The United Kingdom
Introduction
The United Kingdom (UK)
 is a constitutional monarchy wherein sovereignty resides in Parliament.  The latter consists of two chambers, the House of Lords and the House of Commons.  The former has limited revising powers while the latter, with its elected Members of Parliament (MPs), is in principle the key legislative institution.  The election of MPs is by a first past the post system and since the advent of universal suffrage after the First World War this has favoured the two largest parties, Conservative and Labour.  These parties were, at least initially, class-based with the working classes supporting Labour and the middle classes supporting the Conservatives.  This has to be qualified, however, in that, for example, there was significant middle class support for Labour at the crucial 1945 general election while the Conservatives have traditionally been able to rely on the support of parts of the working class.  The last two decades have seen a degree of political convergence with both parties claiming to occupy the ‘centre ground’.  In terms of religious constituencies it was often argued that, historically, the Conservatives drew support from adherents of the Church of England while Labour inherited the Nonconformist vote which had, previously, gone to the Liberal Party.  Again, however, this is not straightforward.  Labour, for instance, from early on sought to appeal to the Catholic working class.  It is thus misleading to see either major party, or its welfare policies, in confessional terms.  This is not to suggest that religion has had no impact on British welfare thought and policy, although this has been the subject of historiographical neglect.
  But it does help explain why, in the words of recent commentators, ‘the continental welfare state developed so differently from the Nordic or Anglo-Saxon welfare regimes’.

Since the election of New Labour
 in 1997 two important political developments have taken place.  First, power has been increasingly concentrated in the Cabinet and, in particular, in the office of Prime Minister.  Second, political devolution has taken place to, in varying degrees, Scotland, Wales, and Northern Ireland.  Each of these now has a legislative body whose principal remit is social welfare.  Different voting systems from those used in UK elections are in place and this has allowed minority parties to gain representation which accords more with their share of the overall vote.  Even prior to political devolution Scotland in particular had control over aspects of its welfare provision.  So, for example, the Protestant clergyman Thomas Chalmers had a huge influence on nineteenth century welfare thought throughout Great Britain but especially in his native Scotland.
  More recently, the National Health Service (NHS) in Scotland was provided under separate legislation and administration and this had longer term implications for the Scottish health services.
  The perception of the UK as a unitary state is thus misguided, historically and even more so in the present.  
This holds true for its religious composition.  England has an established church, the Church of England, whose senior members sit in the House of Lords and whose head is the monarch. In Scotland and Northern Ireland Presbyterianism has been to the fore and the Church of Scotland too is an established church.  In Wales, Nonconformism was the majority religious faith.  All parts of the UK have significant Catholic populations and, more recently, members of other Christian churches and other faiths.  At mid-2007 total UK population was 61 million people of which 51.1 million resided in England, 5.1 million in Scotland, 3.0 million in Wales, and 1.8 million in Northern Ireland.
  In the 2001 Census over 70% of Britons identified themselves as ‘Christian’.
  While this tells us little directly about church attendance or intensity of belief it is a revealing statistic and one to which, as we shall see, the present Prime Minister recently alluded.

 Religious diversity notwithstanding, Anglicanism’s significance for both England and the UK as a whole requires emphasis.  Green argues that the British state ‘is now, and has been since time immemorial, a religious state’; and that this religious basis is essential, not residual, in its makeup.  In turn, and notwithstanding declining church membership and attendance, it is the Church of England which is central to this religiously-based state.  Moreover, the experience of the Second World War – an era crucial to welfare state formation – ‘profoundly reinforced the notion of the inter-dependence of religion and the civil order’ with Anglican sentiment coming to play a stronger role in public life.  This survived the ‘social revolution’ of the 1960s.  Green’s arguments are contentious.   Nonetheless, they are a reminder that, as he puts it, all states ‘embody profound principles about how their citizens properly should live’ and that in the overwhelming majority ‘those principles have been religious in origin and by expression’.

Britain was the first industrial nation.
  Economic modernisation began in the eighteenth century and by mid-nineteenth century the country was both the ‘workshop of the world’ and the first urban society.  By the latter part of the century, however, economic rivals were challenging British hegemony.  The First World War was a heavy blow for the economy and while Britain did not suffer in the inter-war depression as much as some other countries, nonetheless her economy was further significantly weakened.  The Second World War posed yet more problems and at its end Britain was, until American intervention via the Marshall Plan, briefly the world’s largest debtor nation.  The economy experienced a comeback during Western Europe’s ‘Golden Age’ – the quarter of a century from around 1950 – but not to the extent of major European competitors.  Further erosion of the manufacturing sector occurred in the last quarter of the twentieth century and the economy was re-oriented towards the provision of services, notably finance.
  Britain remains, though, a rich nation and a member of the G7 group of advanced economies.  The International Monetary Fund estimates GDP per capita (current prices) for 2008 at $46,000 placing the UK among the top twenty economies in the world.
  Nor have structural changes halted rising living standards.  The average Briton at the end of the twentieth century was around three times better off than in the late 1940s.
  Social expenditure – public sector expenditure on housing and community amenities; education; health; and social protection – was 27% of GDP in 2007/08.
  In 1950 it was around 12%.
  
The Origins of the Welfare State
 Britain’s welfare state is often seen as a product of the Second World War.  However it did not emerge without precedent and in certain key respects continues to embody much longer-term approaches and practices.
  The transformation to an urban/industrial society brought environmental and workplace problems; and economic phenomena such as cyclical and structural unemployment.  Concerns over the impact of urban life resulted in a number of official investigations.  One outcome was the public health movement of the latter part of the nineteenth century which encouraged the provision, by local authorities, of clean water and the accompanying safe disposal of waste and these contributed to declining rates of mortality and morbidity.
  Somewhat belatedly, from the 1870s measures were enacted requiring the education of children to at least ‘elementary’ level and in parts of the country religious bodies had an important role to play in educational provision.  In England, although local authorities provided an increasing number of schools, many remained in the hands, albeit state supervision, of the Church of England, the Nonconformist Churches, and, latterly, the Roman Catholic Church.
  While the religious/educational controversies of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries died down during the twentieth century the churches retained a strong input to educational debates and policy down to the creation of the welfare state and beyond.
The mid-nineteenth century also saw measures introduced to protect groups deemed vulnerable in the workplace – the Factory Acts.
  Another important innovation came with the reform of the Poor Laws.  This took place in England and Wales in 1834, in Ireland in 1838, and in Scotland in 1845.
  Focusing on England and Wales, reform occurred because it was widely believed that the Old Poor Law encouraged welfare dependency and discouraged labour mobility.  The underlying principle of the reformed system was thus that of ‘less eligibility’ – anyone receiving relief would do so at a level below that of the poorest ‘independent’ labourer.  Where appropriate, paupers were to be relieved in workhouses wherein they would be morally reformed, pauperism being seen as the consequence of personal degradation rather than socio-economic circumstances.  Such a system would separate out the ‘undeserving’ from the ‘deserving’ poor.  The former were to be the subject of punitive public welfare; the latter of suitably discriminating charity. The arguments underpinning reform were a combination of Malthusianism, Utilitarianism, the ‘laws’ of political economy, and Evangelical Christianity.  The last had, as one commentator puts it, a ‘profound effect’ on both the poor law and philanthropy in the nineteenth century.
  
By the end of the century these attitudes came under increasing scrutiny and Briggs remarks that the ‘whole attack on the limitations of the poor law was guided, though not exclusively, by men of strong religious principles’.
  Other factors included the growing impact of the labour movement; intellectual challenges to laissez-faire and individualism, for example from proponents of Idealist philosophy; concerns over ‘national efficiency’; and the example of other welfare systems, notably that of Bismarck’s Germany.
  So, for instance, it was now that ‘unemployment’ in its modern sense came to be understood as not simply, or even, resulting from individual moral degradation.
  One outcome of these trends was the reformulation of Liberal thought and this largely explains the Liberal governments’ welfare policies between 1906 and 1914.  Measures enacted included the first state old age pensions; and, most famously, ‘national insurance’ for particular groups of workers which paid benefits in the event of unemployment or sickness.
  The Liberal welfare reforms did not provide a comprehensive, universal welfare system.  They nonetheless embody a paradigm shift in state welfare provision as well as providing a platform for what was to happen in the 1940s.

The First World War and the inter-war era saw further developments, although this is often regarded as a problematic period in welfare provision.
  Much had been promised by politicians during the war and there were some positive outcomes.  Local authorities, for example, were given extensive powers and financial support to act as providers of housing, a breach of laissez-faire principles in the property market.  By 1939 some one million new dwellings, primarily for the urban working class, had been built.
  A new government department, the Ministry of Health, was set up in 1919 and, from 1929, oversaw the municipalisation of Poor Law hospitals with the aim of separating sickness from poor law stigma (socially, if not by this stage legally); and generally improving hospital and other health services.  But the inter-war Ministry of Health also highlights the era’s ambiguities and constraints.  Founded in a surge of post-1918 enthusiasm it soon became a weak, embattled department.  This resulted not only from inter-war economic problems, important as these were for limitations on expenditure, but also from political and bureaucratic indifference or indecisiveness.
  As one commentator puts it, there was a ‘failure’ of social reform in the immediate aftermath of the First World War.
  This was to concern politicians and reformers during the Second World War, when plans for post-war reconstruction were again being drawn up.  As noted, advances were certainly made (expenditure rose, Treasury constraints notwithstanding).  However, by 1939 there was a sense that more systematic attention had to be paid to welfare provision given that an individual’s access to services depended on factors such as economic status, gender, age, and geographical location.
The Creation of the Welfare State
The Second World War had a profound impact on welfare thought.  The most famous document to emerge from the debates over post-war ‘reconstruction’ was the 1942 Beveridge Report.
  On one level, this was simply a technical exercise in that essentially it recommended the rationalisation of existing insurance schemes so as to provide more uniform and extensive coverage.  But the Report was, ultimately, more than just a plan for bureaucratic adjustment.  For one thing, it was predicated on three ‘Assumptions’: the maintenance of full employment; the introduction of family allowances; and the rationalisation and socialisation of health care.  Furthermore, the Report was published at a point when it was becoming apparent that Britain was not going to be invaded and might even emerge victorious.  Beveridge, so it appeared, had offered a blueprint for reconstruction and his Report became the subject of widespread, enthusiastic discussion.
  The Report was immediately taken up by the Labour Party, one constituent of the wartime coalition government.  While it is dangerous to over-simplify, Labour’s landslide electoral victory in 1945 was largely due its association with ‘reconstruction’ and with Beveridge.
  It is with the Labour governments of 1945 to 1951 that the creation of the ‘welfare state’ is most associated although, as we shall see, there were measures which predated these administrations.  The central components of the welfare state are as follows.

First, we have the National Health Service (NHS), often regarded as the keystone of the welfare state and even as a central component of British identity.
  Under the NHS Acts all hospitals were ‘nationalised’ and brought under the control of the Ministry of Health (England and Wales) and the Scottish Office (Scotland).  This replaced the preceding mixture of public sector and ‘voluntary’ – that is, supported by various forms of charitable donation – hospitals.  From the patient’s perspective, the NHS provided all medical care without charge at the point of consumption.  This included not only hospital care but also primary care at the hands of general practitioners and all forms of medical service in between.  In its early days the NHS also delivered free dental care, free prescriptions, and free eye care.  While these last three soon became the subject of charges the core services of the NHS – primary care and hospital care – remained, and remain, available to the sick without direct cost.  As if to emphasise its ‘national’ character, the NHS has been overwhelmingly funded not by social insurance but from general taxation.  This meant that groups previously excluded from health insurance – notably children and married women not in employment – had the same entitlement to care as everyone else.  The NHS was not, though, a unified system.  It had three component parts – the hospital service, primary care, and residual services which remained in the hands of local authorities – which were not fully integrated.  And, as part of the Labour government’s compromise with the medical profession, doctors remained self-employed, independent contractors who also retained the right to private practice.
For children, young people, and the family there were likewise important developments.  In education (at least for England and Wales) the key piece of legislation pre-dated the end of the war and Labour’s electoral victory.  This was the Education Act 1944 which gave all children the right to a free secondary education.  It also required, for the first time, that all state schools provide religious instruction.  Introducing the Bill, the Minister responsible expressed the hope that pupils would ‘gain knowledge of the common Christian faith held by their fathers for nearly 2,000 years’ and ‘seek for themselves in Christianity principles which give a purpose to life and a guide to all its problems’.
  Religious organisations were heavily involved in the debates around Act and, albeit to varying degrees, it gained broad Christian support.  As Machin comments, through this measure the state ‘confirmed its desire to maintain Christianity officially in society’, something which ‘no doubt contributed to the sense of cautious optimism with which the Churches faced a restoration of peace’.
  In Scotland, meanwhile, a government committee on teacher training remarked that ‘the main aim’ of the social studies curriculum ‘should be to give the student an understanding of the structure of Christian democratic society’.

Children were also embraced by the new ‘welfare state’ through legislation such as the 1948 Children’s Act.  This required local authorities to set up children’s departments; aimed to avoid segregating poor or deprived children from the rest of the community; and sought to promote the family as, in most circumstances, the place where child-rearing best took place.
  Children’s physical and mental health were deemed crucial to the healthy development of post-war society, partly because of the impact of evacuation.
  It is in respect of children that a leading historian of British Christianity finds the ‘rhetoric of the bold, new welfare state…resonant with Victorian religious philanthropy’.
  In family policy the main development was the passing, again before the war’s end, of the Family Allowances Act 1945.  This provided a universal benefit for a family’s second and subsequent children, albeit at a rate below that recommended by Beveridge.   Campaigns for family allowances had been around since the 1920s and were based on the argument that, for many people, having children strained the family budget.
  As we shall see, such measures were supported by key Christian social thinkers such as the Anglican Archbishop, William Temple.
In social insurance the National Insurance Act 1946 sought to universalise and integrate contributions and benefits in fields such as pensions, sickness, and unemployment in the manner broadly advocated by Beveridge.  This was not, however, unproblematic.  Since, for example, benefits were paid at a uniform rate they did not necessarily help the poorest in society, notably those pensioners who were reliant upon them.  A further, means-tested, benefit was therefore required and legislated for through the 1948 National Assistance Act.  The insurance situation was further confused by the political decision to pay, in particular, old age pensions to those who had not, in contribution terms, actually ‘earned’ them.  To quote Thane, one consequence was that the ‘social security system became effectively tax-based despite the national insurance principle, unlike those of many other European countries’.  In this context, she further points to the Labour government’s lack of interest in the schemes introduced by social democratic governments elsewhere in Europe.
 

Given all this, and the actual low level of benefits – usually lower than those of equivalent European nations - commentators have pointed to long term continuities in welfare policy.  Thane, for instance, remarks that the ‘social security system was closer to the spirit and practice of its deeply rooted Poor Law tradition’ than some have recognised, at the time or subsequently.
  Harris observes that the rhetoric of ‘universal’ benefits, free from any ‘moral’ discretion, which surrounded the social insurance debates of the 1940s fails to bear close scrutiny.
  Deacon likewise notes the persistence of the ‘poor law tradition’ in the 1948 Act and the desire of officials to ‘differentiate the deserving from the undeserving’.  For similar reasons, benefits such as that for unemployment were of limited duration, the rationale being that lack of restriction would discourage the incentive to work and lead to the demoralisation of the long-term unemployed.
  As noted, the distinction between ‘deserving’ and ‘undeserving’ was first fully articulated in the mid-nineteenth century, an epoch when Christian moral values were virtually hegemonic.  The tension between personal and structural responsibility for socio-economic misfortune thus pre-dated, and persisted into, the welfare state; and was to continue to vex Christian and non-Christian welfare thought alike.  
In housing, significant progress had been made by 1939.  But not all problems had been solved and the situation was exacerbated by bomb damage during the Second World War.  Housing was thus a major popular concern by the 1945 General Election.
  The Labour governments of 1945 to 1951 oversaw the construction of some million local authority houses, but this was far below what had been promised.  By 1951 the housing shortage had still not been met through a combination of broader economic circumstances allied with the insistence by the minister responsible that the quality of working class housing was as important as its quantity.  The Conservatives at the 1951 General Election made public sector housing ‘one of their principal welfare commitments’ and subsequent Conservative governments were successful in achieving their proclaimed targets.  The volume of local authority housing was thereby significantly increased.

Ideas, Politics, and Religion in the Creation of the Welfare State
What factors were behind the creation of the welfare state?
  It is important to bear in mind that what was often described as a ‘revolution’ in social policy took place at a time when economy and society were still recovering from a devastating war.  Indeed one explanation for the sort of welfare state which emerged after was that it was a response to immediately preceding events and so a continuation of wartime social solidarity.  This argument is particularly associated with the influential post-war social policy thinker, Richard Titmuss.
 Other explanatory factors put forward include the development of a particular form of ‘citizenship’, famously articulated by another crucial figure in welfare thought, T.H. Marshall.
  Although different in many respects, both Titmuss and Marshall were products of their time – the era of welfare state creation.  Later, historians and other social scientists were to focus on issues such as the ‘rise of labour’ and the role of gender.  These have often been far from compatible positions with proponents of the latter pointing to the gender biases inherent in any class-based analysis of social welfare history.
  In ideological terms commentators have pointed to the impact of Liberalism long after it ceased to be significant in party political terms.  As we have seen, many social policies of the 1940s, including those legislated by the post-war Labour government, were influenced by Beveridge.  Politically and philosophically Beveridge was a Liberal who had been, for instance, involved in the reforms of the period 1906-14.  Similarly, many Labour Party economists and intellectuals were profoundly influenced by the ideas of another Liberal, John Maynard Keynes.  While Labour was also to call on its own traditions in thinking about welfare, the impact of Liberalism in the longue durée should not be underestimated.

What all this suggests, as I have argued elsewhere, is that ‘there is no simple, linear process resulting in the creation of a “welfare state”, nor any mono-causal explanation’.
  As with other welfare regimes, Britain’s emerged as a combination of long-term and more immediate causes.  To put it another way, it is difficult to identify any systematic plan behind what emerged in the 1940s.  Harris argues that ‘the Welfare State came into being with no clearly defined perception of welfare and no coherent theory of the State’.
  Consequently, as Thane puts it, what was constructed was a ‘ramshackle’ edifice which ‘combined means-tested and universal, minimal and high quality, redistributive and regressive principles’.
  It is thus unsurprising that welfare theorists find it difficult to ‘place’ Britain’s welfare state.  In some respects, notably health care, it appears social democratic; in others, notably social protection, it is much more ‘residualist’ and ‘liberal’.

This is not to belittle what was in many ways an extraordinary achievement.  But the social legislation of the 1940s was far from perfect, even assuming it possible to envisage a ‘perfect’ welfare state.  This has led some observers to highlight some of the more obvious shortcomings.  Lowe, generally sympathetic, nonetheless notes that the NHS was in certain respects a missed opportunity.
  Tomlinson, again from a broadly sympathetic standpoint, asks why post-war welfare policy was so ‘austere’.
  In this notion of austerity we can locate longer term issues already identified (the persistence of punitive Poor Law attitudes and practices) with more immediate problems, real or imagined (the parlous state of the economy).  None of this means, though, that the welfare state was created in an intellectual vacuum.  Harris, in the same essay as that quoted immediately above, notes the ‘profusion of ideas’ surrounding its conception.
  Given that we are here concerned with ideas, in particular religious ideas, then this will be the focus of much of what remains of this chapter while recognising that ideas alone do not determine any social phenomenon.  Again to quote Harris, while it is not suggested that ‘social and political theories were the sole or major factor’ in bringing about change, nonetheless ideas are one among ‘many variables…an important part of the wider culture of social reform, and…at the very least (assist) in the imaginative reconstruction of policy makers’ values, intentions and goals’.

Freeden’s insights help us further focus on the link between ideas and social reform.  Discussing the relationship between ideology and public policy, he argues that the latter is 
the realization of ideological constructs, including constructs that offer ways of managing factors themselves extraneous to ideology, such as interests, externally imposed events, and arbitrary actions.

Ideologies can be viewed as deriving from ‘an interplay between popular beliefs on the one hand and centrally formulated social visions and political programmes on the other’.  Although not concerned primarily with religion per se, it is revealing that throughout his essay Freeden alludes to ‘socially conscious churchmen’ and ‘clergymen’ as among those contributing to debates over welfare provision in the first half of the twentieth century.   He also argues that ‘lack of historical perspective’ leads to an undervaluing of thought in the era which immediately preceded welfare state creation and thus ‘an inability to appreciate it as the tail-end of a process of ideology formation that preceded the formation of the Churchill coalition by half a generation’.
  The issue here is less the chronology of purported ideological influences on the welfare state (although it does support the point about the persistence of Liberal thought) and more the notion that the latter did not emerge suddenly, without precedent and without intellectual context, during the 1940s.
The notion of the ‘interplay’ between popular beliefs and more rarefied social thought is worth dwelling on briefly.  McKibbin’s analysis of English cultural attitudes from the end of the First World War until mid-century places our research question in a broader framework.  There can be little doubt, he observes, that indicators of religiosity such as church attendance suggest that the country was ‘becoming steadily “dechristianized”’.  But this did not necessarily make England ‘secular’.  There was an established church and ‘religion was inseparable from its public life and ceremonial’.  Perhaps a majority of the population ‘adhered to a popular Protestantism which had profound roots’.  This was especially so in respect of ethics and morality which ‘were grounded in religious teaching’.  With respect to social legislation, McKibbin attributes the lack of opposition to the religious components of the 1944 Education Act to the popular and socially universal assumption that ‘morality could only be found in religion…and not in any secular ethical system’. 
  Field, meanwhile, notes polling evidence during WW II which suggested that over 50% of the population supported the claim of the Archbishop Temple that the Anglican Church had both a duty and a right to ‘declare the principles of true social life’ with a similar proportion agreeing that ‘the Churches should interest themselves more in social reform’.  Like McKibbin, Field points to the support for religious instruction by way of the Education Act and its role in ‘helping preserve the country’s Christian, and particularly Protestant, ethos’; and how such measures indicated that ‘on the whole, religion (defined at its broadest) held up well during the war.
  Grimley similarly observes that ‘Christian ideas of community’ experienced a wartime boost and that the ‘defence of Christian civilization was a common theme for writers and politicians’ especially in the early years of the conflict.  Anglicans like Temple were thus reassured that ‘the Church was still central to national life’.
  Such insights further illuminate a key period of welfare state formation while simultaneously suggesting longer-term influences on social and cultural thought and practices.
Famously, one historian sought to portray the creation of the welfare state as at least in part a product of a particular form of Christian social thought.  Barnett attributes what he sees as the missed opportunities, and resulting decline, of post-war Britain to the welfare state and to the cultural élite’s role in its formation.  These ‘New Jerusalemers’ were ‘drawn from the Labour and Liberal parties, from the…liberal intelligentsia and…from the religious with a social mission – what may be collectively termed the “enlightened” Establishment’.  Their aim was to build a ‘New Jerusalem’ after the war wherein ‘(s)elfish greed, the moral legacy of Victorian capitalism, would give way to Christian community’.  Among those so identified are the reforming Conservative politicians Quinton Hogg and R.A. Butler (author of the 1944 Education Act), exemplars of ‘the chivalric and Christian concern for the underdog’ which had taken root in the Conservative Party in the nineteenth century; Archbishop Temple; and Anglican convert and influential academic, A.D. Lindsay.
  The latter was, to illustrate his engagement with social reform, a participant in the wartime Nuffield College Reconstruction Conferences where he mingled with non-Christians, such as Beveridge, and fellow Anglicans, such as Hogg.
  It is worth emphasising the tightly-knit networks of Barnett’s cultural élite: so, for instance, we will encounter Lindsay again; Beveridge was related by marriage to the Christian Socialist R.H. Tawney, another figure whom we will meet again; and Beveridge, Tawney, and Temple were not only friends but also products of a particular generation at the University of Oxford.
Barnett’s work was nothing if not controversial.  Published in the mid-1980s it was taken up by the New Right as providing proof of Britain’s post-war folly.  In an era when ‘Victorian values’ were under much discussion, Barnett, as Harris puts it

perceived Victorian Christianity – both the nonconformity of the chapels and the orthodoxy of the established church – as deeply committed to humanitarian collectivism; and (thus) as directly responsible for the growth of the socially enervating, economically parasitic, policy corrupt system of state welfare in the mid- and late-twentieth century.

Harris notes the paradox of Margaret Thatcher’s own endorsement, in the context of her evocation of ‘Victorian values’, of a brand of Christianity that stressed individual identity and private conviction, as opposed to the ‘more organic social Christianity’ of many of her critics.
  We return to Thatcher below.  In a more sustained critique of Barnett’s argument Harris questions, inter alia, the purported Christian beliefs of the various key players in the creation of the welfare state.  She also, quite correctly, notes that some Christian proposals for post-war reconstruction were roundly rejected.
  In so doing, Harris provides an important corrective to Barnett’s polemical agenda.
This is not to say, however, that there is nothing to his argument.  As Harris herself observes, there were Christians involved in the debates about the welfare state.  Indeed, she continues rather defensively, it ‘would be odd if there had not been in a country in which about one-tenth of the population were still active churchgoers and the vast majority still claimed to subscribe to the Christian ethic’.
  This leads us to Grimley’s work on Anglicanism which argues that the ‘affinities of the welfare state and Christianity have often been casually alluded to, but never worked through in detail’.  Grimley rejects ‘Barnett’s glib and unsupported assertion’ about Victorian Christianity’s role in shaping the post-war welfare settlement while acknowledging that it ‘does hint at a significant intellectual lineage’.
  Given the weight of the Anglican Church in Britain’s religious affairs in the era of welfare state formation, this will feature prominently through its intellectual contribution to the reconstruction debates.  We also, though, take account of the approach of other Christian denominations, given our earlier point about the UK’s religious diversity.  
Barnett identifies 1942 as ‘the turning point for the New Jerusalem movement’ just as it was for the war itself.
  The early to mid-1940s was a period when Christian thinking on post-war reconstruction (sometimes against, but very often for) took on a particular intensity.  A Church of Scotland’s committee, for instance, hailed the Beveridge Report as ‘the foremost social document of the century’.  It was ‘in hearty agreement’ with its proposals which when enacted would ‘provide necessary safeguards against the worst forms of poverty, preventable ill-health, and the evils attendant on unemployment’.
  As the institutions of the welfare state were put in place, the Scottish Church remained enthusiastic.  So, for instance, the NHS was ‘an outstanding legislative achievement and the beginning of a new and notable chapter in the history of our social progress’.
  For one later commentator, the Church of Scotland was much less reticent than the Church of England in ‘interfering’ in secular affairs because of the Calvinist basis to its faith.  It thus ‘affirmed very strongly the universal sovereignty of Christ’ and rejected ‘the Anglican tendency to see the church as in some senses the servant of the state rather than its prophetic critic’.  The Scottish Church’s proposals were thus more specific than their Anglican counterparts and more engaged with fundamental notions such as the meaning of ‘equality’.  Overall, then, ‘Calvinism was seen as having a peculiar contribution to make to post-war reconstruction’.  The Church of Scotland’s policy bodies mobilized both the organisation itself and Christian opinion more broadly behind particular proposals underpinned by a ‘Christian and theological rationale’.
  While pressing a particular case, this argument has substance given the Scottish Church’s contemporary role and status.

Within the Church of England there were nonetheless strong currents in favour of social reconstruction underpinned by both theology and a particular view of Anglicanism’s social role and place.  For some, the notion of ‘reconstruction’ even extended to the Church itself.  As one priest put it, since Temple’s appointment as Archbishop of Canterbury much had been heard of the Church’s contribution to post-war reconstruction and its duty ‘to speak plainly when Christian principles are at stake in social, economic, and political matters’.  If this was the case, Anglicanism too had to reform itself.  Having outlined suggestions for such reconstruction the author concluded that the clergy must ‘use every effort to appreciate the conditions in which people have to live, and to discover what it is that makes their teaching and devotional practice seem irrelevant to modern life’.
  It is with Temple that Anglican proposals for social reform in the formative era of the welfare state are especially associated.  It was he, apparently, who first used the phrase ‘welfare state’, as early as 1928.
   His most famous intervention, Christianity and Social Order, appeared in the crucial year of 1942.  This argued that the Church had a ‘right to interfere’ in social affairs; and that it must ‘announce Christian principles’ and ‘pass on to Christian citizens, acting in their civic capacity, the task of reshaping the existing order’ according to these principles.  As with all Christian social thinkers, the family was the ‘primary social unit’ and this had policy implications.  It was, for example, a ‘primary obligation’ of government to ensure that the ‘housing necessary to healthy family life is available for all citizens’, while the case for state-provided family allowances ‘seems unanswerable’.
  Reviewing the work, and an indicator of how seriously it was taken, Austin Robinson suggested that it should be read by all his fellow economists for it was concerned with problems ‘of quite fundamental importance’.

Temple’s book became a bestseller.  It was first published in the influential ‘Penguin Specials’ series; sold 140,000 copies; and received widespread media attention.  The Archbishop’s popularity and role in the reconstruction debates is further witnessed by his speech, also in 1942, to the Industrial Christian Fellowship.  This attracted an audience of seven thousand with another thirteen thousand refused admission because of space constraints.  Such public engagement, Field suggests, ‘helped erode traditional antipathy to organized religion’.
  And as Phillips remarks, Churchill’s appointment of Temple to Canterbury was a recognition his national standing, giving him ‘both the power and the media attention that a national prophet required’.
  Temple was certainly to the fore in Anglican interventions, but he was not unrepresentative.  In 1947 the Bishop of London described the welfare state as ‘an expression at the national level of the humanitarian work of the Church’.
  The following year, the Church’s Lambeth Conference affirmed that the State was under God’s moral law and thus ‘intended by Him to be an instrument for human welfare’.  It therefore welcomed the modern State’s ‘growing concern and care…for its citizens’ and called upon Anglicans ‘to accept their own political responsibility’ by co-operating in this work.
  
Turning to Catholicism, one of its leading journals reported on the meeting, noted above, addressed by Temple.  ‘Men will find themselves very much deceived’, it argued, ‘if they imagine that the mere extension of collectivization will of itself bring spiritual value’.  It was, moreover, impossible to attain a ‘Christian society’ without first having ‘doctrinal Christians’.  Even in social policy the central task for leaders of organized religion was to ‘fight the battle for the credentials of the Christian Faith’.  Another speaker at this meeting -  leading Labour politician, government member, and evangelical Christian Stafford Cripps - came in for particular criticism for what were perceived as over-bearing collectivist tendencies.
  Concerns about, in particular, an all-embracing secular state came, as we shall see, to be more widely shared by other Christians.  Nonetheless, Catholics did engage positively with welfare debates and policy because of the nature of Catholic social thought, especially its principle of subsidiarity; because of the need to ensure that in fields such as education and healthcare Catholic moral concerns were integrated with welfare provision; and because in urban areas the Catholic working class tended to be the poorest and most disadvantaged.  And it was the case that some Catholics welcomed, for instance, the Beveridge Report with the Archbishop of Birmingham calling for it to be ‘carried into action as soon as possible’.  As Keating remarks, in ‘all social fields the bishops’ actions were marked by a pragmatism which recognized the limits to what could be achieved in terms of obtaining social provision which accorded with Catholic social teaching’. 
  Rather less positively, Coman claims that in the 1940s Catholicism ‘reflected its modern historical development as a defensive, inward-looking minority community’.  Despite enhanced welfare provision and a broad sense that it should be accepted, there remained ‘a pervading fear that the distinctive Catholic subculture would be undermined by the wider society with a different normative system, operating through its political expression in the very powerful twentieth-century state’.

Focussing now on religious influences on political parties and politicians, Catterall observes that by the inter-war period the ‘nonconformist conscience’, with its emphasis on social justice and individual responsibility, had become a ‘major element in Labour’s heritage’.  It is thus notable that Labour’s ‘architect’ of the NHS, Aneurin Bevan, was a keynote speaker at the founding meeting of the Christian Socialist Movement in 1960.
  Francis, meanwhile, points out that in the 1940s Labour’s ‘socialist objectives were not defined exclusively in terms of material improvement and economic efficiency’.  Older ethical traditions remained ‘a crucial ingredient in both ideology and policy throughout the Attlee years’.  One contributory factor here, originating in the late nineteenth century, was ‘populist Christianity’.  Crucially, Francis further notes the influence ‘exercised over a whole generation of Labour politicians and intellectuals’ by two key thinkers, one of whom was R.H. Tawney.
  In similar vein Fielding cites a 1940 broadcast by party leader Clement Attlee in which he claimed that Labour’s propaganda ‘has always (been) based…on ethical principles’.  Fielding thus argues that at least during the era of welfare state formation Labour’s vision of its ‘ultimate purpose…was at odds with that of even the most consensual of Conservative leaders’.  Labour sought ‘the transformation of society as a whole’ and, as a prerequisite to the achievement of socialism, ‘the moral transformation of each and every member of society’.  To this end, he suggests, ‘Labour members continued to regard themselves as missionaries bearing the social gospel’ with no party conference complete without the call for a return to the ‘old evangelical spirit’.

The notion of the transformation of both individual and society was much indebted to Tawney.  In a 1942 letter to Attlee he agreed with the latter’s contention that what was needed was ‘some positive ideals’ for post-war social reconstruction.
  Tawney’s ideas were fundamentally underpinned by Christianity.  They included the primacy of equality; and the common use of social services, and particularly education, to promote ‘a sense of common identity’.  The better provision of welfare services, though, was necessary but not sufficient for the ‘moral transformation of society’.  Tawney was thus an advocate of duties as much as rights.  More immediately, he was crucial to education policy, helping formulate both Labour’s approach and the 1944 Education Act.  In addition to his association with reformers such as Temple and Beveridge, Tawney shaped the thinking of Labour intellectuals such as Hugh Gaitskell and Anthony Crosland, leading politicians of the post-war era.  Tawney was also a profound influence on post-war social policy academics, especially Richard Titmuss.
  As Deacon points out, Titmuss was not a Christian.  But he was both the dominant figure in ‘the academic study of social policy for much of the post-war period’; and a ‘moralist’ upon whom Tawney had a ‘profound influence’ – he cites one commentator to the effect that Titmuss was Tawney’s ‘spiritual heir’.
  Titmuss was to remain close to the Labour Party throughout his career.
  The impact of thinkers such as Tawney help us better understand aspects of the post-war welfare state.  Discussing social security, Deacon points out that the Labour government felt it necessary to ensure that the unemployed claiming benefits ‘still had a powerful incentive to seek work and to accept responsibility for their families’.  Entitlement was thus conditional and limited.  As Deacon further explains, the demoralising effects of long-term unemployment were a central preoccupation of thinkers like Tawney and Temple.
 We thus need to see Thane’s remark that Labour was ‘wedded, more firmly than its supporters always realised, to a minimal conception of public welfare supplemented by private effort’ against such a background.
  Here, then, was Tawney’s emphasis on duties and on the redemptive nature of work.
Just as Labour saw its programme as part of a broader ethical project, at the very least informed by Christianity, Conservatives too were influenced by various strands of Christian thought.  Again, networks and background influences were important.  Harold Macmillan was a leading Tory reformer in the late 1930s; later the minister responsible for the expansion of post-war social housing; and ultimately Prime Minister.  His social thought was shaped not only by a family association with Christian socialism but also, more specifically and while a student at Oxford, by A.D. Lindsay.  Macmillan was strongly influenced too by the important Anglo-Catholic, Ronald Knox, and appears throughout his life to have been moved by religious belief.  Green remarks that Macmillan was among those leading Conservatives who ‘reasserted a latent Church (of England) bias’ in post-1945 public life.
  A particularly explicit commentary on religion came from one of Macmillan’s colleagues, Quinton Hogg.  In a work published in 1947 he argued that there could be ‘no genuine Conservatism’ not based upon ‘a religious view of civil obligation’.  In his support he cited Burke, Disraeli, and Churchill, further arguing that a ‘common religious background is the only cement’ uniting individuals, nations, and, just as important for Conservatives, ‘present with past and future’.   Hogg made it clear that religious belief underpinned his entire philosophy and practical proposals, all of which would otherwise be ‘quite worthless’.  The family was a fundamental institution, the ‘foundation alike of secular and religious life’.  At its ‘core and centre’ was ‘religious consciousness’.  How, then, did Hogg theorise welfare?  Conservative social policy was ‘based upon the unity of the British people, upon the ultimate identity of interests between all classes’.  It was entirely appropriate that the post-war era be one of reconstruction.  But Tory policy differed from that of the Labour government, not least because the latter was using social welfare to promote class warfare.  In both social insurance and health policy voluntarism, localism, and choice would have been respected by a Conservative administration.
  The point here is not policy differences, important as these were, but rather the belief system which, for Hogg, underlay Conservatism.
Individuals such as Macmillan and Hogg are revealing of themselves.  But they also illustrate Greenleaf’s broader point.  There is, he observes. a version of ‘traditional or basic Conservative doctrine’ which rests on ‘a sense of religion and divine order coupled with a veneration of Christian virtues’ and ‘an acceptance of political and spiritual authority’.  Worth stressing here is the role ascribed by Tory reformers to Anglicanism, a strand of thought going back to Disraeli.  As Greenleaf further notes, this version of Conservatism has always been contested by another, neo-liberal, account.
  This does not, however, undermine the point about the Christian basis of much Conservative belief, not least when proponents of the New Right were, as we shall see, prepared to invoke a different interpretation of the Christian message in support of their social policies.
Religion and the Reality of the Welfare State
There was thus, Grimley remarks, a ‘theological route’ to support for the welfare state.  But, he continues, ‘the welfare state which emerged was not the one that churchmen had envisaged’.
  This was pre-figured by, for example, Anglican critics of the Beveridge Report.  One correspondent of Temple’s deprecated his support for Beveridge, remarking that ‘every encroachment on individual liberty by the State should be regarded by Christians with suspicion and not as necessarily a good’.
  The devout Anglican and prominent jurist, and later Law Lord, Alfred Denning told a meeting in 1953 that the welfare state had come into being ‘by a true application of Christian principles’ having been inspired from Lord Shaftesbury through to Temple ‘by men who believed in the love of God and of their fellow-men’.  Christian principles should continue to guide the welfare state not least because there was a danger that otherwise it would be ‘mishandled and abused by people who have no knowledge of these principles and seek only their own advantage’.   A further potential problem was the ‘mechanical and depersonalised’ tendency in state services.  Voluntarism, the continuing establishment of the Anglican Church, and the ‘old qualities of the English people, courage, self-reliance, and independence’ had to be confirmed and asserted.  If they were not, then the welfare state would ‘indeed be the devil’s happy hunting ground’.
  In similar vein the Archbishop of York wrote in 1952 that the welfare state should certainly be welcomed while warning that ‘it might easily become a State concerned only with physical and mental well-being, while the spiritual needs of its citizens are neglected’.

The Church of Scotland, also in the early 1950s, continued to broadly support the welfare state while expressing concerns about work incentives.  This was part of wider misgivings about ethical issues; the complexities of the welfare system – a system which ‘makes higher and more constant demands of the population as a whole’; and ‘dollar worship’.  Members were urged to confront these issues in their daily lives.
  Catholics were, as noted, from the outset rather more suspicious about the impact of the welfare state than some of their Protestant counterparts.  While generally coming to accept the state welfare provision there remained currents within Catholicism which, like adherents of other denominations, were concerned about the expansion of secular state power.  So, for example, Colin Clark, a leading figure in the Catholic Social Guild, forcefully expressed such views to the extent that, on his death, he was described as ‘the true intellectual father (rather than Friedman or Hayek) of proto-Thatcherism’.
  All these religious concerns were part of a much broader social unease about the allegedly centralised, bureaucratic, and impersonal welfare system; and about the effects of growing affluence on the population’s behaviour and morals.
It is worth emphasising that, longstanding concerns about secularisation notwithstanding, British society and culture at least into the 1960s remained significantly shaped and structured by Christianity.
  For present purposes what is important is not the ongoing debate about when (if at all) secular Britain came into being.  Rather, it is to emphasise the significance of Christian thought and values during the crucial period of welfare state creation and establishment.  This in turn means that politicians and policy-makers who had been brought up and educated in a ‘Christian’ intellectual and cultural environment were to be influential well into the 1970s.  The churches themselves continued to comment on, and sought to influence, welfare policy.  In the early 1970s, for example, the Church of Scotland and the Scottish Catholic Church combined to ensure religious representation on Education Committees in the wake of local government reorganisation.  To this end they lobbied, apparently with success, leading Scottish politicians.

In areas such as the interface between personal behaviour, public morality, and welfare the views of Christian bodies retained social weight.  In family law, the Anglican Church played a crucial role for much of the post-war era.
  In the debates around the expansion of higher education in the early 1960s the Church of England told an official enquiry that ‘the State should recognise that higher education is not for the ends of the State alone and that the State should not be the sole judge of its purposes’.  The Church’s ‘conception of human society’ emphasised ‘the importance and uniqueness’ of each individual while ‘stressing the impossibility of full personal development without recognition of the individual’s relationship to his neighbour and to God’.  Reflecting concerns about secularisation while simultaneously asserting the belief both that Britain remained fundamentally a Christian society and that the Church retained a role in social affairs, it was further argued that ‘many who would not use this language are concerned for the verities behind it’.

Albeit to a diminishing degree in the era which saw the welfare state embedded in the social and cultural fabric of the nation, religious bodies continued to be important providers of welfare, so participating in the ‘mixed economy of welfare’.  One notable provider was the St Vincent de Paul Society.  An Edinburgh branch noted, in 1953, that despite ‘increased wages and the benefits of the welfare state, more people have had to be assisted than in the previous year’.  This was not simply a matter of passive welfare receipt and unthinking provision.  As another branch noted a few years later, the welfare state made it ‘all the more necessary’ to ensure that those who would normally be dealt with by the state ‘should continue to have the opportunity to live their Faith in a Catholic environment’.  Catholic bodies should thus continue to provide for the elderly, orphans, and homeless children.
  The 1960s saw a revival of voluntarism which, as Lowe puts it, was remarkable given that in the preceding decade its future ‘had appeared to be in jeopardy’.
  While many of these organisations were responses to problems ignored or neglected by the welfare state others – such as the Family Welfare Association – had their roots in Victorian philanthropy and, thereby, that era’s dominant Christian ideology.
Religion and the Welfare State from the 1970s to the 1990s
The last quarter of the twentieth century was a troubled time in British welfare history.  The economy, never as robust as those of its European neighbours, began to run into serious trouble from around 1973.  In politics, Harris notes that, from the late 1960s through the 1970s, there was a ‘transmutation of political culture and norms of political behaviour’.  This included ‘a disintegration of the Keynesian-cum-welfare consensus’ to which to varying degrees all parties had subscribed since 1945.
  In terms of religion and welfare, one way of engaging with this is through the rivalry of two Conservative politicians, Edward Heath and Margaret Thatcher.  Heath, Prime Minister between 1970 and 1974, had what was later described as a ‘quietly held’ Christian faith throughout his life.  While at Oxford he had been ‘powerfully influenced’ by A.D. Lindsay who, although on the political left, ‘won strong enthusiasm from Heath for his undogmatic approach’.  Heath’s Christianity also ‘gave him strong sympathy’ for Temple’s social message.
  We have encountered this version of Conservatism in Macmillan and Hogg, the latter by the 1970s a leading colleague of Heath’s.

But, as noted, there were other forms of Conservatism.  One of the most influential, if divisive, politicians of the mid-century was the apostle of the free market and devout Anglican, Enoch Powell.  Powell’s thinking was informed by his belief that, in Cowling’s words, since ‘Christ had provided no guidance for an earthly kingdom, the modern clergy had no authority to do so either’.
  This was obviously a very different approach from Temple’s.  One of Powell’s ‘disciples’ was Margaret Thatcher who led the Conservatives to election victory in 1979 after which they remained in government (albeit without Thatcher from 1990) until 1997.  This was the era of the ‘New Right’, of Thatcherism in Britain and Reaganomics in the USA.  American influence on British welfare thinking was powerful from the 1980s onwards, both for the New Right and, later, for the so-called ‘Third Way’.  As Lowe remarks, the New Right was committed, as were the Poor Law reformers of the 1830s, to ‘remoralizing’ society, hence its reassertion of ‘Victorian values’.

In one of her most famous speeches – to the 1988 General Assembly of the Church of Scotland  – Thatcher discussed collective versus personal responsibility.  She began by stressing that she was speaking ‘personally as a Christian, as well as a politician, about the way I see things’.  Dismissing (somewhat disingenuously) any contradiction between ‘spiritual redemption’ and ‘social reform’ Thatcher observed that most Christians ‘would regard it as their personal (my emphasis) Christian duty to help their fellow men and women’.  Such duties derived from being a Christian rather than from any ‘secular legislation’.  Of course, non-Christians might also hold such beliefs so the ‘distinctive marks of Christianity’ stemmed ‘not from the social but from the spiritual side of our lives’.  Developing this argument, Thatcher claimed that, for example, ‘abundance rather than poverty has a legitimacy which derives from the very nature of creation’.  Thus it was ‘love of money for its own sake’ rather than wealth creation which was wrong.  While Christians might differ on ‘political and social institutions’ she was certain that ‘any set of social and economic arrangements’ not founded ‘on the acceptance of individual responsibility will do nothing but harm’.  So state intervention, while sometimes necessary, ‘must never become so great that it effectively removes personal responsibility’.  Thatcher also stressed that religious education have a ‘proper place in the school curriculum’, a ‘symbolic expression’ of the ‘crucial truth’ that Christianity was ‘a fundamental part of our national heritage’.

It would be absurd to attribute all the policies of the post-1979 Conservative administrations to Thatcher’s version of Christianity.  The New Right was, as any other ideology, complex and derived from a range of intellectual sources.  Nonetheless, it is surely revealing that the Prime Minister, at the height of her powers, expressed herself in this way.  As Roberts remarks, the Thatcher era saw ‘a significant re-admission of religious factors into political life and public controversy’ irrespective of possibly declining belief in the general population.  Thatcher’s 1988 speech is therefore ‘fundamental for understanding both the religious and moral dynamics of Thatcherism and the role of religion in an enterprise culture’.
  Equally revealing is the response of certain Christian bodies to the social problems of the 1980s and 1990s.  Shortly after being lectured by Thatcher, the Church of Scotland noted that the ‘scale and complexity of poverty in Scotland today are formidable’.  Indices consistently pointed to a ‘widening gap between rich and poor’.  The cycle of poverty, moreover, brought with it ‘a degree of hopelessness and humiliation that cannot characterise any society that claims to be compassionate and civilised’.  ‘Traditional academic theology, divorced from life’s realities’ was thus ‘of little use to people whose daily experience is of poverty’.
  Some years earlier, in a blatant critique of Conservative welfare policy, one local body argued that the creation of the NHS was ‘one of the few signs that our society was truly Christian and civilised’.
  Such arguments crucially shaped the Scottish debate of the 1990s over the need for political devolution and the views of leading Scottish Labour politicians such as Gordon Brown.

However, it was the Church of England which gained the most publicity for its assault on New Right approaches to welfare.  In the early 1980s its Board for Social Responsibility stressed the ‘historical reasons’ for Anglican participation ‘in the debate about the future of the Welfare State’.  The Church had a ‘long history of providing supportive care services to needy members of society’.  The ‘theological and ethical work’ of individuals such as Temple and Tawney in the era of welfare state formation and development was, moreover, ‘indicative of a formidable tradition of theology to encourage us in our task’.
  Ten years later, on the fiftieth anniversary of Temple’s death, the centrality of, in particular, Christianity and Social Order was reasserted.  It was necessary to ‘take seriously the basic structures of life, family, work and the economic order, and civic life and the political order’.  In theological terms, the ‘polarisation of “changing hearts” against “changing systems” is a false one; both have to be worked at all the time’.  While such arguments had appeared to be broadly accepted, in both Church and society, during
the recent New Right reaction the same old obscurantist protests have been made if any church leader or organisation criticises the economic or spiritual order of the day, or a particular policy.  They should stick to spiritual issues and keep out of politics.  No protest is made if the status quo is supported.  That is not to be political.  The furore caused by the Faith in the City report is good example.

The report alluded to, Faith in the City: A Call for Action by Church and Nation, was the most famous Anglican intervention in this period and did, indeed, cause a furore.  It derived from a Church investigation into its own role in deprived inner-city areas.  In rather self-deprecating mode it was remarked that the ‘Church does not have particular competence or a distinguished record in proposing social reforms’.  More forcefully, though, it was asserted that urban Britain was ‘confronted by a grave and fundamental injustice’ (emphasis in original).  The report’s distinctive approach was thus the ‘basic Christian principles of justice and compassion’.  In now familiar terms, the report continued that these were principles which ‘we believe we share with the great majority of the British people’.  The Church’s historic role, and its right and duty to engage with socio-economic and political affairs, were re-affirmed.  So, for instance, it should now be ‘unacceptable’ to claim that religion was an ‘entirely personal matter’ concerning an individual’s relationship with God.  Proposals were put forward for both Church and nation: for the latter, for instance, that child benefit be raised ‘as an effective means of assisting, without stigma, families in poverty’.
  
An indicator of the seriousness with which the report was taken is that it made an impact both via the popular media and in scholarly journals.  A reviewer in one of the latter found it a ‘powerful and moving document – even for the most calloused student of social problems’ while noting the ‘inept and deeply disturbing reaction of some government spokesmen’.
  But, as Thatcher’s speech illustrates, the New Right was not prepared to take such criticisms without comment; and was prepared to confront its critics on theological grounds.  Indeed many of the New Right saw the Anglican Church as part of the ‘Establishment’ and as wedded to ‘an anachronistic love of dependency and collectivism’.  Its role should be to promote faith, not social welfare.  Even before coming to power Thatcher had expounded her views on this matter, arguing in 1978 (in an Anglican church) that the state could not provide ‘industry, honesty and responsibility, and justice’.  These could only come from ‘the teachings of Faith.  And the church must be the instrument of that work’.
 
What was the outcome of all this soul-searching?  An analysis published in the late 1990s noted that there had been significant changes in society generally and in its welfare arrangements.  Income inequality and unemployment, for example, had both risen sharply.  In areas such as, most notably, social housing huge cuts had been made in state provision.  Nonetheless, the editors commented, the ‘detailed study which we report in these pages may come as a surprise’.  So, while social housing had declined other services, notably social security, had expanded significantly.  Equally, at the end of the Conservative era the proportion of GDP ‘spent on state-funded welfare services was somewhat greater than in 1974’.
  The ‘Thatcher revolution’ was thus highly ambiguous in terms of outcomes.  As Lowe remarks, ‘Thatcherism’ was by its own account the antithesis of the post-war social democratic consensus.  But it was in economic policy that it was most successful.  In social policy, there were undoubtedly major changes.  There were also attempts, successful to varying degrees, to restructure various areas of welfare provision – for instance, through the introduction of ‘internal markets’ in health care.  But there was no real sense in which the welfare state had been ‘dismantled’, notwithstanding New Right desires and intentions.
  Indeed at one point Thatcher, facing mounting popular concern over Conservative policy, had been forced to state that: ‘The National Health Service is safe with us’.

Religion, New Labour, and the Welfare State
New Labour came to power in 1997 promising fresh ideas on the welfare state, part of its ‘Third Way’ philosophy.  Whether this transpired and with what, if any, policy impact remains an open question.  And like all other ideological formations New Labourism has a multiplicity of origins and influences, often mutually contradictory.  Nonetheless, leading figures have invoked religious ideas as appropriate to welfare thinking and delivery.  A year prior to his election victory Tony Blair addressed an audience in Southwark Cathedral.  The occasion was the tenth anniversary of the publication of Faith in the City and his speech’s title ‘The Stakeholder Society’ – an important concept in early New Labour thinking.   Predominant among Blair’s themes was the re-establishment of ‘community’, something which had been eroded by excessive individualism since the mid-1980s.  Such excess was, though, coming under attack from both secular and religious leaders, Faith in the City being a key example.   The welfare state’s role in community rebuilding was not that of a ‘paternalistic government giving out more benefits’.  Rather, it was that of an ‘enabling government’ which by promoting work and education ‘helps people to help themselves’.  Individuals and non-state organisations also had a role to play and Blair remarked upon the Church’s commitment in Faith in the City to remain in deprived urban areas to ‘work for the good of the community’.  Among the ideas which would help ‘realise the view of human nature’ he had articulated Blair cited, first, Tawney’s view of freedom – ‘the utmost possible development of the capacities of every human being, and the deliberate organisation of society for that objective’ – while noting that this could not be achieved in the fragmented society created by Conservative policy.  Second, he cited Temple, ‘perhaps Britain’s greatest Christian Socialist’, and his organisation of the 1941 Malvern Conference.  This meeting had declared that Christian doctrine required everyone to have ‘an opportunity to become the best of which they are capable’ and to find in carrying out their daily tasks ‘fulfilment and not frustration of their human nature’.

A decade later Blair’s successor, Gordon Brown, wrote the Foreword to a publication whose title echoed Faith in the City.  The Prime Minister, citing the census evidence noted earlier, noted that faith was ‘very much alive and well’.  The volume’s editors likewise noted the census findings, further arguing that current debates about British identity and culture had ‘tended to neglect the integral role of religious traditions and perspectives’.  This point was placed in the context of specific debates about welfare issues such as ‘faith schools’ – institutions encouraged by New Labour and run by religious bodies.
  Around the same time a government minister acknowledged concern about ‘commissioning services from faith based groups’.  But, she continued, not utilising ‘the enthusiasm and expertise of the faith sector’ would be to miss a ‘major opportunity’.  It was thus necessary to ‘ensure their valuable role is not overlooked’.
  Such statements, particularly by politicians such as Blair and Brown who openly acknowledge their religious influences, have led some commentators to explore this further.  Beech, for instance, suggests that the re-assertion of community’s political and philosophical place within social democracy echoes Tawney’s version of Christian socialism which sees ‘ethical principles not as ends in themselves but as means of achieving a more ethical and fraternal society’.
  Driver and Martell point to the influence of Tawney and the Scottish Christian philosopher John MacMurray (notably important for Blair) on New Labour’s communitarian thought.
  Deacon notes the stress on personal responsibility in Christian Socialism which allows for both the recognition of structural inequalities and the need for a rigorous approach to personal behaviour.  It is thus ‘no coincidence’ that Christians such as Blair have been to the fore in an attempt ‘to develop and articulate a new moral basis’ for the welfare state.
  
Intriguingly, for organised religion the present (2009) economic and political situation offers opportunities for further intervention.  The Anglican Church recently noted ‘serious weaknesses in the ways in which Christian (especially Church of England) engagement’ with welfare is under-recorded by official and quasi-official bodies; and that the Church ‘has a very long and honourable record of social welfare provision, understood as integral to its calling and to the discipleship of its members’.  Anglican involvement in ‘the post-War creation of the Welfare State’ and during the ‘end of consensual politics in the 1980s’ was stressed.  Crucially, both Labour and the Conservatives were ‘embracing a vision for social welfare’ wherein ‘direct delivery is in the hands of private or voluntary sector bodies contracted to the government’.  Like other voluntary bodies, the churches were thus ‘seen as having the potential to play a larger role in such work’.  A government minister’s claim that the state had ‘a unique and instinctive partnership’ with Anglicanism and that such third sector relationships should be encouraged and strengthened was cited.  The sector had, she continued, a valuable part to play in promoting ‘social capital and social connection’.

Religion and the British Welfare State
Surveying the welfare state between its formation and the early twenty-first century we find, as in all historical enquiry, continuity and change.  Social expenditure continues to absorb a significant proportion of GDP.  In health care provision remains mostly free at the point of consumption, universally available, and more or less comprehensive in scope.  In education, schooling likewise remains universally provided.  There is now, though, a greater mix of providers.  Schools are run not only by the state and by bodies such as the Anglican Church but also by other voluntary and private organisations, some of which have religious bases.  In public sector housing, by contrast, the volume has dramatically decreased.  But perhaps what has changed most significantly is the philosophy of welfare.  While there are legitimate debates about its depth and nature, the era down to the 1970s can be reasonably characterised as that of post-war consensus, based on the Keynes/Beveridge paradigm.  Neo-liberalism sought to shatter this consensus and while in terms of welfare expenditure it was largely unsuccessful nonetheless a new consensus emerged by the 1990s.  This, as Lowe puts it, ‘covered all major areas of welfare from a basic understanding of human nature to the ultimate objectives of policy and the means of their attainment’.  Components of this new consensus included an emphasis on individual responsibility as well as rights; equality of opportunity rather than outcome; and, above all, the primacy of the market.
  In this context, what role might religion have played in the formation and subsequent history of the welfare state?  First, we have to locate Christian bodies in the wider society.  Harris notes the ‘decline of autonomous intermediate institutions standing between the state and the individual’.  There is thus, ‘in terms of social and political principle’ a ‘world of difference between the private self-governing pluralism of Victorian society and the competitive client pluralism of the later twentieth century’.
  Although written before the advent of New Labour and its purported desire to the re-establish ‘community’ and current Conservative claims of the need to mend ‘broken Britain’, this point still holds true.  Second, it would be ludicrous to claim that religious thought and practice was the sole driving force behind welfare state creation in Britain.  Other factors – the long-term influence of Liberalism to name but one – were clearly just as, if not more, important.
Nonetheless, religion has played a role.  First, religious bodies have acted as providers of welfare, continue to do so, and may have an even greater role in the near future.  Second, we have noted the observation by Harris that ideas, and in here we may include religious ideas, are among the variables which inform social thought and action and assist ‘in the imaginative reconstruction of policy makers’ values, intentions and goals’.  We have also seen that, notwithstanding a long-term decline in indicators of religiosity such as church attendance, Christianity was deeply-embedded in Britain’s people, culture, and sense of national identity well into the latter half of the twentieth century and by some accounts came to play an enhanced role in public life from the 1980s onwards.  Of particular importance for this essay, we have seen that religious bodies had strong views about social welfare policy and were prepared to engage, positively or negatively, with governments and politicians to press their arguments – to do so was, as far as they were concerned, part of their role and even right.  For what might be broadly described as ‘social’ Christianity matters such as education, urban deprivation, and inequalities in resource and power were of notable concern.  
But for even the most ardent of social Christians comprehensive state welfare was not necessarily an unreserved social good.  Thinkers such as Temple and Tawney were concerned about the erosion of work incentives and the maintenance of individual responsibility - issues which went back at least to the nineteenth century, were embedded in the post-war welfare state, and revived under the New Right and New Labour.  The de-personalising effects of bureaucratic state provision were also highlighted by Christian thinkers, part of a broader post-war concern with ‘top-down’ welfare provision.  Politicians themselves, meanwhile, were in certain cases motivated by religious ideals, or at least paid lip-service to them.  The present Prime Minister, for one, constantly reminds listeners of his moral and intellectual debt to his father, a Church of Scotland minister with a highly developed social conscience.  Of course, there are many variants of Christianity – Thatcher’s interpretation of the Biblical message differs from that of many of her political opponents, non-Conservative and Conservative alike.  But in a very real sense this reinforces rather than weakens the argument that religion has had a role to play in British welfare thought for why, otherwise, would Thatcher or any other leading politician so inclined take the time to explicate their policy preferences in a context of personal belief?  Britain does not have a ‘Christian’ welfare state, whatever that might entail.  But the welfare state drew on precedents from a time when Christianity was virtually hegemonic; was created and developed in an era when Christian thought and values retained considerable sway; and has, more recently, been underpinned by a view of human nature which derives at least in part from (sometimes competing) Christian views on the balance between individual responsibilities and rights.  The neglect of religion as a factor in welfare state creation, noted at the outset, is unjustified and distorts our historical understanding of a central constituent of British society and identity.
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