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            ‘There was no precedent for such a fund’

            Viscount Chelmsford, Chairman, The Miners’ Welfare Committee First Conference of District Welfare Committees, 28.11.1922

            
                

            

            ‘In providing systematically for all the workers of an industry out of sums subscribed by every component unit, the Miners’ Welfare Fund is unique in this country and probably in the whole world’.

            Fifteenth Annual Report of the Miners’ Welfare Committee, 1936
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            PREFACE

         

         As a child, I was aware that my maternal grandfather, Thomas Albert Bennett, had worked for an organisation which was involved with coal miners and convalescent homes. My grandfather worked for the Miners’ Welfare Committee and Commission, which provided a breadth of social reform which went far beyond what I had expected when beginning to research this book. Throughout the 31 years that the Miners’ Welfare Committee and Commission existed, it worked towards materially improving the working and living conditions of coal miners and their families. My grandfather was born in Islington, London, in 1887, the third of four children. His father, Thomas Bennett, was a coachman and gardener and his mother, Elizabeth Emma Bennett, was a trained nurse.

         When my grandfather was twelve, his father died. His two older sisters were already working as a sales assistant and machinist, respectively. His mother chose to return to nursing, working as what was known as a ‘monthly’ nurse, which necessitated her nursing patients in their own homes. She could sometimes be away from the family home for months at a time.

         My grandfather passed his Bookkeeping and Accountancy examination in 1906, and came third in the examinations held by Society of Incorporated Accounts and Auditors in 1910, while employed as a Clerk by Mr W J Wincey of Finsbury Pavement, London. By 1918, he was working in the Coal Mines Department in the Board of Trade, had married Grace Laughton, with whom he had two children, and had become an Associate of the London Association of Accountants Limited. In 1925, he moved his family and mother from London to Gerrards Cross in Buckinghamshire.

         He was first mentioned in the Annual Reports of the Miners’ Welfare Committee in 1933, the same year he was awarded an MBE in the King’s Birthday Honours. He became Assistant Secretary to the Miners’ Welfare Committee and Secretary to the Miners’ Welfare National Scholarship Scheme Selection Committee in 1934, Acting Joint Secretary to the Miners’ Welfare Commission in 1946, and Secretary on 1st January 1948.

         After he retired, he was elected in 1955 as District Councillor for Gerrards Cross to Eton Rural District Council, where he was also elected as Vice-Chairman on the Public Works Committee 1959-1964. In October 1964, he 8resigned from the District Council following the death of his wife, in August 1964. He died in 1973.

         The Archives for the Miners’ Welfare Committee are held at the National Archives at Kew. They consist of an incomplete set of minutes, agenda papers, and 11 annual reports. However, supplemented by minutes of the Safety in Mines Research Board held in the National Archives at Kew, newspaper articles held by the Durham Mining Museum, annual reports and the memorandum agreement held in the archives of the National Union of Mines Workers in Barnsley and parliamentary debates recorded in Hansard, it has been possible to compile this history of the many achievements of the Miners’ Welfare Committee and Commission.
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            ONE

            THE MINERS’ WELFARE FUND IS CONCEIVED
1919–1920

         

         The rationale for the establishment of a fund to improve the social and living conditions among the miners in this country developed slowly, over a period of approximately two years, during which time periods of industrial unrest, political manoeuvring and a Royal Commission to inquire into the position of and conditions prevailing in the coal industry all played their part in its inception.

         In the opening month of 1919, The Miners’ Federation of Great Britain (MFGB) put forward a series of demands on wages, hours and mines nationalisation. In the previous summer, the MFGB Annual Conference had decided on a wage demand, a reduction of the working day from a nominal eight hours to a nominal six and a demand for State ownership of mines. They had waited until the November Armistice to put forward these demands, and then had to wait until the General Election of December 1918. Thus, it was not until 9th January 1919 that the Miners’ Federation’s demand for 30% upon their total earnings (exclusive of the war wage) was put forward to the Coal Controller.

         In January 1919, the disbandment of vast war-time armies was a preoccupation not only of the soldiers but the whole country. The possible plight of the exsoldiers who had previously worked in the mines was of concern to the mining communities. Consequently, when the MFGB Special Conference met on 14th January at Southport, the delegates prioritised a series of demobilisation demands, coupled with those of a Six Hour Act and the nationalisation of the mines. The demand for a 30% advance was reaffirmed but only after an extra day’s discussion, as there was a strong feeling that a 50% wage advance should be pushed for for. It was finally decided to demand:

         
            a. Full maintenance for demobilised and unemployed miners

            b. An amendment of the so-called ‘Eight Hours Act’ to read ‘six’ for ‘eight’ (which really meant a seven hours day)

            c. Nationalisation of all mines and minerals (which by the decision of an earlier conference included control by the workers as a part of any scheme of nationalisation);

            d. 30% advance on earnings, exclusive of war wage (3s).1,2

         

         10On the morning of 31st January, all these demands were discussed between the representatives of the Miners’ Federation, the Minister of Labour, Sir Robert Horne, the Home Secretary, Rt Hon Edward Shortt KC, the President of the Board of Trade, the Rt Hon Sir Albert Stanley MP, and the Coal Controller, Sir Guy Calthorp. The President of the Miners’ Federation, Robert Smillie, pointed out that no reply whatsoever had yet been given to the wages demand put forward on 9th January. Sir Robert Horne stated that the questions at issue would be put forward before the Cabinet for the decision of the Government.3

         At a meeting of the War Cabinet on the afternoon of 31st January 1919, Sir Robert Horne reported that he had met with the representatives of the coalminers with regard to their demands for a six-hour day. The deputation had also demanded exceptionally favourable demobilisation terms; that miners returning from the forces should receive full wages until they obtained employment, and also that the men turned out of the mines to make way for the returning miners from the forces should receive similar treatment until found work. In addition, they asked for an advance of 30% on their wages, and nationalisation of the mines. The delegates had said that, unless a reply on the wages issue was received by Monday, trouble would ensue. It was pointed out to them, however, that the whole wage question was closely connected with that of a six-hour day, and the position would be considered by the Government as rapidly as possible. A reply would be given, if possible, by the end of the next week.4

         By 4th February 1919, a joint memorandum on the ‘Miners’ claim for advances in wages and reduction of hours etc’ had been produced by the Home Secretary, the President of the Board of Trade and the Minister of Labour for the War Cabinet to consider. The demands for increased wages and a reduction in hours were far-reaching in character and, if conceded, would involve huge increases in the price of coal. It was estimated that the wage demand alone would amount to about £40 million per annum, and that probably about 3/6 or 3/- per ton would have to be added to the price of coal on an annual output of about 250 million tons. It was impracticable to estimate what additional cost would be involved by the adoption of the reduced working hours, but it was clear that the concession would still further greatly increase the price of coal.

         However, the miners’ last increase in wages of 1/6d per day had been in June 1918, and then other trades (engineering, shipbuilding, explosives) had received, by arbitration, an increase of 3/6d a week immediately after the miners’ increase in wages. In December 1918, these same trades had again, by arbitration, received a further 5/- a week as there had been a marked increase in the cost of living. It seemed, therefore, that the miners were at least 5/- per week behind.

         The authors of the memorandum were concerned about the effects the increase of price of coal would have on the export trade of British coal, the cost 11of iron and steel and in consequence shipbuilding, the position of the railways (already deeply in debt due to wage increases given to the railwaymen) and the small consumers of coal (those who bought coal by the hundredweight) who would be forced into a lower standard of life.

         A proper enquiry into the facts and circumstances of the miners’ case was seen as the way in which the demands could be made. The effect upon the attitude of other trades arising from treating the miners differently had to be considered. It could not be expected that important trades would continue to have course to arbitration if the miners, by ‘direct action’, could secure from the Government any terms they liked to submit.

         It was suggested that the miners should be offered, at once, whatever amount by way of additional war wage was due to them, on the grounds of the increase in the cost of living since they received their last advance. With regard to their other demands, they should be informed that the Government intended to establish at once a strong representative committee, on which the miners would nominate their own representatives, to enquire into the matters raised. The terms of reference would be sufficiently wide to enable the committee to enquire into the wages and the question of the organisation of the mines. The committee could be asked to report on the future organisation of the coal industry, but the committee would first be asked to present an interim report on the matter of wages and hours of work.

         The demands for demobilised miners were seen as extravagant. It was concluded that the scheme which was applicable to the rest of the country must be equally applied to the miners.5

         On 7th February 1919, the War Cabinet discussed the joint memorandum, and a note by the Acting Secretary of the War Cabinet with reference to the joint memorandum.

         The Minister of Labour proposed that the Government should take a clear stand. As regarded demobilisation, there was no room for discussion. It was impossible to concede preferential treatment to the miners over the rest of the workers of the country. Regarding wages, the demand was for an additional 30%. This would have a crippling effect on industry. However, the miners had a reasonable claim for consideration. Their last advance had been in June 1918, when the Prime Minister had promised them that wages would be reconsidered if the cost of living rose. The Minister of Labour suggested that two alternatives should be made to the miners:

         
            (i) An increment of 1s a day.

            (ii) That their claims should be examined by the Interim Court of Arbitration, which had succeeded the Committee on Production.

         

         12What he proposed was that they should be empowered to offer the miners a full and impartial inquiry into the whole question of their wages. He suggested a possible membership of the Committee of Inquiry which included representatives of both the Miners’ Federation and the mine owners. This Committee would also go into the question of hours. He further suggested that the Committee should submit, as soon as possible, an interim report on the question of wages and hours and that it should then consider the further and wider question of joint control or the nationalisation of mines. The mine owners themselves had asked for a full inquiry into the whole mechanism of the coal industry and into the question of profits.

         As a promise had been made to the Miners’ Federation to give a reply to their present claims by the end of the week, the Minister of Labour suggested that representatives of the Federation should be invited the following Monday to a conference when the views of the Government would be communicated to them. It was firstly suggested that this could be a verbal communication but, after further discussion, it was decided that the verbal message should at once be followed by a printed memorandum.6

         On 10th February, Sir Robert Horne met with members of the Miners’ Federation and he read to them the memorandum containing the reply of the Government to the miners’ proposals. Robert Smillie, remarking that the Government’s reply did not come within measurable distance of the miners’ demands, stated it would be submitted to the Federation Conference.

         A Miners’ Special Conference met two days later at Southport, on February 12th and 13th, to receive the report of the negotiators. Meanwhile, on the evening of 11th February, the Prime Minister, David LLoyd George, delivered a threatening speech in the House of Commons, the purpose of which appeared to be to intimidate the Conference. It had the reverse effect, with the Conference unanimously carrying the motion that ‘this Conference rejects the terms offered by the Government as being no answer to our claims’. It was further decided to take a ballot of the membership on the question of a stoppage.7

         On Friday, 21st February, in response to an invitation, the Executive Committee of the Miners’ Federation met the Prime Minister at 10, Downing Street. The Prime Minister asked that the miners should delay the expiry of the strike notices (which were dated for 15th March) for a fortnight and should participate in a Commission which would be bound to present an interim report by 31st March.

         Robert Smillie, in reply, reminded the Government that the miners’ claim had been lodged as far back as 9th January. He showed that the claim, having been reduced to the lowest possible amount, was just and fair from every point of view. He dwelt on the miners’ housing conditions and the conditions 13of their working life. He then pointed out that, if the mines were handed back to the mine owners, the miners would have no right to a voice on the working conditions in the mines or the commercial side. Finally, he said that the wages and hours claim, on which information was already in the hands of the Government, should be dealt with immediately and need not stand over until a Commission reported. The Prime Minister refused this, and again said that these matters must be remitted to the Commission. He suggested that the miners might serve on such a Commission. The Executive Committee then agreed to call a Conference to consider whether the miners should participate.

         Meanwhile, the result of the Strike Ballot had become known, and Mr Lloyd George had agreed that the interim report of the Commission should be published on 20th March. The ballot showed a five to one majority in favour of a stoppage.8

         The Coal Industry Commission Bill establishing a Royal Commission was debated in the House of Commons on 24th and 25th February 1919 and in the House of Lords on 26th February.9 The Act gave wide powers ‘to constitute a Commission to inquire into the position of, and conditions prevailing, in the Coal Industry’. The Commissioners were to inquire in particular as to:

         
            (a) the wages and hours of work in the various grades of colliery workers, and whether and, if so, to what extent, and by what method, such wages should be increased and hours reduced; regard being had to a reasonable standard of living amongst the colliery workers, and to the effect of such changes on the economic life of the country;

            (b) any equality between different grades of colliery workers as regards wages, hours of work, and other conditions, and whether and, if so, to what extent any of these inequalities are unjustifiable and capable of remedy;

            (c) the cost of production and distribution in the coal industry, or any industry commonly carried on in connection therewith or as ancillary or incident thereto, and the general organisation of the coalfield and the industry as a whole;

            (d) selling prices and profits in the coal industry, or any industry commonly carried on in connection therewith or as ancillary or incidental thereto;

            (e) the social conditions under which colliery workers carry on their industry;

            (f) any schemes that may be submitted to or formulated by the Commissioners for the future organisation of the coal industry, whether on the present basis, or on the basis of joint control, nationalisation, or any other basis;

            (g) the effect of the present incidence of, and practice in regard to, mining royalties and wayleaves upon the coal industry and the cost of coal, and whether any and what changes in these respects are desirable; 14

            (h) the effect of proposals under the above heads upon the development of the coal industry and the economic life of the country.10

         

         The Conference of the MFGB met on the 26th February in London and adjourned after a day’s discussion. Strong arguments had been pressed against participation, on the grounds that if the report was adverse, the miners’ case would be prejudiced. The next day it was decided to participate, but only on strict conditions as to the miners’ representation. It was also agreed to postpone the strike notices until 22nd March, Lloyd George having promised that an interim report should be ready by 20th March. Eventually, an understanding was reached that the miners should appoint four representatives directly and the other two representatives on the workers’ side should be agreed upon between the miners and the Government, but formally nominated by the latter. Accordingly, around the 1st March, the Commission was made up as follows:

         
             

         

         Hon. Mr Justice Sankey (in the chair)

         
             

         

         Workers’ side:

         Appointed by the Miners Federation:

         Mr Robert Smillie

         Mr Herbert Smith

         Mr Frank Hodges

         Sir Leo Chiozza Money

         Agreed between the Government and the Miners’ Federation:

         Mr R. H. Tawney

         Mr Sidney Webb

         
             

         

         Employers’ side:

         Government nominees:

         Mr Arthur Balfour

         Sir Arthur Duckham

         Sir Thomas Royden

         Representatives of Coal-owners:

         Mr Evan Williams

         Mr R. W. Cooper

         Mr J. T. Forgie.11

         
             

         

         The Coal Industry Commission held its first meeting on 3rd March 1919 when it decided on its course of procedure. By what came to be seen as a sound strategy on the workers’ side of the Commission, it was decided to call Government 15witnesses first, thereafter representatives of industries immediately dependent on the coal industry, then the coal-owners’ witnesses, and finally the miners’ witnesses. The public examination of witnesses began on 4th March and concluded on 17th March. The Commission sat every day except Sunday and met several times in private and, after 17th March, deliberated entirely in camera until the report was ready.

         The second witness to be called was Mr Arthur Lowes Dickinson, Financial Adviser to the Coal Mines Department, who gave evidence over a period of two days. The revelations disclosed by him of profiteering by the coal industry during the war caused immediate revulsion in the general public, and support erred in favour of the miners and against the mine owners. By evidence of the witnesses who followed, it became clear that the private ownership and distribution of coal had not merely meant swollen profits, wrung out of the low wages paid to the miners and high prices paid by the public, but had also seriously hampered the national effort during the war by its inefficiency and wastefulness.12

         By the end of the first week, under cross-examination of the workers’ side, it had become obvious that the case for private ownership was labouring heavily. This applied not merely to the ownership of mines and minerals but to the private control of distribution, both wholesale and retail. To a certain amount of surprise, the public, and perhaps some of the miners, learned that nationalisation provided the only really adequate method by which to preserve and raise the miners’ standard of living, besides being the only effective safeguard for the consumers.13

         The witnesses for the Miners’ Federation were examined on the Friday and Saturday, 14th and 15th March. These were:

         
            
               

	 
            
                        
                        	Subject



	W. Straker (Northumberland)
            
                        
                        	Nationalisation



	J. Robertson (Scotland)
            
                        
                        	Standard of life (Housing, Health, Education, Accidents etc)



	J. Potts (Yorkshire)
            
                        
                        	Hours and Output



	Vernon Hartshorn, MP (South Wales)
            
                        
                        	Wages14







         

         In each case, the miners’ point of view was ably stated and sustained under severe cross-examination from the coal-owners side of the Commission. Mr Straker, who had submitted a draft provision indicating the sort of control of the industry which the miners desired as part of any national scheme, was kept in the witness box all day15, while Mr Robertson’s evidence on the abominable housing conditions in mining villages undoubtedly made a very deep impression both on the Commission and the public, and was reflected in recommendation 16XXI of the Commission’s Interim Report which stated:

         
            ‘Evidence has been placed before the Commission as to the housing accommodation of the colliery workers in various districts. Although it is true that there is good housing accommodation in certain districts- and to some extent- there are houses in some districts which are a reproach to civilisation. No judicial language is sufficiently strong or sufficiently severe to apply to their condemnation.’16

         

         The public sessions closed on Monday, 17th March, with evidence from the co-operative societies being taken on 15th and others on 17th March. The effect of their evidence was to reinforce the impression of the opening sessions, that private ownership in production and distribution of coal was characterised by wastefulness and extravagance.17

         It was found impossible to present a unanimous report and eventually, on 20th March, three reports were announced; a Majority Report, a Report signed by the Chairman, and a Report signed by the coal-owners. The Majority Report was signed by Messrs R Smillie, Frank Hodges, Herbert Smith, Sir Leo Chiozza Money, Messrs R H Tawney and Sidney Webb18.

         
             

         

         The following is a summary of their conclusions:

         
	We find that the miners’ claim for an advance in the standard of life is justified and that the percentage of rise of wages asked for, namely 30% (on earnings apart from the war wage) is not excessive.

            	We find justified the claim to a substitution in the Coal Mines Regulation Act of 1908 of six for eight (making the future working day underground vary from six-and-a-half hours in some mines to eight-and-a-half in others and averaging 7 hours). A corresponding shortening of the working day should apply to surface workers.

            	We find justified the miners’ claim for a more efficient organisation of their industry-the individual ownership of collieries being officially declared to be ‘wasteful and extravagant’ whilst the method of retail distribution is unnecessarily costly; and in view of the impossibility of tolerating any unification of all the mines in the hands of a Capital Trust we think that, in the interest of the consumer as much as that of the miners, nationalisation ought to be, in principle at once determined on.

            	As to the claims in respect of miners demobilised from the Army, we think that it would be better for these to be dealt with along with the cases of men in other industries.19


         

17The Sankey Report was signed by the Honourable Mr Justice Sankey, and the three Government nominees: Mr Arthur Balfour, Sir Arthur Duckham and Sir Thomas Roydon.

         
             

         

         Their recommendations as to hours and wages were:

         
            I. We recommend that the Coal Mines Regulation Act 1908, commonly called the Eight Hours Act, be amended by the substitution, in the clauses limiting the hours of work underground, of the word ‘seven’ for the word ‘eight’ as and from July 16th, 1919, and subject to the economic position of the industry at the end of 1920, by the substitution of the word ‘six’ for the word ‘eight’ as and from July 13th, 1921. Certain adjustments must be made in the hours of classes of underground workers specifically mentioned in the Act.

            II. We recommend that as from July 1919, the hours of work of persons employed on the surface at or about collieries shall be forty-six and a half working hours per week exclusive of mealtimes, the details to be settled locally.

            III. We recommend an increase of wages of two shillings per shift or per day worked in the case of the classes of colliery workers, employed in coal mines, whose wages have in the past been regulated by colliery sliding scales. In the case of workers under 16 years of age, the advance is to be one shilling.

            IV. We recommend the continuation of the Coal Mines Control Agreement, 1918, subject to certain suggestions indicated in our report.20

         

         The Sankey Report had something to say as to how the appalling housing conditions of the miners could be addressed:

         
            ‘It is a matter for careful consideration whether 1d per ton should not be at once collected on coal raised and applied to improving housing and meanities of each particular colliery district. A 1d per ton on present output means about £1,000,000 a year’.21

         

         However, their recommendation, which proved of greatest importance and was to have tremendous repercussions, dealt with nationalisation and control of industry by the workers:18

         
            ‘Even upon the evidence already given, the present system of ownership and working in the coal industry stands condemned and some system must be substituted for it, either nationalisation or a method of unification by national purchase and/or by joint control’.22

         

         The Coal-owners’ report, signed by Messrs R. W. Cooper, J. T. Forgie and Evan Williams, was confined solely to wages and hours of labour.23

         On Thursday, 20th March, the three reports were presented to Parliament. That evening Bonar Law announced that the Government had adopted the Sankey Report ‘in spirit and letter’ but, if a strike took place, the Government would use all the resources of the State without hesitating.

         The Miners’ Conference, held in London on 21st March, recommended the Districts (whose strike notices expired the following day) to continue working until Wednesday, 26th March, while the Executive negotiated with the Government with a view to securing a modification of the Sankey proposals.

         On Saturday, 22nd March, various points were urged before Mr Bonar Law, who promised that he would give a reply by Tuesday, 25th March.24

         On Tuesday morning, 25th March, Mr Bonar Law gave the War Cabinet an outline of what he proposed, with the War Cabinet’s approval, to say to the miners that afternoon. The miners had intimated that they would strike unless the Government gave concessions beyond the Sankey Report. The matter they pressed was of working hours, and that they wished to reduce the working hours from eight to seven in July, and six unconditionally in July 1920. He proposed to say that the Government could not go beyond the Sankey Report but that if there were any points which required interpretation, the Government would be quite willing to submit these points to Justice Sankey for his ruling.25

         In the afternoon of 25th March, Mr Bonar Law met with the representatives of the Miners’ Federation and told them that he could not make any substantial change to the Sankey Report.

         At the Federation Conference on 26th March, it was decided to take a ballot of the members as to the acceptance of the Government proposals; meanwhile, the District was to continue to work. The Executive Committee met afterwards and decided that the ballot should be held on 9th and 10th April and the results would be in the hands of the Secretary by 14th April.

         When the result of the MFGB ballot was declared on 15th April, it showed 693,084 votes for accepting the Government’s terms and only 76,992 against. The Special Conference meeting the next day ordered the withdrawal of the strike notices.26

         With the acceptance of the Government terms, the Commission, which had been suspended for a month, was able to meet again and entered on its second 19stage which lasted from 24th April to 23rd June. The second stage took up a comprehensive investigation into schemes for ‘nationalisation or a method of unification by national purchase and/or by joint control’.

         In the interval between the two stages of the inquiry, Sir Thomas Royden resigned owing to ill health, and Sir Allan Smith (Chairman of the Engineering Employers’ Federation) was appointed in his stead. A few days later, after the second stage had begun, Mr J. T. Forgie resigned for health reasons and his place was taken by Sir Adam Nimmo (who had resigned his official post as advisor to the Coal Controller).

         During the second stage, evidence was taken over twenty-eight days, and 116 witnesses were examined. These witnesses included expert economists, royalty owners, Home Office witnesses, witnesses as to the working of nationalisation abroad or in the Colonies, technicians, coal owners, miners, miners’ wives, industrial consumers, managers and administrators.

         The evidence for the Miners’ Federation was presented on 23rd, 27th, 28th and 30th May. Mr H. Slesser, Standing Counsel to the Miners’ Federation, submitted a draft parliamentary bill, embodying the miners’ scheme for the nationalisation of mines and minerals. This was supported by Mr Straker and Mr Winstone of the MFGB, while evidence on the conditions of the miners’ life was given by Mrs Hart, Mrs Andrews and Mrs Brown, miners’ wives from Lancashire, South Wales and Scotland respectively. In addition, in accordance with the precedent set by several previous Commissions, notably the Poor Law Commission of 1906-09 and the Commission on Ecclesiastical Discipline, two members of the Commission, Mr Sidney Webb and Sir Leo Chiozza Money, went into the witness box and submitted plans for systems of ownership and management in substitution for the existing system.

         The miners’ own scheme was presented by Mr Straker as part of the draft parliamentary bill of the Miners’ Federation. It was based on vesting all powers in a National Mining Council, consisting of the Minister of Mines for the time being and twenty whole-time members, ten appointed by the Government and ten by the Miners’ Federation.

         By 20th June, four reports were presented. The report of the Chairman, Mr Justice Sankey, was supported in the main by six commissioners (Sir Leo Chiozza Money, Messrs Robert Smillie, Herbert Smith, Frank Hodges, R. H. Tawney and Sidney Webb) who, however, presented conclusions separately. A third report was that of Sir Adam Nimmo, KBE, Sir Allen M. Smith KBE, and Messrs Arthur Balfour, R. W. Cooper and Evan Williams. Sir Arthur Duckham KCB, MICE was the only signatory to the fourth report.

         All four reports agreed on two points; firstly, on recommencing the State ownership of all seams of coal and hence the royalties; and secondly 20in recommending, in view of the overwhelming evidence of the extreme wastefulness of the system by which coal was distributed to household consumers, that the machinery of local authorities and the co-operative movement should be utilised for the purpose of distribution.

         The Chairman’s report recommended that the principle of state ownership of coal mines be accepted. It further recommended that some scheme for local administration be immediately set up with the aid of the local Controller’s department, and legislation passed to acquire coal mines for the state after the scheme had been worked for three years from the date of the report (during which time coal control would be continued), fair and just compensation being paid to the owners.

         After dealing with the method of purchase and carrying on the coal mines, the Chairman proceeded to outline a scheme of administration which, due to time constraints on the Chairman, were only suggestions for the use of Parliament not as recommendations.27

         It appeared that the Government, who had received the four reports on 20th June, were bound by their previous adoption of the previous Sankey Report. Constitutionally, they were not bound to accept the reports of the Royal Commissions but, when a specific pledge had been given, it was certain that the refusal to accept the Chairman’s report, or the report of the six members, would be regarded as a breach of faith. Furthermore, the fact that seven of the Commissioners, including the Chairman, were agreed on nationalisation, made a strong presumption in favour of adoption of that principle.28 However, this was not how it played out.

         The Government was extremely concerned about public opinion. The popularity of the miners’ cause put limits on its ability to manoeuvre. On 8th July, the cabinet agreed a strategy to exploit the poor state of public finances to paint the miners’ demands as excessive and damaging to the national economy. On 9th July, a 6s rise in the price of coal was announced in the House of Commons to come into effect on 15th July, the day before the first Sankey Award became operative. It was explained that the price rise was needed to pay for the concessions which had been made to the miners. It was emphasised that not only would it harm the consumer, but it would also damage industry, reduce exports and increase unemployment.29

         The Executive Council of the MFGB had managed to defend its ‘wait and see’ policy and keep their members invested in the Sankey process. However, it was questioned how long it would be able to resist pressures for action, in the form of widespread disgruntlement in the collieries, over the practical implications of the Sankey Award which came into effect on Wednesday, 16th July. On the same day, a month-long Yorkshire miners’ strike began. These grievances, in 21conjunction with the coal output crisis and the 6s increase in the cost of a ton of coal, were responsible for a growing dissatisfaction with Sankey, and let loose a new wave of unrest which touched every major coalfield to engulf the Federation. In the week following the MFGB Annual Conference in Keswick, approximately 200,000 miners went on strike in Scotland, the North-East, Lancashire, Nottinghamshire, Derbyshire, the Midlands, South Wales and Kent over issues arising from the Sankey Commission (interpretation of reduction in hours and piece rate adjustments). With the Yorkshire strike included, the movement at its peak involved about 400,000 miners or about half of the Federation’s total membership. Although outside Yorkshire the strikes were brief affairs, they were a highly important component of the general crisis in the days immediately before the Government’s final decision on nationalisation.30

         The Parliamentary Coal Committee, an organisation of mine-owner MPs, circulated a memo in the first half of July calling for steps to be taken ‘to protect our great industries against the organised revolutionary and predatory forces of direct action and against the nationalisation of the mines’. Three hundred and five MPs signed the memo and presented it to Lloyd George in mid-July.31

         On 23rd July 1919, the War Cabinet discussed the desirability of making a statement regarding nationalisation of mines. The Prime Minister had a meeting arranged the next day to meet Mr Smillie, and suspected that Mr Smillie would ask if the Government was able to give any information regarding nationalisation. The Prime Minister therefore thought that it would be wise to make a statement on the subject before the recess. This was generally agreed, since, if a strike was to come, the best month in which to have it was August.32

         The policy of saying nothing was spun out until 18th August, when the Prime Minister announced in the House of Commons the Government’s conclusions to the Sankey Reports and to the evidence of the Commission.

         
            ‘The Government accepts the policy of State purchase of mineral rights in coal on which subject all the Reports of the Royal Commission were perfectly unanimous. The Government have been deeply impressed by the evidence tendered to the Commission with respect to the unsatisfactory social conditions under which miners have been compelled to carry on their industry in some parts of the country. They hold that a reasonable standard of living should be secured to the miners and their families; that the deplorable housing conditions which, in some of the coalfields of the country, should be remedied as rapidly as possible and that every effort should be made to improve the comfort and amenities of the miners and their families.’

         

         The Prime Minister proposed that a fund should be raised from a deduction 22from the purchase value of coal to improve the social conditions and the conditions of life among the miners of the country.

         As to the future organisation of the coal industry, the Prime Minister said ‘that the Government accepted in the letter and the spirit of the Interim Report of Mr Justice Sankey’s Commission. In their Report there is a recommendation in favour of the unification and reorganisation of the industry. In his Final Report, Mr Justice Sankey proceeded with his interpretation of that principle. We accept the principle, but we cannot accept Mr Justice Sankey’s final interpretation’.33

         In 1920, the Government introduced the Ministry of Mines Bill which primarily dealt with the future organisation of the coal industry, but also provided the owners of coal mines would pay one penny per ton for the next five years upon the tonnage of coal raised and that this fund would be devoted to the purpose of improving the social welfare of the mining community.34

         In August 1920, the Ministry of Mines Bill was amended to the Mining Industry Bill. The Ministry of Mines became a Department of Mines and amendments were made in the House of Commons relating to the decentralisation of the betterment fund.35

         The Mining Industry Act 1920 dated 16th August 1920, ‘provided for the better administration of mines, and to regulate the coal industry and for other purposes connected with the mining industry and the persons employed therein’. Section 20 of the Act provided for the establishment of a fund for the improvement of social conditions of colliery workers. The ‘fund would be applied for such purposes connected with social wellbeing, recreation, and with conditions of living of workers in or about coal mines and with mining education and research as the Board of Trade, after consultation with any Government Department concerned may approve’.

         The owners of every coal mine would before 31st March 1921, and before the 31st March in each of the subsequent five years, pay into the fund a sum equal to one penny a ton of the output of the mine during the previous calendar year.

         The duty for allocating the money credited to the fund would be vested in a committee consisting of five persons, appointed by the Board of Trade, of which one should be appointed by the Board of Trade after consultation with the Mining Association of Great Britain, and another after consultation with the Miners’ Federation of Great Britain. The Committee should have the assistance of three assessors appointed by the Ministry of Health, the Board of Education and the Secretary for Scotland respectively. The assessors would have the right of attending meetings of the Committee and of taking part in the deliberations but not of voting.

         The Committee would take into consideration any scheme submitted by a district and, before allocating any money for a local purpose, they should 23consult the district committee concerned. Twenty-five coal districts were named in Part I of the Second Schedule of the Act, and the Committee was charged with allocating, for the benefit of these districts, sums equal to four fifths of the contributions from the owners of coal mines in those districts respectively.

         The Committee could also invite a local authority to submit a scheme. They could also allocate money, in whole or in part, for the provision of pithead baths but only on the understanding that section seventy-seven of the Coal Mines Act 1911 would apply to such accommodation and facilities.36

         Thus, the Betterment Fund was born but, as will be seen in the next chapter, it would soon be renamed the Miners’ Welfare Fund.
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         The members of the first Committee of the Betterment Fund were appointed in January 1921. The Chairman, Lord Gorell CBE, MC was joined by Mr A. Leslie Wright, representing the Mining Association, Rt. Hon. William Brace, Professor E. L. Collis MA, MD, and Sir William Walker. Mr W. R. Davies was appointed as the Committee’s assessor representing the Board of Education, and Dr G. S. Buchan representing the Ministry of Health. The Acting Secretary to the Committee was Mr W. G. Nott Bower.1

         At the time of his appointment, Ronald Gorell Barnes, 3rd Baron Gorell, was a member of the House of Lords sitting on the Liberal benches. In July 1921, he was appointed as Under-Secretary for Air in the coalition government of David Lloyd George, at which time a new Chairman had to be appointed.2

         The Rt. Hon. William Brace had been a Welsh trade unionist and a Liberal-Labour member of Parliament for South Glamorganshire from 1906–1918. He was sponsored by the Miners’ Federation of Great Britain, which was affiliated to the Labour Party, but he took the Liberal whip. During the First World War he held the post of Under-Secretary of State for the Home Department. In 1916, he was made a Privy Councillor. When the South Glamorganshire seat was abolished in 1918, he was elected as the Labour party MP representing the new Abertillery seat. He resigned from the House of Commons in 1920 in the wake of a bitter dispute within the miners’ union, and he took up the position of Labour Advisor to the Ministry of Mines.3

         Professor Edgar Leigh Collis had qualified from St Thomas’ Hospital in 1896. In 1908, he had joined the staff of the Factory Department of the Home Office as a medical inspector of factories where he became a leading authority on pneumoconiosis. In the First World War, he was appointed a member of the Health of Munition Workers Committee and, in 1917, he became Director of Welfare and Health in the Ministry of Munitions. In 1918, he became a member of the newly set up Industrial Fatigue Research Board and, in 1919, he was appointed Talbot Professor of Preventive Medicine at the Welsh National School of Medicine at Cardiff, where he continued to take an active interest in the improvement of workers’ conditions in coal mines and in miners’ welfare.4

         Sir William Walker had been an Inspector of Mines firstly in Durham, then 25in York and Lincoln District, and then in Edinburgh. In 1907, he was elected president of the Midland Institute of Mining Engineers and was a member of the committee instituted by the Royal Commission on Mines to inquire into and report on the prevention of accidents from falls of ground in shafts and by haulage in mines. In 1916, he took up the position of Deputy Inspector of Mines at the Home Office. In 1917, he was promoted to acting Chief Inspector, and during 1919–20 was Chief Inspector.5

         From the start, the Fund did not bear any part of the salaries either of the Secretary or of the other officers of the Mines Department who were concerned with it, nor the cost of accommodation and ordinary supplies of stationery and furniture. These expenses were borne by Public Funds on the Votes of the Governments concerned and with the support of the Mines Department.6

         1921 was not an auspicious time to launch a Fund whose income was derived from a levy on coal output, and which would have to rely on the good working relationship between the owners and mineworkers to achieve the Fund’s objectives.

         A slump in the British economy hit the country at the end of 1920. Britain passed into a chronic depression of trade and rapid unemployment. In February 1921, the Government decided to bring forward the decontrol of the mining industry financially from 31st August 1921 as prescribed in the Coal Industry Act 1920 to 31st March 1921. This decision ended the discussions the mine owners and the MFGB were having over the settlement of both wages and ‘profit sharing’. The Coal Mines (Decontrol) Act was given Royal assent on 24th March 1921. From the beginning of March 1921 onwards notices, were posted throughout the coalfields that all contracts of service (including those of pump men and other ‘safety men’) would end on 31st March 1921. The mineworkers expected a reduction in wages because of the trade slump and the fall in the cost of living but the reductions demanded by some District Associations of coal-owners amounted to a halving of wages of certain grades. The Government refused to intervene, and the coal-owners universal lockout of the mines started on 1st April 1921. The same day, ‘a state of emergency’ was declared under the Emergency Powers’ Act 1920. The Government, coal-owners and miners entered a three-month period of recriminations and heated negotiations. The final meeting with the coal-owners took place on 27th June at the Board of Trade where the Executive Committee of the MFGB provisionally agreed to the terms of a wage settlement with the Government and the owners. After an overwhelming vote in favour of resumption, the mines returned to work at the beginning of July 1921 However, the effect of the National Wages Agreement of July 1921 was that coalmining, from being for a short time one of the best paid trades, fell to being one of the worst paid.7 26

         The first meeting of the Betterment Fund Committee took place on 3rd February 1921. The meeting was opened by the Secretary for Mines, the Rt. Hon. William Clive Bridgeman. Most of the meeting was taken up with discussing the scope of the Fund; education, recreation, health and safety and research. The Committee were aware of mining education schemes such a mining institutes in Staffordshire, the Treforest and Crumlin Schools in Wales (supported by the tonnage contribution of the coalmine owners), and the University Extension work undertaken by Sheffield University, but an investigation into education in the mining areas was needed to inform the Committee. To gain information on recreational facilities, it was decided to initally approach the Inspectors of Mines and Ministry of Agriculture. It was thought that mortality and morbidity statistics were inadequate but the Committee were unable to proceed much further with health and safety as the Mines Department were in the process of setting up the Mining Dangers Research Board in accordance with the recommendation of the Eskmeals’ Committee.8

         The Committee also considered the title of the Fund. The title was considered both cumbersome and, at the same time, not altogether descriptive of the objectives of the Fund. They therefore suggested to the Secretary for Mines that the ‘Miners’ Welfare Fund’ was a more convenient and appropriate designation. Mr Bridgeman expressed considerable objection to the change in name and asked the Committee to reconsider but they persisted with their request and a letter from the Mines Department was sent out on 28th February to all coal owners and miners’ associations confirming the change in name.9

         From the end of March 1921, the unsettled conditions in the coal industry made it impossible for the Committee to make any progress save in the direction of preliminary investigations.10 Having held two meetings in February 1921, the third meeting was not held until 27th July 1921. At this meeting, the Committee were able to hear Mr G. H. Winstanley, Inspector for the Board of Education, give a report on the education in mining areas of England and Wales. (A report from Scotland was still awaited). Mr Winstanley referred to the segregation of those engaged in mining, to the consequent narrowness of outlook, to the effect of the destructive character of mining operations, to the peculiar characteristics of miners and to their special need of good educational influences.

         In his review of the existing education facilities, he described the 4 levels available to miners in a typical mining county. At level 1, there were many part-time evening classes giving instruction in subjects such as English, practical arithmetic, drawing and mining sciences. The minimum age at which a young miner could sit for the statutory examination for a Mine Manager was 23, and he could not practice as a Mines Manager before he was 25. Hence, many, though not all, pit boys postponed attendance at local classes for some years. At level 272, in any well-organised county area, there would be district schools available offering further education facilities. At level 3, came the mining colleges such as Treforest and the mining departments of such technical colleges as those in Stoke-on-Trent, Wigan and other large towns in mining districts. Finally, at level 4, there were the mining departments at certain university institutions, and in some mining counties, there were scholarships by means of which a mining student was occasionally enabled to proceed to a university course in mining, or perhaps in some subject other than mining.

         He then went on to highlight several examples of good practice that the Committee could consider.

         The experiment of the Staffordshire Education Authority in establishing small technical schools in mining villages in South Staffordshire had proved very successful. The pre-war cost of building in such cases was about £1,700–£2,000.

         Although not every area had appointed an Organiser, these Organisers had banded together into an Association and met periodically to exchange views and experiences, so their value was becoming very considerable.

         Derbyshire Education Authority had responded to a suggestion made in the Board of Education Paper 1, and had instituted a scholarship for miners which was to be solely for the study of mining subjects.

         To further inform the Committee on mining education, a decision was taken to communicate with Local Authorities, institutions (such as the Treforest and Crumlin schools) not controlled by Local Education Authorities, the University Grants Committee and the universities in respect of both Extension Courses and Tutorial Classes.11

         In September 1921, Viscount Chelmsford GCSI, GCIE, PC was appointed as Chairman of the Committee following Lord Gorell’s appointment as Under-Secretary of State for Air. Frederic John Napier Thesinger, 1st Viscount Chelmsford had been Governor of Queensland (1905–1909), Governor of New South Wales (1909–1913) and Viceroy and Governor-General of India (1916–1921).12

         In October 1921, the MFGB nominated Mr Herbert Smith to replace Mr Brace. Herbert Smith was the Vice-President of the MFGB.13

         The final meeting of 1921 took place on 5th October and considered a letter from the Secretary for Mines proposing the setting up of Special Joint District Committees in each District. The Mining Industry Act 1920 stipulated that the Committee, before allocating any money for a local purpose, should consult with the District Committee to be established under Part II of the Act. As it would be some time until District Committees could be put in place, Mr Bridgeman had suggested inviting coal owners’ and the colliery workers’ associations in each district to set up a special ad hoc joint committee to whom the central Welfare Committee could refer all local applications for grants from the Fund for preliminary consideration and report.1428
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         29On 22nd October 1921, letters were sent out from the Mines Department by the Under-Secretary for Mines, Mr E. A. Gowers, to all coal owners’ and workmen’s associations asking for their co-operation in appointing special joint committees at the earliest possible date. Enclosed with the letter was a memorandum which had been prepared by the Miners’ Welfare Committee, dealing with the scope of the Fund and the method of its administration. Once a local committee had been established in a district, they were asked to notify the Mines Department so that the Central Welfare Fund Committee could establish direct relations with the local committee and give them particulars of the sum which was available in their district and the applications for grants which had already been received.15

         Mr Gowers followed up on the progress being made in November when he wrote to each District enquiring as to the position with regard to the establishment of a Joint Welfare Committee, as Mr Bridgeman was anxious that the allocation of money from the Fund should not be delayed in any district by reason of the fact that no local advice was available to the Central Committee.16

         The duty of allocating money credited from the Fund from the one penny per ton of output was vested in the Central Committee subject to two provisos; firstly that the objects to which the Committee allocated should be such as the Board of Trade might approve and, secondly, that a sum equal to four-fifths of the contribution from the coal owners in each district should be allocated for the benefit of that district and would be designated ‘Districts Funds’.

         The other one fifth of the contributions was designated as the General Fund. Although the General Fund was not subject to any restrictions as regard to allocation, the applications for assistance from the General Fund fell into two main categories: research regarding health and safety problems of coalmining and, secondly, education. The allocation of money in either of these categories called for specialist knowledge and administrative experience. The Committee therefore looked to obtain the advice from the Safety in Mines Research Board, the Medical Research Council and the University Grants Committee respectively, in conjunction with that of the assessors and government departments concerned.17

         The Committee were required by the Mining Industry Act 1920 to take into consideration any scheme submitted by a District Committee and, before allocating any money for a local purpose, must consult with the District Committee concerned. The Miners’ Welfare Committee, being a statutory body, could only allocate the moneys standing to the credit of the Fund to the objects defined by the Act and to no other. The objects of the Fund being ‘Such 30purposes connected with the social well-being, recreation and conditions of living of miners in or about coal mines and with mining education and research as the Board of Trade, after consultation with any Government Department concerned, may approve’.

         The Welfare Committee would rely upon the District Committees to represent the requirements of their Districts as a whole. Applications for grants for local purposes could be made either direct to the Miners’ Welfare Committee who would refer the applications to the Welfare Committees in their District for their observations or through the appropriate District Welfare Committee. In the case of an application from a local government authority, the application would be more speedily considered if the District Welfare Committee was consulted before making a submission to the Miners’ Welfare Committee. District Welfare Committees were asked to pay special attention to the suitability of each application having regard to the equitable distribution of the total sum available for all the localities and objects in the district. It had to be understood that no individual colliery or group of collieries had a prescriptive right to the return of the actual amount contributed by its owners to the Miners’ Welfare Fund.

         As the Fund was not a permanent one, allocations as a rule would be made for capital rather than revenue purposes. Where a scheme involved annual expenditure on maintenance, the responsibility for such annual expenditure was the applicants. However, in certain cases, the Miners’ Welfare Committee were prepared to consider schemes for investment of moneys granted from the Fund to provide partial endowment in perpetuity.18

         In allocating the Fund, the Welfare Committee gave the greatest possible choice of objects. In their October 1921 memorandum to District Committees, they had suggested several purposes to which grants might be made under the headings of education, recreation, public health and well-being. However, they were prepared to consider any other proposals which seemed to come within the intentions of the 1920 Act.19

         One of the very few applications to be turned down was from the Lancashire and Cheshire Welfare District Committee, who had applied for a grant from their four-fifths allocation to augment the wages of miners on short time. There were 8,500 adult miners in the District earning less than 34/- a week. The proposal was to give nothing to single men without dependents, but to make up the wages of married men to 35/- a week. This was to be only a temporary one. A deputation from the District Committee headed by Sir Thomas Ellis and Mr Stephen Walsh MP attended the 17th January 1922 Committee meeting having previously been informed by the Welfare Committee, acting on the advice of the Solicitors to the Mines Department, that this was not a purpose within the scope of Section 20 of the Act. The President of the Board of Trade had 31received a deputation from the District Committee after the first refusal of their application, and had raised no objection to the Welfare Committee hearing the application again. After hearing the deputation, the Welfare Committee discussed the matter and decided that there were no grounds to justify any variation of their previous decision. They remained convinced that to divert any portion of the Fund to the augmentation of wages would be contrary both to the intention of Parliament and to the best interests of the mining industry.20

         Although the Welfare Committee made its first allocations from the Fund in February 1922, the progress made in the distribution of the District Fund varied considerably. Out of the twenty-five District Committees, seven (The Lothians, Durham, Cumberland, Lancashire and Cheshire (except for the wage augmentation), South Staffordshire, Bristol and Kent) had made no recommendations by the end of 1922.
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         Just over three quarters of the money allocated from the District Fund was made under the heading of recreation. Numerically, by far the largest class of District scheme sanctioned in 1922 was recreation and sports grounds. These were naturally popular since the initial outlay and maintenance were comparatively small. Next in popularity were the institute or village hall-type scheme which provided a place for social gatherings. Many of the institutes were equipped with libraries. In some cases, the recreation grounds were combined with institutes or developed in other cases to cater not only for 32the working miners themselves, but also their wives and children and for old people of the community.

         The Welfare Committee did not bring any pressure to bear upon District Committees to employ experts in the preparation of their schemes, but the Welfare Committee did realise that the planning and organisation of industrial welfare schemes, except in a few cases, could not be carried out successfully by the District Committees. This conviction was strengthened by the opinions of the two District Committees in South Wales and Lanarkshire, who had already availed themselves of the assistance of the Industrial Welfare Society’s organisers.

         There were only two applications for pithead baths; Linton and Ellington, owned by the Ashington Coal Company in Northumberland, and Old Roundwood Colliery in West Yorkshire for a cycle store and drying room.

         The most costly and ambitious District scheme was the Convalescent Home in Ayrshire, involving the total outlay of £50,000, of which £20,000 was allocated for the purchase and equipment of Kirkmichael House, and the remaining £30,000 was to be invested to produce, in perpetuity, an income equal to half the total maintenance costs of the home. The other half would be contributed by the workmen themselves by means of levy of 1d per week. The allocation of £50,000 was payable in five annual instalments, the first of which was paid in 1922. The coal owners advanced the balance of the purchase money to enable the scheme to proceed.

         A number of grants were made to existing hospitals and Accident Homes for either structural extensions or endowment purposes. Several District Committees chose to establish trust funds, the income from which was devoted to the purchase of admission tickets for hospitals and convalescent homes.

         Some Districts also chose to take steps to assist the development of mining education in their own localities. Warwickshire, Leicestershire and South Derbyshire recommended grants towards the extension of county mining schools, and Cannock Chase invested a sum to provide an Educational Sustenance Fund to assist local students with their travelling and maintenance expenses.21

         Of more long-term importance to mining education, the Welfare Committee took the decision in April 1922 to invite the University Grants Committee to appoint a special Sub-Committee ‘To inquire into the existing facilities for education in Coal Mining at the Universities and Technical Schools in Britain and to recommend the principles upon which such public or other funds may from time to time be available should be applied to meet the educational requirements of the Coal Mining Industry.’ Sir Dugald Clark KBE was appointed as the Chairman of the Sub-Committee and the other members were Sir Frances Ogilvie CB, Sir Thomas Holland KCSI, KCIE, Mr G. H. Winstanley (Board of Education) and Mr J. T. Ewen OBE (Scottish Board of Education).22 33
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         The Welfare Committee were prepared to devote a substantial proportion of the General Fund to national research purposes, so when the Safety in Mines Research Board recommended a scheme for a new central research station to replace that at Eskmeals in Cumberland in January 1922, the Welfare Committee provisionally allocated £500,000 for this purpose. This proposal was subsequently withdrawn. However, £10,000 was awarded to the Explosives in Mines Research Committee which was set up in September 1922 to investigate the characteristics of individual explosives and £12,000 was allocated to enable the Safety in Mines Research Board to proceed with research into safety lamps and coal dust dangers, pending the development 34of the Board’s plans for a complete research organisation for the coal mining industry.23

         At the end of November 1922, a special meeting was held in London to which representatives of the Joint District Welfare Committees of Coal-Owners and Workmen were invited. This meeting gave the Central Committee the opportunity to come face to face with those who were carrying out the very important work in the districts. The Central Committee knew the initial administrative machinery was faulty, but they knew that District Committees had valuable suggestions. The Committee were indebted to some districts for their criticism, and special mention was made of Mr Finlay Gibson, South Wales District, who had put in an enormous amount of work at the end of 1921 and the beginning of 1922, continually seeing Viscount Chelmsford and the Secretary in London regarding the machinery.

         The meeting enabled the Central Committee to discuss with the representatives of the District Committees the constitution of the local committees, representation on District Committees, bank loans, Trust Deed forms, schemes liability for income tax and local authority assisted schemes for over 60’s. The latter was raised by Leicestershire, who were proposing to devote the whole of the money available to form the nucleus of a Pension Fund for men unable or fit to work on reaching the age of 60. There would appear to have been very bad feeling among the Leicestershire miners towards the Fund, but the pension scheme had the support of the 4,000 miners in the District. The Old Age Pension only came into effect at the age of 70, and there was a need for something to bridge the period from 60 years of age to 70. The Central Committee were not empowered to approve such a scheme, but Leicestershire were given the opportunity to raise this matter with the Secretary for Mines.24

         With more settled conditions in the Coal Mining Industry in 1923, the Central Committee were able to make marked progress in the distribution of the Fund, making 50% greater number of approved allocations over the previous two years. £1,030,000 was allocated in 1923, in comparison to only £525,000 in the preceding two years.25

         During 1923, the Welfare Committee sought to refine their policy in allocating District Funds. The Committee had previously recommended that, where land was purchased or money was invested in connection with a scheme to which a grant had been made from the Fund, the property should be secured by a Trust Deed. After consultation with the Charity Commissioners and the Legal Advisors to the Mines Department, a model form of combined Conveyance and Trust Deed was drawn up and circulated to the District Committees on 31st October 1922. It was intended that the Deed should be modified to suit circumstances but, it was recognised that there might be occasions (particularly 35in the case of Endowment Funds) when it would be unsuitable as it stood. In such cases, the District Committee could consult their own legal advisors and draw up deeds suitable for the particular purpose.26

         Early in 1923, the Committee suggested that some form of commemorative inscription should be placed in schemes in each District to indicate that the scheme had been established by means of a grant from the Miners’ Welfare Fund. Several designs submitted by the Industrial Welfare Society were considered and a simple design selected. The District Committees, however, preferred something more ambitious than the monogram for large schemes. It was therefore concluded that the simple design of commemorative tablets would be financed by the General Fund and more elaborate designs from the District Funds.27
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         Liability of Welfare schemes for the payment of income tax had been raised at the First Conference of District Committees in November 1922. The Committee took up the question with the Mines Department and the Board of the Inland Revenue. Schemes were exempt from tax under Section 37 of the Income Tax Act 1918 until, once an allocation had been made and payments in respect of it commenced, the right to exemption of income derived therefrom depended upon the circumstances of each group. A circular setting out the classification of entitlement to exemption 36of schemes, having been approved by the Board of Inland Revenue, was issued for the information of District Committees at the beginning of June 1923. Income tax liability in respect of income derived from Miners’ Welfare grants varied according to the objects to which the grants were applicable. The Committee therefore made arrangements for the Secretary of the Miners’ Welfare Committee to take up on behalf of any District Welfare Committee with the Board of Inland Revenue any case in which an assessment for income tax had been made and an entitlement to exemption was considered to exist.28

         By the end of 1923, out of the twenty-five District Committees, only Lancashire had made no formal recommendation for the allocation of their District Fund, but this District was well advanced in developing its proposal to devote the whole of the money available to them for the erection and endowment of a convalescent home.

         Recreational types of schemes were again the most popular type of scheme in 1923, followed by institutes (or village halls). Together these represented 85% of the total number of schemes approved from the Districts Fund. The Central Committee believed the initial success of these schemes could be best achieved by the appointment of trained welfare supervisors. This belief was supported by the District Representatives at the 1923 General Conference. Many colliery companies had made an appointment of a Welfare Supervisor but the District Committees were very slow in setting aside a sufficient capital sum to Provide an annual salary for a trained Supervisor.

         Although the Committee continued with their policy of not making any attempt to enforce the services of the Industrial Welfare Society onto the District Committees, they fully realised the importance of having a centre to which enquiries could be directed particularly for Local Welfare Committees so that they could secure the best possible assistance with individual schemes. The Committee therefore took up the offer of the Industrial Welfare Society to establish such a centre as an experiment. £2,000 was allocated from the General Fund to meet the cost of the first year’s work and £1,966 was also reimbursed in respect of similar work undertaken in the previous year.

         The Centre was put in the charge of Commander B. T. Coote RN and it commenced active operations at 82, Victoria Street, SW1 in March 1923. Those District Committees that made use of the facilities spoke very highly of Cdr Coote’s services, so the Committee had no hesitation in continuing with the Centre for a further year.

         However, in October 1923, Mr Hyde, Director of the Industrial Welfare Society, wrote to the Committee to point out that the special branch established to deal with the Miners’ Welfare Fund was becoming unable to cope with the ever increasing calls made upon it, and that the system by which South Wales 37and Lanark had District Organisers of their own, not connected with Cdr Coote’s Office, made unification of the work almost impossible. It was suggested that the whole work being undertaken on behalf of the Miners’ Welfare Fund should be centralised in one department and controlled from one office. Lord Chelmsford took the decision to arrange a meeting with a deputation from the Society on 20th January 1924 to discuss the Society’s proposal. In the interim, the Society was asked to provide an approximate estimate of the cost of the scheme. Mr Hyde duly provided an estimate of £4,165 per annum. This did not include the cost of the District Organisers in South Wales and Lanark.29

         The deputation had to cancel their attendance at the January 1924 meeting, due to illness of some of their members. In their absence, the Chairman suggested that an equally efficient service might be obtained at a lower cost by asking the Mines Department to find a place for the necessary advisory staff.

         The deputation finally attended the April meeting of the Committee, where they presented their proposals and Cdr Coote presented charts showing the expansion of the work done by his special branch. After the deputation had withdrawn, the Committee discussed the options and finally decided that it would be preferable and more economical to have their own staff for the work, provided they could offer them sufficiently attractive prospects of permanency. It was therefore decided to consult the Secretary for Mines as to whether room could be found for the necessary staff in the Mines Department and, if so, on what terms could they invite Cdr Coote to work directly under them.

         In June 1924, the Mines Department confirmed that, subject to Treasury approval, it would be possible to provide accommodation in the Department for Cdr Coote and his staff after March 1925, on the understanding that the rate of pay and conditions of service were assimilated to those of the Civil Service (subject to an arrangement regarding Cdr Coote’s part-time service in connexion with the Duke of York’s camp) and that salaries and expenses were paid from the Welfare Fund. The Committee instructed the Secretary to ask the Mines Department to proceed at once with the necessary arrangements for taking over Cdr Coote and his staff.30

         Health schemes, which included pithead baths and convalescent homes, continued to represent a small percentage in number (13%) but, in monetary terms, assumed a much greater importance than this percentage would appear.

         The Committee regarded it as a matter of concern that the coal industry had so little washing and drying accommodation available at the Pithead. They felt that this situation was largely because the majority of individual workmen were unaware of the many advantages to be obtained from the provision of the facilities, enabling them to cleanse themselves at the pithead instead of their own homes. The provision of the necessary accommodation throughout the 38country would have involved expenditure on a scale outside the scope of the Fund, and the Committee would not have been disposed to approve of the Fund being used in this way. However, they did feel that the Fund could be properly employed to stimulate the provision of the pithead baths during what they called the educational period.

         By the end of 1923, six pithead bath schemes had been initiated with allocations from the Welfare Fund. There were three in Northumberland at Linton and Ellington, Newbiggin and Benwell. The others were at Wath Main and Nunnery Collieries in the South Yorkshire District and at Chislet Colliery in Kent.

         The most ambitious scheme of the six was the one which had been planned at the Linton and Ellington collieries owned by the Ashington Coal Company with a grant of £20,000. In several cases, a substantial contribution towards the capital cost had been made by the colliery concerned and, in other cases, the sites had been provided free of charge.31
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         40Kent District Welfare Committee, having been pressed by the men’s representatives to expedite the scheme at Chislet, had signed the contract before they had approval from the Central Committee for the allocation for the scheme (£2,500 representing half the total cost of £5,000). The Chairman did sanction the allocation of £2,500, but Kent District Welfare Committee were warned that steps must be taken in future not to incur expenditure in anticipation of the decision of the Central Committee.32

         On 13th October 1923, the South Wales District Convalescent Home at Talygarn was opened by Mr Evan Williams, President of the Mining Association of Great Britain. It was considered to be the outstanding feature of 1923 involving a total expenditure which was likely to exceed £250,000. The house and grounds cost nearly £16,500 and a further £10,000 had been spent on alterations and furniture and equipment. The cost of maintenance had provisionally been estimated to exceed £12,500 per annum. The whole of this amount was to be provided from the Miners’ Welfare Fund by the investment of a sufficient capital sum which was to be completed by annual instalments of which the first amounting to £60,000 had already been paid. In deference to representatives of the South Wales District Committee, the Central Committee had departed from their normal practice of expecting some part at least of the cost of the maintenance to be met by guaranteed contributions from the workmen and/or the employers.
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         A third convalescent home was very nearly ready for occupation in Nottinghamshire District. The total outlay from the Fund for the Mansfield and 41District Convalescent Home at Berry Hill Hall was in the neighbourhood of £30,000, of which £15,000 represented the cost of the property and its adaptation and equipment. The balance of £15,000 was to be invested to meet the cost of maintenance, the rest of the annual maintenance costs were guaranteed by weekly contributions from the workmen.

         Convalescent homes were already been planned in Warwickshire, North Staffordshire and Lancashire and Cheshire.

         Other District Committees chose to establish trust funds, the proceeds from which were used to purchase admission tickets to established convalescent homes. West Yorkshire District had two such schemes, the Wakefield and District Convalescent Home Scheme (£14,000) and the Western Yorkshire Mineworkers Convalescent Scheme (£30,000).

         The report of the Sub-Committee of the University Grants on Mining Education was submitted to the Central Committee at the end of 1922 (see Chapter 7, Education for full details). The Sub-Committee compared the existing Educational System to a ladder of five rungs. They recommended that the lower rungs should be provided solely by local resources, and that assistance from the General Fund should be confined to the higher rungs. Local resources could come from the District portion of the Miners’ Welfare Fund or from the local Education Authorities. The Central Committee were clear that they were not prepared to make allocations from the General Fund to any area until they were satisfied that ample provision was made for the lower rungs.

         Copies of the Report were sent out to the Education Authorities concerned and to the District Committees. Most of the District Committees appeared to believe educational schemes should be paid for out of the General Fund. The Central Committee only had a sum available which was unlikely to exceed £475,000 and was clearly insufficient to meet the needs of the higher rungs. The Central Committee were not prepared to make hasty decisions. They wanted to have all the facts before them so that they could get full value from the money available, by making grants in those places where they were most required.

         However, a few allocations were made for education in 1923. The most important allocation made from the Districts Fund was the Educational Sustenance Fund for £5,500 provided by the Cannock Chase District Welfare Committee in co-operation with the Staffordshire County Council to assist Miners to attend technical institutes or universities. Two allocations were made from the General Fund; £827 (one fifth of the total cost) for a three-year course of non-vocational lectures in South Yorkshire, West Yorkshire and Derbyshire, whose District Funds would contribute the appropriate proportion of the remaining four-fifths of the cost and £5,933 to Warwickshire County Education Committee for an extension and equipment for the County Mining School at Nuneaton. 42

         With the proposal to replace the Experimental Research Station at Eskmeals in Cumberland with a new station still under consideration and the Committee having made the decision to allocate no more than £500,000 from the General Fund for Research purposes during the statutory period of the Fund, the Committee still needed to respond to applications for funding made by the Safety in Mines Research Board.

         The Committee had been criticised for being ready to allocate a considerable sum for the purpose of transferring the Experimental Station from Eskmeals and of endowing it when transferred on the grounds that a totally new research laboratory was not required because the universities were the best places for most of the research in mining. Large-scale experiments were undertaken at Eskmeals which were totally unsuitable for a university. It had been hoped that these types of experiments would cease to be required, but mining disasters had occurred during the year and so the experiments would have to continue.

         The Safety in Mines Board were responsible for either controlling or subsidising work being carried out at the universities of Sheffield, Birmingham, Manchester, Leeds and London and any research work on problems relating to health and safety in coal mines was admitted by the Central Committee as being a proper charge on the Welfare Fund.

         The Central Committee decided to contribute to research by means of allocations from the General Fund in three different ways:

         
            (i) Towards experimental work carried out by staff employed directly by the Safety in Mines Research Board.

            (ii) Towards experimental problems delegated to ad hoc committees by the Board or by the Medical Research Council.

            (iii) Towards experimental work carried out by an independent research body or by an independent investigator working at a university.

         

         It was also agreed in 1923 that the Safety in Mines Research Board would present, at the beginning of each financial year (1st April–31st March), an estimate of the total cost of their whole programme, such an estimate being split into the various sub-headings according to the different lines of investigation.

         £23,000 was allocated in 1923 for plant and equipment at Eskmeals, most of which would be available for transfer, if necessary, to the new research Station site. Ten separate allocations were made to fund research work carried out by the Safety in Mines Research Board (totalling £3,221.19s.7d up to 31st March 1923). The Explosives in Mines Research Committee received £18,000 to cover the costs of their research to 31st March 1924, and a further £16,500 was allocated for general maintenance for the year ending 31st March 1924.33 43

         The Second Conference of Representatives of District Committees was held on 27th November 1923 in London. As the Mining Industry Act had only established the Welfare Fund until 31st December 1925, Lord Chelmsford took the opportunity to urge the District Committees to put their heads together and see whether they could make a suggestion to the Secretary for Mines that the Fund should continue in some form. There was a growing opinion that the Fund should continue. In October 1923, at the opening of the convalescent home at Talygarn, Mr Evan Williams, President of the Mining Association of Great Britain, had said that he was quite sure that there was today ‘not a coal owner in the country who regretted the levy’. He went on to say that the coal owners ‘were proud that the mining industry had led the way, as they had in welfare matters, and hoped that they would continue to do so’.34

         The Committee was reappointed in January 1924 for a further year. Shortly after the reappointment of Committee, Lord Chelmsford was appointed First Lord of the Admiralty, so his place was taken by Sir William Walker. Mr E. W. Ravenshear had replaced Mr W. G. Nott-Bower as Secretary to the Committee at the end of 1923.

         In 1924, the Fund accrued nearly £1,250,000 (including interest). Although only 475 allocations were made, in comparison to 502 in 1923, the amount allocated in 1924 was £1,078,550 compared with £1,032,500 in 1923.

         In 1924, recreational schemes continued to comprise 85% of the total number of schemes approved from the Districts Fund, although in monetary terms, the proportion was 66.7%. However, these types of schemes had broadened to include contributions to colliery bands, libraries and swimming pools and baths, the latter being erected generally in co-operation with a local authority, though sometimes forming part of institutes.

         Recreational schemes were usually managed by a joint committee of owners and workmen, and maintained by a weekly levy from the workmen concerned if the normal receipts from games etc. were not enough. About 15% of the total number, however, had been handed over for management and maintenance to local authorities.

         There were several large allocations for recreational schemes. Examples include £12,250 for the erection of public swimming baths at Blantyre in Lanarkshire, which would be built and maintained by Lanarkshire County Council. £8,500 had been allocated for the Cambuslang Institute (total £10,000), on the understanding that the balance would be raised locally. The Institute provided the usual recreational facilities, but also included baths and a gymnasium.

         In Northumberland District, £8,710 was allocated for building the Wallsend ‘G’ and Rising Sun Institute, and £7,000 towards the Cowpen and Crofton 44Institute. The latter included the provision of bowling greens and tennis courts. Nearly half of cost of this scheme, estimated to cost about £13,700, had been agreed to be raised by the workmen concerned.

         In South Yorkshire District, the Brodsworth Main Miners’ Welfare Scheme (allocation £10,126) comprised a public hall and library, together with a recreation ground and pavilion with facilities for tennis, football and cricket. Contributions had been made by the colliery company and workmen concerned towards the total cost of £12,000, the site having been given free.

         In Nottinghamshire District, an allocation of £14,000 had been made towards the cost of building swimming baths and laying out of three recreation grounds at Sutton-in-Ashfield. The scheme would be maintained by Sutton Urban District Council, who were contributing the sites of the recreation grounds (valued at £4,350) and a sum of £3,000 in cash.

         In North Wales District, an allocation of £8,000 had been made towards the cost of building an Institute at Rhos; the estimated cost would be £13,000.

         Supplementary allocations were also made generally to extend buildings already erected, purchase additional land to provide further recreational facilities, or to continue development of recreational grounds. Examples included a further sum of £6,750 for extending the hall and four separate recreation grounds at Bolton upon Dearne. The original allocation had been £8,500, and the original total cost was £13,110: six acres of land had been given by the Wath Main Colliery Company, and over twenty acres and £1,500 in cash by Bolton Urban District Council, who managed and maintained the scheme.

         In South Wales, £2,500 had been added to the original allocation of £5,000 made to the Ton Pentre Recreation Association to enable them to build a Boys’ Club. The Shotts Institute in Lanarkshire had its original allocation of £9,000 raised to £12,000. The scheme had already cost over £14,000, towards which £2,000 had been raised by local effort. The Institute included a large swimming bath.

         By 1924, there were seven endowed convalescent home schemes; Kirkmichael (Ayrshire), Talygarn (South Wales), Mansfield (Nottinghamshire), Higham Grange (Warwickshire), Horton Lodge (North Staffordshire), Weston-Super-Mare (Cannock Chase) and Blackpool (Lancashire and Cheshire).

         The Warwickshire Miners’ Convalescent Home at Higham Grange near Nuneaton was opened by HRH, the Duke of York on 29th May 1924. The house, together with 136 acres of land, was purchased for £9,000, and £4,500 was spent on repairs, alterations and equipment. £20,000 had been invested to provide part of the maintenance, the balance being raised by a levy of one penny per week from each workman employed in the coalfield, together with a contribution of £500 per annum from the owners. There was accommodation for 50 patients. 45
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         The North Staffordshire Home of Rest for Miners was at Rudyard, where Horton Lodge with about nine and a half acres of land was purchased for £6,200. Repairs, alterations and equipment had cost £9,800, and £45,000 had been invested in an endowment fund yielding two thirds of the maintenance costs, the rest being provided by contributions from the owners and workmen in equal proportions. There was accommodation for 40 patients.

         A suitable house capable of extension had been acquired for £3,000 in Weston-Super-Mare for the Cannock Chase and Pelsall Miners’ Convalescent Home. £2,500 had been spent on repairs, alterations and equipment and £44,000 had been placed in an endowment Fund. The District’s convalescent ticket fund (£2,000) was available to meet the cost of maintenance. The present home provided for twenty-four patients.

         The Lancashire and Cheshire Miners’ Convalescent Home at Blackpool fronted the sea in a seven-and-a-half-acre site which had cost £8,000. The new building had been planned to provide accommodation for 100 patients initially with the opportunity for further extension. The building was still in progress and was expected to cost over £100,000. £115,000 had already been allocated for this scheme. Both sides of the industry in the district wanted the whole of the District Fund to be applied to this scheme so that the sum available for the endowment would probably exceed £100,000. 46

         At Holmside and South Moor, Durham, where the owners had given a site on which a cottage hospital was being erected by the local welfare committee for a total of £16,000; an additional allocation of £1,000 had been approved for purchasing a motor ambulance. There would be 26 beds, of which half would be available for female patients, as free medical services had been offered by the local doctors. Half of the annual maintenance costs of £2,000 would be met by the owners.

         West Yorkshire had received an allocation of £15,000 to establish a third ticket fund scheme, the South Kirkby and Hemsworth Miners’ Convalescent Scheme.

         The Coal Mines (Washing and Drying Accommodation) Bill was introduced by the Secretary for Mines, Mr E. Shinwell, in July 1924. This Bill made the provision of pithead baths compulsory at all collieries. Mr Shinwell had in consequence asked the Central Committee to make no further allocations for pithead baths from the Welfare Fund. However, the Bill lapsed in November with the change in Government, leaving the Committee in the position of again being able to make allocations for pithead baths.

         Practically all the 1924 allocations for pithead baths fell in the first six months. There were six new schemes, of which five were in South Yorkshire District at Orgreave, Treeton, Barnsley Main, Tinsley Park and Robroyd. The sixth was at Boldon Colliery in Durham. The total amount allocated during the year was £45,860. Substantial contributions towards the capital cost continued to be made by the owners of the collieries concerned. In 1924 this amounted to £10,975 in cash alone, apart from the value of the sites and, in four of the six new schemes, the owners had undertaken the whole of the maintenance costs.35

         In February 1924, the Committee received a memorandum from the Under Secretary for Mines regarding the expenditure of the Safety in Mines Research Board for 1923/24. Expenditure had increased unexpectedly after August 1923, but the Board had not become aware of this until January 1924. The accountancy system had been overhauled, but the Secretary for Mines hoped that the Committee would be willing to grant them a further £5,500 to cover the Board’s expenditure in the present financial year, to avoid the only other alternative – curtailment of work already embarked on by the board.

         The Estimates of the Safety in Mines Research Board 1924/25, which included not only the cost of research for 1924/25, but also the costing of the transfer large scale experimental station from Eskmeals to a proposed site near Buxton, was due for consideration by the Committee; a special meeting was arranged for 21st March 1924. This meeting was attended by Sir Richard Redmayne and Mr Stedman (representing the Board), and Mr Foley and Mr Starky (representing the Mines Department). The Chairman pointed out that the Committee had never promised to the Board an allocation of half the General Fund, whatever the total 47might be. They had definitely set aside the sum of £500,000 to include all research for which allocations had been made or would be made, on the assumption that the General Fund would amount to £1,000,000 in all in the statutory 5 ½ years, but this was dependent on the output of coal which could be affected by a prolonged stoppage. He accordingly advised the Board to frame their programmes of work in the future on the basis that the total allocation was limited to £500,000. If the period of the Fund was extended, the Board would be able to expect further assistance. At the end of the special meeting, the Committee allocated £30,000 for the ‘Establishment of proposed Experimental Station near Buxton’ and £31,500 for ‘Research Expenditure during the Financial Year 1924/5’.36

         During 1924, only six allocations were made from the Districts Fund for mining education, the total amount being £4,850. Three of these allocations represented schemes proposed by the district committees concerned for lower rung educational schemes to take the place of previous allocations for educational schemes which, as a result of the Sub-Committee’s report on Mining Education, were now considered as higher rung schemes and therefore to be funded from the General Fund.

         On the other hand, a significant amount of the Committee’s time in 1924 was spent on the allocation of money from the General Fund earmarked for Education. The Sub-Committee appointed by the University Grants Committee to consider education had made recommendations on which the Central Committee based their scheme of allocating the sums available for Mining Education. The Sub-Committee recommended the division of authorities concerned with education of miners into geographical groups (which would roughly correspond with the principal coalfields) and to set aside for each group its proportion of the estimated available total, calculated on the basis of working miners resident in each group when the distribution was made. It was further recommended that the authorities should be regarded as falling into two main groups, one of which would consist of the County Councils and County Borough Education Authorities, and the other of the universities, university colleges and technical colleges of university standard. To the first of these groups, the Sub-Committee recommended the assignation of 70% of the money and to the second 30%. Financial assistance from the General Fund should be confined to the senior and advanced courses. These courses, together with those conducted by the authorities in the second group (see above), were referred to as the ‘higher rungs’. The preliminary and junior courses, which were described as the ‘lower rungs’, were regarded as suitable for assistance from the Districts Fund. However, before any grant could be made from the General Fund for the higher rungs, the preliminary and junior courses in the area had to be co-ordinated and efficient.37 48

         With several applications for Mining Education having already been received by December 1923, Lord Chelmsford and Mr Winstanley met on 4th December to discuss preliminary allocations for presentation at the next Committee meeting in February 1924.

         They suggested setting aside £30,000 (later increased to £35,000) for contingencies, and the approximate amounts available for each district from the remaining £440,000 based on the number of wage earners at 1st December 1923. The twenty-five districts were placed into eight main geographical groups, some of which had to be subdivided. Each geographical group had named districts and educational authorities within it.38

         During 1924, nearly all the education authorities had submitted applications of some kind, but the standard of application varied so that it was only possible to make provisional allocations to those who had submitted the most comprehensive and economical schemes.

         In dealing with individual applications, the Committee received advice from their Assessors, Mr G. H. Winstanley, in the case of England and Wales, and Professor T. Hudson Beare, in the case of Scotland, who was assisted by Mr J. T. Ewen OBE, HM Inspector. In the case of the universities, the University Grants Committee was consulted.

         The Committee also benefitted from special reports published by the Board of Education, in which a detailed survey had been made of the existing facilities for mining education, in particular coalfields (Durham, North Wales, South Wales, Lancashire, Yorkshire, Warwickshire, North Staffordshire and the Forest of Dean), followed by recommendations for attaining internal co-operation and high efficiency.

         The Committee, having made the decision to restrict allocations to equipment and buildings, needed to devise the machinery for securing the expert investigation in detail of the schemes proposed, and for ensuring the sums allocated would be devoted to the purposes for which they had been assigned. The procedure to be followed was worked out to first meet the case of the local authorities in England and Wales, and was the result of detailed discussion with the Mines Department and the Board of Education.

         If there was a prima facie case for making an allocation, the Committee would make a provisional allocation. In the case of allocations for equipment, all the detailed list of equipment would be scrutinised by the Committee’s assessors and, if they gave their approval, the allocation was confirmed. In the case of allocations for buildings, the education authorities had to submit plans and specifications in full detail to the Board of Education. In addition to the approval of the Board, the education authority had to complete a form of undertaking between the Board of Trade and themselves to secure the right 49of the Board of Education to supervise the constructional work, to secure the completion of the building by a pre-determined date, and to secure the use in perpetuity of the building for the purpose for which the grant had been made.

         By the end of 1924, £195,121.15s had been allocated in England and Wales and £33,670 in Scotland. The total of confirmed allocations for mining education in England and Wales was £33,918.15s.6d and £4,670 which included £807 for non-vocational lectures.39 (see Chapter 7. Education for a full description of the allocations)

         In 1925, Lord Chelmsford was restored to the Chair of the Committee. Sir William Walker had to resign through ill health, and was replaced by Sir Arthur Lowes Dickinson.

         Although the Committee made 593 allocations, an increase of 118 on the number in 1924, the amount paid out in 1925 was £948,082 against £1,015,915 in 1924.40

         One of the most important developments during the year was the establishment of the Advisory Branch, to undertake the work which had for the previous three years been performed by the Industrial Welfare Society on agency terms. The Secretary for Mines had semi-official negotiations with the Society in January 1925, with the view to transferring Cdr. Coote and his staff and these negotiations had been completed in time for the transfer of Cdr. Coote and his staff to the Mines Department under the direct control of the Committee and the Secretary for Mines, effective from 25th March 1925.41

         As one of Cdr. Coote’s sub-ordinates had resigned shortly before the transfer, the opportunity was taken to appoint an assistant with architectural qualifications to the vacancy. This appointment led to an expansion in the scope of work undertaken and, with calls upon the staff in the Advisory Branch increasing rapidly, a further appointment was made, bringing the number of Advisory Branch staff to eight. Despite this, the annual cost of the Branch to the Fund was under £2,700 as compared with the annual rate of over £3,250 charged by the Industrial Welfare Society.

         From 25th March 1925, Cdr Coote. attended Committee meetings as an advisor and, in this capacity, he was able to comment on all the recommendations received from district welfare committees and suggest improvements. These were put forward as constructive suggestions for improvement, rather than rigid requirements which had to be accepted before the recommendation could be approved.

         The Committee continued to encourage district committees to appoint welfare organisers. South Wales, Lanarkshire, Fife and the Forest of Dean had already appointed their own welfare organisers. The Committee saw no reason for the appointment of district organisers to be confined to larger districts. Two 50or more smaller district could combine with a view to sharing the services of such an organiser.

         In connexion with the importance that the Committee placed on trained leadership, Cdr. Coote was sent to America to attend, at the invitation of the Playground and Recreation Association of America, their Twelfth Annual Congress which was held at Ashville, North Carolina in September and October. At the same time, he was able to visit some of the principle recreation developments in America.

         The report of his visit was presented to the Committee at the end of October. The main conclusion, which Cdr. Coote intended to explain at the Annual Conference of District Committees in November, was the need for the appointment of trained organisers and leaders if the full value was to be obtained from recreational schemes of all types.42

         Although forms of Conveyance and Trust Deeds had been available for the use of District Committees since October 1922, and a new model form which complied with the Mortmain and Charitable Uses Act 1888 had been issued in June 1924, in 1925 the Committee had become aware that the model form had been followed without due regard to local conditions and, even worse, in March 1925, they found out that South Yorkshire District Committee had been using a form of Trust Deed, drawn up by a firm of local solicitors, which was very different from the Committee’s model. Acting on local legal advice, the South Yorkshire District Committee had assumed that the Welfare schemes did not come within the scope of the Mortmain and Charitable Uses Act 1888. The Charity Commission considered that many of the South Yorkshire Deeds already executed did not create valid trusts, and the Mines Department had consequently written officially to the District Welfare Committee to say that, in their opinion, the deeds should be re-executed.43

         With still no prospect of the life of the Fund being extended, the Committee in May 1925 had to reject a proposal made by Nottinghamshire District Committee to use a proportion of their district fund (£2,000 a year) to meet directly the cost of treating cases of spinal injuries at the National Hospital, Queen’s Square, London instead of investing a lump sum of £40,000 for this purpose. However, as the Bill to extend the life of the Fund had its second reading on 6th July 1925, the Committee did agree to an allocation of £200 to be expended on the medical treatment of special accident cases at their July meeting pending the outcome of the passage of the Bill.44

         In June 1925, the Committee received a deputation from South Wales District Committee to discuss the question of allocations being made from their District Fund to maintain schemes which, owing to the closure of many collieries due to the depression in the coal industry, had lost their usual means of support. 51
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         They proposed a sum of £8,000–£10,000, which remained unallocated in their District Fund, to keep schemes open to the end of the year. The Committee reluctantly agreed to a scheme for giving temporary assistance of a limited amount to the worst cases, subject to very strict conditions. As there was a possibility of a general stoppage, the Committee communicated their decision to all districts stating that similar arrangements might be recommended, but no other district appeared to regard any immediate action necessary.45

         During 1925, 471 allocations were made for recreational schemes, of which 135 were new schemes. Recreational schemes remained the most popular for funding from the Districts Fund.

         Although the Committee was disappointed that the provision for 10-16 year-olds was not being fully realised in many districts, South Wales had built a permanent camp at St Athan’s, which could be used during the summer months to give a week’s holiday to boys or girls in batches of 100 a time. The initial cost of establishing the camp was about £5,500, of which £4,500 was found from the district fund. The camp was situated in 9 acres with permanent buildings of timber and corrugated iron comprising three sleeping huts, a hut for a kitchen and dining area, a hut for recreation and canteen and huts for staff, offices and stores. The weekly cost of maintenance was estimated to be £77, to which each 52boy or girl under 14 contributed 15s and those over that age paid an extra 1s for each year in excess of 14.

         Recreation grounds schemes in hilly districts were after a few years coming to fruition. Extensive levelling was costly, but several schemes in South Wales had overcome the difficulties imposed by the natural features. Terracing had been used at Eldon and Murton in Durham and Bridgeness and Carriden in Lanarkshire. In Durham, the recreation ground at Dawdon included a suspension bridge forming an approach across the dene to the main entrance. The cost of the bridge was £2,900 but was cheaper than filling up the dene with a culvert, which was estimated to cost over £5,000.

         Of the larger schemes, £5,200 was added to the £13,000 already granted for the recreation ground at Castleford, West Yorkshire for particularly developing the junior section of the ground. The scheme was one of the most comprehensive and, when finished, was predicted to be one of the finest in the country. The main pavilion provided facilities for gymnastics and social functions in the winter months.46

         There were no further schemes proposed for convalescent homes. However, in Fife District, a mansion house near Culross had been made available through the generosity of the Fife Coal Company. The Company was also prepared to adapt and equip the building, but the expectation was that a grant would be made from the district fund to partially endow the scheme.
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         A house in Troon had been given as a convalescent home for the wives and daughters of miners by Mr Robert L. Angus, Chairman of Ayrshire District Welfare Committee. It would be managed as a whole with Kirkmichael House. £4,000 from the District Fund was allocated for adapting and equipping the house.

         Allocations were made to Kirkmichael House, Ayrshire, (£3,500) to extend the accommodation, to the scheme at Blackpool (£11,500) to meet the estimated cost of professional fees connected with the planning and execution of the building, to the Miners’ Home of Rest at Horton Lodge, North Staffordshire (£1,500), for recreational facilities, to the scheme at Weston-Super-Mare, Cannock Chase District (£18,000), to increase the accommodation from 24 to 40 patients, and to increase the endowment fund to Talygarn, South Wales (£65,526) for further adaptation and equipment, addition to the endowment fund, nucleus of a reserve fund to meet depreciation, and a grant for the deficit on maintenance.

         In order to provide a uniform basis for comparing relative costs of maintaining the various convalescent homes which had been established, the Committee obtained copies of the system of accounts prepared by King Edward’s Hospital Fund for use by the London Hospitals, and asked the district committees concerned to follow the system as closely as possible in preparing their accounts each year. The system included a model statistical table for indicating the cost per patient of various groups of expenditures. 54

         All the existing schemes involving the purchase of tickets of admission to existing convalescent institutes had their funds increased; West Yorkshire’s three schemes by £12,000, the Wakefield and District Miners’ Convalescent Scheme by £6,000, and the South Kirkby and Hemsworth Miners’ Convalescent scheme by £6,000. A ticket-fund scheme was established during 1925 in South Staffordshire district with an allocation of £3,000.47

         There were only 5 new schemes for pithead baths: two in South Yorkshire at Maltby Main and Dodworth Colliery, two in Northumberland district at Linton and Backworth Collieries, and one in Nottinghamshire district at Harworth Colliery.

         At the end of 1925, the position in regard to the approved scale of allowances for members of district welfare committees came to a conclusion, with the daily allowance of 5s for workmen members who lost wages as a result of attending meetings being accepted, with the majority of district welfare committees voting against any increase in the rate.48

         In 1923, it had become apparent that there were disparities between District Committees in how allowances in respect of out-of-pocket expenses were paid and, after the issue had been raised at the Second Conference of Representatives of District Committees, the Central Committee undertook to give further consideration to this matter. Since the issue of the original circular on subsistence allowances in February 1922, the interpretation of what could be claimed had become confused. The practice regarding the payment of expenses had been inconsistent and operated inequitably. Four districts (Nottingham and Derby, Lothians, Warwickshire, Lancashire and Cheshire) were found to have obtained special privileges and were paying far more than the other districts. The Committee took a decision at the July 1924 meeting that no inclusive allowances should be allowed, but third-class travel expenses and 5/- per meeting would be allowed. This information was sent out in a circular to all districts in August 1924. Following the Third Conference of District Committees, a further referendum on this subject was issued to district welfare committees.49

         The Safety in Mines Research Board had presented their estimates for the financial year 1925/26 which commenced on 1st April 1925, covering researches in progress and planned and included health recommended by the Health Advisory Committee, which amounted to £51,470. The Committee had made an allocation of £50,000 to meet this expenditure, the balance representing the amount remaining from the Government grant of £6,030 after the cost of statutory testing. The Committee had observed that the cost of statutory tests and of research work in connection with such testing was increasing leaving less money available for general research. They were therefore of the opinion that a much greater proportion of the necessary research should be met from public funds. In September 1925, a Royal Commission on the Coal Industry, 55under the Chairmanship of the Rt Hon Sir Herbert Louis Samuel GBE, was set up to ‘inquire into and report upon the economic position of the Coal Industry, and the conditions affecting it and to make any recommendations for the improvement thereof’. In the light of this, the Committee felt unable to proceed further until the Royal Commission had reported.50

         Although the amount spent by the districts on education had increased, it continued to be regrettably small (£11,309 compared with £4,850 in 1924) but the recommendations had come from eleven districts compared with four in 1924.51

         However, the Committee was able to increase the amount earmarked for higher rung educational building and equipment from £475,000 to £500,000. The total of the General Fund over the whole of the original statutory period of five and a half years had been expected to be about £1,000,000, and this figure had nearly been reached by the end of December with still the amount due in March 1926 in respect of the output for 1925 to be added. The cost for miscellaneous services would be met from the excess over the million.

         During 1925, the Committee had given considerable attention to the possibility of establishing a scholarship scheme on a national basis, and had discussed in some detail the principles on which such a scheme would be founded. There would be an ample sum available for the endowment of the scheme, but the Committee had to wait until the total 1925 output had been confirmed. It was the intention that the scholarship should be of a sufficient amount to enable the holders (either working miners or their sons or daughters) to enjoy the full benefit of university life, and to exercise complete freedom of choice as to the course they would pursue. The Committee hoped that the scheme would be in operation before the end of 1926.

         Provisional allocations for mining education for approved purposes amounted at the 31st December 1925 to a total of £271,165. Of this total, allocations amounting to £57,775 had been confirmed at that date. These totals compared with £228,792 and £37,792 respectively in 1924. The Committee were disappointed with the slow progress but the conversion of a provisional allocation to a confirmed allocation did involve a considerable amount of local work and subsequent correspondence. (See Chapter 7 for a full description of the allocations.)52

         On 22nd December 1925, the Mining Industry (Welfare Fund) Act 1925 received Royal Assent, extending the Fund for a further five years and increasing the number of Committee members by two, one of whom was to be appointed by the Board of Trade after consultation with the Mining Association of Great Britain, and one appointed after consultation with the Miners’ Federation of Great Britain. The last contribution under the original Act of 1920 would be due in March 1926, but so much remained to be done.53
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            THREE

            SECOND QUINQUENNIUM
1926–1931

         

         During 1926, the number of members of the Central Committee was increased twice. In January, Mr Andrew K. McCosh (nominated by the Mining Association of Great Britain) and Mr Arthur J. Cook (nominated by the Miners’ Federation of Great Britain) joined the Committee under the provision of the Mining Industry (Welfare Fund) Act 1925. At the end of the year, a further addition resulting from Section 15 of the Mining Industry Act 1926, under which Sir Granville C. H. Wheler Bart MP (nominated by the Mining Association of Great Britain) and Mr William Pallister Richardson (nominated by the Miners’ Federation of Great Britain) became members of the Central Committee.

         The activity of the Fund in 1926 was well maintained in comparison to with previous years, with 588 allocations made (5 less than 1925) with the total sum allocated of £1,283,200, more than double the corresponding sum in 1925. The money accruing to the Fund was, however, owing to the increasing depression in the industry, over £100,000 less than in the previous year and amounted to only £1,108,380.

         As 1926 was regarded as the end of the original period of the Miners’ Welfare Fund as established under Section 20 of the Mining Industry Act 1920, the Committee undertook a review of the previous 5½ years. A total sum of nearly £5,500,000 had been contributed to the output levy, to which was added interest in temporary investments amounting to £430,706. During the whole of the first period, this interest had been distributed at the end of each year between the District Funds and the General Fund, in equal proportion to the average balance of each during the year.
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