed-
eral control. There was a fully national, compulsory system of contribu-
tory old-age insurance for those who worked in covered industries. Also
established was a federal-state contributory insurance system for the un-
employed in which the states were induced, but not mandated, to partic-
ipate—and for which the states set benefit levels and eligibility require-
ments,.In addition, there were optional prograins of noncontributory,
means-tested social assistance that remained under state-level administra-
tion, with costs to be shared by the states and the federal government.
These public assistance programs, established at the discretion of the
states, could aid dependent children in single-parent families and needy
elderly people who did not qualify for insurance benefits. Significantly,
the framers of the American social security system chose not to follow the
European pattern of adding to the contributory insurance programs gov-
ernment subsidies financed from general reveriues; nor did they establish
national benefit programs financed entirely from the federal government’s
revenues.

How are we to make sense of the historical development of the modern
system of U.S. public social provision—the trajectory of its development
and the character of the Social Security Act which established dlmost all
of the programs that compose it? Three important dimensions of analysis
have emerged from previous research on the development of the welfare
state; taken together, they form the elements of an igzstituti07zal-political
process approach. At the most fundamental analytic level—the develop-

5 étuarr Brandes, American Welfare Capitalisns, 18801940 {Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press, 1976). ‘
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;1;;2 Zf Lr;linj;lrtrilon.s—we alt_l:t’:nd1 to the ways in whi‘ch U.S. state formatibh
American political universe, within which alliatices wetk

ex which alliatices Wet

formed and policies were formulated. In particular, we f‘ocu‘s‘(‘)‘n stﬁé g;

quence of bureaucratization and democratizati ‘
ratization, two fandamentd]

g;g::::ﬁ:hthaii trar;sformed the political structure of America in iilei:f?é
and early twentieth centuries. This chahging political sthuctiist

formed the context In which m ia s e palen|peuchin
med th text | odern social policies were del ited g
th?'r' initial leglslatxv'e fate in the United States. Tilei:f w??éi?isa I:)?{ Tlgt
50 1tlcalhprocess, which comprises the second and third elemetits of lj]iﬂ
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f::t cf: ay)l_the An}encan. \_rersion of a welfare stété and the feedbick #&
B fs 0 dear ier 'socxral policies on subsequent politics and pohcy del')“‘dt'“’é
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. n, let us first see how these analytit elements central el
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new social and political condition ndustealti e
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zation, the rise of capitalism, and political incorr oo i.lfbﬂh‘“
: , and the political incorporation of the wo
ing class, their questions centered ’ o dreccent hodr 1 Warks
. on whether the déter ir law sy
tem should be replaced (at lea om o4 in the noraln I sy
. st for some groups in the population) wit
contributory social insurance or i i bt ¢ Ropuiation) With
tributo rance or norcontributory pensi rograms;
addition, in both Europe and ' oy bension pidgrimb, i
pe and North America, popul Hénts, oftel
based on labor organizati P movements, ofe
ganizations, pressed for new social protec iohs, pattic
ularly for publicly funded ensi cial protegions, pattic.
7 for old-age pensions that wo it require tas
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political incorporation of the indbstridl working class,” The ‘?atqu
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6 Theda Skocpol and John Ikenb “ itical F i | | "‘ ‘”‘ )
erry, “The Political Forrnation of tbe Amgricax} Welfﬂtﬁ
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working-class participation in the polity—on whose termis and through
which organizations—was of great concern to European elites and middle
classes in this period, as extensions of the suffrage to non-propertied
groups were occurring across that continent. This response suggests, in
turn, that some element of political incentive, flowing from a threat to
political control or from an opportunity to gain organizational or electoral
advantage, especially in periods of electoral competitiveness or when new
voters are entering the polity, must be operating in ordet o stimulate elite
interest and coalition-building in the social welfare field. Indeed, a review
of analyses of the initiation of social insurance and pensions suggests that
the political force responsible for the introduction of new public protec-
tions was that of a cross-class coalition for new public social spending.
The support of reformist elites and new middle-class groups as well as the
working classes was a necessary condition for the political success of the
pew programs in this early period.

European reformers within and outside the stdte suggested social insut-
ance and pensions as a means for respectable members of the working
classes to avoid the cruelties of the traditional poor law. These measures
were also to serve as a means for governments and propertied cldsses to
head off the threat to the social ordet and to their political hegemony
posed by leaving no recourse to the lower classes in times of need byt the
poor law system. The poor law policy itself served as the starting point
for debates about what should replace it. The broader analytic implica-
tions of this point are worth noting. Policy debates are regularly informe
by ideas about how best to correct the perceivéd imperfections of past
policy, rather than simply how best to respond to social conditions as
such. This means that the goals and demands of politically active groups
cannot be gauged simply from their current social positions or solely from
ideological and valug preferences. Meaningful reactions to existing pol-
icy—a part of what we have referred to in the Ihtroductioh as policy feed-
back, and what Hugh Heclo has called *political learning” about the
“policy inheritange”—color the very ifiterests and goals that groups or
politicians define for themselves in public policy struggles.”

To implement the proposed welfare programs, policy reformers looked
to state administrative organizations. In late-nineteenth-century Europe,
these agencies either had been recently rid of patronage practices and
been professionalized through the passage of effectjve civil service stat-
utes or had longstanding traditions of bureaucratic autonomy. The Eu-
ropean experience Suggests that processes of state formation had impor-
tant implications for the development of systems of modern, public social

" = Hugh Heclo, Modern Social Politics in Britain and Sweden (New Haven: Yale Univer-
sity Press, 1974).
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provision. First, for the new social insurance and pension progtdms td
succe.:eSi, the state administration had to have the éabacity!ig'gldﬁ aﬁd
ad.mmlster relatively complex programs. Groups of hl‘ﬂuex‘itizliivpu’b”]‘ic‘(‘jft
ﬁc§al.s could t;hfen play key roles in formulating fiew socid béiiciégiyvi"tl;
existing a'dmmlstrative resources, pressing them on pqli‘t‘icéi” éxécdti\.l g
and worku?g out compromises with organized interest grbu:p's This }'j qta
tern of policy development was especially noticeable in t ec ‘-se q%fib
'trxbutory social insurance. Because these programs, in additli‘o’: to prqv d-
ing bpneﬁts, taxed workers and involved the state'in activities pte\;ibds]‘ v
within the domain of working-class voluntary éssocia;i‘('i'h; they bffét);
were less popular initially than noncontributory o‘lci—age iﬁéﬁs’ioné Popu«
lar movements frequently arose to demand no‘n‘contributo‘r}fl' pen;iuﬂ§~
which would not tax workers or threaten the antonomy of their drgahi—
zations. The substantial popular support for state social si}l‘eh‘t‘iing'xzhi{t'ia;
tives coul'd sometimes be utilized by leaders of p,olitfcal coalitions to pyet-
come resistance to social insurances programs, egpecially’if '}‘Vcll-; l:lc‘"d
civil servants had laid the groundwork for those px"o‘grams.: s
' .S.ecc'md, elite (and, to a lesser extent, popular) support for social palic
initiatives was conditioned on there being a sujtable instrment fot éci}:
ministering the new programs efficiently and hoxllesily. After all l:{éﬁhh
tions of what is feasible or desirable in politiés depend in p'érg pn fﬂa
capacities and qualities that political actors attribute to stﬁté o}ga’nfza*
tions and to the officials who operate them. Just as there i‘s“pbliti‘cal e hh
ing about past policies, a kind of political lcarniﬁg about the éovprnit?bx]t
itself also occurs. Thus, the appeal of any given poiicy will dep?ﬂdt}q
some extent on how well groups think it could be officially iﬂiplehié;,i“fe” 3
as well as on hqw it may affect the fortunes of groups strugglihg p"(erthfi
control c')f.ofﬁmal orgariiZations. When state organiz‘atio'rﬁ a‘déngtéﬂ‘tj‘”
the admmmrative tasks at hand are believed to be availdble éli{ ‘s"ci"a
lr;lzzr; l;kglybto-lx}spgond to political incentives ariﬁihg from f)p}){llarfnbg’*
on by building or joini - iahce te t new social
spending for income pr)otec?i%);. cross-class alliaiiee to sup part new FgQCiP,i
Finally, th.e. protess of state formation affects the operatiélg madek of
the very political organizations—especially parties and state adnir sh:ii
tive organs——thrgugh which public social policies can be Qddl:le‘;tiv‘el‘”'fbrf;
mulated_anq socially supported. In particular, the seqUehée'ih "}vhic{x b“(if‘-
reaucratization and electoral democratization occur is critical in thig f';
gar'd,. as the v.vork of political sciéntist Martin Shefter 611‘ pﬁ?rdnia é'ﬁcd
political parties would suggest.? State bureaucratization ;;Jfééedeg\ e?m
;?ral demc;cratizalltionlin most Europeai absolute ménarChiéé; in s{l'cl“ti,iaq;
ances, when political parti it ight \t support, they
p parties emerged and soq%ht populat support; they

¥ Martin Shefter, “Party and Patronage,” Politics and Society 7 (1977): 40'1-—53.
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coiild not simply offer the spoils of office as an inducement to voters and

party activists; for access to jobs in civil administration was controlled by

established bureaucratic elites. Thus, parties were forced to rely upon

programmatic appeals, based on ideology or promises about how state

power might be-tsed for policies advocated by, or potentially appealing

to, organized groups of constituents. At the sanie time, state administra-

tions in these polities could (further) rationalize and professionalize their

operations free from the partisan political concerns that dominated the

calculations of elected officials. In contrast, in countries where mass elec-

toral democratization preceded state bureaucratization, as it did in the

United States, the civil administration was not protected from partisan
use, and parties could use government jobs and resources for patronage.

Under this set of conditions, parties would tend to rely on patronage

rather than on programmatic or ideological appeals to mobilize their con-

stituencies and reward activists. The electoral calculus of party politicians
would dominate the operations of state organizations, rendering such or-

ganizations less able to use bureaucratic resoyrces to plan autonomous

state interventions into civil society.

By the mid—nineteenth century, all Western states were coming under

pressures to become more efficient and professionalized. Industrializa-
tion, urbanization, and the need to compete internationally, both eco-
nomically and militarily, generated these imperatives. In those countries
where patronage still held sway over state administrations, there were
struggles over how to overcome the “political cdrruption” of patronage
in order to create an “efficient”—that s, nonpartisan, predictable, and
expert—civil service. If civil service reform succeeded before full democ-
ratization—as it did in Great Britain, for example—political parties were
encouraged, as more people were granted the franchise, to change their
mode of operation and to reorient their electoral appeals from the patron-
age system toward more programmatic appeals and constituency-based
organization. The civil administration could then be changed in ways that
gq]xanced its capacity for intervention in civil society. However, if patron-
age was established in a fully (or almost fully) democratic polity—as it
was in the United States—it was quite difficult to uproot afterwards.
Mass electorates, and the party politicians appealing to them, had a con-
tinuing interest in using government as a source of patronage, and civil
service reformers had to wage difficult, eventually only partially success-
ful, struggles to overcome democratized “political corruption” in govern-
ment and party politics.

Thus, to fully understand the forces that gave shape to the contempo-
rary American social welfare system, we need to begin with the sociopo-
litical processes transforming the American state and party system in the
nineteenth century. Critical to the entire trajectory of American social
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policy is the fact that the United States was the world’s first mass denitic:
racy. The extension of suffrage to all white males in ‘América had u‘;;
curred by the 1830s, well before the democratization of the ‘eiééthté ﬁl
European countries. More importantly, this happeﬁed'befdr"e the 4eyé1-
opment of any political constituency interested in' building an antofig ‘
mous, professionalized, and nonpartisan state orgénizuatioﬁ.’ Withglit
sy::h a ‘_‘coalition for bureaucratic gutonomy” (to hse Shefte;"s}'tem‘l{ b
sitions in Fh.e state administration were used by parfy leaders #sresO};fcq
for- mobilizing the mass electorate and maintainiﬂg part‘yr orgg‘niz;atlnléi
This was 'the essence of the well-known spoils system, which do‘mi‘n;‘)tgﬁ
U.S. politics throughout the nineteenth century. Reihforcihg the effects bf
efar'ly derr}o.cratizatipn and the domi;ianc!e of patronage pér‘tiéﬁs o{ve&iﬁé
civil ac!mmlstration was the relatively protected ge‘opo“litic;a llﬁbsitiaﬁ b'f
thekUnltcd Sgate;. Bureaucratic state-making w:'as not stimulated bylx')‘yd'i‘-:
making, as well atialyzed by
Charlegs,Till yxryx the early modern European cases so well aﬂga,ly_zecj b‘}’

Patronage Democracy and
the Civil War Pension System

In industrializing America after the Civil W4k, parties miobilized the
electorate through popularly rooted political machines whiose véry fife:
blood‘ was patronage. Ideological and program;natic appéal’é were ‘x’iat
prominent, but politically discretionary distributfonallpro'lgr‘alz'his that prd-
vxd.ed jobs, services, or other goods, such as Civil War pénsibn W‘w
quite pop!.ll‘ar with politicians and their constituencies, !0 T}he'se'd‘is* t“fﬂ*
tional pol.lcxes were of critical importarice to elected officidls ‘ fpr it vi;as in
the'l:.ate nmet‘eenth century'that American politics wer‘e‘at t‘Héir xﬁoSt cpylﬁi
petitive outside the South. In the North and Midwest, Democrats and
Republicans faced each other with nearly equivakeﬂt populz‘u:’ eie#b‘irhi
support, and they regularly replaced e4ch other in ofﬁce..Electt’)‘r‘éf p tic:
ipation was at an all-time high, and given the neariy equ‘z‘i‘l‘ ‘divis‘ic‘x‘ﬁ éf
support, a few hundred votes—however secured—in the most 'po]itli'c‘zil ¥
competitive states, stich as Indiana, Ohio, llingis, and Nely York, ¢ou d
mean the difference between winning and»losing an election. ! o oo

" C}mrles Tilly, “War Making and State Making as Organizéd Crime,”"
Dletncl? Ruesc.hemeyer, and Theda Skocpol, eds., Bringing the State Back
Cambridge University Bress, 1985), pp. 169-91. C o

10 Richard McCormick, “The Pdrty Period and Public Poli ! i

> s tAnE i igs
sis,” Journal of American History 66 (1979): 279-98. e XP’Q;‘%FOIY Hy?ﬂ?h?-

1t Morton Keller, Affairs of State: Public iLifé in Nineteenth Ce j

! fairs of State: feenth Century Antericd (Cain-
:)ndge, ‘Mass.: Ha.rv:‘ird University Press, 1977), chaps. 7, 8, i4;HeyW'6q Sa;iﬂeré w“lgd;i‘l?g
or the Bloor!y Shirt": The Politics of Civil War Pensions,” in' Barry Rundédisf ed.“, Politieal
Benefits (Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, 1980), pp. 137-59. e
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The Civil War pension system was an excellent example of the sort of
policies geperated by the operations of patronage democracy. It allowed
politicians, especially Republicans, to channel to many individuals in nu-
merous (non-Southern) communities pensions financed out of the surplus
revenues coming from the constantly readjusted tariffs they sponsored to
benefit various industries and areas.i? Given the extensive mobilization of
voters and the extremely competitive electoral conditions of late-nine-
teenth-century patronage democracy, it is not surprising that during the
1880s and 1890s, the pension system was changed from a provision for
compensation of combat injuries and war deaths to the functional equiv-
alent of an old-age and disability pension system for a politically impor-
tant segment of the U.S. electorate. In the Northern and Midwestern
states, veterans of the Civil War constituted fully 12 to 15 percent of the
electorate, making the “soldier vote a prize of great worth,” a “prize”
that increased in value with the growth of the Grand Army of the Repub-
lic (GAR), the veterans’ lobbying group.'?

Figure 1.1 helps to show the effects of the transformation and expan-
sion of the post—Civil War pension system by charting the trends in dis-
bursements, number of pensioners, and private pension bills between the
late 1860s and 1920. Benefits under the original 1862 law were extended
dnly to soldiers actually injured in combat ot to the dependents of those
disabled or killed. As one might expect, the number of beneficiaries and
total expenditures were falling off in the late 1870s. Subsequently, how-
ever, under the pressure of the intense electoral competition of the times,
both Republican and Democratic Congressmen supported legislative lib-
eralizations, the most important in 1879 and 1890, that effectively trans-
formed the character of the pension systern.}* The 1879 Arrears Act al-
Jowed soldiers who “discovered” Civil War—reldted disabilities to sign up
and receive in one lump sum all of the pension payments they would have
been eligible for had they been receiving beriefits since the 1860s! Then
the 1890 Dependent Pension Act severed altogether the link between

L

12 Richard Ben;e\l, Sectionalism and American Political Development (Madison: Univer-
sity of Wisconsin Press, 1984), pp. 60-73.

13 Leonard D, White, The Republican Era: A Study in Administrative History, 1869~
1901 (New York: The Free Press, 1958), p. 218. Gar membership increased from 60,000 in
1880 to 428,000 in 1890, when the organization included about dne-third of all Union
Army veterans who survived the Civil War, Yet the initial legislative liberalization of pen-
sions—the Arrears Act of 1879—was not a product of GAR lobbyingj rather, the growth of
the GAR was stimulated by the Arrears Act. On the GAR, sec Mary Dearing, Veterans in
Politics: The Story of the G.A.R. (Baton Rouge: Louisiaria State University Press, 1952), and
Donald McMurry, “The Political Significance of the Pension Quiestion, 1885-1897," Mis-
sissippi Valley Historical Review 9 (1922): 19-36. )

 William Glasson, Federal Military Pensions in the United States (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1918); McMurry, “Political Significance of the Pension Question.”
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FIGURE 1.1 The expansion of Civil War pensions, 1866-1917, Sour ill it
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combat-related injuries and benefits under the pension systeft. Any yets
eran who had served ninety days in the Union Army, whether or ot he
saw combat or was injured in the Civil War, could sign"uij for a .pen‘sib‘vh
if at some point he became unable to perform manual labot, In pf’i‘iéﬁ&e
?fter the 1890 legislation, old age alone became a 5ufﬁcieﬁt diéaﬁil‘i’fyf ﬁhci
in 1906 the law was further amended to state exg’ﬁdtly tht “the a;;e' éjf
sixty-two years and over shall be considered a pé’rfnanént ‘sb"’ét:iﬁc‘ ‘di:‘ia‘b‘iL
ity within the meaning of the pension laws.”i5 By this time aﬁdﬁﬁ 90
percent of the surviving Union veterans were pen‘sione“rs:’.”iri Eésehca

Ar}?er}ica:1 had adc%e f;ct,o old-age and disability penéfoh systét‘h fot thbs;
who had serve ivi ivors’ ¢ for tmany o

who dependentsf?ﬁ the Civil War and a survivors’ allowange fo: ilr}gpy of

Members of Congress were kept quite busy by the operations of thé
B - g T f RE

15 U.S. Bureau of Pensions, Laws of the United States Governing the Ganting of Aris
and Navy Pensio'ns (Washington, D.C.: Government Primi;nélofﬁfe, 192;;'”:”%?;(;:@@%‘
Haber, Beyond Sixty-Five (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1983), p?. 12,

¥ Ann Shola Orloff, “The Politics of Pehsions: A Comparative Analysis of the Origing df
Pensions and Old Agg Insurance in Canada; Great Britain, ard the United States fBﬂhs‘-»
1930s” (Ph.D. diss., Princeton University, 198’5), p. 71 ‘ R AR
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. pension system in the 1880s and 1890s. Not only were there the recurrent
* " legal liberalizations of the terms of eligibility for pensions, but, in addi-
tion, congressmen and senators devoted a large amount of time to helping
their constituents establish their eligibility for pensions through personal
intervention with the U.S. Pension Bureau and by sponsoring thousands
of spécial ptivate~pension bills tailored to allow specific individuals to
collect benefits even when they did not qualify under the very liberal leg-
islated qualifications.'” The U.S. Pension Bureau itself was the “most un-
compromisingly political branch of the late nineteenth century federal bu-
reaucracy,” where there was wide discretion in the processing of claims
due to a huge backlog.!® Under such circumstances, conttol of the civil
administration was an important political resource. The partisan ap-
pointees in the Pension Bureau, most notably g:he Republicans, utilized
this resource particularly at election time, when pension agents would be
sent into the field to sign up pensioners—for their benefits and for the
Grand Old Party!*®
Given that a considerable proportion of men then in their twenties and
thirties served in the Civil War regiments, and given that these men were
in their sixties by 1890 to 1910, it is not surprisirig that at least one-half
of all elderly, native-born men in the North, as well as many old and
young widows, were receiving what were in effect federal old-age and
survivors’ pensions during this period. Of course, the post-Civil War pen-
sion system was uneven in its coverage of the American population, with
the distribution of pensions favoring native-born men and pre-Civil War
immigrants living in the North and Midwest. A majority of the elderly
white Southern participants in the Civil War were veterans of the Confed-
erate Army and therefore not eligible for federal benefits, although most
of the Southern states began to give (rélatively meager) state pensions to
disabled or impoverished Confederate veterans in the 189052 Also ex-
cluded were blacks and all post~Civil War immigrants; this meant that
relatively few unskilled workers were among the system’s beneficiaries.
It seems clear that benefits under the Civil War pension system flowed
primarily to members of the middle class and the upper strata of the
working class, rather than to the neediest Americans. Yet in Europe it was
precisely the “respectable” and better-off members of the working classes

17 McMurry, *“Political Significance of the Pension Question,” p. 28.

18 Keller, Affairs of State, p. 311.
19 Sanders, “Paying for the ‘Bloody Shirt.’
20 William Glasson, “The South’s Care for Her Confederate Veterans,” American

Manthl_v Review of Reviews 36 (1907): 40-47; Rubinow, Social Insurance, pp. 408-9; Ann
Shola Orloff and Théda Skocpol, * “Why Not Equal Protection?': Explaining the Politics of
‘Public Social Spending in Britain, 1900~1911, and the United States, 1880s-1920,” Amer-
ican Sociological Review 49 (1984): 728.

Origins of America’s Welfare State .49

who were of most concetn to those réformers proposing social insurahéd
and pensions. The problem of the pauperization of these *‘\i&.'i‘o”htlhy?“" (and
often newly enfranchised) people through the operétiop‘ of traditiotia|
poor laws, v_vhich left no alternative to destitution but 'dcgrédiﬁg ihsdfﬁé
cient, and 'dlsfranchising poor relief, was in fact a m{aior Sfirlx;ixldlilt to the
consnde_ra.tlon of sqcial policy reform in Europ‘e. Ini the Ul‘liﬁedléytétés‘“ u‘g)t
every Civil War pensioner would have been a pauije’r without thie a'i::l,it')‘f )
federal pension, but as Charles Henc{érson wrote in his iln‘po‘ft‘ant 1909
work, Industrial Insurance in the United States, ‘“Ma'ny"(‘)‘f the old men
an@ women who, in Europe, would be in almshouses, are foiind in the
Um_ted States living upon pensions with their children or iﬂlﬁaxﬁﬁé to
which p?upers are not sent and they feel th‘emselvéis o be th ,hdngréa
tgil(l)fit’:’sz 1o the nation for which they gave the last full mgaﬁ}i:ﬁ of deyas

Although Civil War pensions were a form of pulljlic aid expanded t4
meet tl'ue needs of some fortunate oldér Americans, not éll}wlhla weré eld-
er_ly., disabled, or impoverished around the tirn of the.cent’ufy recelye »
Civil Wgr' pensions. For some unemployed peoplé, thete Wefé'oécgérb‘t‘]‘-‘
ally. positions in work-relief projects funded by municipaiitie‘s d‘quﬂ&
business downturns, when the plight of the jobless was most yisibile.22 Bup
for t.he non'—fable-bodied poor, the only alternative to des itption was
chant.y. Charity, whether dispensed by local pubﬁc pob‘r law éutho’i'i‘tﬁtﬂ
or pnvate.philanthropic agencies, was at best inédeqﬁaté.r At worst it
n}golvecli dlsﬁ;l]nchisement and residence in a semi-penal workHouse f’;i‘1 -
nificantly, public poor reli ' ive to, rathet thiah
ni ahrigh}t' o];, olie fnship_ll;f:f was offered as an alternative to, rg,thef ti}ﬂ{}

The financing and administration of the poor Jaws throup] £
teenth-ceqtqry Europe and North Amierica 151& selVeral ‘cox?ilxlfgg:‘ltitl{gni
local administration was the rule, and poor relief everywhete was méager
and degradipg.“ The distinguishing feature of lafe-ninefeeﬁfh-céx‘i&%
[_J.S. poor Fehef administration was the p‘redominan'ce of pdtﬁi{ia‘gé pl:éé'-
tices. A wide variety of governmental forms existed ih American ldca 1,~
ties, but whatever the form, the patronage orgqnizagiqns of I‘)‘embb‘t!a‘t’é

u Her;lderson, Industrial Insurance, p. 277.

2 Leah Hannah Feder, Unemployment Relief i 1 [ { ; | Rl
cllSage. 19361 o o500 ployment Relief in Periods of Depression (New Yorki RH‘&“

» Raymond Mohl, “Three Centuries of Ameri i " istaril 63
ittt il s of American Public Welfare, Cuyrrent Histar ﬁj

# By the latter half of the century, some central administraéi isio ‘

: Y c strative supervision of poor rgl
functions had ex}'lm"ged; in Eur'opeai’l countries, this was often 4t the leve of tIh]: n:ﬂf J?
government, while in the Q.S., it was at the state level. On carly U.S. poor relli‘éf ad‘mi‘ﬁi;h‘ -
tive practices, see joser.yhme Brown, Public Rélief, 1929-1939 (New Yor](:‘ H‘enr}'" H li
1940), chap. 1, and Michael Katz, In the Shadow of the Poorl:ou;e: A ‘S’ocidgl 'I-Ii‘s}d&qq}

I A Bt el £

Welfare in America (New York: Basic Books, 1986), pt. 1. -
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and Republicans dominated city, town, and county goye‘rnrr{ents.” The
partisan control of American local governments meant—as did the dp{n-
inance of patronage politicians in the federal gov‘erpment—thz:,t adminis-
tration was nonprofessional and “permeated e to thf: core” by party
politics.2 Control of poor relief provided- ;)_olitxclgr}s with opportunities
for patronage appointments and for exercising partisan preference in the
awarding of contracts for building and supplying poprbouses, a.sylums,
and other welfare institutions.?” In addition, because local ofﬁc131§ had
discretion in granting outdoor relief and work relief, elc_:c.toral cqnsxdera-
tions could enter easily into the determination of eligibl;hty for ald.zf‘ D.e-
scribing the use of public works as a relief measure in New AYc‘>rk City in
the 1890s, sociologist Leah Feder noted that “partisahn politics entered
inito its expenditure; workers referred t?y' social agencies were dropped
more quickly than those sent by politicians . . . care}essness, extrava-
gance, and misappropriation in administration wete r;f‘e e [a!though]
the fund undoubtedly provided an important resource in relieving unu-
sual distress.”?® Public charity was sometimes supplemented by the gifts
of party bosses, who on occasion distributed fo‘od.an.d ,fuel to the poor.
Typically, they paid for this largesse out of Fhe “private funds they gar-
nered through graft or “macing” (the practice of levying assessments on
the salaries of public employees).*® o N

" Late-nineteenth-century patronage democracy was effective in mobiliz-
ing brbad popular support, but it also produced serious oppc?sitlon. Pop-
ulists and labor groups denounced the links between politicians and th'e
“robber barons”—the capitalists dominating the economy throu_gh the.lr
control of raifroads, manufacturing, and banking, ‘newly n.a.tlgnal in
scope. At the same time, university-educated professlopals crxt1c1z_ed es-
pecially the “corruption” and “inefficiency” of tht; persoqx}el practlce's'of
the spoils system. They were dissatisfied as well with the kinds of policies
fostered by patrenage democracy, which, they chafged, la'clfed any justi-
fication in terms of the “public interest.” Instead, noted critics, the devel-

5 Keller, Affairs of State, p. 377. »

= Ari Hooéﬁnboo{n, Outlr:nuing the Spails: A History of the Civil Service Reform Move-
ment (Urbana: University of Hlinois Press, 1968), p. 1. o

7 Frank Bruno, Trends in Social Work, 1874-1956 (New York: Columbia Umver.smy
Press, 1957), p. 79; Sophonisba Breckinridge, Public Welfare Adrpinistration in the United
Stites: Select Documents (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1927), sec. 4; Harry C.
Evans, The American Poorfarm and its Inmates (Des Moines, lowa: Loyal Order of Moose,
1926); Keller, Affairs of State, p. 501.

w Brown, Public Relief, p. 16.

» Feder, Uniemployment Relief, p. 188; see also pp. 22, 158. o

i john Pratt, “Boss Tweed’s Welfare Program,” New York Hxstofxcal Quarterly 45
(1961): 396-411; William L. Riordan, Plunkett of Tammany Hall (New York: McClure,

Phillips, 1905).
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opment of American public policy was above all tied to the partisan po:
litical exigencies of winning elections. These exigencies did not at’glll
preclude—in fact, probably stimulated—out and out cprruptipn and
fraud. Even the normal functioning of the patronage systei was conti 1g‘
under fire as “political corruption.” For example, the chajrnlaxi of tLé
committee on the merit system in public institutions of ‘thfe‘Natil'gnél Coti
ference of Charities and Correction (Nccc), America’s leading a$sqé;ia'ﬁqn
of charity workers and social reformers in the late 1800s, forcefully chal:
lenged the rationale and practices of the spoils system, calling that system
“treasonable robbery, although not treason in the eyes of the law,3!

The Civil War pension system was targeted as a particulatly egregiofs§

example of the problems to which patronage democtacy led. By ﬁf‘g 18804
and 1890s, the pension system’s partisan uses were clear to thany in the
broad middle-class public, despite the attempts of elected ofﬁf:iqls to les
gitimize the repeated expansions of the system through the use of pd:
triotic rhetoric and waving the “bloody shirt.”” As one observer fioted if
an investigatory article appearing in an 1884 issue of the rqform-o‘ricqteﬁ
magazine Century, “ltis safe to assert that miost of the legislation ,de;e;l
since the war closed, to pay money on account of service in the Uniop
armies, has had for its real motive not justice nor generosity, but a desi‘ré
to cultivate the ‘soldier vote’ for party purposes.”? For the i'cmai'nder pf
the nineteenth century and in the Progressive Era of the twentiétll, tﬂgsé'
“abuses” of the pension system and other “perversions of dei‘np:"cracy"‘

associated with mass patronage politics provided a continuing stimulus

for political reform, as well as a powerful symbol o‘rf all that was COnéiaa

ered to be amiss with existing political practices.

The initial proponents of ending patronage through civil service reforim
in the United States were “Mugwumps,” upper- and qpper—mjddl‘e-cléég
reformers located in the Nottheast, especially New“\fo‘rk‘and Massa‘chhl—
setts. Like their European counterparts of the late nl;xleteehth centiity, the
Mugwumps wanted public administration taken out of patronage po‘b
tics, so that expertise and predictability could prevail. 3 At first, hq‘wﬁ&f;
the Mugwumps’ reform proposals made only limited headway, for Amer:
ican party politicians had secure roots in tpe fully dechratg‘;%:cli ;afutl‘y

“ Philip Garret, “The Merit System in Public Institutions,” Proceedings of plqlé Natiottal
Conference of Charities and Corréction (Boston: George Ellis, 1396), p. 369. t

32 Eugene Smalley, “The United States Pension Office,” Century Magazing 28 (}884)::
427,

33 Martin Schiesl, The Politics of Efficiency: Minicipal Admiinistration and geforirf in
America, 18801920 (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press; 1977),
chap. 2; Martin Shefter, **Party, Bureaucracy and Political Change ih the Uflitg\ﬁ States,” in
Louis Maisel and Joseph Cooper, eds., Political P4rties: Development m;’z) Decay (Bevetly
Hills: Sage, 1978), pp. 211-65. ‘
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mobilized mass white-male elecyorate. As S_teghen“Skc:)w_rl(zlnzkmlgraist
pointed out in his study of American state-building, to ulxd 2 mert
systelm in American government, government ofﬁcsrs wou  have 10
move against Tesources and procedures vital to their power P

FR L 2] T A .
tlo}]l'ir‘ough the last quarter of the nineteenth century, ic. corlxﬂxdct' bet::zﬁ _
poiiricians and the various good government reformets resulte m.g e
defeat for the Mugwumps. Following the extreme!y c!ose pfri)sd ‘eidem
election of 1880 and the patronag.e-.relatgd assassination gh res dent
]aﬁms Garfield, the Republican administration pf.Presxdcnt 83estcr o
Arthur and the Republican-controlled Co'ng.ress in early 18 dlapprojzCt
the establishment of a Civil Service Commission under the Pendleton Act,

. . . Py
largely as a concession to the Mugwumps to avoid losing their votes.

. by

Analysts agree that the impact of the law was quite 11m1ted; Skqwrc;rcx)c:.llz
Hotes that it dried up “selected pockets of patronage so1 as to. u}gnsu :
efficiency and, at the same time, sefve strategic party god $...3 01 " 1113

plemented the dominant patronage relationship rather than iupp an %
it.736 In fact, because of the growth in federal employment, a larger ntl}llmn
ber of jobs were available for patronage by the end of the. c:r;tury wzih
had been before the enactment of the P'egdletor.l Act, even with the g_rgcam
in the proportion of classified (i.e., civil serwce) ‘)obs. Thui, sxg;u cant
civil service reform was delayed until the Progressive Era, v; en elec e
competitiveness declined somewhat, although even thcn, re p;mefrihxze ot
fully succeeded in uprooting'patronage._Neverthe}ess, the crxmsfo1 c ali— 1

tronage system formed the backdrop to the policy debates of the early

twentieth century,

The Progressive Era: Debate and Defeat
of Proposed Social-Spending Measures

Around the turn of the twentieth century, Americar}s, along w;th. pZO-
ple in almost all the industrializing nations of the West, took Parlt in ﬁ-
bates over what the state should do in tfhe face of the 1r'1c.r§alxsing y we ;
publicized problems of income insecurity. But the poh_tlcad egacxestﬁe
nineteenth-century patronage democracy were !far 'frgrq conducive toE
establishment of modern social insurance and pensions in _Prpgrelsswe-‘ rzt
America. The incomplete success of cinl service reform in the 1ate gme_
teenith century had left the U.S. state V\{lth_relaglyely pndeci:dzve.opi ::;\
pacities for regulating an industrial-capitalist economy and acministering

ding a New American State: The Expansion of National Ad-

34 Stephen Skowronek, Buil . “xpar
ministre:tiue Capacities, 1877-1920 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1982), p. 68

" and chap. 3 generally. N .,
B Shel;ter, “Party, Bureaucracy and Political Change,” p. 228.

36 Skowronek, Building a New American State, pp. 68-69.
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social programs designed to deal with its casualties, In addition, Prog
sive reformers were in the midst of battles against democratized po iticd
corruption”; these overshadowed debates about social policies. At this
point in American history, modern social-spendirig programs were hei-
ther governmentally feasible nor politically accep%ab‘le, ' ‘
Workers’ compensation legislation was the first modern W;e)lfa;m pifo-
gram to receive consideration in Americd, as it was acros§ Eurppe, aﬂﬂ it
was substantially suiccessful, achieving passage in thirty-eight st;‘itéé} )4
191937 After the passage o% workers’ compensation laws; many E'ﬁyq#—
pean reformers had moved toward dealing with the si,fuati’o‘u of the égéd
poor, whose plight had helped to stimulate popular movements for pef-
sions. As pensions were gstablished, reformers arld government officjals
were concerned to add a contributory element to prdgrams desighed to
deal with unemployment, sickness, and dependeticy, and the politjeil
support for pensions was utilized in the service of sacial insurance. Fot
example, in Britain, the problems of the aged setved as a ynifying fachs
for the political activities of reformers and some ldbor leaders, helpifig to
cement a cross-class alliance in favor of new social-spending ﬁtbgl';épislﬂ‘?
In contrast, in the United States, the problems associated Wwith thé aged-+
poverty, but also mismanaged Civil War pensions—served tg dtive abgi‘t
groups who might otherwise have cooperated politically tg push for a
modern system of social protection. Thus, the trajectory of gvents ifi the
United States was quite different from that in El;lrbbe, and th¢ successful
establishment of workers’ compensation in many states was not fo_llowc'cl
by similar successes in instituting old-“agq pensions or sdcial insurarice,
Although they hesitated to press for new sogial-spending measufes,
Progressive reformers were not anti-statist in their orientdtionl. On thé
contrary, they saw the stite-as havihg the potential to be¢ an ethical
agency, and this vision helped to inspire the movement for givii service
reform. Therefore, it is important to be very specific abqu‘t‘cx;’tctly what
kind of cross-class coalitions were not possible in Progressivé-Eta Amiet-
ica. Although middle-class reformers and orgaﬁiigd labor weére softier
times at odds over the issue of political “reform”—especially in Eastetn
cities where political machines had made inroads into working class cohs
stituencies—they did manage to cooperate on campaigns fof Workmén's
compensation, labor standards Iegisiagion, and mothers’ pensiofs, In geii-
cral, middle-class reformers supported the expansioti of the regulatory
capacity of the government, which in fact kept pace with Eurgpean des
velopments.3? ’
What can account for the American pattern of social reform lcg’i‘élaﬂgﬁ

*7 Brandeis, “Labor Legislation,” pp. 575-77,

38 Orloff, The Politics of Pensions, chap. 6.

3 Irwin Yellowitz, Labor and the Progressive Movement in New York Stite, 1897—1 Qiﬁ
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1965), p. 10. ‘
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in the years between the turn of the century and Wo;l;l W?r 1d? z(l/tl:zrn :\;:;
social-spending initiatives so weakly suppprted by elites alr;  oltimacely
unsuccessful? And wll;y did olthg welffare bx;ltx:;\;anohs, suc
ation and labor regulations, fare 2 |

Coggxf::ﬁtional historical portraits show Americans 1as fcklllturzatllye :;C_dt
idcdloéically opposed to new state welfare prpgrams: T zleb ail urz k(i)n‘ act
new social insurance and pension.programs, is exPle(;jxne 3’ x{x: ancgi the
strength of traditional U.S. libexjah.sm among bgth ec ufgtg:d elites 1d she
population at large.*® In fact, similar ideas wete employe | in sqzlp)SCien_
the reform proposals in both Europe apd America, as early soccll | scien
tists demonstrated empirically tbe social causes of poy;;t}}: an o gx;em e
insecurity, and politically active innovators gljapglled wl;Fb t T.gémocratic
integrating industrial workers into .thc polity.#! In li e;a ‘ i
countries such as Britain and the United §Fates, s.uppor.ﬁd or new pfr,o IZ;
proposals came from a reworking of tradmgnal liberal 1 eas z}yl\jray from

If-help and distrust of state intervention gowvarc_l nev’v liberal” o
Euf‘f} S::3«3ssive}’)’ conceptions.*? Those inspired by “new liberal” ideas came
tclij s‘eE that*indpstrial society made people interdc?pen,clc:nt.kszu;yf x}o;e:
that iridividual liberty could be thwarted as muc.h‘l.ny a l?c; ) (11 e Z ne
cessities as by the presence of governmental IEStI-'lCt}O;S- n rbnl: Stl:lr o
ciety, argued new liberals, government.could t.)e an in ;lslpensa ¢ mli)gfo[.
for individual liberty, providing security against socially causc isfor
tunes and regtilafifig competition to allow for mdwldualllm.tcllatwefsébe Atz
new state welfare activities could be—and were, on 'bot h sides of e At
lantic—advocated without violating the traditional liberal aim of en

ing individual freedom.**

4 See, for one example among many, Caston Rimlinger;s Welfqr“;ll;olicy dnd Industrial-
! . . . i o 19 .
ization i e, America and Russia (New York: John Wllcy., )
lz‘ii’z;zgizz better-known social-scientific surveys were, in the United Stafes, j.acgb
Riis's How the Other Half Lives (New York: Charles Scribner’s jons,&/ 8]?.0), and, d";q Bnt::{:,
i don (London: Williams and Norgate,
Boath’s Life and Labour of the People of Lon : ,
?;;;l?ndolowls) ar{d The Aged Poor in England and Wales (New Ygrl; and' I.iondoi?e.rivii::tco
illan, “soci ion""—that is, how to incorporate industrial wor
millan, 1894). On the “social question™—t 3 O e
lity, see, for example, John Graham Broo. s, Tl ‘ '
t\}";rlc(l-e nI:/;)ac;;til‘I:aE? ;;yOS), and J. A. Hobson, The Crisis of Liberalisn: New Issues of De
London: P. S. King and Son, 1909). ) .
""316 r(‘;;ytl(xeogrit‘i)sh “New Liberals," see Michael Freeden, Thf I\{(ew I:lx_lf‘enlz)hsm. A)_t Idizi?vgz
? : Press, 1978); P.F. Clarke, “The Progressive -
of Social Reform (Oxford: Clarendon , 1978); F r a2, and
i *? { Royal Historical Society 24 { : ;
ment in England,” Transactions of the . 1974): 1 iy
ini, Lil . i York: Cambridge University Press,
Stefan Collini, Liberalism and Socxolog.y (New. Gt U e elfon
h their American counterparts, see Sidney Fine, Laissez-Faire ar
.(S)t:te[h(eXnn n.:.rbor: University of’ Michigan Press, 1965), and Rob:ert Bremner, From the
Depths (New York: New York University Press, 1956); chap. 8.

S W ... Hobson, The Crisis of Liberalism, pp. ?2.—11.3. N . .
44 f)efl,o;fg ZFIJE Politics of Pensions, chap. 3.; Collini, Ltbe{'alzsn; and Sociology, p. 107;
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What is more, turn-of-the-century Amierican popular suppoit for new
welfare measures has been underestimated in conyentional histofical 4
counts, Consider the voting in the presidential election of 1912. The Pro-
gressive Party, led by former President Theodore Rogsevelt, garnered the
second-highest vote total, gaining four million votes to Demgcratic cars
didate Woodrow Wilson’s six million, dnd edgirg out incumbent Repub:
lican President William Taft. The Progressives ac‘hieved this impressive
vote total with a platform that endorsed “the protectioni of h;ér‘ne l;ft;
against the hazards of sickness, irregular employment, and old age
through the adoption of a system of social insurance adapted td American
use.”*¥ More precise and convincing evidence comes from MassachUSéltts
where eight cities held popular referenda on old age pensions in 1915 and
1916. Pensions were approved by Bay Stare voters by a margin of mbte
than four to one, belying the notion that American populat"\;’/z‘imes pies
cluded this policy innovation.* S ‘

Organized labor in the United States pfior to the New Deal alsa his
been described as uniformly hostile to social welfare progtarhs, 1’ It is tkug
that some national leadrers of the American Federation of Lale'OI" (AFL)s
most notably AFL President Samuel Gompers—opposed coritiibutory so-
cial insurance, which would tax workers. Yet in the pre-New Deal ¢t
most legislative activity on labor and welfare mattgrs took plgg’é at the
state and local levels, and it was here thdt labor unjons arid federations bf
labor exercised most of their political influence.*® In the more in,ﬂu‘st:éqll
ized states, where organized labor was relatively mbre weighty than in tl'up
United States as a whole, unions were often supportive of b‘otb" benSIan
and contributory social insurance. Duritg the Progressive Era, state labot
federations endorsed a number of health and uﬁeqiploymeqtlinSu;zihcg
bills, along with workers’ compensation, mothers’ pensions, and old-gﬁ ‘
pensions. The recession of 1914~15 induced reforrmiers and labior organ:
izations alike to support steps toward implementing unemplb‘ymeqt ins
surance in California, Massachusetts, and New York.# By 1918, ring

Henderson, Industrial Insurance; Henry Seager, Social Insurance (New York: Micnﬁ”én;
1910), pp. 45, 148-50. ‘

4 Kirk Porter and Donald B. Johnson, eds., National Party PIa;fgr;;zs (Urban;i: UniVérsi’:ty
of Iilinois Press, 1970), p. 177; U.S. Bureau of the Census, Hfstorica{ Statistics o(f the Um‘;fgd
States (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Ofﬁc’e, 1960), p. 682, b

* Massachusetts Special Commission on Social Insurance, Report (Massachilisétts Houié
No. 1850) (Boston: Wright and Potter, 1917), p. 57. ‘ B

*” See, for example, Rimlinger, Welfare Policy and Industrialization, pp. 80-§4:

8 Phillip Taft, Organized Labor ik American History (New York: Harper and Rﬁfg;
1964), p. 233; Gary Fink, Labor’s Search for Political Order: The Political He);y‘gyipr of il}g
Missouri Labor Movement, 1890-1940 (Columbia: University of Missou‘ri Press, 1?73)’a
pp. 161-82, ‘

4 “Unemployment Survey,” Apmerican Labor Legislation Review 5 (1915): 591—92&
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50
rations had endorsed unemployment benefits proposals_.
federations from the industrialized s.‘tat‘esf of Oéui?,
i issouri, in addition to those from Cali-
ersey, Pennsylvania, and Missourt, ‘ :
l{j):rv:;a{ Ma);,sachusetts, and New York, endorsed health insurance propos
td
als between 1915 and 1919.‘5l '
Interestingly, events in Britain (

ing- roups who we lu
was not working class g . ble for
of contributory social insurance. Instead, it was politicians and ministers

who persuaded initially reluctant leaders of unions agd olt)lz)eurt lsnt:Crfg‘t:
groups to go along with the new programs bysfegotla{]u;g iate LS g eciic
methods of implementing taxes and payments. Since 3 s nd loca)
unions were at least as willing as British labor‘grou&s to supg:e soctal
insurance programs, it is quite likely that comipara ;:ﬁcp-lop ve eflores
difected at them by state-level elected or appointed Od' (clxa s W \d have
succeeded. In the United States, government leaders ld not xga ¢ such
efforts—and it was surely this lack, rather t‘han lack ﬁf em_a;l. ;S:lal ranpc o
litical support from the unions, that explains why the soctal i

iled i erica. ‘ .
fﬁl}giﬁz ?ar:é of old-age pensions, it is even clearer tha; the faﬂgrg of t&l:
form of social provision in Progressive-Era America was not 11ule vt;)ls e
failure of U.S. unions to support such measures. Lcaderlsdat all le e 0
the labor movement generally favored nqnconmbqtory old-age pentaltirl .
Even Samuel Gompers favored noncontributory olfi-z_\ge pe:fns}llops, S]f-ev 1g-
in 1916 that pensions “carry with them the. conviction of t elrfstie e
dent necessity and justice.”s> Moreover, national conventions od 19-13 L
péssed resolutions in favor of pensions in 1908, 1911, 1912, an .

. state labor fede
Likewise, the labor

and elsewhere in Europe) reveal tha.t it
re responsible for the introduction

Daniel Nelson, Unemployment Insurance: The Amnerican Experience, 1915-1935 (Madi-

son: University of Wisconsin ;’ress, ’112869), p7(1)E71
;l: I;ce)l::lr:{ I[\Jl’li:i;i’g?’x‘l!::xtos’tls;:‘:sua:isdp:. Am.erican. Pb}fsicians a(zd7§o;11p17¢és.01::)lrull‘lse;l:f
e B Yok i Boke, 962, 30
e C i i i 1917 (Port Washington, N.Y.:
}l‘(l:;i“%t—[;:g:vlg;’{f;{"’{;‘; “1":,‘25:: gletif:;rl’;eyk’lirllg 7!2&3113}{ In(s]uraxice," Thf Survey 39
(I?z1 g;igz_glzitish case, see C. L. Mowat, “Sociz.al I;zgi:{littio: i:f Fc{;aslg :]n;i g?eBtlcrLi::l’
: i : ory of .C.
2:,[ CI: ;:l;l:;:za.;xz};zt‘;’t::rrsc ;2::)1,3.9?0:): (t)ll:ie;lisl;: E:;;f EFErerxigl?g’f-{ ;;t]i;:;zizj' ,(,ll\llenv_:,,\r’:,:l;
5? rcnf:;ngr?;zlilﬁi)ﬂf Ir\)/-ﬁi;zfj;iir;:’e%g::;r;;fp: ‘5’-)-?7; and Heclo, Modern Social

politics, pp. 78-90. : .
Poflitf::xipReed, The Labor Philosophy of Samuel Gompers (New York: Columbia Univer:

i 30), p. 117. S .
S!?*IK::;ii::n lzegemtion of Labor, History, Encyclopedia, Reference Book (Washington,
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Indeed, the first pension proposal introquced in the UTS. Congress carhg
from former United Mine Workers leader William B. Wilson in !19‘09, arf
it was soon endorsed by the AFL and by many state and local labjo{: léaﬁﬁ
ers.’> The Wilson bill borrowed from the positive symbolism of Civil Wak
pensions by proposing to deal with pgverty among ‘ the wotking-clast
aged through the creation of an “Old Home Guard,” in which all Alhejxf“-t
icans aged sixty-five or over were invited to enlist if their anriual 'itifcq I ¢
fell below $240; their sole duty would be to report to the War Depiti-
ment on the state of patriotism in their commupities, for wflich they
would be paid $120 per year.5¢ ‘ o
During the Progressive Era, it was not working-class groups, bup many
social reformers—and the middle-class and professional stiata f;'qm
which they came and to whom they orjented their arguments—who werd
reluctant to accept, let alone champion, social-spending measures such ay
old-age pensions. These sorts of programs had been advocated by 4 crogs
class alliance in Britain and elsewhere in Europe, but in the United States,

such a coalition was not politically possible. This can be seen in ghé wbjr
that U.S. reformers dealt with the issue of old-age poverty—the issiie that
had brought together a cross-class coalitibn for social spendirig il Britaid,

The first serious official investigation of oid-age poverty ocetirred 1hy
Massachusetts in the wake of the introduction of several old-ag¢ pensiol
bills in the state legislature from 1903 to 1906. The Massachusétts Coitts
mission on Old Age Pensions, Anriuities, and Insurance was appointed 1}1
1907 and issued its report in 1910. This investigdtory comm‘i.ssi‘o‘n%
staffed predominantly with professionals and uppf‘er‘-class) Bostohi%ﬂqg
gathered data on the elderly poor in Massachusetts, considered variojty
pension proposals, arid reported that public pensions wefe neitlier necgs-
sary nor morally desirable. Given that Massachusetts had long been a
pioneer in social and labor legislation, serving as a gateway to the Unif@gﬂ
States for British social policy innovations and as an examplé tg other
states, the setback in the Bay State was critical to developments everys
where in America. Indeed, the report dealt a virtual death blow to what
had previously been a promising movement toward old-age perisions iri
that state and elsewhere.’” ! C

58 David Fischer, Growing OId in America (New York: Oxford Univeysity Press; 1978),
p. 171,

% The text of the bill is reprinted in the Report of the Massacliusetts Fommégiqq on Olcj
Age Pensions, Annuities, and Insurance (Massachiﬁett‘@ House Ddcument No, 1400) (Bos:
ton: Wright and Potter, 1910), pp. 339-40. N

57 On events in Massachusetts, see Alton Linford, Old Age Assistance in qu.,sq;:hu‘sém‘
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1949), chap. 1; Massachusetts Cdm}nisglid,li on Old
Age Pensions, Annuities, and Insurance, Report; and Fischer, G{qwi;xg Old in Aperica, pi
161. ‘ ‘
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Aklabor representative, Arthur M. Huddell, exp<rejss‘ed his dxsagreement
~with the commission’s recommendations and guestxoned Fhelr arggbments
about the preferability of contributory pensions over nonc.ogfll:{] utor):
pensions, citing Civil War pensions as a fayomble pregedgnt. f i 'el pen
sion to the veterans of the Civil War has built up the Asherican ar;n').r . 1d
‘ [an“d]'theold veteran and his widow are made comfortable 1plt C;ll old .
age ... and have a-feeling of independence thgt old people ; bou ,
have.”8 But the'willingness of Huddell and other L:?foFmerg fro’m abor’s
ranks to endorse noncontributory pensi_ons for the ““veterans (?f m'duls\flry
was not complemented by a similar attitude on the part of elites in Mas-
sachusetts or in the rest of the United .States, . o
~“Throughout Proptessive-Era America, _old-a_ge pensions sl)yere ogx;x;s
‘plaiyed ¢éven by the most socially progressive el¥tes, su;h ast 1;91;1;ml ers
of the American Association for Labor nglslatlon (AALL). In 13— ,
juist-as the AFL was solidifying its commitment to old-age pensxons:i—; he
AALL made the decision to promote health insurance rathe; th:'m ol -age
pensions as the “next great step” after woerrs’ co,mpensatxon in the mi
evitable” progress toward a comprehensive progran of modern .socx;l
protections in America.%® Following the massive ubemployment in the
recession of 1913-15, the AALL also advocated a mode} b}l} for lg)leyr'nf
ployment insurance, along with other measures to help the jobless. Yet
leaders of the aaLL decided to forego a campaign for. old-age.pensx‘o'ns1
after their successes in promoting workers’ compt?nsatxon and mduanad
safety laws. Such a campaign assuredly would have app.egled to organize
tabor and to broader working-class electorate—as pensions did in Bnta[;?,
for example. A campaign for contributory socxgl msur'anlce 1wa:? less la 2
to appeal to all segments of the labor movement, particularly since ther
had’ been no momentum for new government soc1al-sp¢.ndmg programs
built up from prior reform activities on behalf of pensions. Yet peqsxo?fs
were unappealing to many of the leaders .f:ll:ld memb‘ers of the AALL itself,
ab well as to the broader middle-class political pul?llc.

Why did U.S. elites and middle-class people gepcrz.al}y oppos; new st,att;
social-spending initiatives? And why were th.e capacities ;md character o
the U.S. state not conducive to the introduction of mode{:n v‘yelfare meas-
ures? To understand these facts, we must turn to the iqsyltgnonal ;ome;:t
formed by the particular patterns of Am?ncan state-building, an tfo the
ramifications this had for coalition-building and for the character of par-

ties and the civil administration. . ‘ ‘
In Progressive-Era America, civil service reform made some headwa}',

s Massachusetts Cotmission on Old Age Pensions, Annuities, and Insurance, Report, p.

335. o ) '
< o wSoeial Insurance.” American Labor Legislation Review 4 (1914): 578-79.

s “Unemployment Survey,” American Labor Legislation Review § (1915): 5 73-75.
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T

though less at the national level than at the state and local levels.s1 The
demand for reforms in government broadened from the very elite rariks
of Mugwumpry to include the growing ranks of the educated, peré}SSidQ-‘
alizing middle class and, in many places, farmers and grganized labor as
well.2 In the newly noncompetitive political situation ushered in by thk
realigning election of 1896, there was intreased freedom for Qfﬁcials in
the executive branch, especially the president himself, to movyé dgainst
patronage practices, and to establish bureaucratic organizations nseful it

augmenting executive power.53 ' '

Yet the legacies of nineteenth-century patronage defnocracy and the
crisis it precipitated in the Progressive Era c;ca'tegi arelatively unfavotable
context for the enactment of social reforms such as old-age 'p¢n§iglj$ and
social insurance. At the most basic level; the civil adniinistration of thg
early twentieth-century American state was quite weak, given the lack of
an established state bureaucracy and the dispersion of duthority inherent
in U.S. federalism and division of poweis. Civil service reform:, W ich
might have enhanced the capacities of American government for certaif
types of interventions in civil life, had still not achieved mujch progress by
the early 1900s. In contrast to the situatioh in many European coufitties,
there were in the United States no strategically placed officials to paye the
way for new social welfare programs. Thus, reforms in this period did ﬂét
have their source within the underdeveloped Americdn bdrequ;:aty, ilnl
stead, they were supported by broad coalitions of interest groitps and
pressed upon state legislatures.é c

American political parties did not tend to be the vehicles of réform,
either. They were not—as were many of their Europeaf couriterparts—
programmatic parties looking for new palicies to attract ewly enifran-
chised working-class voters. Rather, they were patropiage parties with an
already mobilized working-class following whose mode of dpera‘;giq’p wib
under attack as “corruption” by many reformers. The clear challenge for
party leaders in the Progressive Era was td find ways to appeal to middle-
class reformers and their organizations while not alienating th'éi;‘t;‘ra'c’l]i:-
tional, patronage-oriented supporters. New social-spending measures
tended not to meet that challenge, for elites and middle-class groups were
still not convinced that officials in control of the state administratioh had
been sufficiently cleansed of “corruption™ to be entrustle‘d with such detiv-
ities.

& Schiesl, The Politics of Efficiency.

¢ Robert Wiebe, The Search for Order, 1877-1920 (New York: Hill and Wa'ngi 1967),
chap. 5; John D. Buenker, Urban Liberalism and Progressive Refqrm (New Yp;}(‘{ W W,
Norton, 1978), chap. 6.

63 Skowronek, Building a New American State, chap. 6.

& Buenker, Urban Liberalism.
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The possibility of continuing “political corruption” in new government
interventions worried elites and middle-class groups. The struggle against
the patronage system was far from comp!qte, and the debate over new
social welfare spending programs was additionally entz_mgled by issues of
administrative probity and competence. By contrast, in most Eurgpean
countries, where bureaucratization was effectively 1mglemented prior to
mass extension of the suffrage and the emergence of debates over work-
ingmen’s insurance, such entanglements.were avpided. Tllus,'even as pro-
posals for new social insurance or pension schemes were being debatf.d,
Civil War pensions continued to be a sym!)ol of all that was wrong with
mass patronage democracy and public policy. In 191 1‘ and 1.912, Char}es
Francis Adams, a well-known journalist and reformer, carrlftd out an in-
vestigation of the abuses of the military pension system w’hx.ch was pub-
lished in the reform magazine World’s Work. The series title when re-
p;rinted as a book in 1912—The Civil War Pension Lack-of-System, a

four-thousand million dollar record of legislative t’nco,mpfztence tend;ng
to political corruption—summarizes we}l the reformer’s view of the link
between patronage democracy and pensions.. '

Although worries about political corruption Undermu‘lcd crossjcl_qss
coalitions for social spending, especially on old-age pensions, some im-
portant social-welfare innovations did occur in many states du'nhg the
Progressive Era. Labor regulations were strength'ened,‘ e§pec1§lly_ for
women and children, and mothers’ pension legislation, which provided
means-tested allowances to widows outside of the‘Poor law, was also
widely successful. Workers’ compensatior} lawsi too, were enacted by
numbers of state legislatures.® Why was it posslbl¢ fpr these to be en-
acted in a political climate so hostile to p.ublic ir.uuatlvcs.that involved
social spending? Regulatory activities, unlike so¢ial-spending programs,
could address the new needs of industrial society—and appeal to both
working- and middle-class voters—without ac!d?ng tg the pot«;r}tlal for
political “*corruption” or overtaxing U.S. administrative capacities. The
two new welfare programs that were successful in Progressive-Era Amer-
ica, workmen's compensation and mothers’ pensions, repre§ented the re-
working of government functions already being carried out in the courts,
and they did not significantly increase government spending. Ix} Massa-
chusetts and Wisconsin, reformers were able to overcome business op-

!

65 See Charles Francis Adams, *‘Pensions—Worse and More of Them,” World’s Work.23
(1911-12): 188-92, 327-33, 385-98. World's Work carried many amcles. on pension
abuse even as it championed various social, political, and labor reforms during the years
between the turn of the century and the outbreak of World War L .

66 1 eff, “Consensus for Reform”; the entire third volume of The History of Labor in .the
United States by Lescohier and Brandeis chronicles the progress of xvorlf§rs"com‘pensatlon
and legislation regulating work conditions, wages, hours, and related topics in this era.

Origins of America’s Welfare State 61

position to enact legislation establishing savings bank and governifiett
life insurance, programs that were not perceived to Iha\ye a hlgh pctgqtiél
for abuse.” v
Progressive social reformism quickly lost its momentum with the entry
of the United States into World War 1. However, with ti\p creation of
centralized federal administrative agéncies to mobilize Aﬁgtigah te-
sources for the war effort, many reform-minded Americans exp;ected ;ha‘(t
the new agencies could be reoriented to peacetime activities in the after-
math of the war. Of particular importance to reformets were the United
States Employment Service (usEs) arid war risk insurance. Thé useS; $ét
up as an independent agency in 1918, was operating over eight hum;,lrgd
field offices at its peak of operations in 1919. These offices prdlzided éptﬁ’c{
job referrals and also collected statistics on unemp_lqu’mrit. M{ém‘ Ers ¢ {
the AALL and others interested in problems of unemployment and l?bdi‘
market organization hoped that the UsEs would come to serve as {l g
foundation for the administration of unemploymient {nsurance, a5 had
been the case in Britain, where the world’s first unémplgyment insutdhce
system (initiated in 1911) had soon followed the establishment af qéa
tional labor exchanges (1909).% War risk insurdnce (established by lEiYV
in 1917), explicitly designed to avoid the pitfalls associated wit] '{ ¢ post
Civil War pension system, was also the cause for hopeful projections byl
the part of progressive reformers. Samuel McCune Lindsay, :il!}l flis 1919
presidential address to the AALL, described soldiers’ insutance as 56
striking a forward step that it may almost be said bo atone for out bh‘a-
vious backwardness,” and he called on “those who believe inj social jn-
surance . . . to see that our next step shall be to hold on to this gain® and
to extend it to the civilian population.” ' ‘
Yet reformers’ hopes for extending wartime organizations and pros
grams were dashed in the aftermath of the war. In Eutope, the gffect of
national mobilization for war was to stimulate political trends favotihg
social insurance, but in the United States, the opposite happened. Coﬁ‘-
gress—giving political expression to the oppositign of state, local, an
private interests to the extraordinary federal powers developed during the
war—quickly dismantled the emergency war organizations, inicliiding the

"

¢ John Commons and John Andrews, Principles of Labor Legislation (New York: Hgt-
per and Brothers, 1927), p. 471; Lee Welling Squier, Old Age Dependericy in the Piiffed
States (New York: Macmillan, 1912), pp. 286-91. .

 Roy Lubove, The Struggle for Social Security, 1900~1935 (Cambridge: Hnﬁlan‘i Uh‘l-
versity Press, 1968), pp. 149-57} on British unemployment insurance, see José I-/I;yn‘ris, Um
employment and Politics (London: Oxford University Press, 1972). o

6 Glasson, Federal Military Pensions, p. 283, ‘ ‘

70 Samuel McCune Liridsay, *Next Steps in Social Insurance jn the Unitéd Statgs,” Artipp:
ican Labor Legislation Review 9 {1919): 111. ‘ !
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usks, after the Armistice. When Congress s.lashed Fhe approprlatlons;l for
usEs in 1919, the agency was forced to disband 1ts'ﬂelfi (?fﬁces fapf to
depend for unemployment statistics on yoluntaFy sgbmxsmqns ) ;ndpr-
mation from business, states, and localities.” Wlthopt sufficient fucril mlg
and support for the USEs, there was little immediate chgnci for the deve -
opment of an unemployment insuxjance program. And in the pqsayar fg_
action against federal government intervention 1'11.c1v11 §oc1ety, pu butbo -
age, disability, and survivors’ insurance for civilians was not to be bui
ar risk insurance.

llp]rflr(;::e:ivce, the postwar United States opted not to in_stitute the mobde.rlg
public social provision considered during t‘hg !’rogresswe Era, or to bui
upon and extend wartime government activities such as the USES or wg;
risk insurance. Yet the Progressive-Era attempts to b.mld'nevy realms g
public activity free from patronage were not without implications for t i’
future of social policy. Two structural effects were .tl‘lt’. eqhangemex;t g
the importance of sub-national governments and the 1ﬂten$lﬁf35‘1t‘°§ of ad-
ministrative fragmentation inherent in a federal system. Pama' Iy ecausle
civil service reform had made most headway at the sub-nauqnal level,
states wete the locus of administration for successful labor and' welfare
inhovations in the Progressive Era itself anc! into_ the 1920s, anc.l interests
in such state-level programs became institutionalized. When social refgrm
again emerged on the policy agenda in the wgke of the Qreat Depl;e§1559n’
policymakers would have to contend with this Progressive state-building
legacy as they designed new programs. N |

In the postwar years, reformers and 'polmcal leaders, as we a]Sd rrlxani
average Americans, believed that businessmen cou!d and wou o?
after the American economy and Americans’ economic well-_bexr.xg. To t.u;
extent that the problems of income insecurity associated with miusmad
capitalism were given any attention at all, they were to be a;i reise.
through “welfare capitalism”—programs run by emplqyer§ or1 their
workers—or through private and local charity. Welfare capltalx§t schemes
reached only a tiny proportion of the work force, but t}lt?y were 1mpor_tar71;
in the 19205 as a cultural ideal in opposition to public social efforts‘.
The conservative Republican presidents of the 1920s were not at all in-
terested in building a professionalized b'ureaucracy to admmlster. scz‘cxal
programs; rather, they embraced the vision of an anti-bureaucratic “as-

*1 Carrolt Woody, The Growth of Federal Government, 19151932 (New Yor_k: Me-
Graw Hill, 1934), ph. 371-72; L. W. Litchfield, “United StaFf,‘s Employ:ne:}t Ser?nce and
Demobilization,” Amnals of the American Academy of Politica| and Social Science 81

919): 19-27. T . ;
“r: D)avid Brody, “The Rise and Decline of Welfare Capitalism,” in Brody, Workers in

Industrial America (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980), p. 61; see also Brandes,
American Welfare-Gapitalism.
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sociative state”’ developed by Herbert Hoover, who sérved as secretdry of
commerce for Presidents Warren Harding and Calvin Coolidge before be-
coming chief executive himself in 1928. Hoover worked in his cdﬁglcit‘y
as a public servarit to encourage research, planning, and coq‘peraﬁbh onl
the part of private groups; these activities would help ¢itizeris, Un‘déi' the
“enlightened” leadership of corporate capitalists, to “meet the ficeds of
industrial democracy without the interference of governtnent bifeau-
crats.”” A striking example of the “associative state” approach to §o‘ciaﬁ]
problems was the 1921 President’s Conference on Unemiploymert; organ-
ized by Hoover to gain backing from the invited politicians, labor Jeaders,
and social policy experts (including some from the AALL) for plans—al-
ready largely formulated—to deal with the seyere recession of thdt yeat,
Harding and Hoover ruled out any kind of governmental action froin the
beginning, and the conference was left to recommend better ;oordinl‘atio;h
of private and local charitable efforts.” ‘
Social reformers recognized that the 1920s were a temarkably hipro-
pitious time for advocating public solutions to the problems of industrial
capitalism.”” Many—most importantly the members of the Mg;ﬁac-
commodated themselves to the new political climate by downplgying
state initiatives and emphasizing the so-called “preveritjve approach” as-
sociated with the work of University of Wisconsin economist Johh R,
Commons.”® Commons and his disciples called for labot and social inisuf=
ance legislation that would give individual businessmen tangible fifancial
incentives for increasing workplace safety, stabilizing employment, and
otherwise improving workers’ and social welfare. Expert coordinated
administration of labor regulations at the state level was also arl impor:
tant part of the Commons approach to industrial relations.”” It viv(a'si in his
home state of Wisconsin, with its unusually strong network of ties be-
tween state government and state.research university, that this type of

™ Joan Hoff Wilson, Herbert Hoover: Forgotten Progressive (Bostan: Little, Browi,
1975), p. 89 and chap. 4 generally; Ellis Hawley, "ngberi Hooveér, the Commer}cé Secrg-
tariat, and the Vision of an ‘Associative Statey’ 1921-28," Journal of Americari Histoby 61
(1974): 116-40. ‘
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view 5 (1922): 359~76; Carolyn Grin, “The Unemployment Conference of 1‘92“,1:’ An Ex-
periment in National Cooperative Planning,” Mid-America 55 (1973): 83-107; Wilsoh,
Herbert Hoover, pp. 90-93. )

* Clarke Chambers, Paul U. Kellogg and the Survey (Minneapolist University of Minn;-
sota Press, 1971), p. 77. ) ‘
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mission was staffed by labor economists schooled in the Commons phi-
losophy. The commission engaged in research and was empowered by the
legislature to enforce-and adjust all the state’s industrial regulations.” In
the absence of other reform activity, the AALL becanje increasingly ori-
ented to the experiences and policy ideas of the Wisconsin State Industrial
Comrhission, where—almost alone among state government agencies in
the 1920s-—social reform—minded “experts” (albeit of the “preventive”
stripe) were still in a position of political influence. Only in the state of
Wisconsin was there continuing activity around proposed unemployment
insurance legislation through the 1920s. In 1921, an unemployment in-
surance bill based on the preventive approach and including employers’
incentives came close to passing in the state legislature. The reformers
continued their campaign until a similar bill finally succeeded in 1932—
the first in the United States.”

Outside Wisconsin, popular political activity for welfare reform in the
1920s consisted almost exclusively of state-level campaigns for noncon-
tributory old-age pensions led by the Fraternal Order of Eagles, a pre-
dominantly working- and lower-middle-class, white fraternal order. At
times, the Eagles worked in uneasy alliance with professional, middle-
class reformers of the AALL or the newly formed American Association
for Old Age Security (later the American Association for Social Security);
a handful of progressive Republican and Northern Democratic politicians
supported the pension cause as well. 8 But by 1928, the only fruits of the
extensive campaigning for new public spending for old-age protection
were six state-level pension laws, all of them *“county-optional,” meaning
that counties were allowed, but not-mandated, to pay pensions to some
of their aged residents: As it turned out, not many countie$ exercised their
option, and only about one thousand elderly people were receiving these
pensions in 1928, fewer than those still collecting Civil War pensions!®!

“# Lubove, The Struggle for Social Security, p. 33.

9 Nelson, Unemployment Insurance, chap. 6.
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rity in America: The Factual Background of the Social Security Akt as Summarized from the
Staff Reports to the Committee on Economic Security (Washington, D.C.: Government

Printing Office, 1937), p. 161.

administration was best developed. The Wisconsin State Industrial Com-
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From Welfare Capitalism to
the Welfare State

It was in the years of the Great Depression that the Uni ates injiti
atec.i natxomyide programs df social protécﬁon throﬁgh tg:;ii?ggi;? til?'f:
Social SF§ur1ty Act of 1935. The economic crisis transformed the Kméfir‘
can ?olltlcal world as it had existed in the 1920s and s¢t into 1 otit X
political ch_ange‘s that allowed for the success of the New Dé:ﬂ modﬁgl‘:“
welfare legislation. Nationally, the ideological and policy iﬁhé&aﬁcé
r?}?resented by welfare capitalism was utterly discredited. And Ahetléan
citizens, politically quiescent throughout the 1920s, becamg p.“o‘l‘i’t‘icél‘j”{
engaged on a mass scale. The social insurance and assistance l‘eg"i’slatiox};
passed during the Depression era bears the imprint of these factdts, IBuf it
was also shaped by institutional arrangements and i)olicy f‘eedbc:'xc:‘l,‘(s‘th at
were themselves the legacy of the struggles for civil $ervice refdtm anad

social welfare innovation of the | ing
. ate-nineteenth and éarly-tweiiti s
turies, ‘ nd éarly; twemu;tlh céns

THE RoLE OF PorULAR PRESSURES
IN NEW DEAL SOCIAL-WELFARE INITIATIVES

By thfe time of the 1932 election, close to four years of the Great
Depressgon had sh?ttered the ideas that businessmen ¢ould guafaﬁpee the
economic and. social well-being of Americans, and that limited fiv;afé
and local chgrxty and corporate welfare prlograms could sérve as z‘lgubérti
tute for public social provision in times of economit downturn Pregid n;
Hoover had responded to demonstrably increased need and fo‘ 'r"is‘n“b fl"i-
mand‘s for federal relief within the framework of his volintatist hilgo‘sg:
ph.y, in wl'nch the state’s welfaré role was limited to encoura ’él‘;xiié‘:t af
private philanthropic efforts.®2 But with the persistence of the Dg“" fésrioﬂ‘
and the blatan.t failure of voluntary efforts to alleviate rieed, the gé;ﬁénd‘i
‘f;){r ii;igral action to cope with the ecorjomic crisis mounted,. Pop’hlqr aﬂ'j
ang o ;gt]e;;tb?eg;lsr_l turned toward publtF policy sqlutions to ‘ecq;r'lbn;li:c

F.rankhn l_lc?osevelt’s mandate was hardly definitive in terms of What
natxonal. pghqes he would pursue to acjhieve economit reéo{rer’)f‘df to end
economic insecurity; the 1932 platform of the Derhocrats pled ed onlj
old-age and unemployment insurance at the staze level.® Yet Rgi)Bgevéi{
was known as a reformer—when he setved as governl‘or of New Yerk ‘h";I
encouraged the initiation of public prograths for old-‘;g‘e pi‘otéctioﬁ—r—';h'ﬁ
though he made no pledge as to what he would do beyond “bold exﬁerl-

52 Wilson, Herbert Hoover, chap. 5.
# Porter and Johnson, eds., National Party Platforms, p. 331,
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mentation,” his campaign promised to involve the federal government
_actively in dealing with the problems-caused by the economic crisis.3
Frances Perkins, FDR’s close advisor and labor secretary, later wrote that
it was “basic in the appeal for votes that suffering would be relieved im-
mediately”” through federal action, a stance completely different from
Hoover’s.85 In this way, popular support for a new political orientation
toward problems of economic security, as expressed by the 1932 election,
wis critical in providing an opening for the Roosevelt administration or
congressional Democrats to initiate new public social programs.

The democratic upsurge in American politics did more than sweep
Roosevelt inta.office, of course. There was increased mass political activ-
ity throughout the decade—in addition to an increase in voting among
new-stock urban dwellers, there were marches of the unemployed, sit-
down strikes, and farmers’ protests.® Of critical importance to New Deal
social policy developments were the social movements that arose de-
manding extended government welfare activities aind new public social

spending: Huey Long’s “Share Our Wealth” movement, Father Cough-
lin’s National Union for Social Justice, and Dr. Francis Townsend’s old-
age pension movement.?” Indeed, an explanation cominonly offered for
the New Deal social-welfare breakthroughs is that they resulted from
popular pressures.®® It is certainly true that such pressures played a criti-
cal role in the formation of the American system of social insurance and
welfare, but it is not the case that the Social Security Act was a direct
product of mass movements. -

How, then, did popular demands for new state welfare activity affect
the course of policy development? During the 1930s, the mass move-
ments dedicated to expanded public social protection continued to press
for state action—indeed, they made such action a political necessity.

% James Holt, “The New Deal and the American Anti-Statjst Tradition,” in John Brae-
man, Robert Bremner, and David Brody, eds., The New Deal: The National Level (Colum-
bus: Ohio State University Press, 1975), p. 29; Daniel Fusfeld, The Econamic Thought of
Franklin D. Roosevelt and the Origins of the New Deal (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1956), pp. 158-59. See also Frances Perkins, The Roosevelt ] Knew (New York:
Viking, [1946] 1964), pp. 16667, 182.

85 Perkins, The Roosevelt | Knew, p. 182.

% Two classics in a huge literature on the New Deal and the populak political upsurge
include William Leuchtenberg, Franklin D. Roosevelt and the New Deal (New York: Har-
per and Row, 1963), and Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., The Politics of Uphegval, vol. 3 of The
Age of Roosevelt (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1960).

87 Abraham Holtzman, The Townsend Movement (New York: Bobkman Associates,
1963); Alan Brinkley, Voices of Protest: Huey Long, Father Coughlin and the Great
Depression (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1982). .

% See, especially, thé work of Frances Fox Piven and Richard Cloward, Regulating the
Poor {(New York: Random House, 1971), pt. 1, and ibid., Poor Peaple’s Movemnents (New
York: Random House, 1977), pp. 30-31.
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Without popular pressure, and the eléctoral incentive it represented to
congressmen, the policy initiatives taken by the Roosevelt admiristration
p_robably would not have been successful. Secretary of Labor Frafices Pers
kins, a key policymaker for social security, saw popular poliical acfivity
as creating a unique political opening for the enactﬁ;enﬁ of socia .iilis‘hﬁ
ance prpgrams.89 She later recalled, in reference to the passage of‘ol&Qééé
protections in the New Deal, that “without the Tcywnsen‘d Plan 'it. is pds
sible that the Old Age Insurance system would not have recé{\}lgci the ‘ata
tention which it did at the hands of Congress.”? Indeed, giv‘en the chér-
acter of the American state structure in the 193105; executive pqlic'y
initiatives depended for their success ori mass pressﬁre beilhg }exéttefd'ét';ﬁ
Congress. The divided authority of the American state meaq‘i:wtl'la"t‘lék‘-!
tremely broad coalitions Had to come together to overcomme the Iri'ie'm‘y pd»
tential vetoes and to achieve coordination among the variou$ Branches
and levels of the government; this was especially the case in the New Déq
period, before the emergence of the bureaucracy as a subs;tan‘ti;il‘{/f’ Ator iy
policymaking.®! ’ PR
Yfﬂt popular demands were not directly transmitted into the circles of
poh'cy formation. U.S. political parties were still farhom being prograﬂf
matic or committed to coherent social policies, and they were not orgai-
lze.cl to channel the policy proposals of groups to the elected and d{J-
pointed officials who actually made policy, as did many Eurdpadﬁ
parties.”? In fact, the very strength of mass movements p‘rés'sing‘fdt“f};é
extension of state welfare activities had a somewhat paradoxical effect: it
r.emforced the fears of Roosevelt and his advisors that “unwise” lekg‘}'s.
tion might be enacted, and thereby intensified their cautiousnéss on miats
ters of social policy and their determination to exclude radicil 'vo¥cép
from policy discussiohs.” .. _ A

89 1 i i
1976C);,e;rgi 11'\43rtm, Madame Secretary: Frances Perkins (Boston; Hp‘ugh;fpu Mjfﬂir",
* Perkins, The Roosevelt I Knew, p. vi.
91 Cl'fristopher Leman, “Patterns of Policy-Development: Social Security iy Canac!a and
;iwl Enl;cld S:;ltis"" PuI[:II'lc PO”?'{ 2}5 (1977): 264; ibid., The Collapse of Weiﬁzre Refo itz
olitical Institutions, Policy, and t irt C " i ; : idie)
ot Drass 1900 o {65. [ the Poor in Canada and the kjft_xtgd Stqtes (Cambri ‘ge;
% The fact that U.S, parties had not completely given up pattoriage practices; or foVed
toward thoroughly progtammatic electoral appeals, reflected the uneven aiill iicb}ﬁ‘p‘ e
success‘of earlier attempts to reform the civil admjnistration, Pat}ohage politiéiang remaihe
strong in many areas of the United States and coexisted with politicians mﬂkiné inore ié‘sd‘é:
om?nted appeals. On the character of American political partieé, $eé Theodore LQ’Wi ":Pi‘li'{")}"
Policy, and Constitution in America,” in W. Chambers and W, BL‘xrnh‘:'xm‘ edsy, 'I'h; Arhdﬁz
can Party Systems (New York: Oxford Univci-sity Press, 1967), pb. 238—,76'. AR
. % This effect was reinforced by the fact that Roosevelt and his closest édviip’fs had bééb
influenced quite negatively by European experi¢nces with qneﬁhloyment inSisrince in 'thc
1920s; there—at least partially in resporise t6 popular politicql' prés‘sur;:—‘bé{'qe‘ﬁ‘ts‘ hgﬂl Jos
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This cautious approach in response to mass pressure is perhaps best
illustrated in the case of old-age protection. The Townsendites were the
largest and politically best connected of the various organizations press-
ing for new state welfare activities. The movement consisted of thousands
of elderly Americans, many of them middle-class, organized into “Towns-
end Clubs.” The Townsend movement was especially influential in Con-
gress, both because of the elderly’s high propensity to vote and because
of the organizational structure of the movement, with local clubs in al-
most every congressional district.?* In contrast to the usual maximum
monthly payments of about $30 under the state old-age assistance pro-
grams that had proliferated after 1929,% the Townsendites advocated a
tather remarkable $200 monthly pension for all Americans aged sixty or
more, given on the condition that they cease working and spend the pen-
sion payment within thirty days.? The Townsend Plan and others like i,
though clearly popular with many Americans, were completely dismissed
by the Roosevelt administration officials drafting the 5Social Security Act’s
old-age pension and insurance provisions.?” Roosevelt insisted to his ad-
visors that any program instituted be on a sound actuarial basis—as op-
posed to the “unsound” Townsend plan and other popular “panaceas.”
This meant some sort of contributory scheme, as opposed to one drawing
exclusively on general revenues.”® Noting that “Congress can’t stand the
pressure of the Townsend Plan unless we have a real old age insurance
system,” FDR resolved to take the initidtive in the development of social
programs, and to maintain careful control of the entire process of legis-
lating social security.”” Looking toward the future, Roosevelt was espe-

any connection.to-congributions and had become a “dole.”” Thus, Roosevelt hoted in a 1934
address, “Let us profit by the mistakes of foreign countries drid keep out of unemployment
insurance every element which is actuarially unsound.” See Franklin D. Roosevelt, *“Ad-
dresses to the Advisory Council on Social Security” (November 14, 1934), in Samuel Ro-
senman, ed., The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt, vol. 3 (New York:
Random Houise, 1938), pp. 453~54. On the issue of the effects of popular pressures, see
also Skocpol and Tkenberry, “The Political Formation of the American Welfare State,” pp.
123-26.
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6; W. Andrew Achenbaum, Old Age in a New Land (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press,1978), pp. 129, 132.
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Social Security in America, pp. 161, 166.
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9 Mark Leff, “Taxing the ‘Forgotten Man’: The Politics of Sucial Security Finance in the
New Deal,” Journal of American History 70 (1983): 359-81.

99 Perkins, The Roosevelt I Knew, p. 294,
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cially concerned to insulate his legislation from popula iti
pressure for expansion by including c;lntributions fl:ofn‘be;:élga}:i‘(::ld!i%gél
Roosevelt’s timing in introducing perfnancn’t as olv)poscw ”t(;“lf‘c;ﬂbf
gency”'me'asures also reflects the cautiousness of his dp“p'roéc‘h.‘ Pldll;tlxi'ﬁ"
for s‘ocxal insurance initiatives was undertaken imﬁlediatel! ‘ b‘pt nglq‘%
{slauon was proposed by the administration. In contrast tiié pres“dllgi
mtr.oduccd federal emergency relief legislation alost imrr’ze‘ ﬁit‘elj‘"‘p’"‘ d’ﬁ
taking office, thus responding to the plight of the ‘unex‘n‘pby"éa—-aﬁg t

the not inconsiderable protests of state arid loca] welfare officials, whdse
agencies were oyerwhelmed financially by the prOpoftioxls‘df \;‘ie;d to-
dqced by the crisis.'® By 1934, the year Roosevelt ainiaoiﬁtéd the bgm
mittee qn.Ecogomic Security (CEs)—the group resp“dnsible"for d‘rﬁfﬁh'y
the administration’s proposed social security legislaiioﬁ—;the most titt e'n‘;
demands for relief had been satisfied by public works and relief ‘bro‘gragﬂijé.
so that t1.1e permanent program to be designed fw these adi{iﬁéfé cc;lﬂi"|,
more easily be kept separate from the “dole” so abhotred by‘l;“I!)R by fsg
politically necessary i the first months of his administration, 101 O

What, then, can be said of the role of mass pressures in Isti"r‘riulatih‘” the
de:velopment of new state social-speniding measures in the Uhired ’Stgfés“?
G{v_en t.he chaljacter of the U.S. state structure, poplﬂar.pres‘stﬁlre‘s'%;e:f;‘
f:rmcal in providing an opening for elite initiatives; Indeed, pqpulaf p;‘Jl‘f
ical activity encouraged policymakers in the Rooseyelf aclniiﬁi&réﬁdﬁ gtb
take initiatives, but, as we shall see below, they were lérgely able to '11’15p-
late the process of formulating policy from popular dehiahds‘ There fs no
doubt that some kind of social-welfare initiative was pbliriééhyh&esgéﬁf
but the spegﬁc form it took was shaped by the instititional arrgngéméﬂts’
of the.: American state, the power of certain congiieséiorfal gr‘;d‘ul‘:'ﬁ ‘énd' the
reaction of New Deal policymakers to the U.S. poli‘cy ihheritéﬂ"cé PR

] e, ’ T

=

PRESIDENTIAL INITIATIVES FOR SOCIAL SECURITY
R

Roosevelt had long harbored political ambitions—for himself '
as for the Democratic party and the cause of prdgréssivé re];g;ifxiisﬁy ﬁg
eagerly worked to build and lead a ctoss-class coalition for sotil ‘pldlit'ir
reform at the national level. There was substantial legislative ﬁctivity bh
proPosed pension and unemploymefit benefits legislation in Céﬂéi‘eés
during 1933 and 1934, yet Roosevelt was interested in develo‘ﬁiﬂg a‘com-
prehensnve.appfoach to social security, as well as in {akihg Hp{cvi‘li‘lltical éredit
for any legislation that did succeed. Roosevelt seized the initiative in f('n"-

mulating policy and was able to maintain cdntrol gver ;th‘c éolicymakihg

1% Bernstein, A Caring Society, chap. 1; if the ‘ 4
) , chap. 1; Katz, In the Shadow of thé Poorbo ) 6=
22; Piven .and Cloward, Regulating the Poar, chap. 2, fib orbes et ‘2':"6\.
101 Perkins, The Rooseue{t I Knew, p. 284, '
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process by setting up the CEs.192 This group of cabinet ofﬁce:rs, ;stlablxsbed.
in early June of 1934, was chaired b'y Secretary of Labor an (;)qgtlme
social reform advocate Frances Perkins, whp had come (o Wgs ington
with Roosevelt from the position of Industrial Comxmssm:{-;et in his gui
bernatorial administration in New York.!? The CEs wqul study_ socia
insurarice and assistance, aided by an expert staff,. and hgvg a leglﬁlaivc
proposal ready for the start of the 1935 congre.ssmn‘al ssssflon. T é e):
position of executive director was filled by Ed\.vuj W}Fte, a former omf
mons student trained at the University of W15c9n51n and a veteran '01
years of administrative service in Wisconsxp with the St'flte Industria
Commission and the Legislative Reference Library (anothet state agency
i ssive origins).!® .

w‘g’o(p)rszgtrzft’s choicg of)personnel for the important task of drafting thle
social security bill reflected his generally cautious apprpach to s%cmsl p_c.> i
icy. Roosevelt and the people he chpse to be ‘the grchxtests of t 2 o,uaf
Security Act came of age politically in th.e Progressive E.ra;‘z‘as pré) ucts o-
the progressive movement, they shared its concerns with goo l%o.vem
ment” and fiscal “responsibility.” Mores)velj, they ‘ha‘d' re.cexved“t eir po-
litical training and developed their dischtn{e ouglopk in ,the. ﬁcpc.rf,
state-level administrative agencies dealing wgth labor aqd socia egls'a\-l
tion that were the enduring result of progressive sta_te-bmlc}mg and socia
reform efforts. In particular, Roosevelt’s soc‘:xal pohcy:nqkers came %c:m
backgrounds that ensured their concern w§th fiscal soundnesg. [ eg
would attempt to build programs able to withstand what they perciexve
as the ever-present danger of democratic pressure for expansion of gové
ernment benefits into fiscally irresponsible and polmcal.ly motivate
“Landouts.””1% Social policy experts who advocated more liberal policies
were excluded from the inner circles of p_olicy forn}ulatlon, relegatefd ttlo
relatively powerless positions within advisory bodies, or left out of the
official policy formation process altogether.106

1]
TY
THE DELIBERATIONS OF THE COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC SECURI

From the very outset of the delil?eraFions of the cEs, the tension bec-l
tween national standards and coordination and state-level autonomy an

. w2 Bernstein, A Caring Society, pp. 41-42, 51-53; Edwin Witte, The Development of the
Social Security Act (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1962), pp. 4-7,18.
103 Martin, Madame Secretary, pp. 205—6.2 s
04 Schlabach, Cautious Reformer, chaps. 2, 3. : ' ) ‘
s Perkins, The Roosevelt I Knew, chap. 1, 2; Bernstein, A Caring Society, pp. 43-45;

Schlabach, Calttions Reformer. ‘ . -
c"’f Ij\bove, The Struggle for Social Security, p. 176; Skacpol and Ikenberry, “The Politi

cal Formation of the American Welfare State,” pp. 127-28.
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diversity was of overriding importance in debates over the charattet df
the programs it would propose.'”” Althongh politics had acquited a mord
national focus in the 1930s, there were substantial obstacles tq na{tidhz}i
uniformity and centralized administration. Policymakers faced the thfréz"xt
of any national social insurance programs they recommended bq;ipg c,{lé'-‘
clared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court. In dddition, they had tg
cope with the political exigencies represented by the dis}tributiq;‘g of power
within the Democratic party, which favored the representatives of cori
servative and states’-rights viewpoints as much as or more than thdse of
urban liberalism. In particular, the extraordinary political lg‘{r‘grag{é of
Southern representatives in Congress, out of proportioh to the populatio
and economic might of their states, was 4 fact that could never be ignqﬂeg
as FDR and the ces formulated the bill.108 Moreover, the fact that stateg
had been the principal actors in social policy until the mfd-l%dfs rheéant
that diverse programmatic and administrative intefests in the varioy§
state programs were politically well entrenched and difficult to bypass by
the time the CEs began its work. Indeed, Roosevelt, Witte, arid Perkins,
all of whom had been involved in state-level labor and welfarg adminig-
tration, actually preferred to maintain the states as impoftant adminisﬁq‘e
tive actors, even as they hoped to increase the uniformity ahd adequdcy
of social programs: Other politicians representing the interests of pro-
gressive Northern states, such as Senator Robert Wagnet of Nevy Yd;i;,
the Roosevelt administration’s chief ally in the Senate, alsd tqok somg
stances which undercut nationalizing trends for programmatic tnifortii-
ity in order to protect favored state legislation.!®® ' !

One can see the working out of the tensions around national biforts
ity and state-level autonomy especially clearly in the struggles over the
character of unemployment protection. Despite the many obstqtles to rids
tional uniformity and administrative coordination, it is clear from thesd
debates that important nationalizing tendencies coexisted with tenldcnbiﬁé_
favoring decentralization of administration and lack of s‘tandardizatio‘nﬂ.‘
The policy options for unemployment insurance being debated by the 'CFQ
and the U.S. community of social insurance experts ificluded a pukely na:
tional plan and a federal subsidy plan that would allow the fed,c;i‘gi goV+
ernment substantial cqntrol over standards, in addition to the fdvorite
plan of Roosevelt, Perkins, and Witte—a federal-state tax-offset c‘bemq,
in which states would retain complete decision-making power ?Yef many

w7 Schlabach, Cautions Reformer, pp. 114-15. ‘

18 See Perkins, The Roosevelt I Knew, p. 291; Arthur Altmeyer, The Forinative Yéats of
Social Security (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1968), pp. 14=15; and #he p‘aﬁér’
by Jill Quadagno in this volume (Chapter 6). ‘

109 ], Joseph Huthmacher, Senator Robert F. Wagner and the Rise of Urban Lfber41i§1p5
{(New York: Atheneum, 1968). o
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aspects of their unemployment programs.’'® Some sort of nationally
standardized plan (either purely federal or a federal subsidy program that
allowed substantial national control while addressing fears about consti-
tutionality) was the overwhelming choice of policy experts, including
those serving in technical positions within the ces.!!! Further, the mote
national approaches were favored by trade union leaders and the few
businessmen who had not already rejected the New Deal, and social se-
curity along with it.!!2 Despite this support for national standards, Roo-
sevelt, Perkins, and Witte managed—after considerable resistance from
their own technical staff, members of the ofﬁqial advisory council, and
outside experts—to get the CES to recommend the tax-offset approach
that preserved the most state-level autonomy,!? The tax-offset plan left
to the states the politically difficult decisions about merit rating, employee
contributions, and pooled versus individual reserves. This meant the cEs
could avoid taking stands on these tense issues, and Witte in particular
would not have to undermine the Wisconsin experiment in “preventive”
unemployment legislation. !

In the area of old-age protection, the tension between nationalizing and
decentralizing tendencies played itself out slightly differently, and the de-
bate was complicated by the politically sensitive issue of whether to in-
clude contributions from future beneficiaries. Policymakers in the ks had
to contend with the growing strength of Townsendism and other move-
ments calling for noncontributory federal pensions, and with the fact that
meimbers of Congress were far more supportive of pensions than of con-
tributory insurance for the aged. Roosevelt and Witte, reacting to a policy
inheritance which dramatized the dangers of politically motivated expan-
sion of benefits, were determined to keep the federal government out of
the business of giving direct grants to citizens, and they never wavered
from a commitment to contributory features for whatever permanent old-
age program was settled on. The arguments of liberal New Dealers for a
different approach found no favor. A vivid example of this intransigence
came when Harry Hopkins, federal emergency relief administrator and

member of the cks, eloquently argued for noncontributory old-age and
unemployment benefits as a matter of riglit for citizens. Roosevelt saw

14 Alumeyer, Formative Years, pp. 17-25; Nelson, Unemployment Insurance, chap. 9;
Witte, The Development of the Social Security Act.

1 Schlabach, Cautious Reformer, pp. 117-26; Bernstein, A Caring Society, p. 55.

112 Skocpol and lkenberry, *The Political Formation of the American Welfare State,” pp.
126~31; Nelson, Unemployment Insurance, pp. 192-97, 202--3.

113 Schlabach, Cautious Reformer, p. 129. ‘
14 Although Witte himself did not believe the preventive approach was satisfactory, nei-

. ther did he wish to interfere with the operation of Wisconsin’s law. See Schlabach, Cautious
Reformer, pp. 119-31.
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this as being “the very thing he had b ing insi fot yois
the dole,” and he veltz;id agy such prz‘;)nozjl}lsl.?E‘ih"3 R AL o
Roosevelt, Perkins, and Witte preferred to develop what the; §AW 28
the only reasonable and “fiscally sound” long-term solition to tﬁé ; rbg-
lem of old-age' d.ependcncy: a contributory proéram of 6idiage 5el?eﬁis
to be .ﬁrmly distinguished from noncontributpﬁy‘ social assistance, E{\"e“’
s0, Witte anc.i the members of the ces were willing to ‘in"‘c:iu'aé a Q\{'ern
mental cc?ntnbution to the old-age insurance fund once béyrﬂll taiéé aii‘ci
the contributory principle were well establisheﬁi the draft b'illlk\‘n.lséc“l bjf tl 6
CEs showed a subsidy from federal revenues b'egiﬂning iql 1965,116 Yy:
Roosevelt, upon discovering at the last moment that the CES pian mdudbd
a future subsidy from general revenues, demand‘éd a rc’dréfgii]giof tﬁéﬁm-

!

posed legislfation so that it would always be self-sustaining frorh émployke
and ben_eﬁcxary contributions alone, Even 4 gover!nmeh‘talvcé}ntrils ;t(‘ . fct
the social security fund was problematic for FDR, with his “pﬂé{?&tu
abqut Fhe ‘dole.’ 117 In the end, Roosevelt’s view pre;\"ailéd 4nd tilg ‘qlsé
social insurance program for the aged received no ﬁnéyhé‘ilx;"li’n ut fi 1
£Ec;erald§o§fers., a logical outcome of Roosevelfs concern tp pfe’ser;}gha
graurnps ' Istinction between social assistance and social jxgsﬁlranée p}p‘

~ Givén tbe‘prefe;ences of the ces and FoR Himself for state-leve] aHHﬂ 8
Istration, 1t is worth explaining the fact that the ‘contributo“-k‘)‘r‘rolci-fl e 1} ;
surance system was the only one of the several pfoérén’ig iﬁéiudéd 1%1 He
Social Security Act that was administered corr‘lpl'etcly at the federzlzll‘ l‘f:t ﬂ
off government. To some extent this reflected the fact that Witte and f’(a*
!ﬂns were pr69ccupied with resolving the disputes about iheimplo ’n¥e {
insurance, which by all accounts occasioned the most aéte’nrﬁ}b‘hpﬁb{i’i‘fuz
members 9f the ces and the-policy experts who ad“vis‘ed ;‘he‘n{‘i.l""“ iﬂéistl}f
members in charge of developing the old-age seclirity por‘ti'o"p"s of the ﬂi‘d
gram were strongly in favor of establishing a natipnal old—:a‘gé ms"xi'dhtﬂ
system.; they and the Ces actuaries were unaninloﬁé in écivis Iilé thatl- I i .‘1'
extensive labor mobility, a federal-state scherie :ihvolving'c‘dntribh%fqv%;
O R e e

over nfgorkers’ lifetimes would be unworkable from a technjcal pg‘ini df
view.'” Moreover, old-age insurarice was the only area of pbii,éy in wh cj

Y

the states had not enacted legisiati vhic
legislation and, hence, the only oiie in whick
115 : ? [ ¥ one “‘} whlpll
| ;’e;kms, The Roosevelt Knew, p. 284,

6 Schlabach, Cauti : ins, The }

o ach, Cautious Reformer, pp. 127-28; Petkins, The Ropsevelt I T’(rfew, pi). 294—~
:l‘: ;’:;k;ns, The Rloospc;lveltl Kneiw, p. 296; Leff, “Taxing the *Forgotter Mag.!

, Oee, lor example, Altmeyer, Formative Years, chap. 1; Witte, T/ velppmetit of
Social Security Act; Perkins, The Roosevelt | Knew, Izhaq;g. ‘.7.3-‘2:1;14;'1J esgfll{i).qﬂhmﬁ?{{ P_fﬂ’ﬂ
Reformer, chap. 6. ' N TETIbRch, Crtids

119 f
19 Schlabach, Cautious Reformer, pp. 111=12; Altmeyer, Formative {’ea‘rs‘, pp. 25-26
; ‘iil“.“"?
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there were no state-level vested administrative and political interests to

defend, as there were in the old-age assistance and upembloyment pro-
grams.

Despite their strong commitment to establishing contriputory old-age
insurance, CEs members believed that some sort of old-age assistance was
needed to cope with existing poverty among the aged, at least until the
cohtributory schemes matured.'?® The fact that four time$ as many eld- -
erly people were callecting benefits under federal relief programs as under
state old-age assistance systems worried Roosevelt administration policy-
makers, who did not want to encourage Ameticans to continue looking
to the federal government to take care of the needs of aged citizens di-
rectly through noncontributory programs.'2! State old-age assistance pro-
grams, with their inadequate financing and benefits, would have to be
strengthened if the federal government was to be kept out of direct relief
to the aged. The cEs therefore recommended the enactment of the Old
Age Assistance (OAA) program, 2 federal subsidy (of 50 percent) for state
old-age assistance plans that met certain minimum requirements. Most
importantly, the draft legislation required that plans be state-widé in op-
eration, and that pensions be paid at a level that would ensure the “health
and decency” of the elderly recipients.’?? Though not seen by CEs mem-
bers as a long-term solution to poverty among the aged, 0AA would please
congressional Democrats and allow the popular enthusiasm for public
old-age protection to be harnessed to the Social Security Act as a whole.

The bill submitted to Congress by the cEs also recommended that the
federal government initiate a program of subsidies to state-level assist-
ance schemes for fatherless families with dependent children—Aid to De-
pendent Children (aDc). These state programs would be modified ver-
sions of the mothers’ pension systems that had been enacted in most states
in the Progressive Era and into the 1920s. As had been the case with 0A4,
the ces did not want to bypass state-level administration of existing pro-
grams and was opposed to establishing permanent federal assistance.
Likewise, the CEs saw a need to provide strohger financial backing of
these programs, which were completely inadequate in the face of the
economic crisis. The cks recommended the broadening of eligibility re-
quirements, so that all children of single mothers could be aided; many
mothers’ pension schemes had extremely restrictive provisions.'?

120 Achenbaum, Old Age in a New Land, p. 134; Committee o1l Economic Security, Re-
port,to the President (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1935), pp. 4-3.

11 Committee on Economic Security, Report, p. 27; Schlabach, Cautions Reformer, p.
110.

122 Achenbaum, Old Age in a New Land, pp. 134-35.

123 |t is.perhaps worth noting, in light of later developments, that policymakers deliber-
ately designed this program to allow poor mmothers to stay at home to care for their children,

~
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Pollicymakcrs deliberately opted not to mandate dssistince to all nkedy
chlldr'en regardless of family situation, a decision Wh‘id‘i‘h'z;ls ”ha;d:h fa”i"-
rgachmg implications for the operations of and debates bvé‘r f:iubiit d.*r
sistance to this day. In addition, the proportion of state exﬁeﬁé‘es to jé
met by federal subsidy was substantially lower than that fpro;ﬂ.A—onc-\‘
third as opposed to one-half. Policyrakers, notiug‘ the far greater int&ésf
of Congress in aid to the aged and the resistance of‘congressibi’lﬁl cofigets
vatives to the bill as a whole, worried that more generbu‘g prov1si’§ms
would threaten passage of any prograin for poor children.iz¢ '
The Politically motivated decision to omit health insurance from the
legislation the CEs proposed obviously had impottant Conéeq;llence:s ft’)]f
the future of American social provisior. Roosevelt and his adyisors o‘ﬁ 'tﬂé
CES looked on health insurance quite favorably, although{ they—alohg
V&"lt’h most social insurance experts—saw unemploymcﬁt and old-age pr ;
vision as more pressing.!* Roosevelt had directed the GES to sthdyﬁlealt ‘
insurance, and to develop a legislative proposal, But even the dec s;dt}
merely to consider publicly run health insurance dretw massive opposxﬂdn|
from the.medical profession. Although there was 4 brief rhdfﬁ:ﬁt int 1934
when Witte was “unstire that health instrance is out of the “'ﬁéstih‘op’v;"—!.ﬁ
becau.se the American Medical Association (AMa) lhéd‘b'eerli sg‘e;n‘cccli tém-
Porarlly-b_y some ‘concessions from the cEs and by a desire t00ver|c\dmg
internal dissension—FDR and the members of the ces ultimately decided
that mc¥u'ding health insurance in the proposed Econom‘}ic”S“eéurif:waéif
was poht{cally impossible.!2¢ Witte wrote that he b’elieved the inciﬁsiagi
of health insurance “would spell defeat for the entire bil].” Roobevelt was
of the same opinion, and he would not authorize a health insurance tiﬂe
.for the administration bill, or even the pbblicatiori of a cEs 'féﬁbr't“‘féi}dré
ing health insurance.'?” The hope of members of the ces and of FDR Hﬂﬁ-
self that health insutance would be introduced at a latet date went uriful—
filled as the conservative coalition in Congress gaiine‘d ground iri the yﬁdrs
following the passage of the Social Security Act.128 i R

just as better-off mothers were expected to do; See U.S Sociai‘ Secu . ' 1 Seen
ist 3 : . : .S. | Security Board, Soctal Secii-
;Zy in Cf}r.;[x:'nca, p. 233, and Irwin Garfinkel and Sara 5. McLanahan, .S'ingleI Mothers ima’
. N N N ] IS L
R .e‘1ro . _7; . ren: A New American D{Iemma (Washxhgton, D.C.: The Urban I.{'I}S‘tituté‘; 1956),
124 Witte, The Development of the Social Securit finifr f
 The ‘ writy Act, pp. 163—65; Winifrell Bell, Ajd
Delfzzsend.ent Children (New York: Columbia University Press, 1965), pp’.;,27k-1;28‘ e 4o
Witte, The Development of the Social Security Act, p. 187‘; S;:hlabacii‘ Cantioits Ré-
fm"r;:esr, }EJ]pi)w]-,B’ 112; Perkins, The Roosevelt I Knew, chap. 13. o b
chlabach, Cautious Reformer, pp. 112-14; Starr, T/ cial Traniformat i
American Medicine, pp. 266—69. ‘ i Tha Social T"’",sfo""f‘dgh bf
‘:: Witte, The Development of the Social Security Act, p. 188.
128 James T. Patterson, Congressional Consetvatism and the New Deal (Lexirigto'q' Uil
; UL ) R

versity of Kentucky Press, 1967):
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The adoption of universal national health insurance during the New
Deal was ultimately precluded by the failure of social insurance in the
Progressive Era. After the health insurance campaign of 1915-20 ended
in failure, the field was left open for the foes of health insurance, princi-
pally the medical profession, to consolidate their position.!?” The AMA
became virtually unopposable, given their capacity to pressure congress-
men, especially in the absence of any significant and politically well-situ-
ated popular movement for health insurance (such as existed in the case
of old-age protectjon). Thus, when the possibilities for social reform gen-
erally opened again in the 1930s, and despite public opinion favorable to
new public health protections,!3° even so popular and powerful a politi-
cian as Franklin Roosevelt was unwilling to risk the passage of his other
propé)sed programs by including health inisurance in the package.

The fact that patronage practices continued unabated in many states,
and had not been completely eradicated even from the federal govern-
ment, meant that the ces faced a challenge in constructing realms of
administration that could manage the new programs while avoiding en-
tanglements in patronage politics. That it was ‘willing to face the chal-
lenge, rather than await the development of a public administration more
suited to its preferences, is testament to the crisis atmosphere produced
By the Great Depression and to its conviction that the continuing populdr
pressure for sbme kind of federal action on the social welfare front would
produce “unwise” legislation if it did not act. Yet the cEs carefully in-
cluded as many guarantees against corruption, patronage, and misman-
agement as possible in its proposed permanent social security legislation,
and it tried-te design programs capable of withstanding periodic demo-
cratic onslaughts demanding *‘unwarranted” expansion.

THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT!
CHARTER LEGISLATION OF AMERICA’S WELFA}UF STATE

The legislative recommendations of the ces included a federal-state
contributory unemployment system; federal subsidies to state programs
for the needy aged, dependent children, and the blind; and a purely fed-
eral contributory old-age benefits program.i*! The pragmatic formulators

129 | ubove, The Struggle for Social Security, p. 89.

1 1.5, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Social Security Administration,
Office of Research and Statistics, Public Attitudes Toward Social Security, 1935-1963, by
Michael E. Schlitz, Research Report No. 33 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Of-
fice, 1970), pp. 128-29.

131 To deal with concerns about the constitutionality of the fully national old-dge insur-
ance program, separate titles were used to establish taxes arid benefits; the cEs was depend-

- ing on the taxing power of the federal government to ensure the plan’s constitutionality. See
Achenbaum, Old Age in a New Land, pp. 136-37.
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of the Cs social security proposals Had opted for substantial state-l{el
autonomy in most of the programs they recommended. Yet the Iiep‘o"r“; t
the President of the Coinmittee on Economic Sec‘t‘;r,ify also r‘écomniéri‘déd
the establishment of minimum national standards, such as the “heg)ﬂi
and decency” requirement for old-age assistance bénefit levels; angd p‘rad-
tices that would lead to administrative regularity, siich as the recomrjnhm
dation for merit personnel systems in state-leve] administfdtiah’df ‘{Hé
programs. Moreover, the ces hoped to see all social insurance vadijﬂijls;
tration united within a single social insirance board located in the Dés
partment of Labor, with the social assistance programs,} gr(;U})'éd tdéé‘t 1¢r
under the aegis of the Federal Emergency Relief Adminiétraﬁiqh. Fiha I,
the CEs recommended continuing research and plahning for h:{tiqﬁé\) ‘;:d-'
ordination of the new social welfare activities, endorsing th}: esta Iiéih
ment of a national planning board.!32 T
The cEes proposal had been designed to propitiate impoitant cohigress
sional interests, of course, especially thdse representing the South: Thése
had largely determined that an approach favo,rin‘gist‘z}at‘e*l;ewl‘hutot‘l't’)fvny
would be taken. But even more concessions were wtcsté(jlfx::o.rﬁl 'the
congressional sponsors of the administration bill by Sonthetn lawmakers
and other conservatives.!> Federal standards in genéral came under fire,
and the. CEs proposal that state programs be administered ’a{glongl menit
system lines had to be dropped. In addition, thé admiigistration of the
insurance programs was taken away from the Department of Labor qnd
grouped with the assistance programs in an indépéﬁdent administrative
agency, the Social Security Board.!* The cEs recotimendition that dll
employed persons be included in the unemplo;'ment andiidlgge 1n§tli'-

ance systems was not accepted by Congress, with the result that agri_c"q‘ls

tural and domestic workets-were excluded from coverage.‘%i Ti)is:;'mééht
that the insurance programs of the §ocial Security Ac't' woiild not reddl
most American blacks, who were still overwhelmingly céﬁééﬁtra ad i
rural, agricultural regions of the South.!*¢ Southern senatars an‘«lf ’Cbil
gressmen led the fight for “states’ rights” and agdinst nq'tiohéi s‘tan‘d#fls

132 Committee on Economic Security, Repori‘, p: 9.

133 On getting the Sacial Security Act through Congress, ahd the changes this necessit E'e't‘
see Witte, The Development of the Social Security Act; Perl!(ir‘ls,l The Roosevel} I Kngiu? b*
296-301; Achenbaum, Old Age in a New Land, pp. 134-35 ; Altmeyer; Fdr;?iatii/é Yén“;
p. 35; and the papers by Kenneth Finegeld and Jill Quadagrio in this volumg (Cllap‘ték;é 5
and 6, respectively). ' B

134 Witte, The Development of the Social Security Act, pp. ldl, 144-45,

135 Witte, The Development of the Social Security Act, pp. 131, 15253, On Rdbsé’?’%llﬁg
g;eference for universal insurance coverage, see Perkins, The Roosevelt I k_riéw, p;\)} 282

136 Nancy ]. Weiss, Farewell to the Party of Lincoln: Black Politics it the Age of EDR
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1983), 166-68,
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nd universal coverage. They especially attacked the provision of oaa
that mandated that states pay pensions sufficient to provide, “when
added to the income of the aged recipient, a reasonable siibsistence com-
patible with decency and health,” fearing it would represent an entering
wedge for federal interference in their states’ system of segregation and
discrimination. In the end, the Southern-led bloc won on that ﬁght and
the requirement was dropped.'3” 7 o

After the compromises, the Social Security Act was ﬁn!'ally s;gne«;l into
law in August of 1935. States soon acted to pass legislation e§tabh.shu?g
programs under the act, and by 1937, the progrars were nationwide in
operation. Also in 1937, the act was declared onstitutional by the Su-
preme Court, and the first payroll taxes were taken out of covered em-
ployees’ paychecks, though benefits under the old-age insurance program
were not scheduled to begin until 1942. Yet before the first benefit chieck
was ever mailed, important changes were made in the contributory old-
age benefits part of social security. A new advisory cogn;c.il‘began.discus-
sions in 1937 on certain controversial aspects of the social security pro-
gram.™* In addition to dissatisfactions with sore ofxthe more tec}?nica}
aspects of the law, there was widespread support for adding survivors
benefits. As a result of the council’s recommendations and new negotia-
tions in Congress, the 1939 amendments to the Social Security Act were
passed. The most notable changes included a shift from fu.ll. reserves to a
modified pay-as-you-go system, and, in an early dexponstra‘tmn of the po-
tential for expansion that even contributory social insurance systems can
have in the United States, benefit payments became payable‘ two years
earlier (in 1940), payroll tax increases were delayed, and benefits ff)r
wage-earners’ dependents and survivors were ddded.3® Whateyer its
shortcomings as a system of social protection, it was already clear thLat
social security represented an expandable set of social programs, despite
the inténtions of its formulators.

While the 1939 amendments to the Social Security Act showed the
channels along which the nascent U.S. welfare tate might be expandefd,
other events in the late 1930s undermined the capacity of social security
programs to ensure Americans’ economic weﬂ-Being. Tl'1e CES had be-
lieved that the success of their package of social prograris in guarantecing
social security for the American people depended upon “employment as-
surance”—the government’s provision of suitable jobs for all who
wanted to work. 10 As the Report of the ces pointed out:

137 Witte, The Development of the Social Security Act, pp. 144—45,
'3# Schlabach, Cantious Reformer, chap. 8,

13 Achenbaum, Old Age in a New Land, pp. 136-37; Altmeyer, Formative Years, chap.

3.
14" Committee on Economic Security, Report, pp. 3~4, 7—19.
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Any program for economic security that is devised must pe fiote
comprehensive than unemployment compensation, which of neces-
sity can be given only for a limited period. In proppsing unemploy-
ment compensation we recognize that it is but a cq’mpl,éxinentgr)‘r‘ Pai‘p
of an adequate program for protection against the hazatds of uii-
employment, in which stimulation of private employment adc} pro-
vision of public employment . . . are the other major ¢1cm¢nt$. 41

The cEs expected that employment assurance wopld come throygh the
institutionalization of the New Deal public employment pro_,gramys"és thg‘
papers by Margaret Weir and Theda Skocpol in this yolume dghﬁi, Liow-
ever, this did not happen, and social insurance snd és§istahcq prbf’;};gm‘s,—#
however inadequate to the task—were left to deal with problems of ecg-
nomic and social insecurity.*2 1935 tirned out to have been tlie high-
point of congressional willingness to go along with Rqosevelt’$ s'bcialljfﬁ.-‘
form initiatives, as a coalition of congressional ,c‘ohst;rvatjvgg gained
strength in the late 1930s,143 During this period, Fpg was {hWaxteﬂ in his
attempts at administrative and judicial reform—whicH likely WQQI’d have
enhanced the capacity of the American state to undertake c‘c‘oﬁhqmic ahd
social interventions—and new social reforms were tlirned back as gaveli.!"‘
It would be many years before Americans again enjoyed dn era hqé‘pitgb!é:‘
to social reform. ’

The Social Security Act represented one of the most important of all
the New Deal reforms of American social and political life, A!dng {"vitb
such legislation as the National Labor Relations (Wagner) Act and :tH‘;ja
Fair Labor Standards Act, it established critical socig] rights for Ap’)t:ricai h
citizens. Yet these rights were compromised by ungven najtio‘n_‘al‘ stgjiicij
ards, the sharp distinction between assistance an‘cr insiirance; ghgi Fhf’
omissions of health insurance; employmerit assurance, and allowarices fqt
all needy children. This latgely reflected the inability of the Nev’y bgﬂl
social reform coalition, led by the Roosevelt adminlstration, to pyercome
the deep resistance of congressional conservatives and some tongres-
sional constituencies to the changes they wanted to effect ini Ar’hgri)&%n’
social policy, but the policymakers themselves were responsible for soitfe
of the choices that left the U.S. welfare System inconplete. Ultiﬁatgly it
was the larger obstacles produced by the legacies of [J.S: statg-building;
state structure, and past policy that prevented the dchievement of a mote
complete welfare state in New Deal America. '

! Committee on Economic Security, Report, pp. 7-8.

Y2 See also Katz, In the Shadow of the Poorhouse, pp. 227-33, on the probiéms of i;‘}stj-
tutionalizing work relief isl the New Deal United States. '

1 Patterson, Congressional Conservatism ahd the New Deal,

1 Richard Polenberg, “The Decline of the New Deal,193 7—1940,” in Bracxpk}nv Br’cmr)(f;k,
and Brody, eds., The New Deal, pp. 246-66. "
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and universal coverage. They especially attacked the provision of oaa
that thandated that states pay pensions sufficient to provide, “when
added to the income of the aged recipient, a reasonable subsistence com-
patible with decency and health,” fearing it would represent an gntcring
wedge for federal interference in their states’ system of segregation and
discrimination. In the end, the Southern-led bloc won on that ﬁght and
the requirement was dropped.'?’ ‘ S

After the compromises, the Social Security Act was finally s;gne{d into
law in August of 1935. States soon acted to pass legislation e§tabh-shu?g
programs under the act, and by 1937, the programs were nationwide in
operation. Also in 1937, the act was declared tonstitutional by the Su-
preme Court, and the first payroll taxes were taken out of covered em-
ployees’ paychecks, though benefits under the old-age insurance program
were not scheduled to begin until 1942. Yet before the first benefit check
was ever mailed, important changes were made in the contributory old-
age benefits part of social security. A new advisory coun‘cil;began'discus-
sions in 1937 on certain controversial aspects of the social security pro-
gram.¥ In addition to dissatisfactions with some of 1tlu: more tecl:inica}
aspects of the law, there was widespread support for adding suryivors
benefits. As a result of the council’s recommendations and new negotia-
tions in Congress, the 1939 amendments to the Social Security Act were
passed. The most notable changes included a shift from fu{ll. reserves to a
modified pay-as-you-go system, and, in an early demonstration of the po-
tential for expansion that even contributory social insurance systems can
have in the United States, benefit payments became payable two years
earlier (in 1940), payroll tax increases were delayed, and benefits fpr
wage-earners’ dependents and survivors were ddded.!3 Whateyer its
shortcomings as a system of social protection, it was already clear t}}_at
social security represented an expandable set of social programs, despite
the inteéntions of its formulators.

While the 1939 amendments to the Social Security Act showed the
channels along which the nascent U.S. welfare state might be expanded,
other events in the late 1930s undermined the capacity of social security
programs to ensure Americans’ economic well-being. The ces had Pe—
lieved that the success of their package of social prograris in guaranteeing
social security for the American people depended upon “employment as-
surance”—the government’s provision of suitable jobs for all who
wanted to work. 0 As the Report of the ces pointed otit:

137 Witte, The Development of the Social Security Act, pp. 144-435.

138 Schlabach, Cantious Reformer, chap. 8. ‘ ‘
139 Achenbaum, Old Age in a New Land, pp. 136-37; Altmeyer, Formative Years, chap.

149 Committee on Economic Security, Report, pp. 3—4, 7—19.
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Any program for economic security that is devised must pe mote
comprehensive than unemployment compensation, which of neces-
sity can be given only for a limited period. It proposing unemploy-
ment compensation we recognize that it is but a complementary patt
of an adequate program for protection against the hazatds ‘Of;‘ll.ll;‘i‘-,
employment, in which stimulation of private employment and pro-
vision of public employment . . . are the other major elements. 1!

The cEs expected that employment assurance would come through the
institutionalization of the New Deal public employment programs; as ?hfi
papers by Margaret Weir and Theda Skocpol in this yolume dg‘td,,if, how-
ever, this did not happen, and social insurance dnd as§istahcc prb‘ggl';gm‘s‘efﬁ—
however inadequate to the task—were left to deal with problems of ecg-
nomic and social insecurity,'*? 1935 tirned out to have been the hig 1
point of congressional willingness to go along with Rqosevel;’s; spcié‘liﬁ.—‘
form initiatives, as a coalition of congressional conservatives f;ain\e{i
strength in the late 1930s.13 During this period, FDR was thwarted in his
attempts at administrative and judicial reform—whicH likely would have
enhanced the capacity of the American state to undertake econgmic ahd
social interventions—and new social reforms were tiirned back as v;ven.'; 4
It would be many years before Americans again enjoyed dn era hqﬁpitgb}#‘
to social reform. '

The Social Security Act represented one of the most impottant of all
the New Deal reforms of American social and political life. A‘dpg {’viti'l
such legislation as the National Labor Relations (Wagner) Act and ’gl’iﬁ
Fair Labor Standards Act, it established eritical social rights for ¢ .nf;‘c:ric‘q‘n
citizens. Yet these rights were compromised by ungven natiotial statid-
ards, the sharp distinction between assistance anq insurance; and the
omissions of health insurancé; employment assurance; and allOW:il"xilpe;) fqt
all needy children. This largely reflected the inability of tbe New Dg?l
social reform coalition, led by the Roosevelt administration, to pvércome
the deep resistance of congressional corservatives and some congres-
sional constituencies to the changes they wanted to effect I Aﬁlpri:da:q
social policy, but the policymakers themselves were iresppnsjb}e for sotig
of the choices that left the U.S. welfare system incomplete. Ul;ilﬁatgl‘y, It
was the larger obstacles produced by the legacies of U.S. statg-buildixjg;
state structure, and past policy that prevented the dchievement of a morg
complete welfare state in New Deal America. '

1 Commirtee on Economic Security, Report, pp. 7-8.

12 See also Katz, In the Shadow of the Poorhouse, pp. 227-33, on the problcms of ifst}»
tutionalizing work relief il the New Deal United States. !

143 Parterson, Congressional Conservatism and the New Deal.

14 Richard Polenberg, “The Decline of the New Deal,1937-1940,” In Braetpan Bremnét,
and Brody, eds., The New Deal, pp. 246-66. " ‘
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and universal coverage. They especially attacked the provision of 0aaA
that mandated that states pay pensions sufficient to provide, “when
added to the income of the aged recipient, a reasonable subsistence com-
patible with decency and health,” fearing it would represent an entering
wedge for federal interference in their states’ system of segregation and
discrimination. In the end, the Southern-led bloc won on that fight and
the requirement was dropped.'3” . '

After the compromises, the Social Security Act was finally sxgne.d into
law in August of 1935. States soon acted to pdss legislation e§tabh’shu?g
programs under the act, and by 1937, the programs were r}atlonwnde in
qperation. Also in 1937, the act was declated constitutional l?y the Su-
preme Court, and the first payroll taxes were taken out of covered em-
ployees’ paychecks, though benefits under the old-age insurdnce program
were not scheduled to begin until 1942, Yet before the first benefit check
was ever mailed, important changes were made in the contributory old-
age benefits part of social security. A new advisory coupcil began‘ discus-
sions in 1937 on certain controversial aspects of the social security pro-
‘grafn.m In addition to dissatisfactions with some of the more tecl}nica!
aspects of the law, there was widespread support for adding survivors
benefits. As a result of the council’s recommendations and new negotia-
tions in Congress, the 1939 amendments to thie Social Security Act were
passed. The most notable changes included a shift from full. reserves to a
modified pay-as-you-go system, and, in an early demonstration of the po-
tential for expansion that even contributory social insurance systems can
liave in the United States, benefit payments becanie payable two years
carlier (in 1940), payroll tax increases were delayed, and benefits f.or
wage-earners’ dependents and survivors were added.!3® Whatever its
shortcomings as a system of social protection, it was already clear th‘at
social security represented an expandable set of social programs, despite
the intentions of its formulators.

While the 1939 amendments to the Social Security Act showed the
channels along which the nascent U.S. welfare state might be expanded,
other events in the late 1930s undermined the capacity of social security
programs to ensure Americans’ economic well-being. The CES had Fne-
lieved that the success of their package of social programs in guaranteeing
social security for the American people depended upon “employment as-
surance”—the government’s provision of suitable jobs for all who
wanted to work.!*? As the Report of the ces pointed out:

137 Witte, The Development of the Social Security Act, pp. 144-45.
18 Schlabach, Cantious Reformer, chap. 8. o
139 Achenbaum, Old Age in a New Land, pp. 136-37; Altmsyer, Formative Years, chap'.

3.
14 Committee on Economic Security, Report, pp. 3—4, 7-10.
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Any program for.economic security that is devised rust be pl,\mr‘t‘z
comprehensive than unemployment compensatigh, which of Heces
sity can be given only for a limited period. In proposing unefploy-
ment compensation we recoghize that it is but a co'mple‘rnehtékr)'rpar‘}t
of an adequate program far protection against the hazards of un-
employment, in which stimulation of private employment épd pro-
vision of public employment . . . are the other major elem¢nt§.141
The cEs expected that employment assurahce would coine thi‘phgh thp{
institutionalization of the New Deal public employmient prograﬁxsi‘és t ‘,»
papers by Margaret Weir and Theda Skocpol in this volume detail, h W-
ever, this did not happen, and social insurance and assistance p‘ldgrarrrs—‘-»
however inadequate to the task—were left to deal with problems bf ecge
nomic and social insecurity.2 1935 turnied out to have been the higﬁé
point of congressional willingness to go along with Roosevelt’s s‘ocia! te-
form initiatives, as a coalition of congressional coriservatives gaingy
strength in the late 1930s.1%3 During this period, FDR as thwarted in his
attempts at administrative and judicial reform—whicli likely would have
enhanced the capacity of the American state to undertake ecofjomic and
social interventions—and new social reforms were turned back a$ {vél“““
It would be many years before Americans again enjoyed ah éra hqsbit@blé
to social reform. ' o
The Social Security Act represented one of the most importan"r of gll
the New Deal reforms of American social and political life, AIq;?g with
such legislation as the National Labor Relations (Wagner) Act and the
Fair Labor Standards Act, it established critical social rights for Agnerig:,ajn
citizens. Yet these rights were compromised by uneven natignal stdfid:
ards, the sharp distinction between assistance and insurdncg; and the
omissions of health insurance, émploymeht assuranc, and allox}vaﬂceg for
all needy children. This largely reflected the inability of the New Deal
social reform coalition, led by the Roosevelt administratio, t¢ oyercptile
the deep resistance of congressional conservatives dnd somie congres-
sional constituencies to the changes they wanted to effect in Amerigah
social policy, but the policymakers themselves were respbnsible for sotie
of the choices that léft the U.S. welfare system inconiplete. Ultinﬁtelj@- it
was the larger obstacles produced by the legacies of U.S. state-bhjlding,
state structure, and past policy that prevented the achievement of 4 riidre
complete welfare state in New Deal America.

't Committee on Economic Security, Report, pp- 7-8. ;

12 See also Katz, In the Shadow of the Poorhouse, pp. 227-33, on the problerns of iris-
tutionalizing work relief in the New Deal United States. ‘ ' '

143 Patterspn, Congressional Conservatism and the New Deal.

44 Richard Polenberg, ““The Decline of the New Deal,1937~1940,” in Braeniaii; B‘remi‘ie‘;k!
and Brody, eds., The New Deal, pp. 246-66. T
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the forces of social and fiscal policy are moving raises fundamen-
tal issues of justice and equality; not simply issues of justice 'be-
tween taxpayers as a separate class, or between contributors as a
separate class, but between all citizens. Already it is possible to
see two nations in old age; greater inequalities in living stan-
dards after work than in work; two contrasting social services
for distinct groups based on different principles, and operating in
isolation of each other as separdte, autonomous, social instru-
ments of change.

T4

CHAPFTER 4

War and Socigl Palzoy‘

PROFESSOR GIBBS, In reapprajsing the poritkibitioh pade by
Clausewitz to military studies,? Has politely bt fittnly ofiticlzed
past historians for bringing their hi“st’drfié;s’{ to b stop when the
guns started firing, and in opening a new ﬁ@hﬁ]ﬁtﬁf’ only with the
return of peace—of hormal diplqma‘tid Hd institutlonal rela
tionships between sovereign States. Follow g Clansewlte—a
much misunderstood tllir:liel‘ﬁ?rofﬁ-‘fslti‘!‘ gihbs depldred this
historical interregnum. He was f?ced“wlﬁth i léalc of balarice in
the material available to him 1{1 reflectinp abotit the nature of
war and society. He could hl'irdly compldii, However, about the
quantity of historical studies at ‘ﬂs‘ 4151)9336;1: Militﬂt;y and naval
documents, regimentg! histories, the liygs of p‘;{ﬁtalmamk llngzs,
political, diplomatic and even p'hiljd:‘squhiﬁ&l works jostle each
other for a place in the crowde‘ci“'.w}vai" :lpde}( firidd bear wimdss to
the energy and interests of past students of wary and to the ehe
demic character of war in the history pf fighi,

By contrast, I am doubly Handicapped Iif diseubsing the reli~
tionship of war and social policy. So fdr ag the story of modern
war before 1939 is concerned, little Hay beert recorded in any
systematic wdy about the socia] ah‘d ecotionile effects of war on
the population as a whole. Ouly lopng and patient research in
out-of-the-way documentary places cani teveal soinething of the

1 Delivered at King's College, London, tn N}[?rpﬁ 8, 1958, It a serfes of public
lecturds on *War and Society'. A shortened versioh i ]mbllshdd i The Listener,
November 3, 1955, ‘

? Printed in The Listener, October 6, igq.ﬁ

T [
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characteristics and flavour of social life during the experience of
wars in the past. And these records are often undisciplined and
unreliable. There are, for example, somewhat highly-coloured
accounts of popular reactions on the south coasts of England to
the threat of invasion when Napoleon Boraparte was master of
all Western Europe; of the effects of the Crimean and Boer
Wars on poor law policy in those days; of a remarkable decline
in criminal behaviour among civilians in Britain during the
First World War and an equally remarkable outbreak of panic
among the civilians of London when the first Zeppelins arrived
with their primitive bombs, most of which failed to explode.l
But even such accounts, unreliable a$ they may be, are hard to
come by. And, strangely enough, one often turns away-from the
novelists in disappointment; it is difficult to believe, for in-
stance, that some of Jane Austen’s riovels were written durin
one of the great wars in history; a war which signified for this
country, if the late Professor Greenwood got his sums right, a
proportionately greater loss of life among soldiers and sailors
than during the First World War and, consequently, more wide-
spread effects among the families of those who served in the
Armed Forces.?

These are some of the refiections which I have recalled—
though in a more tranquil mood—from the days when I wasén-
gaged on the Social Policy History of the Second World War.
In studying the effects of the evacuation of civilians from London
and other cities, I was led to wonder whether there were any
recorded accounts of the movement of civilian populations in
past wars as a calculated element in war strategy. I had to go
back to the Greeks—to the great H‘ellenip wars-—before I was
rewarded. Here is Plutarch’s description of the evacuation of the
civilian population of Athens as a military rlecessity during the
Persian invasion in 480 sc. The Peloponinesian city of Troezen,

1 See Titmuss, Richard M., Problems of Socidl Policy, 1950, and Trotter, W.
Tnstincts of the Herd in Peacs and War, 1916, and British Medical Journal (1940)
i, 270.

* Greenwood, M., ‘British Loss of Life in the Wars of 17941815 and 1914-8°,

'

Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, Vol. CV, Pt 1, 1942,
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on the far side of the Saronic Gulf, became (whdt we now call) a
‘reception area’, According to Plutarch, “The most part of them
[the Athenians] did convey their aged fathers and mothers, their
wives and little child{ren, into the city of Troezen, where the
Troezenians received them very lovingly gnd gently, For they
gave order that they should be entertairied ‘of the copimon
charge, allowing them apiece, two poboloes of tH{g\iw} mgpey i day,
and suffered the young children to gather fryit Whéreqoeven fzhéy
found it, and furthermore, did hire schoolmdsterts at the bha,ﬁgﬁ
of the commonwealth, to bring them up 4t schogdl. ’

From this account it would seem that cgpscip,‘déj ;houghf wag
given by the responsible authorities to the éq&ial an‘q 1sychiologi«
cal needs of the evacuated population. Thgfg was; in fict, a plan;
a concerted social policy; a deliberate public attemipt tc% foreseg
events; to estimate behaviour: to minimizg hdi;jéhips arid to
control a social situation in the interests of a co'mphity at war,

It was this fragment of history, Mluminating tj'xe way 1 which
war and sccial policy influence each other, that hel?éd ta shape
the ideas for this essay. In discu§sipg social poliﬁy, I medn those
acts of Governments deliberately designed arid taket| to improve
the welfare of the civil population in tirme of ‘waix I &in not,
therefore, simply concerned with thé soctal and pipiuglca1 £ori«
sequences of war; my fain interest, then, is with the prganized
attempts of Governments to control these tonseq 8Hes, Much
of what I have to say will be confined to the e;;p’ér,iéppw of this
country since the middle of the nineteenth century, Fop 4 definis
tion of ‘social’, I take, for convenience, the scopg p}: the two
published volumes on social policy during the Secontl World
War. There is, however, a difficulty herg Whi@bﬁénmf‘hﬁ 0
lightly resolved. In essence, it is the problem of distinguishing
between policies related to peace-time needs and pblicies cori-
cerned only with the immediate war-time situation, It is bound
up with the assumption that war is an abnormal sitiation! that
peace is—or ought to be—the normal lot of riaitkind,

In considering, however, the results of deliberate attempts to

* Vita Themistoclis, 10, 5 (North's translation),

1
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organize 4 society fbr’War-éeither in the military, eqonomic or
social spheres-—we aré confronted with one of thg major charac-
teristics of largesscale, modern war; the fact th.at mo_dern war
casty its shadow lohg before it happens and thgt its social .eﬂ"ects
are felt for longer and longer periods after armed conflict has
ceased, In the timésscale of these effects, modern war stre‘tcbes
over 4 gr"‘éa;tg'ér span of meh'’s lives, urflike‘ the wars of religion
atid thosis wars which Toynbee called in his studies of War and
Cruflizatio g‘YTh‘e sport of Kings’.1 Many of them started ab-
riiptly, without planning} without any preparatory action to pro-
vide fqi‘ h‘é’ 'n’eéds t)f the civilian p‘opulat.:lon; without any con-
aideratioh of how War might affect the Fomal and economic life of
the bﬁuﬁi‘;*y, They vere, in fa‘gt, orggn;:'zed‘mlllltary wars; other-
‘y’v_i$,é,§ ; ‘a : }ﬁrt from the particular territories over which battles
were foiight, normal life proceeded—and was assumed to pro-
oeed—iorT 1ally. By contrast, however, as the plans and policies
of twgﬂtlé’ﬂi—bkntury Governments for war an‘d peace have .be-
tomé i ra intera-rélated 1t is, in consequence, ,mcreasmgly 'dlﬂ"i-
cult to detach the ‘?“bn}o‘rmal’ from the ‘normal’, and to atm’bute
br‘ecis,tﬂ“y the acts of Government to one or other of these situa-
tiops, | o .

T tufd rlow to cohsider how developmgpts in modern war have
affected dotlal polidy. It is a commonplace among students of the
sublect 1,";1 1N OuF recent Western history war has beer} follow-
}hg Wit i an ascending order of inténmt_y. In -scale, in depth
dnd i time, war has been waged more intensively and fero-
diniisly, ?‘Ti;i‘s crestendo in the organization of war has enveloped
4 Hrgéf j4]ciﬁarti6n of the total populat':lfon. and, as I said earlier,
has left }& nidrks on them for a longer period of time. These de-
vai'ap‘ o1its during the past hundred years have affelctec% so?lal
gbliby i1 4 variety of ways. Amorig these, perhaps t'he dominating
one Has béég the incréasing concern of the State in time of war
with the hivlogical characteristics of its people. T_he growing
scale and intensity of war Has stimulated a growing concern
about the quantity and quality of the population.

* Toynbie, A., War and Citilizativh, 1951,
78
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We may mark certain well-defined stages in this progression
of biological interests. The first stage of organized interest was
with quantity; with the number of men available for battle. This,
of course, developed as the scale upon which war was fought in-
creased, and it was ro longer safe for the authorities to assume
that there were abundant supplies of men available. This growing
concern with quantity at different periods and in different socie-
ties has been one of the forces which has stimulated the interest
of Governments in population trends and in the taking of
national censuses. As we know from our own history of vital
statistics, oppositioni was raised in the nineteenth century to
census operations because of a fear that they were being carried
out for military reasons.

‘The second stage in this progression is marked by the in-
creasing adoption of qualitative standards applied to military
and naval recruits. No doubt a connection can be traced between
secular changes in these standards as to what constitutes ‘fitness
for service’ and the increasing mechanization and division of
labour in the armed forces. The standards demanded have risen
enormously in this country since the day, just over one hundred
years ago, when Florence Nightingale discovered that the
British Army Medical Service was staffed by a few clerks and ari
odd messenger boy or two. We now have the most complex
system of standards comprising a variety -of physical, func-
tional, psychological and social attributes. According to the
Editor- of the International Jowurnal of Psycho-Analysis, ‘It was
not love but war-time necessity which made American psychia-
try turn towards Freud’.! He suggests that one of the principal
reasons why psychiatry occupies such a commanding position in
the American social scene today is because of what he calls the
‘unforgettable role’ that psychiatrists played in the organization
of the war effort. -

All this has two important implications for social policy; first,
that increasingly higher demands are made upon society for
those who are physically and psychologically fit, intellectually

YHoffer, W., Lancet (1954), ii, 1284.
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bright, and socially atceptable on grounds of personality and
character; second, that, as a result, the proportion of men re-
jected and invalided from the Armed Forces tends to rise rather
than fall. Many then become the clients of the social services.
This is one example which shows that what is done in the name
of ‘defence’ determines, in substantial measure, some of the roles
and functions of the socidl services. The social costs of the Boer
War and the First World War, as measured by expenditure on

pensions, widows’ benefits, medical care, rehabilitation, sick- -

ness claims, rent subsidies, and national assistance, represent a
substantial proportion of the social service budget today.

The third stage of interest is reached when public concern
about the standard of fitness of men of military age moves out,
in a widening circle of pglicy, to embrace concern about the
health and well-being of the whole population and, in particular,
of children—the next generation of recruits. This stage was
reached in Britain at the beginning of the century, and it is
worth inquiring a little more closely into events at that time
because of their importance for the subsequent development of
public health policies.

It was the South African War, not one of the notable wars in
human history to change the affairs of man, that touched off the
personal health movement which led eventually to the National
Health Service in 1948. Public concern was aroused at the end of
the war by the facts that were published about sickness and
mortality among the troops, and by a report from the Inspector-
General of Recruitirig which spoke of ‘the gradual deterioration
of the physique of the working classes from whom the bulk of the
recruits must always be drawn’ At a time when many leaders
of opinion still held to the nineteenth-century doctrine of the in-
evitably of social progress, this report from the Inspector-
General came as a shock. Could it be, at the end of a century of
unprecedented material progress, that the health and fitness of
the bulk of the population was deteriorating? There followed, in

rapid succession, one commission of inquiry after another into -

1 See Report of the Inter-d_cpg}'imgnljal Comumitlee on Physical Deterioration, Vol. 1,
especially App. 1, p. 96, Cd 2175, 1904,
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these questions of physical deterioration; systems of medical in-
spection, the causes of lhigh"\ipfarnt;‘mor?tlulity and many other
matters affecting the well—bgiﬁg of tliépbpulation.

As a consequence of this ferment of fnquiry we inay trace the
establishment in 1906 of the¢ school j‘i‘;‘e’fdlqul service, the school
feeding of children I elementary schiools; 4 campalgn to reduce
infant mortality and many other sotigl theilsiires.

All these elements of soclal p‘olicy‘ st -,imiled dix‘qctly from the
Boer War and show how, in n}'ciidgrﬁ‘" t ities; it mmm}h {or top-
munal fitriess has lfollowed piosely Lipy [j the eduige of our mill-
tary fortunes. The story x'ep!&zf#'s itsell in ﬂ,jé Fn‘SF World War,
In 1917, for example, we may note tig Liﬁm?ftiuqtl,pﬁ af the first
instalment of a free national health srl*ymé when fuellities were

‘offered, to civilians and so,l"dijc_éré imﬁﬁg for the treatingnt dnd

phrase ‘a C8 nation’ crépt into gonter tig‘;l;l‘yjbllj'ﬂé“&m nfter the
Report of the Ministry of National Sekvioe had told the country
that only one man in three gf q‘é{gqﬂ)f tWQ*ﬂ,*ldfii‘-hillf million
examined was completely fit for military service, ! Most of these
men are now in their sixties and accoihit; in substantial measure,
for the high propoftion who are lrﬁﬂ'rih{; Q’qtﬁ worl today on

iloh rgcent report from

grounds of ill-health—a matter to whicl |
the Ministry of Pensions ah(i Naﬁlqnﬂ Ifistirance has drawn

prevention of venereal disease. At ;!11 cloge of the wir u new

attention.? [t is possible that; amohyt indny other reasons, the

age of retirement for men in the atiofal Instivanoe S?llémc‘ has
not been raised because of tl,iké lbng-)i*tmgb effects of the Tirst
World War. R ‘

The arcient Greeks, in qt‘tqchi\hg‘gmﬁe ;ﬁbﬂi"ﬁl gigghificance to
the idea of keeping fit, almost as thioligh they had convinced
themselves that vigour of body was af absoltite googl, had, we
may now remember; soimd reasohs {ar keeping fit, Their clvi-
lization invadlved themin cqntiﬂ,uqus‘ Yyarst and fo, we inust admit,
has our civilization of the twentieth centiry:

When we consider the ef'l;"ed ts of" the Second World War, a
war in Britain which depended not ot the efforts of a fraction of

1 Report of the Ministry of National Service 1917-19, Vol 1,

* Reasons for Retiring or' Confinuing at Il{qr/(‘ 1984,
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clusively reserved for soldiers and sailors, as in the past, but
had to be extended to ipdgdeﬁ civiliang as well—to those injured
in the factories as well as the victiryg of bombing. The organiza-
tion and structure of the Emergency Medioal Service, iniially
designed to citer for a special seotlon of the population, became
in the end the pfototype of a medical service for the whole
population,. :

In the sphere of food Iioiicy, it wasg no longer thought appro-
priate for members of the Armed forces tn receive better diets
than the civilidn population. "yf'he scaley Oft'atloning———as in many
other spheres of need as we“—‘-'hagc‘l ta be kep_t in balance between
~ civilian and non-civilian.

This war-titre trend towards tinjversalizing public provision
for certajn basic needs did not corme about as a result of the
traffic of ideas in one dire,c:t_ilp“n otily. 1t also worled the other
way; from civilians to doig-pi\%ili:i,ﬁs, Bducationial facilities in the
form of music, drajna and the arts, apeh to clvilians in time of
war, could not be withheld from rmep it wartien Ih the Forces.
No longer could it be said tliat sq*gliéi’s "Wald get ibove them-
selves’ if, instead of drinking; they ﬁaaﬂ '??Pkﬂ dnd papers, and
that army discipline wolild thefeby b endangered—as way sald
in May 1855 by the War Office to Flf ré"pé‘NigHtiug}l]e when
she opened a reac]ling room fpf i,njhrgg ﬁpmla;sirj ‘Scuturl,l By
the 1940’s the military authorities ill] B]}tﬁih had taken to héirt
—no doubt unwittingly—Aristotle’s epltiph on the ' Lycurgean’
system of Spartan 'training for wif, Tlﬂs Was the wiy he
summed it up: C | !

‘Peoples ought not to train themaelves In the dft of war
with an eye to subjugating heighbpﬂk*ﬁ wlio do not deserve to
be subjugated. . . . The paramiount iy of driy soclal system
should be to frame mxlitziry ‘inéﬁhttiﬂbﬂs; like all its other in-
stitutions, with an eye ta t“he‘ pir‘pqxﬁstﬂzité& of peace-time,
when the soldier is off duty; and thig sroposition s borne out
by the facts of experience, Fo‘- i i}itﬁ!‘*lsm staten e apt to
survive only so long as they remd 1 &t Wity while they fro to

SO Bk LRt rr eyjarcoildieT
the population but on virtually the efforts of all citizens, we reach
a fourth stage in our ascending scale of interest. Not only was it
necessary for the State to take positive steps in all spheres of the
national economy to safeguard the physical health of the people;
it was also an imperative for war strategy for the authorities to
concern themselves witli that elusive concept ‘civilian morale’;
with what Professor Cyril Falls called, in his Lees Knowles
lectures in 1941, ‘demostrategy’.1 By this he meant, in military

i terms, that the war could rjot be won unless millions of ordinary

! |people, in Britain and overseas, were convinced that we had

“'something better to offer than had our enemies—not only during
but after the war. This requirement of war strategy was stated,
more explicitly, in a memorable leader in The Times? soon after
the last British troops had left the Dunkirk beaches. It was a call
for social justice; for the abolition of privilege, for a more equit-
able distribution of income and wealth; for drastic changes in the
economic and social life of the country.

The effect on social policy of these. ideas about war strategy
was profound. It was increasingly sharpened as the war went on,
for not until three years had pdssed, and victory was at last a
rational—rather than an emotional—conception, could the
enemy claim that he had killed as many British soldiers as women
and children. ’ :

Much of the story of the war effort in terms of applied social
policies is told in the series of volumes in the Official War His-
tory by myself and my colleagues. I shall not attempt to recount
the 'story here, except to draw out of it one or two general

conclusions.

 The social meastires that were developed during the war

!centred round the primary needs of the whole population irres-
‘pective of class, creed or military category. The distinctions and

- privileges, accorded to those in uniform in previous wars, were

- greatly diminished. Comprehensive systems of medical care and
rehabilitation, for example, had to be organized by the State for
those who were injured and disabled. They could not be ex-

! Falls, C., The Naturé of Modern Warfare, 1941, p. 18,
* July 1, 1940,

* Woodham-Smith, C,, Florerce Nt"g]zﬁzrgu[él. ‘1‘35(?,, b @98,
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ruin as soon as they have finished making their conquests.:
Peace causes their metal to lose its temper; and the fault les

with a social system which does not teach its soldiers what to

make of their lives when they are off duty.’

To apply this Aristotelian precept to the modern world
means, in effect, that a social system must be so organized as to
enable all citizens (and not only soldiers) to learn what to
mnake of their lives in peace-time. In this context, the Education
Act of 1944 becomes intelligible; so does the Beveridge Report
of 1942 and the National Insurance, Family Allowances and
National Health Service Acts. All these measures of social policy
were in part an expression of the needs of war-time strategy to
fuse and unify the conditions of life of civilians and non—civilians
alike. In practice, as we have seen, this inyolved the whole com-
munity in accepting an enlargement of obligations—an exten-
sion of social discipline—to attend to the primary needs of all
citizens.

In no particular spliere of need is the imprint of war on social
policy more vividly illustrated than in respect to dependant
needs—the needs of wives; children and other relatives for
income-maintenance allowances when husbands and fathers are
serving in the Forces. Tq trace in detail the system of Service
pay and allowances from the Napoleonic Wars to the Second
World War is to see how, as war has followed war in an ascend-
ing order of intensity, so have the dependant needs of wives and
children been increasingly recognized. The more, in fact, that
the waging of war has come to require a total effort by the
nation the more have the dependant needs of the family been
recognized and accepted as a social responsibility.

This trend in the war-time recognition of family dependencies
has also profoundly influenced social security policies in general.
New systems of Service pay and allowances threw into sharper
prominence the fact that in industrial society money rewards
take no account of family responsibilities. Nor, until 1939, did
many of the payments made under various social services. Thus,
one immediate effect was that dependants’ allowances were
added to Workmen’s Compensation and other schemes. Another
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was that in many respects wii' pengions and industrial injury
pensions had to be brouglit into lifhe, This was done—s §0 many
other things were done—hecause it ggeméd‘l_napproprmte to
inake distinctions between war and ﬁeqce, clvilians and non-
eivilians. ‘

Looking back over the yarious points 1 liave made about the
relationship between the war efﬁf)rt Qf i G(J'mmllnity and its social
policies in peace as well as in war one general conclusion may, 1
think, be ventured. The waging of mgdern war presupposes and
imposes a great increase in social discpline; moreover, this dis-
cipline is only tolerable if—ar;(i only if—social inequalities are
not intolerable. The need for less ih‘je‘quality is expressed, for
example, in the chanfzes that take place ii what is socially approv-
ed behaviour—marked differences in staridards of living, in dress,
in luxury entertqinm’ent and i;i indulgﬂncies of many kinds are
disapproved. They were not only disppproved in war-time
Britain but, in fact, there is evidence to show that they were
greatly reduced. 1 o

It follows that the acceptange ,o},' thege social disciplines—of
obligations as well a5 rights—f—made iiapbﬁsmy b‘y war, by pre-
parations for war, and by the lpﬂ'get‘uq Eonisequerices of war,
miust influence the aims and c‘qnfeﬁt Or 599;.‘1‘11 ’n‘q!ic‘les not ohly
during the war itself but in peace-titne 4§ well, "The dia(‘.h)lin? of
the army,” wrote Max Weber, 'givés bi‘hﬂ]‘tb‘ all diselpline.’t In
some senses he was not far wrong, blfﬁ {t«B.!ﬁUm Be remenibered
that this thesis rested on an atalysls of ilitary organization
from the days of Sparta domx tb‘]t}ig P}"ﬁfﬁﬂﬁimml'Elerpeilli
armies at the bc'gi‘n‘nihg of the tweqtlgtli gentyry. Brital's war

effort in 1939 did riot rest on a pfpfessibildl military base, Never-

theless, it is, I think, a tenable proﬁ‘qgi“ﬁp that mmtm‘y wars
demand a military discipline, and that this kin:d of disciplinie (or
‘warrior communism’ as Weber 4§5Li‘ibe4 it) demdnds cer‘tnin
kinds of perfected conduct froni 4 stjall ﬁéﬁﬁdﬁ of the poptlation,
We have some classic e‘xamﬁiéé qfx this pérfectiun of discipline
in the infantry drill of Spartan soldiers did the exqulsite move-

1 Gerth, H. H,, and w'rig}.t Mills, C:, Froy M’ig;g Welirt Essays ih Sociology,
1947, p. 261.
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ments of Lord Cardigan’s cavalry in the Crimean War. Both
inevitably required—and this was the point of Weber’s analysis
—an ‘aristocractic’ structure in military organization and in
society as a whole. Both essays in war came to a bad end. The
social disciplines demanded by the civilians’ war in Britain of
1939 were very different; they derived their strength from inter-
nal sources rather than from external commands, and had to rest
on a social system which sought to teach all its soldiers what to
make of their lives when ofl-duty.

The aims and content of social policy, both in peace and in
war, are thus determined—at least to a substantial extent—by
how far the co-operation of the masses is essential to the success-
. ful prosecution of war, If this co-operation is thought to be essen-
. tial, then inequalities must be reduced and the pyramid of social

" stratification must be flattened. This, in part, is the thesis ad-.

vanced by Andrzejewski in a sweeping, untidy but brilliant
study recently published under the title“Military Organization
and Society’. In analysing the character of war and its conduct
from pastoral and pre-literate societies down to the advent of
atomic war, he argues that what he calls the military participa-
tion ratio determines the social stratification of a society. Mass
war, involving a high proportion of the total population, tends
to a levelling in social class differences. On the other hand, pro-
fessional wars, conducted by military leaders recruited from a
socia] élite and depending on su;?port‘from only a small propor-
tion of the population, tend to heighten existing social inequali-
ties. This study, in my view, effectively answers Herbert
Spencer’s theory that war conduces to greater social inequalities.
It may have been true of some wars in some periods and cultures
but not of all wars. However, we must fairly admit that Spencer
was writing before the advent of the mass wars of the twentieth
century.

The work of these sociologists does, in general, support the
arguments I have advanced: that modern war has had—-at least
in Britain—a profound influence on social policy and that, reci-

' Andrzejewski, S., Military Organization dand Sociely, 195%.
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procally, the direcﬁoh of social policy hab influeticed the way in

, which war is prosecuted. But this, I anj cohfidenit—more per-

! haps by faith than by reason-—is not tha whole of the story in the
evolution of social policy, Man dogs hat live by war alone, To
explain the social life of a cquhun‘iyty in terms of aggression and
struggle is to explain only part of fthly sorry scheme of things
entire’, . ‘



