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1, My colleagues will remember that a drastiec cut ;;
in the grants made by this Committee was made in the [
late autumn of 1925, The Committee has besn CETrTiNg ; %
on provisionally on this restricted basis,—and last :$q
lHovember the Cabinet aprroved my proposal (ses C,B,38¢ (28)) %%
tha£ no change should be mads for the time belng and that ég%
the whole matter should ke reviewed a 1ittle latsr. I :
2, From the institution of the Committee in 1520 to ;
the latter part of 1925, the tendency wes throughout ;?ﬂ
in the dirsction of giving grester encouragement to the ??ﬁ
undertaking of relief works, by masking the grunte . : % :
easler to get and larger in amount. The restriction Eﬁ@?
imposed In 1825 on the conditions of grant (but not on "i1
the terms of grant where given) was thus a direct 8 .
reversal of past polley. j%%
5. Up to 5lst Uscember, 1926, the Committes has aided ﬁﬁg
aschemes the satimated cost of which ig £100,838,1482.% %
_ The amount, of grant asctuslly peid (up to 3lst December, B :
% 1926) waa £4,623,771, In respect of grants in sid of ?ﬁé
i intereat and sinking fumd, there 1s sn estimated 1llabllity :
E orn the Exechequer as follows :- H
% Fach financial year 1927-8 to 1932.33 £2,870,000 .g
» " " 1933-4 to 1938-390 £1,890,000 .
E " o % 1939-40 to 10942-43 £ 590,000 :
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% In addition schemes pramoted by Public Utility ; % i

Companiss have been approved to the extent of
£3,460,211,
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The 1lisbilities of the local suthorities in respect of
interest and sinking fund are of course stil; larger
and extend over s considerably longer period.

4, The present position is that the Committee can
only approve a scheme where (a) unemployment in the
area is exceptional, and (b) the scheme is sccelerated
by &t least five years, It is obvious that onlr very
few proposals can satisfy both these conditions,
particularly when it 1s remembered that most sreas with
heavy unemployment have already exhsusted pretty well
all the Yaccelerated” works thev were sble to undertsks.
Many of the larger towns are cut out altogether by the
ungmpl oyment condition,

E, Although relief works hseve besn lergely dis-
credited there is evidence that a number of important
local euthorities are still in favow of them, and will
pregs for further grants. The burden thrown on them
by the cosl dlspute 1s to some extent e deterrent but
operates also to make them look to the Government for
8 grester measure of mssiatance for work which they
feel they maey have to undertake, whether they receive
such assistance or not. 1 have mraslf received depute-
tions from the Lancashire and Cheshire locsal
authorities and from Birmingham on the subject, end the
Deuartment have had representsticns from Glasgow, some
of the London Boroughs and Sheffield, samong other places.

&, From the atrictly economic point of view I fael
convinced that "relief works" in present circumstances
are a wasteful use of caplteal and therefore a mistake.
If administered with sufficlent strictness they help to

prevent deterioration of those who are employed
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on them, but T am not &t all sure how far this reault is
gachisved in practlce. As things now ere, sny Government
grant tends to be a disgulased subsidy in aid of work,
whish the suthority would have t0 do in eny case. The
chief argument in favowr of relief works is that they
glve tangible evidence of an effort to provide employ-
ment and are probaebly effective in sllaying unrest,
where wnemplovment 1a savere, to & degrea out of
proportlion to the numbers sctually employed,

T+ The last mentioned consideratlion leads me to the
gonclusion, thouyh reluctantly, that we camnot close
down theas grants at the present time, or so long as
unemployment remains et anything like its present level.
On the other hand, I hope we may avold any extension.

8. In applying the condition that unemployment must be
axceptlionel the Commitise has up to the presant loocked
only at the percentage rate of unemployment in the twelve
months prior to the cosl dlspute, This was unavoidable
owing to the temporary infletion of current figurea,
but can hardly be continued any longer. If the grants
are to continue, aa I suggest thev should, it will be
necessary to use the preaent rate of unemplorment as the
test, coupled with any estimate 1t may be possible to
make eas to the future prospects of the arsa. Bubject
to this, I should stlll propose thet the Committee should
limit thelr grants to seresas where unemplovment ia
excaptionel end to works which are aceelereted far five

yeare or more,
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9, I understand the Treasury, although they would

‘prefer an immediate sbandonment of this form of expenditure,

do hot wish to raise any objection to the line of ection
I sugrest, and I propese to preocved accordingly, subject

to any viewa which my colleagues may wish to express.

(Intd), 4. 8-,

Mnistry of Labour,

February 1lth, 1927.



