The principles of industrial welfare / by John Lee.

Contributors
Lee, John, 1867-1928.

Publication/Creation

London : Sir Isaac Pitman, 1924.

Persistent URL
https://wellcomecollection.org/works/azcpg2hv

License and attribution

The copyright of this item has not been evaluated. Please refer to the original
publisher/creator of this item for more information. You are free to use this
item in any way that is permitted by the copyright and related rights
legislation that applies to your use.

See rightsstatements.org for more information.

Wellcome Collection

183 Euston Road

London NW1 2BE UK

T +44 (0)20 7611 8722

E library@wellcomecollection.org
https://wellcomecollection.org



http://rightsstatements.org/page/CNE/1.0/?language=en




I\%D |5 36

THE
CHARLES MYERS
LIBRARY

Reference
Section

NATIONAL INSTITUTE
OF
INDUSTRIAL
PSYCHOLOGY

Ml

22500610445




Med
K23061

NATIONAL IR

STITUTE OF INDUSTRIAL

PSYCHOLOGY.






THE PRINCIPLES OF
INDUSTRIAL WELFARE



BY THE SAME AUTHOR
AND FROM THE SAME PUBLISHERS

INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATION

Developments and Prospects.

This book is based upon a series of lectures delivered at Cambridge
University at the instance of the Board of Economics. It records
in convenient form what is really a mass of information on various
recent developments of industrial organization throughout the world.
Various chapters deal with industrial organization in the United
States, past and present tendencies in France, Germany, and
Italy, industrial organization in England, general tendencies and
indications.

In demy 8vo, cloth gilt, 130 pp., ba. net.

MANAGEMENT
A Study of Industrial Organization.

The many problems connected with industrial organization are
discussed in tﬁis book, which is written by one who has the control
of a very large staff. Chapters are devoted to such subjects as
Functional Management, Co-ordinate Management, Promotion and
Discipline, Theories of Wages, Scientific Management, Welfare
Methods, Whitley and Shop Committees.

In demy 8vo, cloth gilt, 133 pp., 38. net.

PLAIN ECONOMICS
An Examination of the Essential Issues.

The purpose of this book is to give stimulus to thought, and it
attempts to make Elain some complicated issues. Written by an
author well qualified for his task, it should command the attention
of all students of Economics.

In crown 8vo, cloth gilt, 118 pp., 3s. 6d. net.




THE PRINCIPLES OF

INDUSTRIAL
WELFARE

BY

JOHN LEE, C.B.E.
M.A., M.Com.

AUTHOR OF “ MANAGEMENT," * INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATION," ETC.

LONDON
SIR ISAAC PITMAN & SONS, LTD.

PARKER STREET, KINGSWAY, W.C.2
BATH, MELBOURNE, TORONTO, NEW YORK
1924



T

L v

PRINTED IN GREAT DRITAIN
AT THE PITMAN FRESS, BATH






Digitized by the Internet Archive
in 2017 with funding from
Wellcome Library

https://archive.org/details/b2981067x



PREFACE

TuE rapid advance of methods of safeguarding the welfare
of workers in industry both intensively and extensively,
both as regards the content of the methods themselves and
as regards the number of industries which have adopted
them, calls for a study of the underlying principles. This
study is an attempt to show the philosophy which lies
behind the various welfare systems. Quite frankly I am
of opinion that this movement has within it the potentiality
of exercising an immense influence for good. It is usual
for writers on modern industrialism to condemn it root
and branch or to see in it a development towards a social
revolution., I think that within industrialism itself there
are forces at work, many of them silent and unobtrusive,
which may in the fullness of time effect changes of which
to-day we can only dream. One of these forces, in my
view, is the welfare movement. I have not hesitated to
point out what seem to me to be dangers and defects, but
I do not choose to allow myself to be blinded by those
apparent dangers and defects to the value of the spirit
of mutuality which I am sure is being fostered by the
movement.

This is a pioneer book. There are many books which
deal with the practice of Industrial Welfare. I do not
know any book which has attempted to discover the
underlying principles, to analyse the various efforts which
can be grouped under the heading of welfare methods, or
to correlate the movement to its position in the history
of industrial development. If my conjecture is correct
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we are face to face with the beginning of a movement which
may modify industrial structure, which may discover,
within the bounds of private ownership, the direction in
which we shall find a solution for the central problem of

our time.
J- Lt
MUuLGRAVE LoODGE,
SUTTON, SURREY.
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THE PRINCIPLES OF
INDUSTRIAL WELFARE

CHAPTER I

RESPONSIBILITY FOR WELFARE

Tuere are wide differences of opinion as regards the
practice of industrial welfare. These differences, I
contend, arise from an insufficient consideration of the
underlying principles. The movement towards definite
action in safeguarding the welfare of workers received
a considerable stimulus during the war and especially
in the manufacture of munitions. It has developed
very rapidly, and welfare supervision is now an accepted
element in industrial control. It has been influenced
by American precedent, where conditions are totally
different, and where a special stimulus was given by
reaction against so-called scientific = management.
Certain German precedents have had their influence
in England, especially in the direction of more complete
organization of the unit industry as distinguished from
the dual organization of employers and employed re-
spectively, which is the characteristic in England and,
though to a smaller degree, in America. So far as under-
lying principles are concerned, there is more frank
recognition in France, with the remarkable irony that
this fact is not generally accepted in England.

The practice of welfare supervision as separated from
general industrial control has made headway in England
and in America rather as a sound policy discovered
empirically than as proceeding from a fundamental
principle. To say this is not to throw cold water on the
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process, nor is it to undervalue the good which has been
accomplished. In fact, it is the success of welfare super-
vision which leads us to look for some deeper stimulus.

The history of welfare supervision in this country
can be regarded either as ascribable to the initiative
of its sponsors or as brought about by the difficulties
in which the sponsors found themselves in the war,
according to the point of view. If we say that at a time
of heavy work during the war the value of welfare in
relieving the strain was realized by certain eminent em-
ployers who urged it upon the Ministry of Munitions
which in turn co-ordinated it into a policy, we see it from
one angle. If we say that the workers were becoming
restless, that all sorts of means had to be invented to
meet their demands, that the deduction of the cost of
welfare work from Excess Profits duty was another
factor, we see it from another angle. I am inclined to
think that the particular ““boom " given to welfare work
during the war had a far smaller influence in its
history than we generally suppose. Long before the
war there were movements in that direction. Forty years
ago I played cricket with teams connected with collieries
in which the manager took his part.

But there was one direction in which the war had a
notable influence. It did emphasize a type of welfare
work, what I call specialized or separated welfare work.
It brought the expert welfare supervisor to the front.
Here, again, various subtle factors were operating.
Managers of all sorts were much too hurried and worried
to undertake the work or even to ensure its performance.
There was a “glow” of mutual responsibility in the
air. There was a passion for some sort of social recon-
struction. Besides these factors there were examples
of cases where far-seeing industries had adopted methods
of providing for welfare which looked very attractive
to industry generally in the grim years of the war—
much more attractive than they seem to be when looked
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at from the cooler heights of peace. Yet the most re-
markable fact is that welfare supervision, largely in
the form in which it was crystallized by the conditions
of the war, has continued to increase. It is said that
something like thirteen hundred firms of various kinds
have adopted the system. It is not too much to say
that it is an evidence of the acceptance of responsibility
of the employer to a far greater extent than previously
obtained. All that is for good. In our discussions
" of various methods, and possibly in respect of some
criticisms which may be ventured, this plain fact must
never be forgotten. It may be that this steadily growing
stimulus was brought to a point by the circumstances
of the war: it may be that the flood of emotion, as is
so often the case, so directed men’s thoughts that the
wisest schemes were not adopted and that welfare work
became a sort of fad inspired by kindliness rather than
a seriously-thought consideration of the principles of
employment.

For successful as welfare supervision, in its special-
ized or separated aspect, has been, there are employers
who have misgivings and these among the employers
with the highest ideals. They feel instinctively that
there is a danger of spoon-feeding. They are aware
of the fact that separated welfare supervision seems
to have arrived a little out of the ordinary process of
time. If it is the duty of the employer to cater by
special and separated means for the comfort, the leisure,
the education and the training of his workers it would
seem to them to be illogical that the duty should be
accepted after it has been shown that by organization
the workers have proved themselves to be strong enough
to insist upon other demands. Moreover, they are
anxious, and not without reason, lest this method
of welfare supervision should weaken the moral fibre,
should make the workers too dependent. True, as is
always said in France, there is a paternal aspect in the
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employment of a large number of men and women, but
the question arises whether this paternal aspect is best
realized by a method which comes near to fussiness.
The parallel of the father in the home has its lessons,
they say, and the strict father probably brings up the
best children. In the schools of Detroit there are hair-
brushing machines of high efficiency for the com-
pulsory use of the girls, but it is open to question if
the brushing of hair, after all, is not done better secretly
and alone, and we read with some anxiety that there
are parents in Detroit who are less insistent than they were
in the matter of hair-brushing. Paternalism in schools
has its disadvantages.

It would be easy to say that those employers who
do not accept the methods of welfare work are repre-
sentatives of the old school, to whom it seems beyond
question that an employer has a right to purchase labour
in the cheapest market and to employ it under conditions
as favourable to himself as possible, in so far as he obeys
the law. Even if that were the case it is to be pointed
out that it is not so reprehensible to-day as it appears
to be. After all, the employer has to face organized
labour. He has big forces against him. Moreover,
he can say that under present competitive conditions
if there are to be any margins at all he would prefer
that these margins take the form of increased wages.
By some sort of instinct he dreads invisible wages, and
it will be shown later on that the dread which 1s now
the dread of the employer was formerly so much the
dread of the worker that legislation had to be introduced.

But it is unjust to employers at large to represent those
who are shy of welfare methods as being of necessity
of the “old school.” They include many employers
of high enlightenment who are genuinely anxious as
to welfare methods. They are not convinced that those
methods have been quite as soberly considered as they
deserve to be. They have no desire to cast upon their
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workers the reproach that in respect of all the conditions
which come under the heading of welfare they can be
dealt with in the mass.

If it is true that one of the lamentable features of
modern industry is the lack of the personal touch
between employer and employed it must be remembered
that it is personal on both sides. It is frequently referred
to as if it were personal on the employer's side only.
But the individual worker is to be considered as just
as important in this matter of relationship as the indi-
vidual employer. The personal touch is not restored
by the allotment of specialized persons to undertake
that touch and, indeed, it may be said that this is likely
to lead rather to a further and a more complete severance.
There is a further suspicion. While on the worker’s
side, as we shall see, there have been suspicions lest the
welfare system should—whether designedly or not—
come to be a factor in undermining the solidarity of labour
or the mobility of labour, on the employer’s side there
is a parallel suspicion. Does it tend to general progress
to tie workers more closely to their industry? Is it
not healthy that the emphasis should be that all the
employer buys is labour, and that freedom in this pur-
chase may be for the benefit of the worker not in the
end only but in the present ? In other words, the highly
intelligent and far-seeing employer may say that the
best intentioned interferences with economic laws, after
all, are risky interferences, that welfare comes at a time
in history when there is reason to believe that economic
laws might be tending to the advantage of the skilled
worker, if not to the unskilled worker also, and that
welfare work as a system cannot be adopted merely as
an exterior artifice which will play on the surface of
a relationship founded on other considerations.

It is easy to lay all this aside and say that no good
movement has ever taken place in the realm of human
relationship without being damned by the economists.
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The factory laws were bitterly opposed by men of un-
doubted humanitarian instincts. It may also be added
that the human heart is more likely to be right than
all the sciences. Nevertheless, it is true that if there
is a development in the direction of the acceptance of
responsibility of the employers for the welfare of the
workers it needs much more fundamental consideratior
than it has yet received.

At the moment there are two alternatives to the
system whereby individual persons, sometimes assocl
ated in groups, purchase the labour of other individua
persons. These two systems are (a) Guild Socialism
by which the conduct of an industry is sub-let to ar
association of all the workers through remaining in the
ownership of the State, and subject to the control of the
State ; and () Socialism itself, whereby the State assume:
both the ownership and the employment under con
ditions which, it is suggested, are essentially differen
from the wages system.

In the wages system there are varieties of adaptation
such as profit-sharing, co-partnership, and vagu
modifications of “control” under Works Committees
and the like. The question is whether the welfar
system is a real modification of the wages system, o
only an embroidery upon that system. It is associates
in some instances with profit-sharing or co-partnershi
or Works Committees, but apart from these furthe
developments the evidence would seem to be that i
consists of a more fundamental change than is generall
understood. It accepts responsibility, to a varyin
degree, for the lives of the workers. It has regard t
education and leisure as well as to physical health. Certair
ly it goes far beyond the mere cash-nexus. It is on thi
ground, sometimes without knowing it, that man
employers are hostile. They point out that the fre
wages system was a development towards freedom. The
earlier employment included the wvery factors whic
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are now re-introduced under the guise of welfare is beyond
dispute. Slavery, in its extremest form, did include
a recognition of the other aspects of life, and the abolition
of slavery, by the moral consent of the world, was a
tendency away from the handling of the sum total of
life by the employer.

The other side of the argument is that the root difficulty
is the factory. After all industry includes the aggrega-
tion of individual persons under centralized control.
It does bring with it a vision of the aggregated needs,
at any rate those aggregated needs include food and lighting
and ventilation and training and guidance or control.
It is inconceivable, the sponsors of welfare work say, that
the acceptance of aggregated human work should not bring
with it special responsibilities, and that this is altogether
independent of the discussion of fundamental principles.
Human relationships in this view present empirical
difficulties to be met by measures which fulfil the empirical
needs and not by gropings towards doctrinaire theories.
There is no intention of tampering with the wage system,
of playing with theories of extended control, of checking
the power or the disciplinary authority of trade unionism.
It is a question of decency only, and must not be inter-
preted as going beyond that narrow range. It is the
outcome of enlightenment, and not of mere faddishness.
It is a sound investment in that it improves the output
and adds to cheerfulness and therefore to efficiency of
work, but there is no reason on that account to cover it with
obloquy. The employer has as good a right to improve
output by this means as by an improvement of machinery.
It is true, they say, that humanitarianism is a factor,
but it is not a blind humanitarianism—it is no mere
benevolence. It may be that it may develop in other
directions, that efforts will be made towards the encour-
agement of thrift, or to the establishment of pension
systems. This may tend in the dlrectmn of even

less mobility, but that may also mean mote security and
2—(1876)
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less unemployment. In fact, the welfare system ma
evolve into a reversal of the ordinary estimates of econ
mic influences as compared with other influences, an
the purely economic factors may be of less and less impor
ance in the balance. The employer's reward me
come in this deepened sentimental or emotional attac
ment. It may not be the “ personal” touch of whic
so much has been heard, but it will be a means whic
in its deeper implications is not readily to be distinguishe
from the ““ personal ”’ touch of the last generation. Furthe
it is argued that nothing has been devised more capab
of meeting the increased monotony of routine wor
Mobility of labour is nonsense when such minute ope
ations come to be considered. It is this increase
detailed monotony which has come to be a factor, ar
this was parallel with the development of the welfa
movement during the war.

Whichever view we take of monotony, whether it
an evil which is to be met, or is of value inasmuch
it leaves minds free for other exercises, the fact remai
that the welfare—in the widest sense of the word:
becomes a more important responsibility than ever. T
employer has to recognize that he is using men and womy
for tasks which in themselves seem to be unworthy
men and women, and it is his responsibility to resto
the worthiness, and to bring to his aid all that scien
and psychology can do to restore it. In other worc
he takes from his workers something more than the
work, and this is a latter-day tendency.

It is to meet this latter-day tendency that welfa
work has been instituted. It is not to grope after a ne
alternative for the wages system. That may prese
itself in the fullness of time as a last result of the me
minute division of labour and of function. But
would have come independently of the welfare mov
ment and it would have come as an issue and as a proble:
whereas the welfare movement may be doing somethi
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to smooth the issue and to find a solution for the
problem.

No one knows or can know the ultimate effect. All
that is clear is that human desire on both sides of the
relationship finds some gratification in the movement,
and that in a wide variety of industries it has purified
the atmosphere of suspicions and of mistrusts, and that
not the least notable of its achievements has been to
reveal the true hearts of the workers to employers who
had been under a complete misunderstanding. While
it had thrust new responsibilities on the employers it
had given them a new vision into the hopes and aims
of their workers.

This is not to take sides on the issue. It is merely
to state the case clearly as a preliminary to the search
for principles. That search must begin by asking our-
selves what it is which we are aiming at in industrial welfare.
Is it merely the bodily welfare without inculcating indi-
vidual responsibility for that welfare ? It may be that,
as they say in the House of Commons, the answer is in
the affirmative. On the other hand, it may also be
true that to seek bodily welfare by a short-cut is just
as full of ultimate perils as any other speeding-up of the
time process.

Yet the history of industry is not fair to look upon.
We have had two hundred years of the so-called industrial
revolution. It is a possible argument that if there had
been no factory legislation at all the acceptance of re-
sponsibility would have developed so that the progress
would have been just as rapid. We tend, at any rate,
to give legislation rather too much credit for the un-
deniable improvement, and this is proved by the fact
that few employers to-day measure their responsibilities
by the rigid limits of Acts of Parliament. Nor is it true
to assign the progress to trade unionism only, as is com-
monly done. All these are factors, but there is another
factor, the progress of enlightenment. In other words,



10 PRINCIPLES OF INDUSTRIAL WELFARE

there has come to be recognized something which is outside
the bounds of legislation, something which is outside the
bounds of the claims pressed by industrial conflict.
That enlightenment is not necessarily on one or the
other side of the issue. It runs the risk to-day of being
over-confident. It runs the risk of believing that it has
found a solution for the central problem. If we approach
the problem as humble men who are in search of prin-
ciples, we shall perhaps learn something, and also perhaps
we shall gain fresh enlightenment.

It may check some of our sentimentalism ; it may,
in Sir John Simon’s words, find a way to “ the human-
izing of industry,”” even though it is a long and an arduous
way. That may not seem to be inspiring as a beginning,
but at least it is a frank recognition of the fact that all
human problems are tremendously complex.



CHAPTER II

A SUBTLE CHANGE OF OUTLOOK

Tuese principles of industrial welfare lie much deeper,
therefore, than we generally suppose, and it is for this
reason that there is some suspicion against industrial
welfare on the part of the workers, and on the part of
employers. We think a little too hurriedly that a mere
cash-nexus between employer and employed betokens
a lack of the benevolent spirit. As a matter of fact,
the mere cash-nexus is the result of the historic claim
that economic laws would ultimately put everything
right. I myself remember, exactly fifty years ago,
hearing a discussion in my home in a Lancashire village
to the effect that an employer who was encouraging
a sort of co-operative society was violating the Truck
Act. That Act was the workers’ charter, or at any rate
was so regarded. It was an emphasis upon a cash-nexus.
The theory was that wages should be paid in coin, that
there should be no other responsibility on the part of
the employer, or, more accurately, that any employer
who attempted to pay wages in any form other than
coin was thereby interfering with liberty. Of course,
it had other aspects. The suggestion was that the em-
ployer was making money by the substitution of kind
for coin and there were instances as far back as the
fifteenth century where goods of poor quality, at an un-
just price, were substituted for money wages. The theory
that liberty would work for betterment was universally
accepted.

I remember an indignant miners’ meeting, about 1880,
which was brought about by the offer of a well-intentioned
company to build and to rent houses. It seems strange
forty years afterwards to read of a general assent to the

II
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theory that responsibility lay on the owners to provide
houses.

The development of what has been regarded as freedom
1s the central characteristic of what history has come
to call “ The Industrial Revolution.” It is easy to find
flaws in that liberty. The fact that Trade Boards Acts
have had to be passed to protect certain workers from
the evils of sweating would seem to indicate that freedom
of contract in history has its limitations. Yet it should
not be forgotten, on the other hand, that freedom has
included the right to organization, and that this has
brought with it very considerable improvements both
in respect of wages and also in respect of bargaining status.

To those who would like to see some bridge in process
of erection over the gulf between employer and employed
corporate bargaining would seem to hold out some promise,
but, unfortunately, while it does bring the two sides into
occasional agreement it does emphasize the fact that
there are two sides. Admitting this, it is still the fact
that there has been a process which it is not foolishness
to describe as the freedom of the worker from the personal
control of his employer in aspects of life other than the
relation in work and for the direct purposes of work.
The pessimistic amongst us see the grey side of the
industrial problem. They feel, somewhat as Lecky
said at the end of his History of Rationalism, that the
gain in respect of freedom has been at the cost of romantic
ventures of the soul. But an examination of economic
history for a hundred years has its element of encourage-
ment. After all the public conscience has been awakened to
sensitiveness, and the fact that regulative legislation
is readily accepted and even demanded, and the fact
that welfare supervision has become so commonplace
are both of them indications that we have passed beyond
the stage when the employer could regard his work-
people as mere workers to be obtained at the cost of the
alternative of starving.
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To this extent freedom has been accepted; to this
extent rights have been acknowledged. In the mere
bargaining for employment the worker is in a stronger
position. The State, too, bears its part in this develop-
ment. It is ready to arbitrate and to conciliate. It
has its Industrial Courts. It definitely encourages
Whitley Councils and the like. It is ready to legislate if
need be for those workers who are not sufficiently well organ-
ized to conduct their own bargaining with any real purpose.
Moreover, the State was responsible for laying down the
standard during the war whereby welfare work has come
to be regarded with favour.

All this points to a change. No longer is the employer
a free agent to employ workers under whatever condition he
chooses provided that a certain legal minimum is observed.
He is faced with corporate bargaining; he is faced
with vast organizations of labour. He is faced with
public opinion which has steadily become clearer as to
the content of ‘“ Good Employment.” The employer’s
attitude to this process has changed by degrees. The
change is more complex than appears on the surface.
While it is a recognition, willy-nilly, of organized labour,
it is also a recognition of the fact that the role of the
employer does involve definite responsibilities other than
the payment of a standard or a legalized wage.

Similarly the acceptance of welfare has changed the
attitude of the worker, though he is much less aware of it.
He may sniff at it, and suggest that his employer is a
faddist who must be allowed his little whims. Yet the
student who examines the attitude of labour generally
to the employer in 1874, 1884, 1894 and 1914, will have
seen a steady change. He will have seen the perform-
ance of a day-by-day task change into a relationship
of mutual interest far more real than is usually credited
to the worker. The best instance of such a change is
to be seen in South Wales, under the Miners’ Welfare
Fund, where bowling greens and football grounds have


















































































































































































































































































































