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Abstract
"A History of the University of Toronto School of Social Workv,
PhD, 1996, John R. Graham, Faculty of Social Work, university of
Toronto.

This thesis examines the University of Toronto School of
Social Work from its inception in 1914 until 1970. Research is
based on articles, books, and other documents published by the
School's faculty and students; personal interviews with faculty,
retired

faculty, and

former students; newspaper and

j ournal

articles referring to the School or individuals associated with it;
private papers, correspondence, and other manuscript sources;
university documents related to the School ; Canadian Association of
Schools of Social Work, Council of Social Work Education, and
American Association of Schools of Social Work

accreditation

materials; unpublished materials at the National Archives

of

Canada, Archives of Ontario, Toronto City Hall Archives, the
University of Toronto Archives, and the Social Welfare History
Archives in Minnesota, among other repositories.
Social work is not seen as a coherent unity inclusive of
academic and field contexts, contrary to the findings of most
studies (Wenocur and Reisch, 1989; Polsky, 1991). The School was
divided over whether to concentrate on social advocacy versus
remedial intervention, and research versus practice; there was
internal disagreement, and

disagreement with

members

of

the

profession, on theoretical conceptions of casework, research, and

policy development, as well as on different conceptions of social
work

clients

and

their

needs,

and

on

competing

curriculum

priorities. These divisions were reinforced by gender divisions

between faculty, wherein men dominated the School.
The study emphasizes the School's ambivalent context as a
graduate discipline within an academic milieux, on the one hand,
and as a training institution with obligations to the field of
social work practice, on the other. It traces the attempts to meet
the distinct, and sometimes conflicting needs of each; and its
uneasy relationship with such professional associations as the
CASW, CSWE and OAPSW, and with the growing social work profession

after World War 11, in Canadian universities and in the field of

practice.
The School's

ambiguous success in responding to

social

problems is analysed in light of traditional research topics of
economic disadvantage versus the response to such emergent post -war
social concerns as

Itnew Canadiansu, "disabilityu and gender

construction in particular. Emphasis is given to the influence of
patriarchy and

ideology upon social work

teaching, and prcfessional development.

training, research,
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Introduction
Social work is unique among university disciplines. As a
professional subject it is readily distinguished from most of the
university's other disciplines - - the sciences, social sciences,
and humanities. It is not strictly a creature of the academy: it

has a second frame of reference, and that is to the field of
practical work extending beyond strictly academic pursuits. But
more than this, social work is also distinct among that handful of
professional disciplines which are part of the university. Others,
like law and medicine have experienced long histories of selfregulation, often proscribed by legislation. Other professions also
have

tended

to

leave

the professional

competence aspect

of

education to a period of post -graduation apprenticeship - - for
example, in chambers of law or in teaching hospitals.
But

social

work

educators,

in

contrast,

insist

that

proficiency in practice be an integral part of the educational
requirements leading to the awarding of a university degree. To
some extent at least, this has exacerbated a tendency for academic
social workers to be disunited over their first allegiance, to the
field of practice or to the academy. And yet social work has had an
unclear identity for other reasons. The profession has had a
tenuous public status and a less explicit mode of self-regulation,
compared with the other professions (Gillies, 1981, 194, 215). As
well, it has had a comparatively weak sense of collective identity,
or qtprofessional
status" (Leighninger, 1987). Several scholars, in
fact, have been critical of its inability to agree upon a common
definition of social work practice

(Konopoka, 1958; Taber and

2

Vattano, 1970 , or even upon a definition of the term "social workw
(Cf. Rein, 1970).

There has always been an ethereal aspect to the profession's
knowledge base - - as well as considerable dissension over what this
knowledge base ought to constitute. A previous generation of
scholars had been fiercely divided on the point, largely by virtue
of differing levels of practice interests/expertise (Chambers,
1969). More

recently, advocates of empirical scholarship (Cf.

Grinnell, 1994: Lindsey and Kirk, 1992a, 1992b) have been pitted
against normative, or values-driven researchers (Peile, 1988

;

and

in the 1990s the latter camp has been joined by a vigorous
postmodernist faction (Cf. Irving and Chambon, eds . , 19%

;

Laird,

1993; Leonard, 1994; Pozatek, 1994) , armed with a sophisticated,

theoretical basis upon which empiricism may be challenged. Others
have vehemently criticized the emphasis upon research in hiring,

and in the granting of tenure and promotions, arguing that this
frequently overlooks the ability - - or lack of it - - in teaching
students basic practice, which can only truly be conveyed on the
basis of long years of experience in the field (Hartman, 1990).
As

for

intervention

the
--

realm

of

practice,

one-to-one,

the

one-to-small

various
group,

levels of
community

development, policy analysis - - have always prohibited a unified
professional culture. And the recent growth in private practice has
led some scholars to despair that many within the profession have
lost a commitment to "traditional" social work orientations of
serving

socially

marginalized,

economically

disadvantaged

populations, in favour of a middle-and upper-class clientele

(Specht, 1990).

Underlying these points of disagreement has been an essential
facet of the profession itself. The director of the University of
Toronto's School of Social Work captured this several decades after
the School's formation:
In most fields of professional work you will find a definite
body of accepted knowledge - theological, legal, medical, and
so on

- which supplies, as it were, the orthodoxy of the

profession, and also the guiding authority of professional
leaders in whose hands rests the final determination of that
orthodoxy.

There

is

this

double

authority

behind

most

professional workers: the Bible and the Church; the body of
laws and the legal association; medical science and the
medical council, and so on. With this to appeal to, the
ordinary practitioner in the profession need not consider
himself responsible as a leader or fashioner of policy. But in
our field there is no such authority. We have no Bible nor
accepted body of knowledge; we have no determining authority
for our aims or our methods (Urwick, 1930b, 176) .
The people who were responsible for such aspects of professional
formation, Urwick argued, were social workers themselves:
We are responsible for them, subject only to the rather vague

control of the community. We social workers are, ourselves,
all of us, the experts, the source and fount of authority
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(Ibid)
Thus there were few readily evident rallying points around which
social workers could forge a shared identity. As a result, its
members were

left

to determine what

were

the

identity and

attributes of the profession as best as they could; and social work
scholars, since they imparted the knowledge and skills with which
students graduated, were particularly important in this endeavour.
What Urwick also understood, perhaps better than any other
academic in the country, was that social work was always a process
of

doing

things,

first

and

foremost,

with

intellectual

underpinnings (or f i c o n t e n t u , as the jargon has it) proceeding it,
after the fact. Usually these were borrowed insights that had
originated with other disciplines. Sometimes they were tacked on to
social work

training

Invariably,

most

in a

haphazard, awkward

intellectual

bases

informing

accommodation.
professional

intervention have been provisional.
Indeed it is possible, in like manner, to describe social
work's very relationship with the university as both makeshift and
tentative. As Agnes McGregor, one of Toronto's faculty members
commented in the mid-1930s:
In most universities there is a distrust of social work which
must be overcome, misunderstanding as to its aims and methods,
objection to vocational training as part of university work,
criticism of the quality of the courses and of the students.
This means that theoretical courses of a high grade must have
a prominent place upon the curriculum (McGregor, 1936, 4 ) .
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The problem

was

that

members

of

the

local

social

services

community, who hired social work graduates, were "keenly interested
in the extent and content of the applied coursesn rather than the
theoretical side of the curriculum (Ibid). And their interests, to
a considerable extent, were

strictly limited to the School's

production of high calibre graduates dedicated to practice in the
social services. The university community, in contrast, was devoted
to scholarship - - to the advancement of knowledge. Since, like most
social work schools, scholarly research often appeared to be
superseded by practical training aspects, senior members of the
university therefore had to be continuously
convinced that the school.. . fills a need in the community,
that graduates are being sought for important positions, that
governments are interested in training and that increasing
numbers of students warrant increased support (Ibid).
Valuable time, in other words, had to be invested in an exercise of
rationalizing the Schoolts very existence to the field as well as
the academic community; and in attempting to bridge - - or at the
very least, to avoid highlighting - - the often manifest differences
with which the two entities perceived, and judged the School.
With this as a foundation, it is not surprising that the

School's

curriculum

could

be

problematic.

The

community

practitioners were hired on a sessional basis to teach many of the
practice courses. "But here
arose

tooM, argued McGregor, "problems

:

Busy social workers coming direct from their agencies for an
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hour or two a week have little opportunity to know the course
ants.
as a whole or the individual qualifications of the studImmersed in the work of particular agencies there is always
the possibility of over emphasizing details and of overlocalizing the approach to the particular subject (Ibid).
The theoretical courses, in contrast, were frequently taught by
full-time members of adjunct faculties. The problem was, however,
that
many specialists cannot, or will not, adapt their subjects to
the needs of a special group with whose requirements they are
unfamiliar or unsympathetic. If the student group comprises
both graduates and non-graduates further difficulties arise,
and the courses may be too advanced or worse still, too
elementary (Ibid).
These,

then,

are

some

of

the

fundamental

tensions,

and

contradictions which characterized the School. These tensions
reflected, and also reinforced many divisions that were part of the
broader profession. And as will be shown, they were symptomatic of

a School that could never fully obtain a coherent sense of mission
nor a coherent self-identity.

What few studies have been written on the subject emphasize
the

importance

of

history

to

social

work

education,

in

" facilitat [ing] the synthesis of professional identitytt(Posner,
1986, 2 ) , in providing insight into the profession's value base
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(Cf. Mathews, 1981; Siporin, l992), and in advancing refinements in

the methodology and theory of practice (Germain and Gitterman 1980;
Germain and Hartman, 1980), and of social policy analysis (Graham,
1995b, 1996; Guest, 1985; Reeser and Leighninnger, 1990).
A previous generation of American historians has proffered
remarkably

salient

insight into social work's

usurpation of

charitable services from an earlier tradition of philanthropic
voluntarism (Lubove, 1965); and the in£h e n c e of the twin forces of
secularism and liberalism upon the professionts development (Leiby,
1978).

In England, historians have been most adept at shedding

light on the profound influence of pre-professional charitable
voluntarism

in

their

country's

social

and

economic

spheres

(Laybourn, 1994; Prochaska, 1988), particularly when administered
by women (Parker, 1989; Prochaska, 1980) . A small, but growing
literature also has reconstructed the meaning of social work to
women practitioners, especially as a locus of social support to
those choosing a career over married life (Cf. Vicinus, 1985. In
Canada, see Danylewycz, 1987).
American historians have generally forged a number of the most
significant analytical insights. But many, however, have tended to
understate

the

positive

aspects

of

social

work's

growing

therapeutic prowess (Ehrenreich, 1985); others invoke an almost
conspiratorial notion of agency, in which professional development

is perceived as a self-serving effort at defining a workplace
commodity, in the apparent absence of any other motivations (Cf.
Ehrenreich, 1985; Wenocur and Reisch, 1989) . Similar ergo hoc
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proctor hoc fallacies are evident in social scientific accounts of
social workers' role in the development of American social services
(Polsky, 1991).
As well, it should

be noted, few American studies (Cf. Austin,

1986; Levy, 1981; Neter, 1982; Rothman, 1985) have paid much
attention to the history of social work education, and fewer still
have examined the development of individual schools of social work
(Cf . Meier, 1954; Rogers, 1982). In other countries, the literature

is even less developed. Therefore what is actually known about
academic social work, is surprisingly limited. Having stated this,
much

can

be

garnered

from

recent

American

publications

(Leighninger, 1987) on the significantly patriarchal nature of
social work practice

(Gordon, 1989, 1994), particularly in the

field of child welfare (Stadurn, l g g r ) , and social work practice's
lack of sensitivity regarding socioeconomic class (Schneider, 1992;
See also Katz 1986, 1990, 1995), or race (Lasch-Quinn,1993) .
The Canadian literature is even less developed. It offers some
helpful insights into the profession's origins; but these are
somewhat piecemeal, patchwork renderings, providing insight into
only a few of the constituent strands of what was a rich and
complex tapestry. As a composite, the Canadian literature is of a
limited topical as well as chronological breadth; with a couple of
exceptions (Cf. Graham, 1995a; Iacovetta, 1992), most studies, for
example, have concentrated on the pre-World War I1 era. Of these,

many have elucidated the in£luence of individual practitioners :
social administrator Charlotte Whitton (1896-1975), head of the
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Canadian Welfare Council during the 1920s and 1930s (Rooke and
Schnell, 1987; Struthers, 1987b); sociologist Carl Dawson (188719641, founder of the McGill University School of Social Work
(Shore, 1987); and political economists Harry Morris Cassidy (19001951) and Leonard Marsh (1906-1982),principal architects of the
Canadian welfare state of the 1930s and 1940s ( C f . Ferguson and
Owram, 1980-1981; Horn, 1978-1979; Irving, 1981, 1982, 1986;
Wilcox-Magill and Helmes-Hayes, 1986). Others have examined the
pre-professional praxis of nineteenth and early twentieth century
charitable voluntarism

(Graham, 1991, 1992; Kealey, ed., 1979;

Mitchinson, 1979, 1987; Moir and McIntire, eds., 1988; Pederson,
1987; Pederson, 1986; Pitsula, 1979; Splane, 1965).
But few have shed sufficient light on the broad contours of a
Canadian social work identity. And, like the American literature,
none have seriously grappled with the development of social work
education as a central force in the profession's history. Of the
two scholarly studies that have examined schools of social work,
one concentrates almost exclusively upon its contribution to a
university's sociology department (Shore, 1987); and the other is
more or less an effort at intellectual history, demonstrating
little insight into the nature of social work practice, research,
curriculum, or values (Burke, 1993b). Several other accounts have
been written on the histories of other Canadian schools - - (Dixon,
1957; Hancock 1992; Penny 1993), - - but these are firsthand,
somewhat anecdotal, and not particularly scholarly.

The following study examines the history of the university of
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Toronto School of Social Work, from its 1914 inception until 1970.
It joins a small but growing body of literature on the history of

higher education in Canada (Cf. Sheehan, 1985) and on Canadian
professions

(Cf. Gidney

and

Millar,

1994). Other

Canadian

professions have already been given preliminary consideration,
among them accountancy (Murphy, ed., 1993), education (Houston and
Prentice, 1988; Prentice and Theobald, eds., 1991; Stamp, 1982),
engineering

(Millard, 1988), law

(Backhouse, 1991 ; Bickenbacy,

1987; Bercuson and Knafla, eds., 1979; Flaherty, ed., 1981; Kyer
and Bickenbach, 1987), medicine

(Dodd and Gorham, eds . , 1394 ;

Shortt, ed., 1981; Mitchinson, 1991; itchi ins on and McGinnis, eds.,
1988; Spaulding, 1991), and nursing (Cf. Growe, 1991; Street, 1973;
Strong-Boag, 1991) . So too have preliminary efforts been made in
the history of various academic disciplines, such as anthropology

(Barker, 1987), history

(Bothwell, 1991), political

economy

(Drumrnond,1983), and sociology (Carroll, ed., 1992: Clarke, 1979).
Sociological writings on professionalism have not struck any
consensus on the nature and intentions of the professions. An
earlier stage of writing, epitomized by Carr-Saunders and Wilson
(1933), Paul Halmos (1970) and Talcott Parsons (1964),

viewed

professions favourably. To Parsons, for example, they reflected
societyfs progress from simpler to more complex forms, and with it,
an increased specialization and division of labour which ensured a
required technological knowledge (Parsons, 1964). A second, more
critical body of writing represented by such writers as Randall
Collins (1979), Ivan Ilich (1970), and Magali ~arfatti-Larson
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(1977) was critical of professions, seeing them, with varying

degrees of censure, as self-serving entities whose overriding
purpose is not the altruistic service to others, as might be
implied from the first theoretical stage, but rather, the means by
which particular forms of work are monopolized.
A third - - and much wiser, yet comparatively underdeveloped

body of writing
stages,

and

professions

- - has called into question the previous two

in

in

"sociologies of

particular,
universal

their

terms.

intention
As

Thomas

of

perceiving

Brante

notes,

profession^^^ thus far have turned out "to be

ideologies of professionals". Sociological theory, in fact, has
been essentially floutcomes
of professionalst own self-imagesduring
specific and limited social and historical circumstancesff(Brante,
1988: 119) . Thus, in the 1930s, 1940s, 1950s, and early 1960s,

professions were viewed positively; and from the late 1960s to the
1980s, negatively.
It is probable, then, that the following study has been

influenced by contemporary suspicions of the professions, and
indeed of all elites in contemporary society (Cf. Lasch, 1995) .
But, it should be emphasized, the writer has consciously eschewed
the tendency, particularly apparent in the social sciences, to
permit a preconceived theoretical frame of reference to distort the
selection and analysis of data. As seminal American historian
Christopher Lasch explains:
Historians ought

to

become

more

conscious

about

their

underlying assumptions about society and culture, to be a
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little less wholeheartedly empirical than they had been, to
understand

that

broad

interpretative

guidelines

are

indispensable and that you're not likely to get far unless you
think about broad issues in a fairly systematic way. What we
have now, for the most part, is work in which theory is made
to

do

all

the

work

of

explanation,

interpretation,

description. To cite a concrete case, if the question is
raised - is there more racial prejudice thzln there used to be?
- the question can be disposed of in the affirmative simply by

citing Antonio Gramsci on cultural hegemony, as if there were
any possible connection between the theory and the important
empirical question at issue. Or we have writing in which
theory, so-called, is allowed to set the questions and
determine the answers in advance. Theory, so-called, has
become the latest panacea, the latest source of ready-made
answers, the latest substitute for thought. Thinking is hard
work and often very frustrating, since it only seems to yield
provisional conclusions and to leave one in a greater muddle
than ever, and so intellectuals yearn to be released from that
burden, to find some secret formula that will give chem
definitive, comforting answers and make it unnecessary for
them to go through this terrible labor of thought. (Blake and
Phelps, 1994, 1324-5) .
Perhaps the dissertation's most significant insight is its
insistence that social work is a remarkably incoherent, disunified
phenomenon - - in contrast to prevailing interpretations to the
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contrary (Cf. Lubove, 1965; Wenocur and Reisch, 1989; Polsky,
1991).

Moreover

as

a

sequel

to

Thomas

Branters recent

conceptualization, the dissertation argues that its professional
culture within the university context constitutes, as Brante puts
it, an "academic professionu which is distinct from a "profession
of the welfare staten, that is, social work practised in the field
(Brante, 1988: 137-8). Small wonder, then, that the School could at
times appear to be

far removed from t h e

concerns of

local

practitioners; or that t h e preoccupations of many faculty members,
particularly those interested in publishing, could be at odds with
those social workers interested in training for direct practice. In
the broadest sense, faculty members became
American

sociologist

Abbott

has

embroiled in what

perceptibly

described

as

jurisdictional battles common to the professions, in which control
over a particular area of work was neither inevitable nor immutable
(Cited in Gidney and Millar, 1994, 389).

The study also emphasizes the School's ambivalent context as
a graduate discipline within an academic milieux, on the one hand,
and as a training institution with obligations to the field of
social work practice, on the other. It traces the attempt to meet
the distinct, and sometimes conflicting needs of each. It also
addresses the Schoolrs uneasy relationship w i t h such professional
associations as the Canadian Association of Social Workers and the
Council on Social Work Education, as well as with the growing
social work profession, particularly after World War 11. Especially
evident at Toronto were the additional tensions created by the
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advent of the postwar research university on the one hand (Cf.
Geiger, 1993), and the necessity to adhere to the traditional
social work frame of reference to the field of practice, on the
other hand.
An early generation of historians have tended to treat social

work

and

social casework as

synonymous

(Cf. Lubove,

1965).

Subsequent writers have claimed that casework was the dominant
methodology within the profession, and hence the most powerful and
perhaps most important (Rothrnan, 1 9 8 5 , 79). Such perceptions, as
the following dissertation argues, are fundamentally problematic.
The U of T School, in fact, was remarkably divided over whether to

concentrate on social advocacy versus remedial intervention, and
research versus practice; there was internal disagreement, and
disagreement

with members

of

the

profession, on

theoretical

conceptions of casework, research, and policy development, as well
as on different conceptions of social work clients and their needs,

and on competing curriculum priorities.
The

School's ambiguous success

in

responding

to

social

problems is analysed in light of traditional research topics of
economic disadvantage versus the response to such emergent postwar
social concerns as

"new Canadiansu, "disability" and gender

construction in particular. Emphasis is given, especially, to the
in£hence

of patriarchy upon social work

training, research,

teaching, and professional development; and the School's emergence
in light of a moderate ideology of state interventionism.

The School also is seen as a typically Canadian phenomenon:
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the early influence of a British heritage, a political economy
tradition strongly influencing the School's definite social policy
orientation, while still resonant today, has been significantly
tempered by an American ethos of casework methodology. The School's
amalgamation of these twin endowments had been modified to suit the
peculiar needs of national life, and so to some extent, at least,
a distinctly Canadian ethos of social work had been forged. But, as
will be argued, the continued ascendancy of American standards,
American norms, and American professional conceptuaLizations have
frustrated what might have otherwise been a coherently Canadian
approach to practice, teaching, and research.
In like manner, the School is best perceived along a broad
historical continuum that has witnessed the gradual declension of
moral concerns - - first in the university's transition after World

War I from Christian orthodoxy to liberal humanism ( C f . Marsden,
1994), and more recently still, to a postmodernist Dantg's Inferno

of moral relativism. To cite the jargon, "the grand governing
metanarratives have been delegitimized" in a postmodernist world.
But as is argued in the dissertation, in losing its commitment to
seeking the truth, the university, and invariably the departments
within it, have forsaken the vital undercurrents that had made
social work's presence in an academic context possible: a sense of
social

justice,

responsibility.

religious

formation,

an6

interpersonal

16

Finally, mention should be made of the study's methodology. It
is a case study (Feagin, Orum, and Sjoberg, eds., 1991; Ragin,
1987, 1992; Yin, 1993) - - a prism through which broader analytical
insights may be initially considered. The University of Toronto's
School of Social Work is the country's oldest locus of formal,
university level professional training, and until the 1980s it was
the country's largest. It was joined, in 1918 by the McGill school,
in 1928 by the University of British Columbia's school, and in the
early 1940s by centres of training at the University of Manitoba
and Dalhousie University. Inaugurating a Doctor of Social Work
programme in the early 1950s' the Toronto School was, until the
late 1 9 8 0 ~the
~ only Canadian school producing doctoral graduates,
and hence one of the primary sources of junior faculty during that
remarkable thirty year period of post-World War I1 expansion of
Canadian social work departments across the country. As will be
demonstrated, several generations of Toronto researchers have
helped to forge considerable inroads into a small, but growing
Canadian body of social work research. And perhaps more importantly

still, the 2,253 graduates between 1914 and 1970 have significantly
influenced professional practice, taking leading roles in local,
national and international social service agencies. In several
respects, then, social work at the University of Toronto was a
vital part of the development of a Canadian social work identity,
however provisional. And so insights into the major historical
contours of the U of T School provide a beginning point for
grappling with the major forces which have shaped our countryfs

approach to social work.
As noted in the bibliography, extensive archival sources were
consulted, principally at the University of Toronto, the Toronto
City Hall Archives, the Archives of Ontario, the National Archives
in Ottawa, and

the

Social Welfare

History Archives

at

the

University of Minnesota. Many of the most valuable historical
documents were loaned to the author, having been in the possession

of professors emerita, former students, and other current or former
affiliates

of

the

School.

Primary

research

was

conducted

concurrently with a series of forty formal interviews, and an equal
number of in£ormal contacts with former students, faculty members,
and administrative staff .

These oral sources were profoundly

helpful in raising new questions for analysis and in introducing
new potential sources of data. For reasons of confidentially, some
forty references in the text are cited anonymously, and remain in
the authors possession; any reader interested in corroborating the
evidence may do so by contacting him.
Since this is a doctoral dissertation in social work, a final
methodological comment is warranted. Social welfare historians need
to encounter their primary data the same way that a moral person
attempts to approach life - - they should, in other words, make a
conscious commitment to avoid basic human frailties. For example,
historians

should

try

to

understand

others

rather

than

be

condescending. In like manner, they should not render premature
conclusions nor unduly dismissive judgements ; nor should they risk
too extreme a conclusion in the absence of sufficient evidence or
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in the presence of partial evidence, nor too tentative a conclusion
when

the

judgements.

supporting
They

documentation

should

also

requires

recognize

how

more

decisive

malleable

their

perception of others ought to be; how complex are the impulses that
motivate peoples1 actions ; and how sometimes paradoxical, f h i d ,
fragile, and fallible others, like themselves, actually are. As
Christopher Lasch emphasizes:
Maybe

the

rock-bottom commitment

that

ought

to

guide

historians, or any people who are interested in the past, is
some elementary kind of loyalty to the past. Loyalty is a
suspect word, and whenever you invoke it people suspect you
are trying to clamp down on the free flow of ideas and impose
censorship. It's important to remember that the people we're
writing about, people who were once alive and doing many of
the same things we're doing, mustn't be treated, mustn't be
understood or written about, as if they were cardboard figures
moving across some distant horizon. They have to be judged as
fallible human beings the way we would judge ourselves, no
more harshly and no more leniently. In that sense they should
be treated as contemporaries. It's important to remember that
the past is past and that the only interpretive advantage we
have in trying to make sense of it is precisely that it is the
past, as opposed to the welter of the pixsent. But at the same
time you have to conduct historical studies as if you were
engaged in conversation with dead people, as if they were
actually present. They have to be treated as contemporaries,
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respected in that way, it seems to me, as people whose voices
need to be included in the conversation. And I think one has
a particular obligation to those who lost, who were on the

losing side of history, because of course it's their voices
that tend to get ignored (Blake and Phelps, 1994, 1330) .

Chapter One
Precarious Orbins, 1914-27
Social work is a new profession, but the problems which it
con£ronts are old. Its presence in Canada followed European contact
with the continentfs First Peoples, and was foreshadowed by the
ruthless anxieties, interminable conflicts, isolating geography,
and tormenting physical elements which all too often characterized
British North American life: its poverty, vagrancy, alcoholism,
illegitimate births, debtor classes, and other forms of human
misfortune. Long-standing models of European social organization,
however, could only be adapted haphazardiy to the dispersed,
sparsely inhabited patterns of frontier settlement. In the maritime
colonies there were poor laws; in Lower Canada, a Roman Catholic
eleemosynary tradition; and in Upper Canada, in the absence of
either, spontaneous forms of community concern had to prevail. To
older, theologically derived concepts of "benevolenceM,"charity",

"compassion",and "kindness" in the 1800s there appeared here, as
in other parts of the industrializing world, newer notions of
"philanthropymand nascent examples of institutionalized llcharity"
(Wright, 1992)Throughout Europe and North America the terms "social welfareu

and "social workw found widespread currency after 1900 but were
rooted in the preceding and decidedly local contexts of charitable
activity. Over the latter half of the nineteenth century, Toronto
itself was transformed by the forces of industrial capitalist
growth from one of many small towns sporadically dotting the north-
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eastern

half

of

industrial, and

North

America,

into

a

leading

transportation centre presiding

commercial,
over

a

vast

hinterland. Its population increased nearly sevenfold, from 30,775

in 1851 to 208,040 in 1901, doubling again to 521,893 in 1921
(Careless, 1984, 201). And its charitable activities grew apace,
gradually taking their position - - although invariably this was
never prominent nor self-assured - -

within the city's social

fabric. The House of Industry, a poor house opened in 1837 for the
deserving needy was Toronto's first such institution. The momentum

of local social problems, and the initiative of diverse elements in
varying

circumstances invariably

influenced

local

charitable

services. More specialized institutions were the result: Houses of
Industry and Providence, Boys' and Girls' Homes, city missions,
Protestant and Roman Catholic orphanages, Jewish philanthropic
activities, hospitals for the sick, refuges for the old, settlement
houses for the poor. The number of such institutions and their
scopes of activity increased so much that by 1918 some 180 entries
made their way into a local directory of social services (Careless,
1984;

Federation for Community Service, 1918; Glazebrook, 1971;

Speisman, 1973).
This legacy derived from an otherwise improbable combination
of

partisans,

inclination;

among
business

them:

and

philanthropists
professional

of

people

a

religious
proffering

enlightened self-interest; university students youthfully assured
of their ideals; well-to-do society ladies confident of their
obligations and decency; and newly arrived immigrants and working-

class people interested in mutual aid and public provision. But
these, along with other social groups, would be eclipsed by a
newer, decidedly twentieth century phenomenon, the professionally
trained social worker.

T h e Rise

of the Twentieth Centurv Professional Class

In several respects nineteenth century charity made

the

transition to professionalism possible. Organized charity widened
the gamut of those being helped beyond former parameters, making it
acceptable for individuals to donate resources in cash or kind to
would-be recipients whom they did not know (Wright, 1992) . The
intermediary in this process of giving and receiving, the charity
personnel, gradually developed expertise. This expanded in positive
relation to a growing confidence about charitiest social reach - the elasticity of

individuals'

spheres of giving beyond

the

previously held limits of the family, friends, and known members of
the immediate community. The recipients of charity thus were
becoming anonymous, and its distributors, supporters, and fundraisers, authoritative specialists in alike proportion. ~otivated
by

local

concerns

but

assembling

under

the

banner

of

an

international movement of charity organization, the latter group
sought to rationalize charity, to make it more efficient, more
humane, more "scientificN:as one historian puts it, "getting the
right help to the right people in the right way" (Leiby, 1984,
529).

To this end coalitions of businessmen, intellectuals, moral

and religious leaders, and charity personnel first came together in
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British cities during the late 1860s, in American cities in the
1870s, and in Toronto during the early 1880s (~eiby,
1978; Lubove,
1965; Pitsula, 1979, 37; Rothman, 1985, 23).
In Toronto, however, the charity organization movement was

divided, and its impact was not as strong as in other countries.
One of the principal accomplishments of the city's first charity
organization society, the Associated Charities (1881-1913)was the
1893 creation of a municipal relief officer position. Its personnel
continued to promote expert charity work. And local audiences
periodically heard similar entreaties by such American social work
luminaries as Mary Richmond, in the course of explicating sccial

work advancements south of the border (Pitsula, 1979, 38). These
efforts, however, were countered by the force of an eighty-year
tradition of

local charitable activity: an

inertia, reinforced

by

religion,

class, and

institutionalized
ultimately

the

philosophical differences that had come to distinguish local
charities from each other. At the same time that th2 non-sectarian
Associated Charities was winding down, a Roman Catholic counterpart
was formed in 1913; the Federation of Jewish Philanthropies opened
its

doors

in

1917

(Lappin, 1965, 218,

220);

the

Downtown

Churchworkerst Association, created in 1912, in like manner was a
deliberate effort to delineate Church of England affiliation
against other forms of charity (Graham, 1991, 1) . What is more,
many local charitable practices remained antiquated. At the House
of Industry, for example, relief applicants as late as the Great
Depression were forced to break up crates of rocks weighing several
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hundred pounds, in accordance with the Elizabethan distinction of
undeserving and deserving categories of poverty (Williams, 1984,
14).

The burden of history, however, ultimately lay with newer
approaches: with the social scientist, the urban planner, the
positive state, the secular caseworker, each in its own way, and
together in concert pushing the parameters of social work practice
towards presumed improvement. The Bureau of Municipal Research
(established 1914) and the Toronto Housing Company (e. 1913) were
early yet

important

attempts

at

objectively

examining

city

government and local housing needs. Older organizations such as the
Children's Aid Society (e. 1887) and the Toronto Health Department
(e.

1832 1

,

similarly,

were

increasing

their

respective

jurisdictions by way of municipal and provincial legislation, in
issues of child neglect, cruelty, and delinquency; in public
immunization, family health programmes, and sanitation standards.
Municipal expenditures on public health swelled twenty-four times
between 1900 and 1930, and on welfare thirty-one fold (Riendeau,
1984, 161). The city itself entered, as historian James Lemon puts

it, "a new spirit in social welfare, housing, land use planning and
local government reformft(Lemon, 1985, 17).
Formalized helping had assumed an unprecedented scale, it is
true, but as its proponents emphasized, comparable advancements
were needed in training. According to the first of a succession of
American studies on Toronto casework methods, the city's relief
practices were poorly organized, inefficient, and lacked sufficient
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central administration (llSuggestionsfor Co-ordinating the City
Relief Work, May 1918", 1). The Toronto charity organization
movement was thereby determined to catch up to its British and
American counterparts in the postwar era. To this end the newly
created Federation for Community Services, a clearinghouse where
charitable contributions were received and distributed, greatly
influenced

the

mandates

and

helping

processes

of

member

organizations; and it actively encouraged the hiring of graduates
of the University of Toronto Department of Social Service (Graham,
1992) .

The

wartime

creation

of

the

Neighbourhood

Workers'

Association, an amalgamation of missions, settlement houses,
creches, and relief societies representing over six hundred workers
by 1918, constituted the most sophisticated standards of casework

principles ever known to Toronto, particularly in keeping uniform
case records and acquiring professional credentials (Burke, l W 3 b ,
2 0 0 ) - These were harbingers of Canadian social work's future.

Other forces provided the backdrop to what social work would
become. Not the least of which was a transformed meaning of
"professionalismu.The very term, like much of social work's early
epistemology is religiously derived; originally connoting the
declaration made by those entering a religious order, only later,

in the seventeenth century did it mean proficiency or expertise
(Oxford Enslish

Dictionarv, 12,

1989,

nineteenth century it had become more

571-2).

By

the

late

than this and to some

scholars one of the driving forces of this period. Whereas Itpre-

industrial societyn,as English historian Harold Perkin notes, "was
based on passive property in land and industrial society on
actively managed capital", a professional society was premised on
"human capital created by education and enhanced by strategies of
closure, that is, the exclusion of the unqualified" (Perkin, 1989,
2)

Thus formal organizations representing the interests of the
university educated and the technically trained tended to seek.
define, and protect claims on new and diverse spheres of expertise .
The Law Society of Upper Canada, established in 1797 and one of our
country's
entities

earliest such examples, was proceeded by comparable
representing

dentists

(18791, civil engineers

(1867),

veterinary

scientists

(1887), chartered accountants

(19021,

actuaries (lgO7), pharmacists (1907), nurses (1908), and teachers
(19201

. Canadian training schools and university-based departments

expanded proportionately , providing education for these disciplines
as well as for medicine

science

(1904), and

(first established in 1829), library

forestry

(1907), among others

(Canadian

Encvclo~edia,1985, I, 6, 483, 580; 11, 673, 989; 1006, 1098; 111,
1397, 1503, 1789, 1905; MacPhaiL, 1991, 32; Tunis, 1981, 141). The

workplace clearly was being transformed, and more importantly, as
American historian Burton Bledstein explains, so too was society.

For professionalism had become a touchstone of upward mobility and
a coherent symbol of "merit, competence, discipline, and control
that were basic to accepted conceptions of achievement and success"
(Bledstein, 1976, x) .
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Meanwhile a third, equally powerful influence, the social
sciences, transformed late nineteenth century university life
throughout Europe and North America (Owram, 1986; Shore, 1987). TO
English historian Reba Soffer they were "an authentic, vital, and
independent revolution"

( 1978, 1) ;

Americanist Thomas Haskell , in

like manner, emphasizes the 1890s' "rise of the professional social
scientist as paramount authority on the nature of man and society"
(1977, 1-2).

Making

their

Canadian debut

in

1888

with

the

appointment of the University of Torontors first chair of political
economy

(Drumrnond, 1983, 18), Canadian social

sciences were

destined, however, to follow British pedagogical sensibilities
rather than any American counterpart. The behaviourist psychology
of John B. Watson, the sociological developments of what came to be
known as a "Chicago Schoolu, these among other early twentieth
century advances south of the border had little bearing upon a
Canadian academy that consistently turned to British universities
for recruitment and to British research for theoretical and
(McKillop, 1994, 484-6). Political

methodological inspiration
economy

thus

predominated,

and

scholarship

in

other

social

scientific disciplines during the first half of the twentieth
century would be severely underdeveloped. Indeed as late as 1965,
according to one report, many Canadian universities were "scarcely
aware

that

there

[were]

such

disciplines

as

sociology,

anthropology, and criminologyt1 (McKillop, 1994, 484. See also
Clark, 1979). It is not

surprising, therefore, that at

the

University of Toronto, Canada's largest university and the p r e -
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eminent among a triumvirate of top-ranking institutions which also
included Queen's and McGill, political economy and social science
were practically synonymous. Out of this department later appeared
independent counterparts in
industrial

relations

(1946)

(1914),

social work
management

studies

(1930 ,

law

(19501 ,

and

sociology (1963) (Drummond, 1983, 56, 85, 105, 108). And political
economy's formidable influence upon the entire Canadian academy and
upon U of T in particular consequently shaped many contours of
these other, more junior disciplines.
By the early 1930s U of T had evolved from a small, colonial,

if

not parochial

Victorian

institution

into something

truly

national. Its student population more than doubled from 1322 in
1900 to 4428 in 1915, almost doubling again to 8717 by 1930. Fulltime faculty steadily increased to 401 in 1915, reaching 689 in
1930.

Course

offerings

expanded proportionately

disciplines, among them home economics

as

did

new

(established in 1906 ,

education (1907), forestry (1907), nursing

(1920)~and hygiene

(1926) (Canada Year Book 1900, 554; 1915, 133; 1930, 928-30;
Canadian Encvclo~edia,111, 1985, 1876). Also joining their ranks
was a department devoted to training social workers - - Canada's
first and now oldest, which opened its doors in 1914.
At first blush, the university appeared to have been a
favourable environment for a department of social work. There had
been a considerable history of social concern amongst students and
faculty, who over the 1880s and 1890s had increasingly involved

themselves in what was a growing number and range of social and
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charitable institutions, in accordance with the Victorian ethos of
social concern, evangelical piety, and
formation. Sir

Robert

well-rounded personal

Falconer, appointed

president

of

the

university in 1907, was a Presbyterian clergyman and the son of a
missionary to Trinidad, with a steadfast belief that the academy
should not be aloof to contemporary problems, and that students
should be inculcated with the ideal of service to their community
(Greenlee, 1988) . What is more, he and a number of faculty had
first-hand experience of social work by way of settlement house
activity. With Falconer as chair, and with a cornnittee

of five of

the university's professors and a number of prominent citizens to
run it, University Settlement was created in 1911. In it, located
several miles off-campus in a working-class district of the city,
undergraduate men lived at the settlement and were thereby able to
interact with

and

help

those

people

who

dwelled

near

the

settlement, many of whom were recent immigrants (Irving, Parsons,
and Bellamy, 1995, 86). University Settlement was a fabulous
success. Widely respected by the local social services community,
it a£forded the university f avourable press in the local media, and
provided

concrete

expression

of

one

of

U

of

T's

implicit

objectives. In several respects, the momentum appeared to be right
for the creation of a department of social work.
The initial proposal for the department originated with two
short-lived entities, neither of which were directly affiliated
with the university, and both of which were comprised of women
members: the Club for the Study of Social Science (established in
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lgll), and the Social Workers1 Club (1912). The former organization
was dedicated principally to the analysis of social problems and
the public dissemination of research via formally presented papers ;
representing some 275 women, many from the city's social elite, it
was headed by Mrs. Adelaide Mary Plumptre, the wife of Canon Henry
Pemberton Plumptre, dean of St. James Anglican Cathedral. The
Social Workersf Club, devoted to improved standards of professional
practice was the creation of twenty-one women, several of whom,
such as Eunice Dyke, nurse-in-chargeof Tubercular Treatment at the
city of Toronto Department of Health, were leaders within the
city's social services community (McGregor, 1938, 5-6; Club for the
Study of Social Science, 1911) .
Having been persuaded by members of the Social Science and
Social Workerst Clubs of the wisdom of initiati~gformal social
work training at the university, Falconer entrusted the Department
of Social Service to the university's realm and control. To this
end the services of Godfrey Lloyd were enlisted, a U of T professor
of political economy, of British origins, Cambridge educated,
closely associated by birth to late nineteenth century English
social survey pioneer Charles Booth, and familiar with social work

.

training courses in Edinburgh, Birmingham, and London (McGregor

1938, 6). Together, the two men proposed to the U of T Board of
Governors the

inauguration of a

social

work

programme.

The

resolution was reluctantly received, and might have been defeated
were it not for the pledge of three years financial support by Mrs.
Sarah Warren, the widow of rubber and tire magnate Harold D.
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Warren, well-known defender of local philanthropic causes and one
of the Social Science Club's founding members (Sir Robert Falconer
and the School of Social Work [Hereafter SRB/SSW] , 1; Hurl, 1983,
44

. With Warrenrs money Falconer began the search for the

university's first professor of social service, drawing frequently
upon Lloyd's advice, and ultimately seeking approval of

the

Departmental benefactor.
But once Warren's

endowment ran out, the Department, in

virtually every respect became a child of the university, with only
a

secondary allegiance

to

the

field of

practice which

was

represented by Warren, and the two organizations to which she
belonged and which were so crucial to the Department's genesis, the

Club for the Study of Social Science and the Social Workers' ClubThe symbolism was apt. Warren personified much of what had made the

pre-professional model of social work viable, in its reliance upon
volunteers, benevolence, alongside

a

model

of

"learning by

experience" - - apprenticeship independent of the scholarly realm.
Her commitment to a very different, professional ethos emphasizing
formal education reflected widely-held views that this was the
right path for social work to take. But in taking this course,
there was

a heavy

price, whose

exact

toll only time could

determine. The profession had been and would continue to be
overwhelmingly

female

in

composition,

and

so

inextricably

influenced by social constructions of womanhood. But it had entered
the university milieux, with all of its attendant forces of
upatriarchyy"- - to borrow from terminology of some six to seven

decades hence.' And it would be transformed, accordingly.

The First Three Directors
The Department of Social service, as it was first called, was
small in size and relatively fluid in purpose, teaching a new
profession with little in the way of an intellectual tradition, or
academic discipline. It consisted, from the beginning, of a fulltime director, an administrative assistant, a number of full-time
faculty members from adjunct, related departments, as well as an
almost equal number of part-time sessional appointments employed in
social service agencies. All things being equal the director might
have determined much of the Department's direction, but this was
frustrated by a succession of contingencies. The first appointment
was of sufficient duration but lacked the status, resources, and
favourable combination of circumstances to be considered a great
leader. The second would have succeeded where the first had not,
had the appointment been permanent. And the third, by virtue of ill
health, was destined to have only a moderate influence.
Among those candidates for the position of director at the
School ' s inception, a sole Canadian had been considered, the
Reverend J.S. Woodsworth, that Winnipeg based Methodist proponent
of the social gospel who later became founding leader of the
country's

first

democratic

socialist

political

party,

the

Cooperative Commonwealth Federation. One woman's name also was put
forth, the experienced and well-reputed social work practitioner
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Elizabeth S. Williams, head worker of New York City's College
Settlement and a graduate of Smith College (C: White to Falconer,
1914). But most of the serious contenders were men, and of these
virtually all were American.
In the end, on the strength of his academic credentials and
experience in the field the job was offered to Franklin Johnson Jr.
(1874-1948), the son of a well-respected University of Chicago
Baptist theologian and grandson of an American scholar of minor
reputation. Having received an undergraduate degree from the
University of Chicago (1896), and an MA and LLB from Columbia,
Johnson practised law for a three year period in New York with
Senator E. Root (1897-1900). This was followed by training at Union
and at Rochester Theological Seminaries, ordination into the
Baptist ministry, and pastorates at Cincinnati (1904-081,Cleveland
(1908-111, and LaPorte, Indiana (1911-14)

(C:

Lynch to Graham,

1994). Several alma mater directories also listed him as a lawyer
practising in New York City in 1900 and 1913, and in Pittsburgh in
1910. In correspondence to Falconer he made much of his community
leadership in Cleveland Ohio, particularly in local correctional
work, in heading the Cleveland Ministerst Association and the
Cincinnati Training School, and in holding state and national
leadership positions in his church (C: Johnson to Falconer, 1914;
C: Popp to author, 1994).

He therefore brought to the position a distinct combination of
backgrounds: a firm anchoring to the religious roots of the
profession

combined

with

modern

knowledge

of

policy

and
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legislation; experience in the field dovetailed with advanced
academic training and a smattering of educational administration;
and above all, steadfast ambition and energy. It is possible, as
historian Lorna Hurl observes, that Johnson's premature claims to
the possession of a PhD prior to the 1918 publication of a Columbia
University dissertation contributed to his abrupt departure from
the University of Toronto, four years into his term as director
(Hurl, 1983). Subsequent directors variously described Johnsonfs
leadership as "quite unsatisfactory. . . damag Ling] " (MacIver,1968,
89)

and subject to "grave difficultiesft(McGregor, 1938, 8); and

several historians have thereby concluded, principally because of
the controversy surrounding the PhD, that Johnson was a poor

appointment (Burke, 1993; Hurl, 1983).
But as an administrator he ought to be perceived as a modest
success.

With

minor

amendments

the

Department's

essential

structure, set down during his first year as director, remained
intact until 1945. The complex tasks of curriculum and staffing
development were successfully mounted, the School forged its place
within the larger university milieux and established a solid
reputation in the field of practice, with a most respectable annual
attendance of

between

242

and

293

students.'

It

is equally

probable, moreover, that his abrupt departure from Toronto to the
United States in the spring of 1918 had as much to do with his
country's

late

1917

entry

into

the

Great

War.

In

1918

he

successfully competed for the assignment of Director of Civilian
Relief for the American Red Cross, Foreign Division, and the

3s

following year, for the position of Supervisor of Training for the
Federal Board for Vocational Education. What is more, the U of T
controversy, if this in fact accurately describes it, did not
appear to have impaired Johnson's subsequent academic career. His
dissertation reappeared in the late 1970s under the title The
Develo~mentof Leqislation Concernins the Free Negro ( 1 9 7 9 ) , and
the

postwar

period

culminated

in

a

long

and

distinguished

succession of appointments as Professor of Sociology at Grinnell
College (1919-1926), Exchange Professor of Social Ethics at Harvard
University (1924-1926),Professor of Psychology at the University
of Richmond (1926-1927), Professor of Sociology at the School of
Social Work and Public Health, College of William and Mary (19271936), and visiting professor at Harvard in his retirement

(C:

Garrison to author, 1994). Far from the image of a moral reprobate,
the final ten years of his life were spent as a deacon and chair of

the standing committee at the Old Cambridge Baptist Church, Boston,
where his father had once served as pastor (Boston Herald, August
11, 1948, 14).
This is not to minimize Johnson's problems at U of T , but
rather to include other factors, of a less sensational nature,
alongside

a

misunderstanding

regarding

the

doctorate. As

an

instructor, for example, he received mixed reviews. Nurses who took
his introductory course in social work complained of a "morbid.. .
tendency to concentrate on social problems arising from sexual
relationshipsN, and after protesting to their department were
exempt from writing an essay on "The Wayward GirlH [Royce, 1983,
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111-112). On socioeconomic class relations he fared no better. He

is known to have stated that sickness, not the labour market, was
the major cause of unemployment; and on another occasion he
"reportedly advised students to carry a cane when visiting the poor
so that dirty and undesirable people could be kept at a distance"
(Hurl, 1983, 10-11) . Similarly, his persistent reluctance to
address certain structural factors regarding American

racial

matters might have reflected a broader, conservative stance towards
social change that could have been unpopular to many members of the
Canadian social services community. The l1AmericanNegro", he wrote,
'5s inclined to be docile to those whom he recognizes as leaders.
He shows little of the political talent or aptitude, for example,
of the Irish race" (Johnson, 1918,

44).

Of particular concern, he

continued, was "the hostility which otherwise might be aroused on
the part of the white race if the negro becomes too aggressive"
(Ibid, 4 5 ) .
Johnson's successor, Robert M. MacIver (1882-1970),was a very
different man. Where the former was a cleric, the latter despaired
of his father's Presbyterian piety and died an agnostic. Johnson's
upper middle-class upbringing in urban America was a world away
from the latterrs familial fishing village in the Scottish Outer
Hebrides. Johnson, in like manner, might have adapted comfortably
to university life as a student, and followed naturally in his
father's and grandfather's footsteps into an academic career. But
MacIver, the first from his family to have studied past high
school, was subject to considerable adjustments as an undergraduate
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at Edinburgh and a graduate student at Oxford, to the cloistered

ethos of the academy and the pace and scale of urban life during
the first degree, and to English elitism, Anglocentrism and moneyed
self-confidence, in the second/

Yet Johnson's reach, in his

arduous writing style, conservative views, and personal experiences
seemed to be closer to the nineteenth century, where MacIverfs was
very much into the future. For the latter individual, it should be
emphasized, had been raised under the loving in£hence of a mother
he later described as forthright , impetuous, sharp-tongued, strongminded, and independent. Much of his adult life may be seen as a
deliberate inculcation of these characteristics and a rejection of
what he came to identify in his father - - a mild manner, lack of
savoir-faire , and placid acceptance of religious mores and small
village traditions (MacIver, 1968, 2-4

.

Of the two, MacIver clearly was the superior scholar, and
indeed was one of the best minds ever to be associated with the U
of T School. A career social scientist trained in the humanities,
with a well-established reputation as lecturer at the University of
Aberdeen before his 1915 arrival at Toronto, MacIver left U of T in
1927 for Barnard College, Columbia University, becoming a great

name within twentieth century sociology, one of the few stalwarts,
as a contemporary later noted, to stem " t h e tide of excessive
positivism and raw empiricism1' engulfing North American social
scientific thinking

(Alpert, 1964, 286-7). Equally contrary to

prevailing trends, his systematic development of sociological
concepts on community, culture, civilization, consciousness, and
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state and society was championed in clear, precise, and graceful
writing, and was forged in a consistent acknowledgement of human
agency, as against the predominantly passive, mechanical conception
of other leading scholars (Ibid, 2 8 7 - 9 0 ) .
A member of the Department of Political Economy, he delivered

social economics, among other courses, to social service students
from 1915 until 1927, and was director of the Social Service
Department for a two year period, after Johnson's 1918 departure,
providing popular yet brief leadership.' Elevated to the position
of Chairman of the Department of Political Economy in 1922, MacIver

also personified

the

enduring

symbiosis between

social work

training and social scientific research that so defined the U of T
School. And in hindsight, one of his most lasting contributions was
a clearly articulated pedagogical rationale for the very alliance
which he in fact represented. The social worker, to MacIver,
performed "a practical art" that was necessarily " a part of
everything he knows; [he must] participate in the relationships in
which he is interested." The social scientist, in contrast, stood
"in a sense above his world", being concerned not so much with
changing social reality or adding something to it, but rather with
studying it as it was (MacIver, 1931, 10-11). Thus a school of
social work, as he commented in his first year heading the
Department, must direct, justify, and stimulate the spirit of
humanity and its greatest social ideals (MacIver, 1918, 10) . But
the social sciences invariably moulded reasonable contours in this
enterprise, ensuring that the professional neither " harden [ed] into
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impervious dogmatismsn nor embraced "illusive hopes which some day
will be shattered against the walls of the real worldH (MacIver,
1931, 5) .
MacIverts teaching and leadership, like his scholarship,
therefore

reflected

a

conciliatory disposition,

consistently

emphasizing the harmonies between the individual and society and
steadfastly seeking the middle ground between competing views to
his own. Social scientists, as a confidential 1921 letter to the
president of the University of Toronto stressed, "have to know the
mind of labour as well as that of capit.31" ( C : MacIver to Falconer,
1921). In like manner the positive state, as he stated early in the
Great Depression, was an established fact. T h e real question" he
cautiously concluded, "is not whether the state should, on general
principles, succour the needy, but how far it should go, on what
terms,

in

what

cooperation with

other

agencies, with

what

safeguards against abuse. It is a question of the best adaptation
of means to ends, of technique rather than of principle" (MacIver,
1931, 69).
True, MacIver was one of numerous U of T scholars of the 1920s
- - among them, E.J. Urwick, Harold Innis, and Frank Underhill - - to

have had his ideas publicly scrutinized by

others with more

conservative views. In the early part of the decade, Colonel Reuben
Wells Leonard, a conservative evangelical Anglican and noted
Canadian philanthropist took issue with MacIverts Labour in a
Chansins World, among other publications, using this as a focal
point to exert pressure upon the university's president to hire
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professors less interested in writing about "class legislation and
the confiscation of the savings of the industrious and thrifty to
give to the shiftless and lazyn (Quoted in Greenlee, 1988,
But

Leonard

had a

long history

3f

tying gifts

to

275-6)

.

Canadian

universities to certain conditions, attempting, as one historian
notes, to turn the academy's "ivory-covered walls" into "sturdy
bulwarks against moral and social change" ( I b i d . , 275) . It is
dangerous, therefore, to exaggerate, as this same historian has
done, MacIver' s commitment to social change on the strength of one
publicized dispute with a Canadian tycoon who was a lightning rod
for controversy (Greenlee, 1988). Moreover, with Urwick and Innis,
in particular, MacIver

was

in good

company, in

the

common

possession of a temperate view of the reformist intellectual,
notwithstanding the biased and inaccurate image that a handful of
Canadian newspapers may have attempted to convey.
Mac Iver , then, was ideologically less conservative than his
predecessor, Franklin Johnson, but more conservative than his
successor, James Alfred Dale (1874-1951). An Oxonian like MacIver,
Dale's experience in the field was comparable in duration to
Johnson's, but in scope it had a decidedly left-wing,English cast.
One of the founders of Ruskin Hall, a Merton College institute for
educating working-class students, Dale earned money by combining
extension lecturing for his alma mater with a part-time career as
a school examiner (1902-08), but much of his energy went into

voluntary leadership roles in the workers1 educational movement in
England. Accepting the newly established chair of Professor of
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Education at McGill University in 1908, Dale was instrumental in
the creation of the McGill School of Social Work before coming to
Toronto in 1920, the first to occupy the chair in social science
(

"Sir Robert Falconer and the School of Social WorkN, 2 1 . Dale,

like MacIver, was familiar with the English polytechnic system and
was equally determined that social work would rise above this

pedagogical standard. But where the former emphasized social
scientific research, Dale cast his net with the humanities, coteaching a social work course in fiction with noted Canadian poet

E.J. Pratt, and introducing students, in an introductory course in
social work, to the thinking of G . D . H .

Cole, J.A. Hobson, L.T.

Hobhouse, Graham Wallas, Walter Lippmann, and to such modern
utopians as H.G. Wells and Edward Bellamy. Here was an educator
"with a decidedly radical tingeM, as one Canadian observer wryly
noted (Gordon, 1920, 5 5 ) .
More of a community activist than a prolific scholar, Dale had

an indefatigable public presence, as past president of the Montreal
Social Workers

Federation, the Montreal People s Forum, and the

Protestant Teachers1 Association of Quebec; as Honorary Secretary
of the Montreal City Improvement League and as a member of the
Dominion Education Association, the Montreal University Settlement
House, and the Quebec council on Public Instruction. In Toronto he
was

president

Association,

of
the

the

universityfs International

Toronto

Neighbourhood Workers

Social

Association

Workers'

Club,

Students'
and

the

(the city's leading social

welfare agency); Chairman of the ~unior Red Cross and of the
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University Settlement House; and member of the Ontario Federation
of Home and School Associations and the Canadian Committee on
Mental Hygiene (Canadian Who's Who, 1941-51, 243).
He was no stranger to controversy. The local press branded
Dale "Un-British"and "a Red sympathizertvafter he presided over an
April 3rd, 1923 Massey Hall meeting in which American labour leader
Scott Nearing spoke. This public exposure coincided, the following
month, with numerous articles in the major Toronto dailies, and the
City Council's decision to refuse Dale the part-time position of
heading the Welfare Division within its Department of Public Health
(Globe, May

29, 1923;

Telesram, April

23,

Toronto Star, April 4, 1923;

1923 ;

Toronto

Toronto Teleqram, May 23, 1923) .

He likely would have pushed the contours of social work
education towards more significant social change orientations had
his health not failed and his hold on the Department not have

consequently diminished.' Suffering first from typhoid and then
from a gradual progression of post-encephalitic Parkinsonism, Dale
steadily deteriorated over the first half of the decade and was
forced into what became a permanent leave of absence in 1927,
retiring to Burlington, Ontario, and surviving for another quarter
century in poor health (C: Dale's physician to Falconer, 1929;
McTaggart, 1952). Because of this tragic illness, then, the School
evolved differently, and perhaps became a more moderate institution
than otherwise would have been expected, tending to mirror the more
cautious ideology represented by MacIver.

Apart from directing the U of T School, Dale's other lasting
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contribution to Canadian social work was his leadership role in the
creation of the Canadian Association of Social Workers in 1926,
much of which was facilitated during the 1924 National Conference
of Social Work, which met in Toronto (McTaggart, 1 9 5 2 , 26). Also
capturing what ultimately was to be t h e essence of U of T social
work education prior to

the Department, Dale stressed, should

1945,

not churn out specialized technicians, but rather, should ensure
"something more, and more raren beyond this : breadth (Dale, 1 9 2 4 ,
202). Common to all graduates should have been "a philosophy, a

religion", that was still undefinable but would one day find
"articulate expressionm (Ibid, 201) :

The field of social service is so wide t h a t there is room in
the profession. . - for very many different kinds of ability and
temperament. The best education for them all will be in
practical and imaginative sympathy, accurate information and
trained

intelligence,

cooperative

and

goodwill.

They

the

concrete

will

find

expressions

of

work

as

their

practitioners, experts, or philosophers (these are the broadly
defined types, by no means mutually exclusive) in widely
differing activities. There will be diversities of gifts,
opportunities and methods. There will be all the rich and
fruitful

variety

and

interplay

of

personality

and

circumstance. But t h e same spirit (Ibid, 202) .
To the contemporary reader such a mandate appears vague, if not
downright non-theoretical .
profession

was

new

to

Indeed it was, partly because the

the

university,

partly

because

its
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theoretical propositions were only beginning to catch up to timehonoured modes of pre-professional practice, partly because no one
director

in the early period was

able to force a

singular

conception upon the Department, and as will be seen, partly because
the faculty themselves had no unified sense of what they, as a
group, were about. In the end, this "same spirit" to which Dale
referred would always be within sight yet elusive, necessary for
full professional status yet contrary to the different subspecialities that ultimately constituted the profession.

The Facultv and Its Curriculum
The U of T School, like social work itself, was destined to
become

reified and divided, entrenched

into

camps variously

described as casework-clinical-remedial,on the one hand, versus
social change-structural-policy/administration, on the other. While
the Department in no way was so characterized in its earliest
period, it nonetheless was not far removed from this historical
possibility, since the seeds that made these divisions possible
were clearly sown at its inception. On the surface there was a
unified mandate within the early School, the training of social
service personnel for public and private agencies, but beneath this
deep and persistent cleavages precluded a common vision of what the
Department's sine qua non was, or ought to have been. These
divisions may be conceived along several axes, most of which were
congruent one with the other. Courses were taught by a nearly equal
number

of

full-time professors teaching

in adjunct, related
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departments, on the one hand, and by an almost equal number of
part-time teaching

appointments

employed

in

social

service

agencies, on the other. The latter group tended to be women, with
a frame of reference to the field of practice, and the former group
men, with allegiances more closely aligned to the ivory tower.

The evidence in Appendix A reveals that a little less than two
thirds of the part-time sessional appointments for the 1 9 1 4 -45
period were female. Among full-time members of the Department, a
little less than one third were female, which represents a far
greater proportion than in the overall university community, but in
some ways a roughly comparable proportion to that population of
full-time faculty members

from

other departments, delivering

courses to social work students."
Also indicated in Appendix A, the full-time professors from
outside departments, numbering forty-three individuals between 1914
and

1945

taught such courses as hygiene and

psychiatry, social

economics, social

public health,

philosophy,

and

social

psychology; these were taken with undergraduates studying in their
respective departments. The part-time sessionals were responsible
for such practice courses as child welfare, medical social work,
social casework, and settlement house work. As

a group they

numbered nearly one and a half times more, at sixty appointments,

and their affiliation with the Department up to 1945 averaged four
point sixty-five years.' This average was identical to that of the
full-time professors from outside departments, but should not be
treated deceptively, since some full-time professors, such as
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political economists Harold Adams Innis and Vincent Bladen belonged
to

the

university

for

thirty

years

and

over

forty

years

res~jectively,even though they taught courses for social work
students for only three years and six years
Creighton,

with

University of Toronto Calendar [Hereafter UTC]

1957 ;

1915-1945).

(Bladen, 1978;

Furthermore, power within an academic milieux rested

academics, as opposed

to

a

small number

of

part-time

appointments within small professional departments, such as social
work, which were also small in number.
Thus the Toronto social work ethos, it must be emphasized, was
very different from those few social work schools in the United
States and Great Britain which preceded it. These included the
Chicago School of Civics and Philanthropy (established 19011, the
Missouri School of Social Economy (1902), the New York School of
Social Work
Economics

(1898), and the School of

Sociology

and

Social

(London, 1904) to cite several examples. These were

autonomous training institutes with no university affiliation; only
after several years of established activity did their status change
as they formally became members of the Universities of Chicago

(1920), Missouri

(1909), Columbia

(1940), and London

(1912),

respectively (McGregor, 1938, 2; Meier, 1954, 9; Social Work Year
Book

1929, 149-50). At

Toronto, in contrast, from

the very

beginning social work was part of the university proper, with close
connections at

its inception to

the Department of

Political

Economy, and with many of its directors prior to 1940 having crossappointments to this other, more senior department. political
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economy, moreover, was deeply steeped in an English idealism that
was duly receptive to social work: in its emphasis on community and
moral obligation within the teaching and application of economic
knowledge; and

in its belief that only in unity with moral

incentives could scientific knowledge bring about human progress.
As well, the community activities of many of the Department of
Political Economy's faculty members reinforced this same &Ian. Some
were immersed in municipal affairs; others left teaching for
appointments in the public service; many taught in extension
programmes on mission work, sat on settlement house boards of
administration, and were otherwise involved in the local social
services community (Burke, 1993b, 3 , 85, 124-5, 2 0 6 ) .
Contrary to so many
speaking

world,

the

counterparts throughout the English

university

of

Toronto's

Social

Service

Department did not owe its existence to the efforts of local
charity organization societies; nor, unlike social work schools
elsewhere, were its day-to-day operations intimately connected to
the

charity

organization

movement.'

In

fact,

those

local

organizations representing the field and advocating the creation of
the U of T Social Service Department were adhoc and ephemeral ."
There

inevitably

appeared

that

uneasy

tension,

which

was

particularly prominent south of the border, between the "training"
of techniques and the "education"of minds, to paraphrase one bleak
American view of things; between the priorities of the field and
the mandate of the university (Tufts, 1923, 91). The University of
Toronto was a charter member of the American ~ssociation of
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Training Schools for Professional Social workL1 (AASSW Founding
Meeting, New York City, May 30 and 31, 1919), and was active i n the
development of North American professional education. Members of
the Department, in turn, relied upon American social casework
theory and turned south of the border for practice innovations, i t
is true; but these inclinations were ameliorated by the distinctly
academic and staunchly British tradition of political economy which

so defined the University of Toronto. So from the very beginning,
the raging forces of North American continentalism and an ever
fading British connection blended together w i t h the charitable
traditions of Toronto and the historical experiences of a Canadian
people. And out of these currents gradually emerged an approach to
social

work

education

that

might

have

become

identifiably

Canadian.l2
Because of the strong influence of full-time faculty, U of TI s
liberal arts approach from the earliest years, consciously eschewed
the American tendency, personified by casework theorist Mary
Richmond, of the practical preparation of social workers by a heavy
emphasis on case record teaching (Franklin, 1986, 511). The 1921 U
of T course calendar, for example, prescribed such mandatory policy
courses as social economics, and the evolution of modern industry;
other mandatory courses of a theoretical nature included social
ethics, a n introduction to psychology, hygiene and public health,
and community organization. These were taught by full-time faculty

of the university, while the remaining mandatory sequence - - the
social treatment of poverty, and the essentials of casework

- - were
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joined by a compulsory course in field work", elective courses
taught by

practitioners

in the

field, and more

theoretical

electives delivered by both full-time members of the university and
part-time sessionals, the latter two course groupings becoming
increasingly diverse over the 1920s.l4
Graduates,

therefore,

left

the

School

with

a

nodding

familiarity with a broad range of knowledge." The practice courses
and field placements emphasized application across a continuum of
practice. While the theoretical courses, in a liberal arts vein,
principally improved students' analytical and communication skills,
and so implicitly provided breadth, depth, wisdom, exposure to
higher learning, and vicarious insight into the limitations of a
social work knowledge base compared to the vast canon of other
disciplinary traditions. And so, as courses taken with liberal arts
undergraduates, much of the theoretical course content was related
to, but still on the periphery of, direct social work practice. A
1918 final examination in social economics, for example, tested

studentst knowledge of the principle of diminishing utility, the
distinction between productive and unproductive labour, the nature
of

competition/anti-competitive

forces

in

the

economy,

the

emergence of the wage system, the aims and methods of trade unions,
and policies relating to unemployment. Students enrolled in the
social hygiene course were expected to be able to define the
droplet in£ection, specific means of protection against typhoid
fever, and the nature and consequences of tubercular infection. The
psychology course examined studentst knowledge of the James-Lange

50

theory of the emotions, the processes of deliberation, decision,
and

volitional

acts,

the

methods

of

evaluating memory

and

attention, and the definition, causes, diagnosis, and treatment of
mental deficiency.

In social ethics, students wrote

on

the

implications of morals to heredity and environment, the importance
of instincts to human life, the definition and significance to
morality of emotion and sentiment, the significance of will and
conscience, the distinction between motive, intention, act, and
consequences, vocational choices in relation to social ethics, and
moral

standards

convention,

as

feeling,

they
and

related
reason

to

private

opinion, social

(Final Exams

in

author's

possession, 1918).
A one year certificate programme had been inaugurated from the

beginning, and to it was added in 1917 an optional second year
leading to the diploma. The 1923-1924 academic year saw the
elimination of the former programme, and for the next two decades,
the two year diploma predominated, mirroring pedagogical trends
south of the border. With the exception of a two year experiment
with specialization, the programme remained strictly generalist in
intention.l6
And to a considerable extent the core of the curriculum, first
introduced in 1914, remained fundamental to the School's offerings

for several decades. This included such subjects as medical social
work, child welfare, penology, and charity administration; as well

as the original playground/recreation field, which was expanded in
1920

to

include occupational

therapy; and

a

community work
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sequence, first begun in 1918 to supplement long-standing offerings
in settlement house work.
Influenced by American theoretical developments (Cf. Richmond,
1917, 19221, casework as the pre-eminent practice method was
clearly on the ascendancy. "Case workl1 nomenclature first found its
way into the 1920 course calendar, and the following year, to the
social treatment of poverty, one of the most important of the
original practice offerings, was added a second compulsory course.
"The Essentials of Case WorkN."

In 1924 all

field work was

required to include a casework component, towards the end of the
decade the Schoolts most in£luential casework teachedpractitioner
could publicly boast that casework had become "the backbone of the
whole social work movementn (Frank Stapleford, 1926, Cited in Hurl,
1983, 31), and further curriculum developments, among them the 1920
introduction of courses in psychiatry and in mental testing, would
sow the seeds of casework's future development.
So too would further pedagogical movements south of the
border, most notable among them being more systematic standards of
field work instruction, developed in several stages by the AASSW
over the course of the 1920s

(Posner, 1986, 8 3 ) , and first

incorporated at U of T in 1927. This process of "Richmondizing
Field Work", as an internal memorandum described it, gave rise to
more standardized placements, records of study, analysis, and

grading practices (Universityof Toronto Field Work ~ulletin,~ p r i l
1, 1927) .I8 And by then, the American presence also had been firmly

established

in

the

social

services

community

beyond

the

52

university.lg The Family Service Association of America regularly
surveyed Toronto practices, noting in 1927 that Ifthecommunity [ a l l
those who

were

not

social workers

--

'the laity']

was not

sufficiently informed on social casework11and had to continue to be
"penetrate[dl " with its llrnethods";and that leaders in the field
"like Bryce, Stapleford, and MacLean1I, all part -time appointments
at U of T, had "not trained other staff in leadership and now

[felt] overburdened by

the load"

("Survey of

Family Field1',

November 1926 to February 1927, 3 - 4 ) .

Part-time Ap~ointmentsand the School's Value Positions
The Department and the local field of practice beyond it, in
fact, evolved in symbiosis. Together, they were the canvas upon

which a good deal of the emerging Toronto - - and to no small
extent, national - - social work tradition would be inscribed. But
to focus attention solely on the influence of full-time social work

professors, as the Canadian literature has tended to do

(Cf.

Graham, 1995; Irving 1982, 1986; Moffatt, 1993; Shore, l987), risks
obscuring and neglecting the professionJs history, rather than
explaining and illuminating it. The steady stream of incoming part time faculty members, it must be emphasized, left an indelible mark
upon the U of T School, and one which was perceptibly different

from that left by full-timers, precisely because most part-time
members were women, and all had a decidedly different frame of
reference, to the field of practice.
From the very beginning, the School was intended to forge
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active links with the local social services community. This
included consultation, professional development, and education by
the School to the

and also, by the community to the

School, a vigorous programme of field work training, which by 1923
involved

eleven

social

agencies

and

twenty-nine supervisors

(University of Toronto President's Report, 1923-24). Numerous
graduates ultimately accepted part-time sessional appointments, as
we1L2' But, particularly in the earliest years, several parttimers had no formal university training, and gained. affiliation
with the School principally because of their practice experienceLucy Worden Brooking, for exampl-e,who taught child welfare between
1918 and 1922, possessed no post-secondary credentials yet had been
employed as a kindergarten teacher at St. Margaret's College,
Toronto (1902-07), Superintendent of a local shelter for women
(1907-11)22,
and Superintendent of the city's Alexandra Industrial
School for Girls (1911-1936) (Graham, 1992; "Lucy W. Brooking:
Pioneer Worker for Delinquents", 1948) .
Some

characteristics

were

peculiar

to

particular

sub-

specialties. Medical social work, as an example, had a strong
alliance with the local nursing community, and its content was
designed to promote nursing kn~wledge.'~
Most who took the medical
social work course were part - time students and full-time nurses
practising in the field, in many instances taking only the one
course with the Department. Originally taught by Jane Grant, head
worker of the Toronto General Hospital, it was picked up in 1918 by
Kathleen Russell, a public health nurse who later founded the
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University of Toronto School of Nursing.
The settlement work sequence, also dominated by women faculty,
was part of a wider national and international movement which
allowed settlement house members to identity with, and work among
the poor. For those settlements run by women, there also were
opportunities to reinforce one another's career decision to seek
employment rather than to marry
forfeiting a paid

(the latter alternative meant

career, as predominant patterns of gender

construction were then proscribed) (Vicinus, 1985) . Sara Libby
Carson, who taught settlement methods during the war period, was
typical

of

the

international

influences which

informed

the

movement, in Toronto as elsewhere. American by birth, she began
work with the New York Young Women's Christian Association (YWCA),
later becoming a Y community organizer travelling from city to city

and organizing club work and conducting evangelistic meetings.
Coming to Canada, by the invitation of the national Y, she helped
to establish Evangelia, St. Christopher House, and University
Settlements in Toronto; and

similar settlements in Montreal,

Winnipeg, Calgary, and Vancouver, in addition to centres south of
the forty-ninth parallel

(

"Sara Libby Carson", 1929, 113

.2C

In some instances the School's social construction of gender
was liberating to women, and in other instances, far from it. By
the standards of the era the Department was never a centre of
prudery intent upon insulating female or male students from open
discussion of human sexuality. Indeed, from the earliest period the
curriculum introduced the controversial topic of human sexuality
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via Freud, Havelock Ellis, and other writers (McGregor, 1947, 2 ) .
During the war, settlement wcrk

instructor Elizabeth Neufeld

enlisted the assistance of several social work students in an
exhaustive analysis of some thirty-five local brothels (Strange,
1991, 184-5). But her report. in the tradition of a wide body of
journalist muckraking, blamed class background and inappropriate
choices for leisure pursuits, among other causes of this Itsocial
illf1 (Ibid.) A 1922 article written by Lucy Brooking, in like
manner, devoted considerable attention to "the delinquent girln,
and in particular, I1moraldegeneratesI1,a "pitiful class, seemingly
without shame or ambition, or any moral sense" for whom there was
"only one adequate way of protecting them from themselves or the
community from them

- and that is by permanent custodial care of

one kind or another" (Brooking, 1922, 6). Eleven years earlier
Brooking had been part of the so-called white slave trade hysteria
that had swept Europe and North America, describing, in an American
primer, Toronto's

"scores of dens and divesu and the myriad

processes by which tfanybodyls
daughter may be placed in any one of
the sets of circumstances" leading to prostitution (Brooking, 1911.
365, 374). In one

instance, a widowed mother with two young

children married a man who was "apparently above her station" and
was undoubtedly, according to Brooking, the source of great
personal suffering. The wife was "soon compelled to support him by
going to the streets," and in no time, her daughter was also
"driven out at night for the purpose of capturing men" (Ibid, 365) .
Dominant notions of science also strongly bore upon the
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School s value base. Some of Brooking' s thinking, for example,
reflecting the widespread in£luence of the eugenics movement, would
particularly offend most modern readers. In an effort to reduce
prostitution

and

crime

reproduction of what

she

sought

to

limit

she termed societyrs

the

domestic

" feebleminded" and

"deviant" populations; and to this same end, to restrict such
wundesirableu populations

living

in

"Old world

slumsu from

immigrating to Canada (Ibid, 380-1). Also important, she felt, was
the creation of local vigilance committees and morality societies
"to unearth the hidden strongholds of vice, and to protect the weak
and lift up the fallen, and bring them back to God again" (Ibid,
380-1).

Conceptions of nationality and ethnicity, likewise, were
radically different from those of today. These reflected, to some
extent,

the

predominantly

white,

Anglo-Celtic,

Protestant

backgrounds of most of the ~chool's faculty, students, many of
their clients, and most of wider Ontario society.''

But beneath

this was an underlying insistence on acculturation and homogeneity,
very much contrary to social work's current value position, and
more than a simple reflection of ephemeral historical social forces
such as wartime national angst. "The conclusion of the war [World

War I1 ' I , a future part-time faculty member speculated, Ifwillset in
motion a large number of people who will seek new homes inttCanada,
"a very large percentage" of whom are "from Canadafs standpoint
particularly undesirable1I, since they llwill be from the least
advanced, most illiterate and socially unorganized of the European
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countries." The immigrant, the article continued, "comes not to
share our liberty, but to share our free and

( to

him) high wages. "

(Stapleford 1917e. 7). I1Racialdiversity has operated in preventing
Canada from putting forth her maximum effortt1,the same writer
continued :
Racial diversity spells national weakness . . . The foreigners
are docile, amenable to authority, content with little, and
will accept living quarters which the Canadian has learned to
regard as unfit for cattle. They are far more apt to strike
for the privilege of working twelve hours per day than for the
privilege of shortening their day. . . The [post-World War I]
spectacle of second and third generation German-Americans yes, and German-Canadians - in which German is still spelt in
capitals and the word Canadian is very small type indeed, is
something worth pondering over. Nothing is more clear than
that a reasonable amount of homogeneity in population is
necessary, both for protection against external aggression and
for the pursuance of a unified domestic policy (Stapleford
1917d, 7).

Speaking in 1914 to the Social Service Congress meeting at
Ottawa, Sara Libby Carson similarly described in approving terms,
current settlement house practices :

If you could listen to one club of young men and women, all of
whom, during the last year, have learned to speak English in
the settlement classes, and hear them open their club meeting
- as do all the clubs in this particular settlement - with the
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pledge of allegiance to the British flag; or if you looked
into a Sunday service. where Jew and Gentile and Greek come to
hear a message from the Book of books, you would agree that a
settlement does meet the city needs of the English-speaking
person and foreigner alike, and helps the city to solve its
problems by being the interpreter and clearing house for all
the help that the city offers, and by standing for all that
makes for wholesome recreation, good citizenship and civic
righteousness (Carson, 1914, 136).
This leads to a final aspect of the School's early history,
and for many contemporary observers, one of
misunderstood.

Perhaps more

its most easily

than any other single phenomenon

secularism came to distinguish what social work would become, from
what

it

had

once been

in

its pre-professional, charitable,

voluntary origins. During the School's earliest period religion and
its metaphors still permeated everyday parlance ; English Canada had
a strong Protestant legacy, and most, particularly by today's
standards, were knowledgeable about the Bible and basic theological
tenets (Cook, 1986; Gauvreau, 1991; Grant, 1988; Westfall, 1989).
It was not surprising, therefore, that Professor T.R. Robinson, the
Department's lecturer on social ethics, would write extensively
about

the

Seven

Cardinal

Virtues

in

a

1928

article

in

a

professional social work journal (9-10); nor that final exams in
social casework

or

in

settlement work

would

test

studentsf

knowledge about the significance of religious precepts to direct
practice, or Christian Socialism to the evolution of the settlement
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house movement

(1918 and

1926

final exams, in possession of

author). Religious impulses were as strong among students. A 1928
article

in

the

university

newspaper

summarizes

social work

studentsr conceptions of social work, as well as their reasons for
entering

the

profession.

The

responses

were

overwhelmingly

religious: "a new feeling about the place of Jesus in the life of
the individual and of the worldm; "a new type of missionaryv; "a

new type of servicev; "Jesus and His cause" (Varsity, January 18,
1928).

Christianity itself, it must be emphasized, strongly motivated
numerous people to enter the profession, to practise and to teach
within it . 2 6 And so many social workers might have agreed with
instructor Lucy Brooking regarding the helping

child welfare

significance of a providential and redemptive Deity. " 1 am more
than ever convincedn, she wrote in a 1922 article on direct
practice, "that any reformation of character and life is impossible
without regeneration.. . a quiet and steady upward reach towards the
Divine." Social workers "prepare[dl the soil.. . and sow [edl the
seed

-

but

God

Evangelicalism,

alone

as

giveth

well,

the

strongly

increasew
in£ormed

(Brooking,

many

9)

.

workers

professional practice, personified most aptly, perhaps, by parttime instructor and social settlement trailblazer Sara Libby
Carson. Small wonder, as well, that religious nomenclature would
figure prominently in Dale's conception of social work's ultimate
raison dlEtre, in "the removal of the obstacles in the way of the
redemption of the individual and of society" (emphasis added, Mail
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April 15, 1921).
This is not to minimize the significance of agnosticism in the
earliest period. MacIver himself was an excellent example, as he
later described it, of the long and agonizing struggle to have
"liberated

[him]self

altogether"

from

what

he

saw

as

an

ecclesiastical prison of udomination",flsuperstition", and "groping
narrowt1cosmogony (MacIver, 1968, 125) . But to others, secular
social work and personal religiosity could coexist in relative
tandem.

The

Reverend

Frank

Stapleford,

part-time

casework

instructor for some two decades (1918-36), the School's leading
proponent of this method of practice, one of the city's foremost
practitioners and founding General Secretary of the Neighbourhood
Workersf Association, probably

represents the

most

prescient

example of this amalgamation.2 7
Growing up in a large, working-class family in St. catharines,
Ontario, Stapleford dropped out of high school and sold ties in
Buffalo and three-D visors on the streets of Europe with his older
brother, Ernest. While overseas, both decided that they were
religiously-called, Ernest ultimately becoming a clergyman and
president of Regina University, and Frank a cleric and leading
Canadian social worker. The latter obtained an undergraduate degree
in divinity from Victoria College, University of Toronto (1912),
and a U of T MA

(1913) before ordination intc the Methodist

ministry (1914) and successive charges at Kamloops, Vancouver, and
the United States (I: Stapleford with author, 1994). Abandoning the
pulpit for the Fred Victor Mission in Toronto, Stapleford was
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active in settlement work and also participated in the formal
establishment of the Neighbourhood Workers' Association ( M A ).
avid Rotary

Club

member,

he

easily

convinced

this

An

service

organization in 1918 to finance his appointment to head the

NWA,

whereupon he single-handedly transformed the latter institution
into one of country's foremost social work agencies (Toronto Star,
October 22, 1952). The very model of Weberian charisma, his
leadership

combined

considerable

skills

in

casework,

administration, policy development, and effective networking with
the city's philanthropically minded elites. A looming presence,
intensely energetic and ambitious until his 1952 death, the names
Frank Stapleford and Neighbourhood Workerst Association were
virtually synonymous.
While undoubtedly ethnocentric if not sometimes racist in

social convictions, Stapleford also was modernist and humanist in
theology, insisting that "faith, hope, and love . . . remain central
in the creed of the social worker" (Stapleford, nd, 14). "The
relation of client to w o r k e r is. . . one which involves very definite
moral obligation on behalf of the workerw, he continued. "If we
find nothing sacred to respect, if we do not find something that
carries with it a sense of ultimate value in the lives of the
people with whom we are dealing, then life has no sanctities at all
for usN (Ibid, 15-16). "It still remains truet1,he proffered,
alluding to Pauline precepts, "that although w e give all our goods
to feed the poor, and though we give our body to be burned, though

we have social technique at our finger tips, and have not life, it
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prof iteth us nothingt1(Ibid, 15)
The aim of all is to build up a world life in which nations
and individuals will have that sort of relationship to each
other which we designate a Christian - the recognition of the
rights of all, a mutual desire for each otherfs welfare, a
willingness to subordinate those personal aims which bring
loss rather than benefit to others, and the development of
that kind of spirit in the individual which will elevate and
purify

the

whole

area

of

personal

life, giving

it

a

spirituality and a depth of beauty and graciousness. . . Social
work has a great task to perform.. . Social work seeks "to deal
ably with the problems of human life, to scientifically study
and work out proper methods of procedure of dealing with
dependent children, the poor, the aged and the diseased, to
collect data on which may be based the formulation of wise
laws." Social work.. . is part of a great totality which the
hand of God is weaving into unity (Stapleford, i922b, 177) .
To Stapleford, then, writing an article for a religious
periodical on wages, hours of labour, cost of living and standard
of living (1917~)
; insisting, in numerous articles, on improved
data collection regarding social conditions and greater development
of national social work education (1917a; 1919); practising or
teaching social work; and fulfilling God's will, were all one and
the same. "The articles of faith which guide the thinking and the
practice of the modern social workerM, he insisted, were sixfold:
skilful intervention, knowledgeable prevention, theory and practice
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which accounted for human diversity, practice which strengthened
and preserved

families as society's fundamental social unit,

interdisciplinary cooperation with other practitioners, all of
which rested, finally and foremost, on an underlying bedrock of
faith, hope, and love (Stapleford, nd) .
Yet perhaps of greatest significance, Stapleford also was a
quintessential advocate of the growing separation of social work
and religion. "There must be a service motiveu, he explained to a
1923

audience in Toronto.

"There must

be

unselfishness. The

Churches are fulfilling an invaluable service in furnishing a
supply of workers who come to their task with this service
attitude." However, "their usefulness is vastly increasedN, he
emphasized, "when they are properly trained" (Globe, May 30, 1923) .
"It is conceded by all that the Church should remain the soul and
inspirational force of social worktt,he wrote in a social work
periodical. "But it may well be that the time has come when the
practical administration should be surrendered to the State or to
voluntary organizations outside the Churchtf,
possessing sufficient
numbers of expertly trained professionals (Stapleford, 1920, 180) .
Stapleford himself was a perfect

representation of

the very

transition about which he wrote. Theologically trained, ordained,
yet virtually all of his career was spent outside the Church,
building

those

increasingly

secular,

professional

voluntary

organizations which, he believed, were so important to a modern
society.
"Social work

itself

is as old as

the human

race", he
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concluded, " b u t during the last generation it had been almost
completely transformed" (Stapleford, nd, 1) . Indeed it had, thanks
to the efforts of a small cadre of similarly minded men and women
scattered in a small number of universities and philanthropic
institutes, and by a more numerous collection of Frank Stapleford's
counterparts employed in urban social service agencies across t h e
Western world. Over the course of that generation which succeeded
Stapleford, Canadian social work would be again transformed, by
secularism, practice and research initiatives, and by the contours
of social and demographic forces common t o the countryfs social
structure and to the profession itself. Had he lived to see it, t h e
emerging

social

indiscernible.

work

at

U

of

T would

have

seemed

almost

Endnotes
I. As historian Alison Prentice notes, of all the women employed at
the University of Toronto in 1930-31, eleven point two percent were
lecturers and professors, twenty-six point two percent were
teaching and research instructors, twelve point one percent were
librarians and library assistants, and fifty point five percent
were clerical and accounting, miscellaneous, and administrative
positions. In 1940-41, the comparable statistics were twelve point
six percent; twenty-one point nine percent, eleven percent, and
fifty-four point five percent (1991, 253) .
2. This represented a considerable portion of the university's
entire student population. 1914-15 total enrolment, to cite a
typical year, was 242 students, making the Department one of the
university's largest, after the Faculty of Education, and greater
in numeric size than Trinity, Victoria, or St. Michael's Colleges,
and almost two thirds the size of the university's largest college,
University College (Universitv of Toronto Presidentrs Report, 191516). Most studying social work were part-time students who never
graduated, Full-time students were much smaller in number, ranging
between 11 and 51 in the 1914 to 1927 period; yearly graduates, in
like manner, ranged between 11 and 46 in the same period, averaging
to 23 per annum (Hurl, 1983, 51-52).
One of Johnsonfs principal fund-raising initiatives led to the
donation of $2,000 by Miss McCormick, towards the establishment of
a Departmental library. (Report of the Director of the Department
of Social Service",University of Toronto President' s Report, 191718.)
3. After completing a BA at Edinburgh, and then at Oxford, MacIver
returned to Edinburgh and was awarded a Doctor of Philosophy in
1915 (Who Was Who in America, 1973, 449).

4. A 1918 resolution from 'Social Service Alumni' praised his
achievement in linking the Department of Social Service more
closely with the University, the community and the social forces of
Canada and the United States. It also voiced the hope that he might
continue as Director of the Department (Social Service Department
Alumni, June 2, 1919). As a colleague later commented, "During the
two years when he directed the Department much was accomplished.
Money was secured from private individuals to increase the
Department equipment. The University authorities voted generous
sums to bring outstanding authorities on social science and social
work for special lectures each month during the session" (McGregor,
1938, 11).

5. During the summer of 1920 Dale was stricken with typhoid,
delaying his arrival to Toronto into the school year. He never
completely recovered from the disease, suffering constant bouts of
ill health and prolonged absences from the class room (Hurl, 1983,
2 6 ) . As a colleague later noted, by 1925 "Professor Dale's health,

while never robust, was causing much concern.. . When his health
failed utterly he was granted a year's leave of absence after which
he was fully retiredn (McGregor, 1947, 3 ) .
6. Since names are cited in academic calendars using initials only,
it is difficult to discern gender in all cases; 4 of the 43 full

timers from outside departments were assuredly women, and a small
number may have been women, beyond this. The likelihood of this
population having had gender parity with full-time members of the
department, however, is quite low. As Alison Prentice points out,
women represented four point eight percent of all levels of
instructors/professors between 1910 and 1911; eleven percent
between 1920 and 1921; thirteen point eight percent between 1930
and 1931; and fourteen point seven between 1940 and 1941 (1991,
240). Of women instructors during the period 1921-22 to 1930-31,
thirty-seven point three percent of all U of T female
lecturer/professor class taught in the social and educational
professions; seven point five percent taught in the social
sciences; six percent taught in the sciences; and one point five
percent taught in the medical sciences. (Ibid., 245).
7. Full-timers within the department averaged ten years.
8. The first reference to social service course instructors appears
in the 1915-16 course calendar; the 1916-17 calendar fails to
mention social work instructors. Reliability of calculations depend
upon accuracy of calendar citations, and the variability of
citation entry styles (for some years faculty members are noted at
the front of the calendar only, in other years they are listed
within the department; in some years courses are listed with
instructorst names immediately below; in other years courses are
listed without reference to instructors).
9. As Rothman notes, "it was clear that the early schools [in the
United States] were set up as training facilities to meet the needs
of agencies rather than in accordance with the ideals of university
teaching. (Rothman, 1 9 8 5 , 7 9 ) .
t1

10. See pp. 28-30.

11. The American Association of Training Schools for Professional
Social Work in turn became the Association of Professional Schools
of Social Work, and in the 1927 the American Association of Schools
of Social Work, or AASSW. The latter ended with the 1952 creation
of the Council on Social Work Education (Austin, 1986, 8).
12. This is not to deny the forceful strains in the American
academy to ensure an academic frame of reference. The Columbia
School's first full-time director, economist Samuel Lindsay,
personified this inclination, as did the School s subsequent
tension between Lindsayfspreference for social science and social
reform curriculum, versus those who insisted the school more

effectively train social workers in practical work (Meier, 1954 .
Moreover, as Chapter Two shall elucidate, there were strong
parallels between the U of T School and the University of Chicago's
Department of Social Service Administration, in their shared esteem
for social scientific research as well as for social policy
teaching and research.
13. The previous year had noted a compulsory regimen of ten to

fourteen hours/week of field work ("Universityof Toronto Statement
and Reportsu, December 6, 1920, 69).
14. A trend started during MacIverts directorship but accelerated

under Dale's. Among ephemeral offerings were courses in Boy
Behaviour and the Methods of Boy1s Work (1921-25), the ~mmigrantin
the Community (1918-21), Industrial Investigation (1918-21),
Juvenile Court Proceedings (1924-271, Literature (1921-241, The
Municipality: Its Works and Problems (1918-221,Problems of Rural
Life (1922-26), Society and the Boy (1921-26), and Work with
Adolescent Boys (1926-27).
15. As Dale remarked in his Annual Report to the U of T President,
" O u r belief in a broad education, sharpened to an efficient point,
is strengthened by watching the interplay between specialisation
and integration in the community. Social work itself becomes more
organized, and its various branches require more and more
specialized skill - - as in all professions; we lay it down as a
guiding principle that students should have some knowledge of their
future work. But that is not all. We try to study the community as
a whole, and men as complete individuals. Religion, education,
medicine and public health, law, recreation, have each their field
of activity, their formulae, their trained staff, though they blend
inextricably . They were not originally separate, but gradua.Ily
specialised out with the growth of population, knowledge and
chool will do
organ.ization .
We hope, therefore, that this
something to help mutual understanding and respect between
different kinds of workers for the common welfare. . . " (Cited in
University of Toronto President's Report, 1926-27, Report of the
Director of the Department of Social Service).
16. In 1919-20 full-time students were expected to specialize in
one of six fields : community organization, child welfare,
settlement work, industrial investigation, mental hygiene, or
medical social work. In 1920-21 casework was added to this list of
specializations. In 1921-22, Dale's first full year as Director,
specializations were dropped.
17. A 1918 final exam in the Dependants and the Community course
asked students to explain their understanding of the term
. A 1926 final first year exam in the Methods and Content
ucaseworkfl
of Social Case Work asked students to define the social casework
method; to contrast the objectives and methods of social casework
with the methods and objectives of social work before the social

casework method was developed; to define the objectives of the
first interview; to outline forms of treatment for a given case
example; and to discuss records under the purpose of family case
history, and the use of any three documents in a case history
(Final Exams in author's possession, 1918, 1926). In 1924 the
Social Treatment of Poverty course was changed in name to Social
Case Work; it was joined by a second compulsory course, renamed
Case Work Methods.
18. In 1925
the
former practice
of
concurrent
field
instruction/course work gave way to a block plan in which course
work ended in March, and full-time field work then began.
University of Toronto President's Report, 1925-26.
-

19. A survey of the Toronto Federation of Community Services
conducted by the American Association of Child Welfare also
surveyed the U of T Department of Social Service, apparently
providing several instances where the programme could be further
developed. Universitv of Toronto President's Report, 1924-25.

20. In 1918, for example, a course was offered in Employment
Management, in cooperation with the provincial Grades and Labour
Branch, and probably in the context of postwar reconstruction. The
same year, a "special Extension course arranged in co-operation
with the National Committee for Mental Hygiene, being intended
particularly for nurses and other social workers whose work
involves the care of mentally abnormal casesu (Report of the
Director of the Department of Social Service, Universitv of Toronto
President s Report, 1918-19). In 1921-22 special courses dealing
with the social aspects of Housing and Town-planning, in concert
with the Department of Architecture, and on social hygiene, given
at the Social Hygiene Council of Hamilton, and in modern
philanthropy, given to the Canadian School of Missions for
missionaries on furlough. (Report of the Director of the Department
of Social Service, Universitv of Toronto President's Report, 192122.) In 1926-27 extension courses were given in group leadership in
recreation, and in casework (Report of the Director of the
Department of Social Service, University of Toronto President's
Report, 1926-27).
21. Among them, Mrs. Jule Stewart Driscoll (graduate 1922, teaching
1928-34), Mae Fleming (graduate 1919, teaching 1926-29, 1933-35,
1939-45), Gwenddolyn Goldie (graduate 1920, teaching 1928-291,
Kathleen Gorrie (graduate 1926, teaching 1932-41), Agnes C.
McGregor (graduate 1916, teaching 1917-1948), Mary Elma ~cPhedran
(graduate 1918, teaching 1922-28), Ethel Dodds Parker (graduate
1915, teaching 1924-28), Kathleen Russell (graduate 1919, teaching
1919-21).
22. The Haven, a shelter for Toronto's Itfeeble-minded"and "fallen
women, as they were then labelled (Graham, 1992) .

23. A 1920 final exam in medical social service examined students'
knowledge of the history of nursing, the history of public health
nursing, the contribution of the graduate nurse to the public
health movement, the relationship between venereal disease and
mental deficiency, remedial measures for both, and the significance
of industry to disease. Final Exam, 1920 (in authorfs possession) .

24. Another part-time faculty member with settlement house
experience was Arthur Henry Burnett, Secretary of the Public
Service Division of the Municipal Department of Health. Moving to
Cleveland in 1918 to join the staff of the city's Health
Department, Burnett later became Director, and his wife, Field Work
Supervisor, of the School of Social Work at North Carolina
(McGregor, 1938, 11-12).
2 5 . According to 1911 census data, 86.5 percent of Torontofs ethnic
composition was from the British Isles; in 1921 it was eighty-five
point three percent, and in 1931, eighty point nine percent. In
1911, Protestants constituted forty-six point percent of the
population, and when included with Anglicans, they numbered
seventy-eight point eight percent. In 1921, Protestants were fortythree point eight percent of the population, with Anglicans,
seventy-seven percent; in 1931, f orty-three point three percent,
with Anglicans, seventy-four point eight percent (Lemon,1985, 196-

7)

26. As noted in Appendix D, over ten percent of students in the
1914-1919 era were "religiousI1,in the sense of being missionaries,
former missionaries, deaconesses, deaconesses-in-training, or
ordinands into the ministry/nunnery. Six point ten percent of the
student population was llreiigiouslt
i n the i 9 2 0 ~ ,and for the period
1930-32, 1937-39, a little over thirteen percent, declining to two
point eight percent in the 1940s. As chapter Two demonstrates ,
anecdotal evidence of re1igiosity, as distinguished from evidence
conveyed on student records , provides an even. greater sense of
religious impulse among the early students.
27. Contemporaries viewed Stapleford most f avourably. A list of the
city's 29 most prominent social workers, as part of a 1920s survey
conducted by the Family Service Association of America Survey,
described Stapleford as "the ablest of all" of Toronto's social
workers
"with certain [undefined] blind
spots". American
Association for Organizing Family Social Work, llSurveyof Family
FieldI1,November 1926-February 1927.
28. His opposition to theologies of "selfishnessn,as he described
them, is well documented. As an example, he argued that "the great
body of Christian Scientistsllbelonged "to an economic class which
does not suffer social pressure" such as poverty, among other
social problems, and so "find it quite easy to conclude that such
pressure does not existn. Christian Science, he continued, had 'la
great attraction for self-absorbed people who do not wish to be

burdened with other people's anxieties and troubles, and who wish
to get rid of their own as speedily as possible. It is also true
that the theology of Christian Science has a great effect in
emphasizing personal egotism1v (Stapleford, 1917b, 81 . He was
equally opposed to social issues which he perceived to be no longer
relevant. "Intemperance is a very great evil and causes a large
amount of sufferingu, he agreed, "due to the fact that money which
should have been spent on family necessities and children's
clothing and food, has been spent o n liquor. That sort of poverty,
however, has almost entirely disappeared." (Toronto Star, November
15, 1926).
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Chapter Two
Earlv Successes and Growins Pains, 1927-45
North American social work during the interwar period was a
maelstrom of growth and discord, organization and division. The
1921 creation of the American Association of Social Workers, from
its earlier namesake

the National

Social Workerst Exchange,

provided some sense of shared social work identity, primarily
around a common ethos of social casework. North of the border its
counterpart, the Canadian Association of Social Workers, was formed
in

1927. But

these

entities

could only partly

counter

the

formidable presence of formal American-based organizations, also
claiming

a

Canadian

membership

and

representing

various

practitioner constituencies, among them the American Association of
Hospital

Social

Workers

(established

1918) ,

the

National

Association of Visiting Teachers (1919, after 1929 the American
Association of Visiting Teachers), and the American Association of
Psychiatric Social Workers

(1926).

Also

influencing Canadian

practice were the Child Welfare League of America (1920),and the
Family Service Association of America (1911, originally named the
National

Association

for

Organizing

Charity) .

To

these

predominantly casework sub-specialities were added the Association
for the Study of Group Work

(1936), and

later the American

Association for the Study of Community Organization (1946), both of
which constituted North American professional social workers, as
well

as

those

experiences.

with

non-social

work

training

or

practice
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Suffice it to say, then, that "social work" meant different
things to different people and their representative organizations,
reflecting, to a fairly large degree that broad spectrum of agency
mandates in the field of practice. It is not surprising, moreover,
that definitions of "social worku in the classroom would be as
correspondingly varied. For North American professional education
in its earliest period tended to have adhered closely to the
diverse needs of social agencies, differing "little from the
content of apprentice training", as one noted educator aptly
commented (Hathway, 1941, 173) .
This changed after the Great War. Indeed, several initiatives
during the 1920s and 1930s might have provided schools of social
work with a common epistemology and ontology, continent-wide. By
1920 most of the recognized programmes of study were at the postbaccalaureate level and were delivered in private colleges and
universities
independent

(Austin, 1986, 7), and those few that remained

of

university

auspices

would

eventually

become

affiliated. In 1919 the American Association of Schools of Social
Work (AASSW) was created, an amalgamation of the fifteen North
American schools then in existence. By 1929, the Association had
nearly double the number of members and had agreed to a common
definition of "generic

social casework which was

It£

undamentally

the same for all fieldsu (Quoted in Austin, 1986, 12) .
But at the same time, there were newly emerging theoretical

conceptions

of

casework,

through

which

there

could

be

conceptualized more sophisticated ways of how humans behaved and
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how they could be helped. In so doing, social work scholars staked
impressive new identities. And so they discovered new ways in which
they could find themselves divided. On the one side of the
theoretical chasm was what came to be known as a "diagnostict1
school, pioneered primarily at the New York School of Social Work
and involving the use of Freudian principles of diagnosis and
treatment, based on intrapsychic factors elicited over the course
of casework interviews. On the other side was a

"functional"

casework school, inspired by the psychoanalytic theories of Otto
Rank. Forged by Virginia Robinson and Jessie Taft at the University
of

Pennsylvania School

emphasized

of

Social Work, the

latter approach

the importance of the human will

in coping with

problems. It also stressed the significance of the VunctionN of
social service agencies - - what, precisely a given agency was
mandated to do - - regarding any helping process.
During the 1930s and 1940s numerous American casework faculty
members

representing

competing

diagnostic/functional

sides

embroiled themselves in bitter arguments. But the divisions did not
end here. Many social workers were disinterested in prevailing
casework

disputes,

despairing

of

the

profession's

growing

preoccupation with individual amelioration. In a meeting in New
York City a number of them organized themselves during the early
part of the Great Depression under a banner of what came to be

known as the "rank and file movementIt, invoking Marxist critiques
of public policy, promoting the unionization of social agencies,
and insisting that professional education adhere to its original
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social

change

heritage. At

the

same

time,

among

community

organizers there appeared yet a different polemical forum, albeit
less acrimonious, between those followers of John Dewey and Mary
Parker

Follett, envisioning

democratic

society,

versus

notions
those

of

social

interested

change
in

in

a

community

organization principally as it related to agency activity and local
social welfare planning (Austin, 1986, 13-15. See also Dore, 1990;
Field, 1980; Specht, 1990).
Thus in several respects North American social work was in a
process of defining its identity. But during much of the resulting
debate, Toronto social work appeared to be on the periphery. This
is not to isolate Toronto from wider social work currents. Neither
is it, however, to infer that local social work was on the cutting
edge of continent-wide innovations.
Nowhere was this truer than in the field of practice, and
nowhere was the evidence more compelling than in the several
American surveys that were commissioned by Toronto social service
organizations during the 1920s, 193Os, and 1940s. One of the
earliest of these was a 1927 comprehensive appraisal of family
social work practice at the request of the local Federation for
Community Service. As the report politely concluded, although there
was moderate success in intensive family casework, Toronto social
workers needed to learn "even finer work.. . as [they] more highly
individualize the adaptation of more varied methods and processes"
(AmericanAssociation for Organizing Family Social Work, 1927, 65) .
Similar problems were evident at the community-level practice

7s

of the local settlement houses. As one settlement house worker
later commented, "looking back, it seems that we as leaders
undertook some responsibilities that club members profitably might
have carried." Moreover, social change mandates, so strongly forged
in some of the settlement houses in the United States and Britain,
were not known to have defined Canadian settlement practice prior
to 1930s. "It remained for another generation of social workers to
leadt1local settlement house "members themselves to take action
about broader community needs.
One of

the

city's

(Finlayson, 1 9 6 2 , 51 .

largest and

agencies, the Neighbourhood Workers

most

respected casework

Association (NWA) , regularly

sought consultation visits from the Family Service Association of
America and consistently received critical feedback. "1 sensed a
great

deal

of

uncertainty", despaired

one

report,

"and a

fearfulnessN among NWA social workers "that their work might become
diluted by changing any of their procedures". " E a r l y diagnosis and
short time treatment", the document noted, would

do much to

llreconcilethe demands of their heavy case loads with their desire
to maintain standards" (Rich, 1932). Five years later the same
consultant observed "better case work" than what she had seen "a
year and a half ago, although it is still largely what one might
call of an external natureu (Rich, 1937). Contrary to basic
functionalist notions, "there seemed to be too great a tendency to
accept the families that were referred to

them without

any

readiness on the part of the families to come to the NWA or to
accept its servicesu, the report continued. What is more, "the lack
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of

psychiatric

insightM, particularly

relating

to

Freudian

principles of the diagnostic school was "undoubtedly the greatest
weaknessm.
Social work Toronto-style, to a significant extent, had
retained much of its noblesse oblise pre-professional heritage and
so remained a process in which people were given things, as
differentiated from being treated as proactive agents of individual
change. "There was an obvious tendency to try to do everything for
every family, to meet all their problems whether they recognized
them or notM. NWA probably had one of Toronto's best-trained
complement of social workers. Yet many of its staff did not have a
university degree, and the majority had no formal social work
education. Even those that did had modest abilities to strike
therapeutic alliances with their clients (Rich, 1937). This was not
widely divergent from the norm in other cities, north and south of
the border (Lubove, 1965, 135). And yet, it must be emphasized,
Toronto social work was not as advanced as in many American cities,
nor as sophisticated as it would become.
At the root of this problem, the NWA and its consultants

believed, was the way in which the country's social workers were
trained.

As

Frank

Stapleford,

the

NWA'

s

General

Secretary

complained:
Our own probably represents as good case work standards as any
in Canada, and when we look around for help, there is nowhere

in Canada that we can turn to. The case work given through our
Social Science Department at the university [of ~orontol is

purely introductory and is useful only to those who are just
being introduced to social work. I think that there will be
reactions, from a community standpoint. demanding a higher
level of case work leadership in the Department

(C:

Stapleford

to Davies, 1937) .
But as it turned out, these reactions would bear little change

until after 1945. In the interim, as the NWA consultant bluntly
concluded, "the majorityn of U of T social work courses remained at
the level of "what the Association of Professional Schools in the
United States would consider pre-professional social workn (Rich,
1937).
It is obvious, then, that U of T had diverged from the AASSW.
But this pertained to all areas of the curriculum, not just its
casework sequence, and reflected both a gradual separation in the
paths that Toronto and the Association would take, on the one hand,
and the increasingly rigid standards of membership
Association members were to adhere, on the other.

As

to

which

to the latter

point, the AASSW during the second decade of its existence was on
the fast track to being a far more uncompromising entity than it
had been during the first, partly as a reflection of the ascendancy
of casework as the dominant social work method of practice, and
partly as a natural result of the profession's gradual maturity.
More comprehensive minimum standards were formulated in 1927, and
were expanded over the next decade. That same year the AASSW
officially accredited a school of social work for the first time,
in the United States. In 1932 the ~ssociationpublished a list of
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minimum curriculum requirements for a two year graduate education,
covering four core areas. Two years later, requirements covering
the entire curriclllum were adopted and made applicable to all

member schools, including those with one and two year programmesBy 1939, all schools were to be formally affiliated with a
university or college. And that same year, only two year, graduate
level programmes were eligible for membership (Austin, 1986, 8 ;
Hathway, 1941, 174; Leiby, 1978, 341) .
Yet this is not to downplay the growing divergence between
Canadian and American social work practices. For social work at the
University of Toronto, it should be emphasized, took after none of
the great eastern seaboard schools: the New York School, which

developed diagnostic casework; the Pennsylvania School, which
forged

the

functional

approach; the

Boston

School,

in

its

pioneering of medical social work; or the Smith College School, in
its refinement of personality factors in casework (Abbott, 1933,
146) . Like these schools, however, Toronto produced practitioners

rather than scholars or theorists and, it should be noted, also a
number of social administrators.

Edward Johns Urwick

Of all of the North American institutions of social work

education, U of T most closely resembled the University of Chicago,
in a shared emphasis on the public aspects of social work and
social research, and in the common priority given to policy
research, social change, and to other areas of the profession
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beyond the immediate parameters of a one-to-one or small group
helping relationship. But whereas Chicago remained an active member
of the AASSW, Toronto did not. For the Association had started to
root out diversity among its members, and to insist on minimum
curriculum and administrative standards, particularly as they
related to casework. It was either tow the line or get out; put up,
or shut up. But E.J. Urwick, recently appointed Director of the U
of T Department of Social Service, would do neither.
In a 1929 letter leading to Toronto's withdrawal from the

Association, Urwick

emphasized

two

areas

where

he

and

the

Association differed. The first was staffing, and the ~ssociation's
growing preference for full-time teachers. The problem at Toronto,
he stressed, was the inordinate number of courses given by fulltime members of adjunct departments. "It is quite possible", he
noted, for U of T students "to receive the major part of their
instruction in the form of academic lectures, whose connection with
actual social work

is not made

obvious, simply because the

lecturers themselves are not interested in such applications. This
'I

difficulty, he continued, "cannot be avoided at present I f , given the
meagre staffing budget accorded the social work department, but
could be assuaged, to an extent, by U of T f s British tutorial
method of teaching, arranged to supplement lecture courses. "By
this I mean

that we should aim at having all the students

definitely under the tuition of a permanent member of the staff,
who himself, or herself, has experience of social work. In this way
the connection between the academic subjects and their bearing upon
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the whole field of social work is continually explained and
ernphasi~ed.~~
It is difficult to determine to what

extent an

American audience, unfamiliar with British traditional pedagogy,
might have appreciated the point. But by 1927 it was becoming
literally academic, in the Associationts growing insistence upon a
maximum number of courses that could be delivered by part-time

social work faculty members.'
The

second

disagreement

involved

what

the

Association

described as "orientation courses", but which Urwick preferred to
name "fundamental principlest1.He himself taught such courses,
among them, the philosophy of social work. And in his view, in a
true liberal arts tradition, these were the courses that ought to
be the foundation of social work education:

My reason for this insistence is that the invariable tendency
of all courses, which are limited to two years, is to plunge
the students at once into the rather specialized subjects [in
the curriculum] . . . and to leave little room for [fundamental
principle

courses],

which

are,

after

all,

of

supreme

importance, as furnishing the necessary background for all . . .
specialisms. I have noticed this

tendency both

on this

continent and in Europe, and I have found that many of the
members of the staff of the different schools deplore the fact
that they

are compelled at present

to give

such scant

attention to the exposition of the fundamental principles

(C:

Urwick to Leal, 1928).
Urwick was undoubtedly frustrated with the low priority which the
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AASSW and its member universities gave to foundation courses. As he

explained the following year in a letter to a British colleague
regarding North American social work education, "I find one of the
great dangers here is intense concentration upon the technique of
case work etc. rather than upon the principles underlying it".
There was great danger, he feared, "of even the best workers losing
any vision of the wider social facts of their work and the
possibilities of putting prevention before treatment

(C:

Urwick to

Kelly, 1929) . Small wonder, then, that under Urwickrs leadership,
the U of T School should ultimately withdraw from the Association.
Thus, to fully appreciate Toronto's relationship with American
social work during the late 1920s and the 1930s is to understand
the character of E.J. Urwick. More than anything else, here was a
man

who

could

combine

an

international,

multidisciplinary

reputation as a respected scholar, with a firsthand, experiential
appreciation of what social work was about. These two sides of his
personality - - the academic social philosopher, on the one hand,
and

the pragmatic

social work

enthusiast, on

the

other

--

in£luenced each other in a cadence that was subtle, continuous, and
to this day, unlike any other Canadian social work scholar. Typical

of many eminent thinkers, Urwick also had strong views on what
higher learning in general, and his own academic discipline in
particular,

were

about.

These

he

embraced

with

unswerving

confidence, so inextricable were they to his scholarship and to his
personal formation. Not surprisingly, during his tenure at U of T
these also invariably defined much of the ethos of Toronto social
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work, and did much, therefore, to distinguish it from the American
schools that made up the AASSW during the late 1920s and the 1930s.
The son of a prominent British Congregational minister, there
was sufficient money in his family for Urwick to have attended
boarding schools during his childhood and adolescence. Herein his
precocity was encouraged; he won several poetry contests, easily
mastered such classical languages as Greek, and skipped several
grades. Graduating on scholarship from the prestigious Uppingham
Public School, Urwick proceeded on to Wadham College, Oxford, where
he won a first class degree in philosophical "Greats1'in 1890, and
was awarded an MA two years later (Cassidy, 1945; I: Urwick to
Urwick, 1994).
At Oxford Urwick had been taken with Platonic and neo-Platonic

idealism, as well as by a prevailing Hegelian social philosophy of
"English idealismIf.Strongly influenced, as well, by the reformist
notions of such Oxford philosophers as T.H. Green, and later the
Toynbee Hall social reformer Canon Samuel Barnett, Urwick began
what became a lifelong commitment to applied personal ethics. In
short, ideas inspired him. Through the prism of a sensitive,
somewhat vulnerable disposition, ideas, in fact, led him to forego,
for a while at least, a comfortable middle-class background and
live in some of England's most squalid districts.
The ten years following Oxford graduation were spent in a
variety of social work related positions, as Secretary of the
Hackney Community Organization Society (1893-96),Secretary of the
Community Organization Society of Hampstead (1896-971,~esidentof
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Oxford House, Bethnel Green (1893-94),Resident (1897-1903)and Sub
Warden

(1898-1903) of Toynbee Hall London, Secretary of

the

Children's Country Holidays Fund (1897-1903), Poor Law Guardian,
Whitechapel

(1898-19051, and

Member

of

the

Port

of

London

Immigration Board (1899-1905) (Outline of Positions Held, 1937) - At
Toynbee Hall he became interested in adult education, chairing the
Men's

Evening Classes Discussion Group for several years, and

initiating a School of Ethics and Social Philosophy, through the
London Ethical Society. The latter position

led to his

1903

appointment to direct one of the earliest British programmes in
social work, at the London School of Sociology and Social Economics
(Burke, 1993, 286, 287) .

And so began the transition to an academic career. In 1910,
the

School

became

the

Department

of

Social

Science

and

Administration, as part of the University of London. This he headed
until 1923, as well as holding the Tooke Professorship of Economic
Science (1911-1919) and the title Professor of Social Philosophy
(1919-24) (Outline of Positions Held, 1937). He remained active in
local community social development initiatives, and was

also

responsible for the establishment of courses for the preparation of
social workers

at

the Universities of

Liverpool,

Edinburgh,

Birmingham, and Glasgow (Irving, 1948, xv). A published author
before starting at the University of London, he was transformed,
during his tenure at this institution, into a prolific writer of
numerous articles and of five books: Studies of Boy Life in Great
Cities (1903), Luxury and Waste (1906), A Philoso~hv of Social
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Prowess (1909), The Messaqe of Social Procrress (1909), and The
Messase of Plato (1920).
But his scholarship, it must be emphasized, emerged into, and
flowed naturally and seemingly effortlessly from his social work
experience prior to the University of London. A nascent disposition
towards applied social ethics was transformed, in this process,
from unrealized potential, as a student, to viable possibility as
a social worker, and ultimately, in a university career, to
definitive maturity. There, as well, in the slums of London a
commitment to simple language, practical ideas - - to a philosophy
emphasizing human relationships and the problems of everyday life - found elegant genesis. And there, in the practical settlement

house experience of working with individuals towards betterment,
confirmed tendencies, as a contemporary noted, "to emphasize the
primacy of the individual over the state or even the community"
(Irving, 1 9 4 8 , xiv) ; and to appreciate the capacity of the human
condition for positive change. "One feels", the same colleague
noted, that Urwick is "always prepared to support his theories by
the facts of social experience : his illustrations are usually based
upon personal episodes; his knowledge of the actual functioning of
the social process, in strong contrast to the approach of more
strictly academic social theorists, is remarkably realistic."

(Irving, 1948, xiii) .
In working with the city's poor and in living amongst many
recent immigrants to Great Britain, Urwick also was exposed to a
far more cosmopolitan, a far more ethnically, racially, and
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socioeconomically diverse people than he had known at Oxford or in
his pre-university youth. He had always been well suspicious of
"predominant

hegemonies",

as

that

comparatively

lacklustre

generation of current social scientists might describe it. But in
the slums of London he further nurtured a formational basis upon
which he would later dismiss, and turn U of T away from, that
ephemeral yet continent-wide wave of AASSW casework enthusiasm of
the 1930s. There, as well, in his interest early in the century in
adult education, he encountered a number of learned Hindus who had
recently emigrated to Britain and who taught the Vedanta.
This exposure permanently transformed the young Urwick in
another critical respect. To his dying day he was convinced that
the eastern religions of Hinduism and Buddhism were at least as
viable as his native Christianity. One of his major published

works, the Messase of Plato is an excellent example of how east
London had permanently in£luenced his scholarship. In it, he reinterpreted many of the central doctrines of the ~epublicon the
basis of his knowledge of

the Vedanta

and on the spiritual

teachings of a number of Indian writers and teachers, many of whom
he had first met while he had been living in settlement houses,
among them, Vivekananda, Swarupananda, Sri Ramanathan, Harendranath
Maitra, Babu Bhagavan Das, and Ananda Acharya (Irving, 1948, xxv) .
Exaggerating, in all likelihood disproportionately, the contact
which pre -Alexandrian society might have had with India, Urwick
argued that Plato was indebted to ancient Indian philosophy, that
there were parallels between Vedic literature and Platonic thought
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- - that the message of the Vedanta was the message of Plato. This

combination of eastern religion with western philosophy, alongside
a foundation of social and economic change by way of individual
relationships, provided a powerful lifelong modus vivendi - - a
distinct amalgamation of dispositions that made him nprogressiveu.
And yet to describe Urwick in these terms is to understate the

man's complexity, as well as his paradoxes. He was born in 1867 and
so was the oldest individual ever to have directed the U of T
Department. Thus in many ways, more than any other director it
should be emphasized, he was firmly rooted in the nineteenth
century.' He had married into money; his wife. Ethel Alexandra,
stood to inherit tens of thousands of pounds from the several
thousand acre estate of her father, Colonel Alexander Wynch, in the
Somerset distric of England (I: Urwick to Urwick,

1994)

. By middle

age, Mr. and Mrs. E.J. Urwick had enough money that they were able
to live comfortably without recourse to a career. Indeed, E.J. was
every bit the Victorian Oxford "gentleman-cum-scholarn:
well-bred,
well -read,well -married,well -mannered, never caught off balance in
public, never rude, intimately familiar with propriety, always able
to conduct himself with ease and grace in various conditions and
circumstances. Urwick also was a Victorian tory in the truest sense
of the term. He was committed to cohesion among the social classes
and possessed of strong obligation to those less fortunate than
himself. He believed in the enduring wisdom of cooperation over
competition, kindness and compassion over success. And he conceived
society, above all else, as an organic unity in which plurality
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could triumph and gain-seeking individuality would fail on the
momentum of its own contradictions.

He was conservative in his values, conservative in his
patterns of consumption, conservative in many aspects of his
Victorianism. This coexisted in relative tandem with a second side
of his personality - - the twentieth century scholarly progressive -

and together, the two created a texture that was unique to

Urwick. To say that he was a typical moneyed, Victorian Oxford
gentleman who

lived humbly

is to neglect the fact

that in

consciously seeking an ascetic's existence - - in purchasing plain
furniture, living in rented apartments, in wearing unassuming
attire - - Urwick also personified an eastern religion "middle wayu
of moderation in all things. He was a Victorian in his view of
progress, of the world being at the precipice of something much
better than had existed, a residue which in fact engrossed much of
North American twentieth century social science

(Ross, 1991;

Seideiman, 1985) . And in other senses he was truly an of -thisworld-Victorian, in pursuing

a

rigorous academic

career, in

deliberately seeking positions of scholarly and wider community
leadership. Yet there was always the escape-valve of never being
required, for economic reasons, anyway, to take

it all too

seriously. And beyond this there was a deeper wisdom that sought
the hereafter in the now. Having stated this, the reverse also held
true: here was a philosopher, engrossed in an ethereal discipline,
who was able to break away from then predominant scholarly trends
and

shine

shafts

of

light

on

practical

matters

that

were
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discernable to a non-professional audience.
Moreover, more than any other social work scholar to have
graced U of T, Urwick was able to break with trends, to pioneer new
ways of looking at the world, to inspire students and colleagues
alike with that rare combination of humility and brilliance. In his
understated, quiet way he was a renegade; his own man.
And so in 1924, at the age of fifty-seven Urwick left England

for Canada, on grounds that remain elusive. An oft -repeated public
justification was his search for more favourable weather in which
he could devote his attention to writing. But anyone who has lived
in both countries would conclude that Toronto is only modestly more
favourable than London; where the former probably is sunnier, the
latter undoubtedly receives less snow and is not as cold in the
winter. This is a reason, then, but not a very convincing one.
Whether he had encountered professional frustrations at London, or
whether he had concluded that he had made his mark, that he had
established a solid reputation and wanted to move on - - it is
difficult to say. The available evidence does not provide any
insight, although it is probable that for reasons that remain
obscure he may have had enough of the University of London. His
wife is known to have enjoyed travelling. She had spent a year on
the European continent, and had encouraged E . J. to take her and
their two children on successive summer holidays in Belgium,
Switzerland, and the south of France. That she was restless in
England, and wanted an opportunity to live in North America, there

is little doubt. But what probably clinched the decision to move to
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Toronto, on the strength of no Canadian job prospects nor any
concrete leads for employment, was t h e well-kept secret that E.J.
Urwick w a s independently wealthy and did not particularly need to

work.
Thus Urwick the renegade was never fearful, for economic
reasons, of stating his mind regarding what social work, and the
academy, ought to be about. Nor did he lack the personal con£idence
or professional stature to do the same. By the time he had reached
U of T he was at the height of his career, having spent several

decades

in England

sharpening

his

academic

and

professional

opinions to poignant alacrity. Serving without stipend as a special
lecturer to Toronto social work students within months of his 1924
arrival, Urwick was the obvious choice to serve as acting director
the following year when J.A. Dale was forced into a medical leave
of absence, and permanent director in 1927, upon Dale's early
retirement. "Because of his seniority and distinguished reputation"
as a published, internationally renowned scholar

he was persona

grata in t h e University", one U of T colleague con£idently remarked
(McGregor, 1938, 17) .

In 1927

he was appointed professor of

political science, and was invited to head the Departments of
Political Economy as well as t h e more junior Social Service. His
stature considerably increased the latter department's relatively
low status within the university, and on the strength of his

efforts he obtained several additional full-time faculty hirings.
Moreover, he personified the very best of British social work
education and could convincingly argue that his route, rather than
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predominant American conceptions, was the right path for Toronto
social work education. In short, he could tell the AASSW what he
thought of their approach to social work, and he could disengage U
of T from American casework's grasp, without fear of recourse. In
1929 the Department's name was changed from social service to

social

science

--

a

symbolic gesture, in

all

grobability,

reflecting Urwick's vision of how things ought to be.
And so on pedagogical grounds, what could he offer in return

for the vacuum created by departing from the AASSW? Four things,

the first being a consistent view, as he stressed in a Canadian
social work journal, "that university education means primarily the
education of the soul.

Not just the intellect, but "the soul of

the studentu - - the entire normative and developmental framework
that constituted each individual

- - had to be turned "to those

vital issues with which any philosophy of social life must dealN
(Urwick, 1930a, 29) . "There must be a philosophical foundation", he
explained to a 1930 meeting of the Canadian Conference on Social
Work, Itwithout which the all-important categories of justice and
right, of duty and interdependence, of individuality and social
personality, of idealism and purpose, will assuredly be neglected"
(Urwick, 1930b, 176). True, the study of philosophy must coincide

with a sociological foundation to the programme in which broad
social structures are illuminated; courses on "the history of
individual and collective reforming efforts, in order to explain
existing methods and principles"; as well as "adequate study of the
psychological conditions of all human relationships and actions" - -
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the stuff of social casework (Ibid., 176) . But if any sequence was
pre-eminent, it was the philosophical foundations, not casework.
Moreover, caseworkts tendency to dissolve into an obsession with
technique was, to Urwick, most objectionable. What was of critical
value to social work education, and what was being lost in an
American

preoccupation

with

technique,

was

the

primacy

of

instilling in students "the value of all honest, purposive effort
to increase and exalt the good life f o r allu. This must be part of
"all aspects of social workff,emphasizing Ittheright significance,
and above all . . . the right interest in the applications which the

student must make" (Ibid., 177).
Urwick brought to the curriculum a second, related aspect,
namely a

sophisticated conceptualization, resting

largely on

Platonic/Vedantic thought, of which these "social w o r k valuesn, as
they later came to be known, ought to be comprised. This rested on
a

practical wisdom that

ideals of

love, virtue, and

social

responsibility must undergird any commitment to the profession;
without them, it was best not to be a social w o r k e r .

Individual

morality, in short, was the essence of professional development - "practical wisdom comes by constant vigilance, constant revision of
principles in light of the spirit of totality, and above all
constant thought about the implications of values, little or bigu
(Urwick, 1948, 160). These ideas, however, were "living things: if
you do not feed them with your thought and develop them by your
actions they dieft(Ibid., 42). Just as Urwick's own philosophy and
scholarship had developed on the bedrock of direct social work
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experience, so too should social workers in the field of practice
continue to nurture their own philosophical foundations, lest both
should wither. And each person's ideals, he stressed, were unique,
one of life's

principal

tasks being

the

continuous testing,

refinement, and adjustment of that chain-link connection of value
development with personal behaviour . Social workers should not,
could not live like most people, who paid little attention to the
psyche/soul, letting themselves "become absorbed in the things"
that were "neither true nor real": monetary gain, power, sexual
pleasure, and so on (Ibid., 103) .
In youth we must take what is given. Later we continue to take
what the professional purveyors of ideas think is good for us

- - politicians and preachers, the writers of newspapers and
magazines, the selectors of best books - - because we have
within us no tests of value of our own. There are fashions of
thought as arbitrary as fashions of dress; and most of them
are equally ephemeral and worthless (Ibid)
This leads to a third aspect, Urwickfs wise suspicion of
"ephemeral.. .

fashions of thoughtH. He was too profound, too

committed a scholar to fall holus-bolus for any one political
party, any too narrow an ideological truth, or any one casework
conception of what ought to constitute the profession. To Urwick
there was

always

greater

complexity

to

social reality than

prevailing scholarly trends would claim. Often revered for being
the

champion

of

the

profession's

"social

scientific",

as

distinguished from its "caseworku foundation (Burke, 1993; Hurl,
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1983),

he was, in fact, deeply suspicious of both. As for the

social sciences, "we have allowed ourselves to be over-awed by a
wholly utilitarian science, for which facts are facts without
fringes, truths are truths without any splendours", he remarked in
one social work course:

I think most of us have allowed ourselves to be cowed by this
uncompromising attitude of a science which dominates us
because it really does deliver the goods - of a sort. But we
are losing more than we know. We are losing the capacity for

wonder, the power to see and feel the miracles of life and
beauty around us, without which our souls are half-empty and
real fullness of life is denied us (Ibid., 104).
"We should take certain sections of the present social studies out

of social science altogetheru, he told another Toronto audience.
T h e attempt to ape the physical sciences~,in relying too heavily
on quantitative methodologies, "is not good. You are not likely to
bring history and politics into line with mathematical science"
(Globe and Mail, February 4, 1938). As one colleague in the
Department

of

Political

Economy

remarked,

Urwick

was

"the

philosopheru in "the Oxford traditionu, a "gentle soulu and "an
ideas man who didn't quite understand economic determinism." (I:
Bladen to Myers, 1974). As for sociology, "don' t overrate [its]
valueu, cautioned Urwick several years after he had inaugurated a
small sociology programme at the university:

The science has had an extraordinary development on this
continent, in vivid contrast with the comparatively negligible
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interest it has aroused in Europe. The European sociology is
linked up with philosophy, the lack of which in American
sociology is a definite danger . . . Science is essentially
concerned with similarities, and while sociology has taken us
to an examination of common elements, it is our individual
differences which interest us most. As soon as a thing becomes
individual, it passes out of the realm of science. The march
of humanity forward depends upon something which is not
scientific and which does not come under the realm of science
(Varsity, February 17, 1937) .
"No scientist is interested in why the world is what it is, or
whither it is going, or what life means." Equally problematic,
"science abhors final causes. They have no reality in any but a
metaphysical sense. " Science only deals w i t h truth; beauty and
goodness were outside its sphere, and could be addressed only by
aesthetics and by social/ethical philosophy, respectively. The
latter two, and t h e last in particular, were what mattered most to

E.J. Urwick (Urwick, 1940, 47-8).
Finally, a t U of T in addition to being a prolific scholar he
was also a busy academic administrator. He helped found the
Canadian Political Science Association, and was its president for
an academic year. At U of T, in chairing two departments - Political Economy and Social Work, for an eleven year term - - his
presence was profoundly felt. And under his tenure the first year
honours programme in social and philosophical studies, the BA
course

in

sociology,

the

graduate

programme

in

pub1 ic
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administration, and the PhD programme in political economy, were
all established (Cassidy, 1945).

In community activity, Urwick had comparable energy. He was
instrumental in preparing the report of the Lieutenant-Governor's
Committee on Housing Conditions (1934); organized the Citizen's
Housing Association to advocate slum clearance and housing refom;
helped establish, in 1937, the Toronto Welfare Council, as well as
serving as its first chair; served on the board of the University
Settlement House; and was actively involved in the Canadian
Association of Social Workers. In these capacities, he always
stressed the primacy of ideas (Urwick, 1936, 1937) . '!Themaking of
little utopias~,he wrote, is t h e essence of good social work
practice. "We do not idealize nearly enoughu, and this was one of
t h e reasons for society's slow advance towards social progress

(Urwick, 1 9 3 6 , 105) . " A l l service must be re-animated continually,
by the inspiration of fresh enthusiasmu.All social work must have
"a steady vision of our ideal community - not merely a pattern laid

up in heaven, but something waiting to be realized, and perfectly
capable of being realized, if only we care enough to make real the
invincible forces of faith and good will." (Ibid., 107).

The Social Work Curriculum, Students
And so with Urwick at the helm, and with U of T now withdrawn

from the AASSW, what sort of department was social work? Larger, to
begin with - - double in size, in fact. To the positions of director
and assistant director were added two more faculty members. Berta
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Hamilton, MA, was

hired

in

1928

to deliver the

social and

industrial history section, and later the community organization
sequence. The following year, a recent political economy doctoral
graduate from the Brookings Institute, Harry Cassidy, was named
assistant professor of social science and put in charge of the
development of social policy courses. Both stayed for five years,
the

latter being

replaced by

A.E.

Grauer, another Canadian

political economist with a recent doctorate, this time from the
University of California. Hamilton was succeeded by an experienced
YMCA

group

worker,

Donald

G.

McCullough.

Also

joining

the

Department in 1933 was a fifth full-time member, a casework
instructor, Barbara Finlayson. Significantly, both McCullough and
Finlayson had U of T diplomas in social service, considerable
practice experience in their respective fields, but no advanced
degrees.
Courses continued to be delivered by that same triumvirate of
full-time

Department

members,

full-time members

of

adjunct

departments, and part-time sessional appointments working full time
in the field of direct practice. With the increase in number of
full-time appointments came a reduction in the number of courses
taught by part-time sessional members ; indeed, part -timers from the
field of practice taught fifty-three percent of course offerings in
1928 and as few as twenty-six percent in the 1941-42 academic year.
The percentage of courses delivered by full-time members of adjunct
faculties also decreased during the first half of the 1930s, from
a high of forty-two percent in 1928 to a low of twenty-five percent

97

in 1937-38, rising again to forty-four percent in the 1941-42
academic year. Not surprisingly, the number of courses designated
to full-time members of the Department increased considerably, from
a low of five percent in 1928-29, to a high of forty-five percent

in 1939-40 (University of Toronto Course Calendars, selected
years). And so one of the AASSWfs criticism of the U of T
programme, the inordinate reliance upon those instructors who were
not full-time members of the social work department, was partly
addressed, particularly in an effort to reduce part-time sessional
teaching.
There is no evidence of the AASSW directly criticizing the
School's

casework

curriculum.

But

other

prominent

casework

representatives did. As was pointed out in a Family Services
Association consultation visit to a Toronto social service agency:
It is impossible to discuss the staff [of the agency under

examination, the NWA] without taking into consideration the
school of social work in Toronto . . . The majority of the
courses are what the Association of Professional. Schools in
the United States [AASSW] would consider pre-professional
work. Miss Finlayson is the only full time professionally
trained teacher on the staff, is teaching the professional
course . . . I question Miss Finlayson's own equipment to teach
this course since all her case work, except for her attendance
at the institute4, was in the Toronto School or the NWA and
she has done no actual case work since she went to the school
four or five years ago?

In other words, it seems fairly
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obvious that she is probably not as up to date as are the
staff members of the NWA (Rich, 1937).
By the standards of the Family Service Association of America the
criticism was valid. But in all fairness, it was not in comparison
with Toronto standards of social casework at that time. Moreover,
Finlayson, as the principal casework teacher at U of T, was
unfairly scapegoated by the AASSW. She assumed this role for
reasons that were often largely beyond her control - - in Urwick's
intransigence, in the context of current Toronto trends, in light
of the sheer geographic distances between Toronto and centres of
American casework excellence.

Having stated this, one must stress that U of T casework
teaching was not as advanced as among the standards of many AASSW
member schools. A 1937 paper which Finlayson delivered to the
Canadian Conference on Social Work

typified the then Toronto

approach in its emphasis upon such relatively straightforward
concepts as meeting clients' psychological and instrumental needs,
doing this in the context of their broader familial, community, and
societal milieux, and using basic casework techniques to get to
know clients and their problems (Finlayson, 1937). ~onspicuously
absent from such analysis, and thus distinguishing it from what was
being accentuated in the great American schools, was any reference
to "diagnosticMor "functional school" intrapsychic, motivational,
or agency function concepts. And while other part-time, sessional
instructors may have made nominal inroads in teaching psychiatric
principles to casework students

(Lewis, 1926) ,

or instilling
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community development concepts to direct practice

(Stapleford,

1930), courses in this sequence were not cutting edge, like their
counterparts in leading American schools. Being a Toronto casework
instructor, as Finlayson herself later con£essed, was flfrustrating.
in many waysu.

"The nature of the psychological and psychiatric teaching and
practice", in particular, she continued. !!set another sort of
limitation upon the case work teaching and practice. Our psychology
confreres emphasize [dl a development of personality dependent upcn
habit trainingvt,a sort of behaviourist psychology with little
direct

reference

to

casework

principles.

"The

psychiatric

teachingu, Finlayson also lamented, was "descriptive rather t h a n
dynamic, and the practice diagnostic in the main", rather t h a n
being oriented to the methodologies of direct practice (Finlayson,
1945). From the 1930s rise in the United States o f psychiatric

oriented casework until the end of the war, Toronto casework was i n
imsinent, ongoing need of "a fuller sort of helpt1,
she complained.
Time and again efforts were made "to bring to Toronto as soon as
possible an able psychiatric social worker who has had experience
in behaviour clinics, to work out an educational consultative
service with a number of case work agencies. From this point", she
continued, "we hope gradually to man [sic] an adequate clinical
service to cover the unmet need, and simultaneously, to round out
the teaching in the Schoolm (C: Finlayson to Hollis, 1943) .
Much of the child welfare instruction, in like manner, tended
to reflect instructorst expertise

in policy development

(Cf.
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Whitton, 1924, 1926; Stapleford, 1922) . One of the few practice
oriented child welfare articles to come from U of T in the p r e World

War

11

period

typified

a

somewhat

simple

approach,

emphasizing a child's physical, mental, and spiritual development,
with nominal insight into how a social worker goes about conducting
interventions

(Lea, 1929). As

the

assistant

dirzctor, Agnes

McGregor, later remarked "the theories of Mary Richmond were
accepted pretty much at face value11,in child welfare teaching,
"without the many modifying and vitalizing in£luences which have
followed in the years since then" (C: McGregor to Henshaw, 1944).
Moreover there were "prickles", as another faculty member
described them, "between the social work community and the school
of social worku regarding direct practice courses:
The community was bothered by the presence in the curriculum
of these social sciences which people without a degree had to

take, along with the more professional courses before they
could graduate. It was hard for them, and there were so many
things that the community of social workers wanted that they
were

not

getting

in the school; more

courses directly

affecting their day by day work, whereas on the other hand
Professor Urwick was doing his utmost to bring the school into
a position of acceptance in the university (I: Finlayson to
Hill, 11, 1985, 16) -

Thus in Finlayson's view, there was a sort of quid pro quo trade
o f f - - a necessary inverse relationship between university status,

on the one hand, and social agency satisfaction with the School, on
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the other. The School, she continued,
had been regarded as sort of a poor step-child, and actually
it was through his effort in the mid-thirties that the school
became much more accepted within the university, which in the
long run was very important to the profession, but there was
an irkness [sic] and a longing on the part of the social work
community for more of the practical things (I: Finlayson to
Hill, 11, 1985, 17) But to focus exclusively upon "the social work community" of
direct practice agencies, to which Finlayson referred, is to
emphasize

the

albeit

sometimes narrow

sophisticated, if not

interests of

also

direct practice

arcane

and

technique. TO

criticize the School, in short, on the basis of evidence derived
from

its

relationship with

represented by

"the

social

work

community" as

local direct service agencies, their American

consultants, or even the AASSW is, to a point, to overstate a case.
For there were, firstly, other representatives in the field
holding different views. At the other end of the pedagogical
spectrum, for example, the Community Welfare Council of Ontario
believed that social work schoolsr two year diploma programmes were
given "on a typical trade school basisu and were in desperate need
of greater academic rigour, rather than practice emphasis. What was

needed, they argued in a letter to U of T 1s Board of Governors, was

an MA degree in Applied Social Science, to follow an undergraduate
degree and diploma work in the School

(

lfMemorandum
on the Education

and Training of Social workerstf,1931) .
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Moreover,

there

were,

secondly, other

aspects

of

the

profession beyond casework practice, in research, teaching, as well
as practice, in which the U of T School excelled. Harry Cassidy was
perhaps

the

School s

researcher, as

well

best-known
as

having

and

been

most
a

prolific

policy

well-regarded

social

administrator throughout his tragically short life. Part-time child
welfare lecturer Charlotte Whitton also wrote extensively on social
policy

development, if

not

in a

more

conservative, and

in

hindsight, a somewhat blame-the-victim orientation (Cf. Whitton,
1943 )

.

She was, as well, in her leadership in the Canadian Child

Welfare Council for some two decades, one of the true champions of
Canadian social service administration (Rooke and Schnell, 19871,
and in her own way ought to be recognized as being as eminent as E.
5. Urwick.

There were, to be sure, pockets of profound illumination
within the curriculum, whether it be in the eleven year teaching
career of the socialist social worker and part-time sessional
instructor Frieda Held; the grandfatherly, sagacious wisdom of E.
J. Urwick; the keenly insightful yet sharply divergent views of

Whitton versus Cassidy; or the warm, nurturing, mentoring of Mossie
Mae Fleming. Outside the immediate parameters of the Department,
social work courses at the Department of Social Service were
delivered by some of the most prominent names in Canadian academia,
among them, political economist Vincent Bladen (1922-3, 1940-51,
psychologist W.E. Blatz (1930-34, 1939-45), philosopher G.S. Brett
(1929-32, 1933-6),

sociologist S .D. Clark

(1939-45),

economic
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historian Harold Adams Lnnis (1921-4),economist Gilbert Jackson
(1920-24), and

anthropologist T.F. McIlwraith

(1933-7).

Also

teaching on a part-time basis were psychiatrists Brock Chisholm
(1936-39), C. K. Clarke (lgl8-20),Claire Hincks (1917-201, and
physician

Helen

MacMurchy

(1914-16); as

well

as

an

equally

prominent list of practising social workers, numbering some sixty
individuals between 1914 and 1945.
No discussion of the School is complete, however, without
reference to students, who were, after all, the life blood of the
institution, its reason for existence, to prepare students for the
profession. Some

799

people graduated from the programme between

1914 and 1945, and while in the School their lives were undoubtedly
influenced, perhaps irrevocably. But what can be said of everyday
student life, of the phrases uttered thousands of times in a
casework classroom, or of words cast out only once in resounding
clarity during a heated seminar discussion; of the aspirations,
thoughts, now scarcely audible, hidden from the university's halls
for all time? Every moment in the Schoolts history formed thousands

of instants of a real life. And the experiences of each student,
each instructor, each social work client that was encountered - these all in their own wsy were used to construct the School's
everyday life, to determine it, to render it viable and vital at
each and every moment. Although now silent and invisible in our
memory they are never in the end obliterated. Although many are now
dead, the lives of each student who passed through the School's
doors will always be engraved somewhere. Whether this be in the
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legacy of having built up a social service institution, or in the
significance of having

helped one

individual, and

so having

influenced a family, children and grandchildren; whether the level
of practice was policy development, social service administration,
community organization, group work, or casework - - the end effect
is still with us, as a society and as individual members of
humankind.
To

describe the

students on

the

basis

of

mere

social

indicators such as religion, economic class, gender, or ethnicity

is to overlook, as Urwick would have argued, the all important
sentiments that undergirded each life, the essence, in short, of
what rendered each person unique to creation. Some students entered

the School for profoundly political reasons. The poet Dorothy
Livesay, for instance, used U of T social work as a way of reacting
to her bourgeois upbringing and to turn, for a while at least, to
the solace of Marxist thinking (Livesay, 1991) . She had studied
during the 1930s and was known to have had sharp, classroom
arguments with social policy professor and League for Social
Reconstruction member Harry Cassidy, because of

the

latter's

apparently insufficiently left-leaning ideology (Irving,1 9 8 2 , 6 5 ) .
A number of Livesayrs student contemporaries also were committed

Marxists just like many practitioners in the field, including the
Jewish Child and Family Service Association's Dora Wilensky, who

were communists.' Interestingly, many later became " therapistsf1,

in the postwar era, turning their backs on a more politicized youth
(I: Messinger to author, 1994). Others were pacifists. part-time
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instructor Frieda Held, for example, turned to social work having
been dismissed from teaching by the Toronto School Board on account
of her opposition to the First World War (Touzel, 1969, 81
students

who

wanted

to

be

among

social

change

.

Those

oriented

professionals easily found company. As one 1928 graduate later
commented:
She ( t h e student's field instructor] was an outspoken person
with a radical outlook. Many of her friends were this sort
too. The first time I met some of these people I made it clear
that I liked them and I got invited again. consequently, I met
a wide range of socialist-oriented people... There were a
goodly number of them who were social workers, but no, the
people who met at her house and elsewhere were more than this.
There were writers, there was a full-time radical politician
who

later, or about that time, became

the

head of

the

Trotskyite Movement of Canada (Ibid).
Those, in like manner, wanting a definite social change ethos in
their field placements also were mollified. One 1929 graduate, for
example, did her work in a Hamilton cotton mill, "working. . . with
the people on the looms or with them, talking to them and finding
out about their problems" (I: Leigh to Hill, 1984) . Other students
supplemented their learning with experiences outside the programme.
Settlement

houses were

particularly dynamic

to

studentsr lives during the early decades. Many

a

number of

lived at the

University Settlement, or St. Christopher House, or the Central
Neighbourhood House (Irving, Parsons, and Bellamy, 1995) , and so
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had the opportunity to reinforce social commitments and mutual
support outside of immediate classroom or campus contexts.
Some fell into social work by chance, entering the School on
a whim with only the vaguest notion of what the profession was
about

(I: Whitman

to

Hill,

1984).

One

applicant, who

was

immediately accepted into the programme, for instance, wrote that
he had "absolutely no experience in social work, in fact I have
little knowledge of the work

covered by professional social

workersM.But he had "always been interested in the Social Sciences
in so far as they have formed part of m y course at the university.

I'

Moreover he had a U of T BA with high second-class standing; like
all the other applicants, he had been interviewed by the School's
assistant director, and must

have been

considered to be of

sufficient character for admission (Confidential 1, 1 9 3 5 ) .
For many others, religion was probably a significant factor in
deciding to study social work. As shown in Appendix B , over ten
percent of enrolled students had fathers who were clergy and/or
missionaries. Doubtless, many had followed in their parents '
footsteps, in choosing a social work career. As one student later
recalled :

I am of mission parents. This goes back to a number of
generations actually, my grand£ather too was a Methodist
mission supervisor throughout western Canada. He travelled a
hundred years ago throughout Manitoba, Saskatchewan, all the
way out to British Columbia and my father was born in Manitoba

and there's that whole sort of mission influence at the turn
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of the century (I: Woodsworth to Hill, March 1984).
One faculty member, who had graduated from the Department in
1916, came from a long line of Presbyterian clerics. She grew up at

the Avondale Manse, Tillsonburgh, Ontario, where her father, the
Reverend
providing

Malcolm

McGregor,

pastoral

had

care,

cultivated a

regardless

of

reputation
an

for

individual s

denominational background. "Often I heard the doctors at home say
that m y father had a special gift with the sick", she wrote. "A
great many people crossed the Manse threshold. Some needed help or
advice, others had talents or interests to share and all were
received with

courtesy

and

consideration." Among

these were

numerous Presbyterian missionaries, whose tales of far away places
and of helping others left an indelible impression on young Agnes
McGregor (McGregor, 1959, 2, 11, 19) . Her father himself was one of
the organizers of the "Frontier Collegem education system for
working people in Canada's

isolated regions. Listening in on

various conversations around the dining room table, she first heard
the term "social workw, and later decided that this was to be her
profession (Eveninq Telesram, November 15, 1947). Quite tellingly,
over ten percent of students between 1914 and 1920 were or had been
themselves either nuns, missionaries, or clergy, this proportion
increasing to fourteen percent in the 1920s, levelling off at
thirteen percent

during

the

1930s,

and

falling

drastically

throughout the 1940s and subsequent years, at less than three

percent.
For others it was socioeconomic background that might have
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been most influential. Many had grown up in poverty and resolved,
on the strength of this experience, to improve social conditions.
One such student barely managed to make it through an undergraduate
degree, and immediately entered the work force at graduation. "I
didn't

go

to

social

work

from

McMasterH University, after

completing a BA, "1 went to work, cause I didn't have any money, I
didnft have any money to support myself. " It turned out that the
student's dentist found out "that I didn't have any money to go, I
couldn't save up enough money on what I was earning. He was upsetu,
the

student continued, "so he

said no-no you've

got

to go

immediately, and so he called an uncle of mine and they got
together and said, herefs the money. " (I: Lyons to Hill, 1984) .
Others, still, had significant family histories of doing good.
A case in point was one 1936 graduate, who later became a U of T

faculty member:
For a long time I was not aware that my own home was the
foundation of my interest in social work. My father, a wellto-do Quebec farmer, served for many years as councillor and
later mayor of our township. My clearest memories are of the
many neighbours and friends who came to the house seeking my
father's help when disasters struck them. I also remember many
conversations around our kitchen table about road building,
snow shovelling and school administration. Calamities were
numerous. Tuberculosis was a major health problem. . . The great
influenza epidemic had left some families without parents.
Child abuse was common.... There were no social agencies,
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social security, or health insurance programs, so people in
need turned for help to their ministers, priests, doctors, or
elected representatives like my father. Dad arranged for the
hospitalization of mentally ill people in Montreal and f o r
placement of parentless children and elderly people. For us
and our neighbours, sharing resources was as much a rule as
paying taxes. Our family had the school teacher as a boarder
and a Bernardo Home orphan as a hired man. We also thought
that

it was

natural

for us

to

take responsibility for

subsidizing an extended family, most of whose members were
severely mentally disabled. With this background of social
involvement, it was not surprising that I was quite attentive
when a new kind of professional called a social worker came to
speak to students at Queen's University during my last year
there (Kirkpatrick, 1994, 3 - 4 ) .
As noted in Appendix B, slightly less than twenty4ive percent

of students during the 1930s came from "artisan skilled, semiskilled/unskilled, or farming-fishingu households, many of whom
might be considered working class. This percentage decreased to
less than twenty-two percent in the 1940s, only to increase again
in the 1950s to exceed the levels of the 1930s. Throughout, the
percentage of social work students from working-class backgrounds
was about half the national average. But this was typical of a
university population. As can be i n f e r r e d from a recent national
survey of student life in the 1930s, there do not appear to be any
significant differences in proportion of working class background
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students studying social work at U

of T, compared with the

proportion of university students from working class backgrounds
across both Canada and the university disciplines (Axelrod, 1990,
23).

As noted in Appendix

C

there tended, however, to be a higher

percentage of students of United Church background than was the
norm at U of T and at all but one other university (Axelrod, 1990,
31) ; this

may have reflected, in part, the dominance of the

Methodist social gospel/United Church social development theologies
in motivating students to study social work. To some extent, in the
resounding presence of Protestant students, the School reflected
Toronto demography. Yet Anglican students numbered as few as twelve
percent of the student population during the teens and twenties - a representation which was half as large as the Anglican presence
within the city itself (Lemon, 1985, 197). Baptists as well as
Roman Catholics studying at the School also numbered half as large
as their proportions within the city. Presbyterians were almost
directly proportional, and Methodists prior to church union were
nearly one and a half times larger, likely for the above-noted
reasons. During the teens, Jewish students were seven times smaller
than their proportional representation within the city, but their
enrolment increased rapidly over the twenties, and in the thirties
it was nearly equal to the city's Jewish demographic representation
(Ibid). By the forties it had doubled it; this momentum continued
into the postwar era.
And so in the case of Toronto it is dangerous to infer, as
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some historians have done in relation to pre-World War I1 American
social work education, that the student population consisted of
"mainly a white, Protestant, status-consciousenclave" (Wenocurand
Reisch, 1989, 259) . Other historians, arguing that the profession
was a monolithic, upper middle-class entity in the process of
"shifting towards a more middle-class clientelen also have tended
to view the social work student body as something of a monolith
(Ehrenreich, 1985, 82).

~ u tat

Toronto, if

not

within t h e

profession at large, there was more diversity of background, as
well as of motivation, beneath this. Sadly, the U of T evidence
does not provide insight into students' racial backgrounds, nor the
number of generations a student's family had been in Canada, nor
country of familial descent. One generalization that does bear out
is that most students came from Ontario. Between 1914 and 1928
never fewer t h a n three-quarters of t h e student population was of
O n t a r i o origin, the average throughout the period being eighty-nine

percent. As well, a little less than half the students were of
Toronto origin throughout the period, with some years nearing two
thirds a population of Torontonians.
Finally, gender was a particularly salient issue, nearly all
students b e i n g women. Less than one percent of students between
1914 and 1920 were men; this number doubled over the 1920s and
tripled again, to nearly six percent, during the 1930s. Gender
equity continued to be nearer in grasp, with almost a third of the
population male during the 1940s. But the data must be analysed
cautiously, since so many of the early students - - two thirds in
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the teens, and three-quarters in the 1920s - - were practising
nurses or nurses-in-training,many of whom only took one or several
courses with the Department, never graduating.
Another way of looking at the data is in terms of graduating
students. The percentage of male graduates, for instance, between
1915 and 1926 was close to fourteen (Memo Regarding the Social

Service Department, 1927); between 1927 and 1945, it was thirteen
point three percent. While a higher proportion than the overall
social

work

student

body,

these

were

still

low

figures,

particulazly given the university's past tendency to skew towards
a male student body in other disciplines and in its academic
culture in a general sense. But given the historically gendered
nature of the profession and the charitable voluntarism that had
preceded it, and given, as well, the fact that most social workers
continent-wide were women

(Lubove, 1965; Leiby, 1978) - -

the

feminine numerical dominance at U of T ' s Department of Social Work
is hardly surprising.

Social constructions of gender were profoundly felt in all
areas of the Toronto programme, particularly in field work, where
much of direct practice was learned. Field work assessment forms
prior to World War I1 tended to place great emphasis on the
nineteenth century notion of "character", of having integrity,
balance, restraint, and a good sense of moral obligation (Rubin,
1992, 3 1 . Thus in some ways this was a leftover from social work's
pre-professional heritage. But also evident were subtle and not -SOsubtle

prevailing

gender

expectations.

Student

field

work
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assessment forms, for instance, tended to stress being "adaptable",
"patientN,or "tolerantI1 - - all eminently desirable traits, and
important to any professional situation - - but also verging on
sexism, depending on how they are interpreted. One student, for
example, was described, by a prominent social worker and part-time
sessional instructor as having had "a sincere interest in social
work. She is the type who would never confine herself strictly to
office hours, but whose work would always spill over into her
lei sure time" (Confidential 2) . The implications were numerous : the
student was expected to be willing to work without pay

(thus

devaluing womenfs work) and to be unconcerned with her leisure time
- - she was, in short, encouraged to be a nurturer and to sacrifice
herself with no additional monetary compensation for doing so.
True, field work lacked the analytical sophistication of
student performance that would characterize the postwar period.
But, as will be seen, there was more to it than this. Women would
continue to be treated differently than men, in the classroom, in
the field of practice, and in the academy.

The Post-Urwick Directors
At Urwickrs retirement, the Department wisely chose as his

replacement A. E. "DalIf Grauer, "another O x £ ord man and persona
grata with the universityH, as Finlayson later described him, (I:
Finlayson to Hill, 1 9 8 5 ,

17).

Grauer was the son of German

immigrants, growing up in humble surroundings on a farm outside
Vancouver. We entered the University of British Columbia at the age
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of fifteen, graduated at nineteen, and was selected a Rhodes
Scholar the same year. It seemed he could do anything. Completing
legal training at Oxford while working concurrently towards a PhD
at the University of California, he also competed as an athlete in
the 1928 Olympic Games. Returning to Canada, he articled briefly in
British Columbia before coming to U of T, where he progressed
rapidly through the ranks to the position of full professor at the
tender age of thirty-one (Globe and Mail, July 28, 1961). At
Toronto, he quickly became a well respected social policy analyst
and

wrote

several

memorable

studies

for

the

Rowell-Sirois

Commission on Dominion-Provincial Relations of the late 1930sHere, in short, was a quite out of the ordinary scholar. And so, in
cultivating and promoting a precocious, brilliant, socially-minded
yet ultimately capricious Grauer, the Department continued to toe
that difficult line between university acceptance, on the one hand,
and social agency demands, on the other. But it continued to tilt
somewhat towards the university' s preference for scholarship, to
"further" the School's

"acceptance within the university", as

Finlayson pithily remarked (I: Finlayson to Hill, 11, 1985, 17).
With Urwick in emeritus status and now only teaching one or
two courses, administrative changes could be made, the most
important being the School's readmission to the AASSW in 1938 . 9
Sadly, since the forty-page accreditation document has long since
been destroyed, it is impossible to say what, if any alterations
were required of the U of T programme in order be readmitted.
Perhaps there were few. Agnes McGregor was fond of claiming, in the
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aftermath of the Great Depression, that Toronto's commitment to the
social sciences, and its stringent resistance to various strains of
depth psychology casework enthusiasm, were ultimately vindicated
(McGregor, 1944) - - that the AASSW had come to approach social work
curricula along U of T lines.'
But this, surely, is only a partial explanation of events.
Could it be that there had been personality clashes between Toronto
and AASSW representatives, in the late 1920s and early 1930s? The
Association's

Executive

Committee

commented,

at

U

of

T' s

reinstatement, that "under the leadership of A. E. Grauerl' the
School's "curriculum and field work arrangements have been brought
into

conformity

with

the

standards

of

the

Association", a

potentially cryptic reference to the recent retirement of one
obstreperous E .J. Urwick (AASSW Executive Committee Minutes, 1938) In any case, the available course bibliographies and course
descriptions provide little evidence of significant curricular
deviation from what had been the norm in Urwick's time. Moreover,
as the AASSW noted, the School continued to emphasize "the social
sciences in the graduate years", that is, the courses in social
policy analysis, social welfare history, and

social welfare

philosophy, as distinguished from casework - - apparently, this
time, without causing a schism with the Association (Ibid). '
"
h
e
Department was renamed again, in 1941, from the Department of
Social Science to the School of Social Work; in nomenclature it was
closer to the AASSW model, and in content, it would become SO.
With Grauer as the School's new director, however, the smooth
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sailing did not last. An immensely successful and infinitely
ambitious man, restless and eager to earn more money outside of the
academy, he abruptly left the university to take up an executive
position with the British Columbia Electric Company, on ten days
notice, in late July 1939 (C: Grauer to Cody, 1939) . Within a few
short weeks a successor had to be found, in the dead of summer,
while many scholars at Toronto and elsewhere were on holidays. In

this decision, many within the university might have suspected
Grauer to have had an inadequate sense of responsibility to the
university, and limited judgement. Perhaps it reflected his young
age; perhaps it was an inevitable trade off for a seemingly
unrivalled precocity; perhaps the combined lure of more money,
different responsibilities, and close geographic proximity to his
parents and siblings was too compelling to turn down, regardless of
circumstances. Tragically, he died of leukaemia twenty-two years
later, at the age of fifty-five, having risen through the ranks of
the BC Electric to the position of chairman and chief executive
officer, and having served, for a time, as chancellor of the
University of British Columbia as well as in the boardrooms of many
of the country's leading financial and industrial firms (Globe and
Mail, July 28, 1961) . At U of T a replacement could not be found
for a year and a half, during which time the long-serving and loyal
assistant director, Agnes McGregor, ran the Department.
Someone was ultimately found in the person of Stuart Jaffary,
Grauerts permanent successor. But, the Department's problems were
not resolved. Jaffary was a World War I veteran and the son of the
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retired

Alberta

Provincial

Librarian.

Graduating

from

the

University of Alberta in psychology, he then worked for a three
year term with the Child Welfare Division of the provincial
Department of Health before undertaking a PhD at the university of
Chicago's School of Social Service Administration (Social Worker,
1940) . With four yearts subsequent social work teaching experience

at the Universities of Tulane and Denver, and few other competitors
in sight, the directorship of the U of T School was his for the
taking. He came to the School mid-term in February 1940 and was
widely

accepted

as

personable man. But

a

as

good

lecturer

the months

and

went

an

extraordinarily

on, the burdens

of

administration seemed too great. He became erratic, was absent
frequently and was often unpredictable. Xe stepped down for a
period of several months, while McGregor took charge, and tried
again at the helm for another year and a half. But it was to no
avail. Stuart Jaffary was a manic depressive. He had suffered from
this illness before coming to Toronto and it remained with him
throughout his professorial career at U of T, which was cut short
by a fatal heart attack just before he was to retire, in 1965.
Jaffary could, in short, adequately handle the responsibilities of
teaching and research. But not leadership.
More and more, the School was in trouble. Without strong
leadership and in the absence of a longstanding academic tradition,
its status as a professional programme within the university was
imperilled. As Grauer had written to a former colleague, some

members of the university's Board of Governors had talked of
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abolishing the Department ; furthermore, the university ' s president,
Canon Henry J. Cody, was perceived as willing lftosacrifice" social
work "to one of the arts departments" (Quoted in Irving, 1982,
367). By 1944 all were agreed that a new director had to be found.

A June memo to the president, signed by everyone of the existing

faculty stipulated a number of desirable criteria. The replacement
should be scholastic in temperament, idealistic yet also realistic
in social philosophy, capable of providing leadership to students
and to the faculty, able to cultivate the Department's status both

in the social work community and within the university

(

"Memorandum

for Dr. H. J. CodyH, June 4, 1944). The university would turn to an
old, familiar friend, the one-time U of T assistant professor of
social science who had left Toronto to become a top ranking British
Columbia social administrator. He was currently the founding
director of

the Berkeley

School

of

Social

Welfare, he

was

interested in returning home to Canada, and his name was Harry
Morris Cassidy .
By the time Cassidy arrived at Toronto, Urwick had retired to
Vancouver and was on his deathbed. But the transition from Urwick
to Cassidy was by no means fluid. Indeed there was much turmoil
during that five year period, from 1940-45, when Urwick had
departed

out

west

and

the

Department

was

in

continual

administrative flux. In hindsight it all seems like a somehow apt
image, the anticipation of Cassidy in the brief leadership of
Grauer, the prolonged

period

of

turbulence between Grauerts

departure and Cassidyrs arrival. The Department had lost a great
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deal once Urwick left, more, perhaps than anyone might

have

realized. For Cassi&y has been widely credited as the Department's
great saviour, the shining knight riding the pristine white horse
of modern social scientific scholarship. In many ways, this
prejudice ought to be retained.
But in other respects Cassidy personified a sad loss in the
history of the profession, for which Urwick represented a telling
and vital link. It is true, as conventional scholarship has it,
that social work was a daughter of the industrial revolution, of
urbanization, of urban migration from rural areas, of "modern"
conceptions of professionalization, of

"gendered" divisions of

labour, of long standing patterns of socioeconomic stratification.
But more than this, it was a vitally human response to the
unremitting reality of evil in the world. Its roots are as old as
the species, in our collective need to live with one another, to
rely upon one another, to help one another in times of crisis. As
human settlement and economic development became more complex, so
too did patterns of helping, so too did there develop formal
institutions of charity and eventually standardized "professional"
ways of coming to the aid of others. But informing this very
process was a way of looking at the world that was, to most of the
profession's pioneers, deeply spiritual.
Cassidy knew nothing of these things and cared little for
them. He was, in this sense, the antithesis to Urwick. But so too
was

Urwick very

different

from that

previous generation of

predominantly Christian social activists that had made social work
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in Toronto, as in other cities in Christendom, so vital. Urwick was
in his own right a profoundly spiritual man. But in turning away
from the religion of his Congregationalist minister father, in
professing neither total faith in Christ nor utter commitment to a
Christian theology, Urwick would have deeply offended virtually all
generations of nineteenth century Toronto charity leaders - - these
same people whose collective contributions in the creation of a
sophisticated system of charities, made the creation of a U of T
School of social work both possible and desirable.
Early in his leadership of the School, Urwick had received a
letter from the Anglican Bishop of Toronto on behalf of a number of
denominations, requesting social work students be given "at least
an hour each week in religious training in their own theological
colleges." The response was characteristically polite, yet also
telling. Urwick was, firstly, unsympathetic, since in his view
religious instruction had little bearing on social work education.
Moreover, he demonstrated subtle traces of hostility to church
leaders themselves:
Surely there must be something a little wanting in the
teaching which is given from childhood in the churches, Sunday
after Sunday, if it is necessary to insist upon this small
additional modicum of special instruction in Christian ethics
or the Christian attitude for students between twenty-one and
thirty years of age. (C: Urwick to Falconer, 1929) .
In hindsight, Urwick ought to be seen as part of that long distant

link which social work has always had with western religious

traditions. B u t he also made i t p o s s i b l e
f u r t h e r eroded,

for that

link

t o be

and so i n our day, f o r che connection w i t h the

p r o f e s s i o n ' s religious past, t o have been f o r e v e r severed.

Endnotes
1. Another department member appraised the situation in similar
terms: "With a whole university of specialists to choose from it
would appear comparatively simple to secure satisfactory
theoretical instruction. Actually this is not easy. Many
specialists cannot, or will not, adapt their subjects to the needs
of a special group with whose requirements are unfamiliar or
unsympathetic. If the student group comprises both graduates and
non-graduates further difficulties arise and the courses may be too
advanced or worse still, too elementary. For the applied courses,
instructors from the field bring interest and realism but here,
too, problems arise. Busy social workers coming direct from their
agencies for an hour or two a week have little opportunity to know
the course as a whole or the individual qualifications of the
students. Immersed in the work of particular agencies there is
always the possibility of emphasizing details and of overlocalizing the approach to the particular subject . One solution of
these difficulties would be to have more full t ime i.nstructorseven
though they lacked some of the qualifications of the highly
qualified part-time instructors. Viqour
and interest could be
preserved by utilizing the specialist, particularly the practising
social worker to help with special projects. But again this
involves problems, some of them financial in nature. " (McGregor,
1936, 5) .

2. As he noted himself, "1 am not only deplorably old but also so
firmly rooted in the stabilities of the 19th century that I am in

constant danger of overlooking the plain fact that we are living in
a changed world." (Urwick, 1936, 106).
3. "But I am sure we are further on the road to the better state
than we know. There is a stirring in the waters; there is more
readiness for sacrifice and sharing; there is more earnestness and
determination than ever before. " (Urwick, 1936, 107) .

4. Finlayson took a Family Welfare Association of America Institute

Course, New York City, in May 1931. (Biographical Memorandum re
Barbara Finlayson, April 1945) .
5. The criticism was only partly correct. Finlayson had worked at
a Toronto settlement, St. Christopher House, between 1924 to 1925,
and had been Assistant Secretary of the Social Service Council of
Ontario for a seven month period in 1925 and 1926, before moving to
the NWA as a District Visitor, and later a District Secretary.
Moreover, she remained active in direct practice as a paid visiting
worker with the Ottawa Welfare Department, September 1935. Later,
while still employed by U of T (and after the consultation report
had been written), she worked for the Family Society of
Philadelphia, June and July 1938 and 1939, and the Children's Aid
Society, London, Ontario, July and August, 1941. In the late 1930s
and early 1940s she also took various refresher courses given by

social work scholars from the Universities at Cleveland, Hartford,
and Pittsburgh (BiographicalMemorandum re Barbara Finlayson, April
1945).
6. I am indebted to artist Gilbert Boyer, whose 1993 exhibit at
Glendon Gallery, Glendon College, York University, Toronto, Canada,
influenced much of this paragraph.
7. Wilensky' s husband, Ben Salsberg, was a communist leader and was
briefly jailed for his views.

8. There is evidence that Urwick might have reapplied for admission

in the early 1930s. A 1932 meeting of the AASSW Board of Directors
referred to "the application from the University of Torontou,which
apparently failed to provide I1sufficient information . . . on the
following-points: 1. ~ssurancein writing relative to the support
of the school. 2. Analysis of the budget. 3. List of persons
teaching courses, with their agency connections. 4. Field work
agencies and names and qualifications of persons supervising field
work. (Minutes of a Meeting of the Executive Committee of the
AASSW, January 30, 1932) .
9. This was borne out, as many were quick to point out, in the
writings of prominent American social work educator and AASSW
stalwart Marion Hathway: "the Association schools differ in the
extent to which they conform to it in administering requirements
which they have adopted for their own purposes. An observation of
practices in the schools during the past two years, however, lends
weight to the conclusion that the schools are giving more
recognition to the social science contentu of social work curricula
(1941, 179) .

10- Six years later, the AASSW Board of Directors commented that
the 1938 readmission ought to have included "the word
'provi~ional'~,
as distinguished from full membership. Thus, U of
T "had the impression that they were in full membership" when they
in fact ought to have been reviewed, three years after the granting
of provisional status, before becoming a full member. It appears as
though this review was never subsequently instigated. ("Meetingof
the AASSW Board of Directors, 1944).
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Cha~terThree
The Dynamic Cassidv Years, 1945- S l

Harry Cassidy returned to the social work department in
January 1945, more than eleven years after he had last been a U of
T faculty member, in 1934. A great deal had changed during this

intervening period. But more changes were imminent. Indeed, the
School went through the most significant era of transition, during
Cassidyts brief leadership, than it had experienced at any other
point in its history, and as it would turn out, more than at any
other

point

that

would

follow.

A

confluence

of

general

circumstances and individual temperaments made it all possible.
The end of the war was a time of incredible ferment, within
the social work profession, within the Canadian academy, and within
the broader political economy beyond both. This was one of the
country's greatest epochs of economic and demographic growth,
wherein its gross domestic product increased over three times and
its population nearly doubled between 1945 and 1970 (Canadian
F33Economic Observer: Historical Statistical S u ~ ~ l e m e n t1993/94,
,

55; Historical Statistics of Canada, 1983). Patterns of human

settlement were likewise transformed, from predominantly urban to
overwhelmingly so. Money poured into many Canadian households as
inevitably and as assuredly as urban sprawl into vacated farm
lands. And in the creation of prosperity, in the expectation of its
perpetuity,

social welfarer1took on a radically new meaning.

Historians will invariably conceive those three decades, from
the warts end to the mid-1970s, as the great period of the fully
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comprehensive welfare state. Universal family allowances, universal
unemployment insurance, the Canada Pension Plan, medicare - - these,
among other emergent social programmes gave governance new meaning.
To the state came greater social responsibility for protecting its
citizens against the vagaries of poor health, old age, economic
dislocation, and other causes of social and economic instability.
There emerged what social policy scholar Ramesh Mishra describes as
a " Keynesian-Beveridge c o n s e n s u ~ -~-~ an ideological climate that
engendered compliance with, and acceptance of, a new economic order
(1990). Few called into question the welfare state because there

were few reasons to do so. To some it was almost as if human
organization had come to a sufficient level of sophistication, it

had reached a particular point in its development, such that all
preceding moments of industrial capitalist history were nothing
less than an interregnum before the New Eden. To others it was more
a matter of pragmatics: of pooling resources, caring for others, in
order that economic efficiency and above all, economic growth,
could be maintained.
Regardless of the teleology behind it, social workers were apt
to play an increasing role in the new order. But there had been
precious few Canadian social workers, prior to the war, to fill
then-present social agency positions, to say nothing of responding
adequately to that vast increase in postwar job vacancies. In 1939,
it should be emphasized, there had been only three schools of
social work - - one in Montreal had been established in 1918 and
another at Vancouver, in 1928. These, with Toronto, were all small,
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staffed by not more than five full-time instructors each; they had
graduated a combined annual total of less than 150 students
(Cassidy, 1938, 16). Toronto was the largest, but it was a medium

size school by continental standards. In 1941, for example, it was
ranked twenty-fifth in size, out of some thirty-eight schools
(Montreal w a s

thirty-seventh, and Vancouver

was

not

ranked.

"Schools and Departments, Statistics, 1939-1947")Most individuais who were employed in the social services
sector continued not to have formal credentials. And by the war's
end there were only about 750 professionally qualified social
workers actively employed in the entire country (ItReportof the
Director of the School of Social Worku, 1945, 45) . This increased,
so much so that the 1971 census data reported the number of
practising social workers to be 30,535, a seventeenfold rise from
thirty years earlier (Census of Canada, 1941, 32; Census of Canada,
1971, 2-3)l.
Yet this postwar personnel expansion could not keep pace with
the chronic and persistent shortage of trained social workers,
documented in numerous government reports and independent studies
(Cf. Canadian Association of Social Workers, 1949; Globe and Mail,
April 22, 1946; Presidentsf Research Committee, 1967, cited in
Landauer, 1970, p. 6; Ross and Lichtenberg, 1960) . In Toronto
alone, the number of social service agencies listed in the City
Directory more than doubled between 1945 and 1970, becoming far
more diverse, and more specialized, in the appearance of such
organizations as the Addiction Research Foundation, the Canadian
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Civil Liberties Association, the Chinese Community Centre of
Toronto, the Donwood Foundation for addictions treatment, the
Epilepsy In£ormation Centre, Gamblers Anonymous, the Ileostomy
Association of Toronto, the Jamaica-Canadian Association, the
Japanese Canadian Citizens' Association, the Portuguese Social
Service Centre, the Suicide Prevention Bureau, the Ukrainian
Canadian Welfare Service, and the Youth Employment Service (City of
Toronto

Directorv,

1945;

Community Services

in

Metropolitan

Toronto, 1970). A 1951 federal government survey of 4,221 welfare
positions across the country revealed that only seven point five
percent had MSws, ten percent BSWs, eight point seven percent two
year diplomas and

two point

six percent

one year diplomas.

Personnel with credentials constituted a little over a quarter of
the survey; fully credentialed personnel with at least a university
degree, were an even rarer commodity ("Graduatesand Non-Graduates
in the Staffing of Welfare Services", 1954) . A 1959 survey of
Hamilton social services conducted by the local social planning
council is somewhat indicative of the situation in urban southern
Ontario, revealing higher incidences of professional training.
Twenty-seven percent had formal social work training, categorized
as follows: nine percent with MSWs or equivalent and eighteen
percent with BSWs or equivalent; the remainder constituted thirty
percent with BAS, thirteen percent as registered nurses, seven
percent with MAS,

PhDs or MDs,

and twenty-four percent with no

university training (Penny, 1993, 21) .
But in all cases, BSWs and MSWs were a relative rarity.
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Suffice it to say, then, that by the war's end, by virtue of supply
and demand, social workers were becoming a hot commodity. The
annual number of graduates in Canadian schools of social work
increased steadily and markedly, from 351 in 1948-49, to 597 in
1961-62, to 853 in 1968-69 (Statistics on Social Work

ducati ion,

November 1, 1969, 20). During the period 1962 to 1975 alone, seven
additional master's

degree programmes,

eighteen baccalaureate

social work programs, and over two dozen social welfare programmes
at the community college or CEGEP level had been established

(Gripton, 1979, 34) .
Yet there were other factors that also bore upon social work
education, not the least of these being the incredible expansion of
postwar, post-secondary education - - the advent of a new academic
"economy of

scalen; an

age

of

mass

higher

education;

the

multiversity. Social work, like other university disciplines, was
riding the crest of an incredible wave, similar in intensity and in
periodicity to the welfare state. By the early 1950s the number of
Canadian university students was twice that of 1940, and by 1963
another twofold increase had occurred. Across the country some
23,261 additional full-time professors had to be recruited. In the
west, the single university policy was changed as existing colleges
and provincial universities gained autonomy as universities; in
other regions new universities mushroomed in alike proportion
(Anisef and Lennards, 1985, 1873). Toronto's growing population led
to the construction of two massive suburban campuses in the mid1960s, as well as several additional downtown colleges. By 1970 U
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of T's student population had increased nearly threefold from its
1945 total, and its faculty complement nearly fourfold (University
of Toronto President's Reports, 1945, 1970). North of the city
would be added a second university, York, and by 1967 there were
three

social

work

programmes

in

Toronto

alone,

if

Ryerson

Polytechnical Institute was included in the count.
Indeed, with the postwar growth in higher education, Toronto's
course in social work was transformed from one of the few in the
country into one of the many. By 1949 there were eight ~anadian
social work schools

- - nearly a threefold increase over

a ten y e a r

period - - and by 1970 there would be twelve (~anadianWelfare
Council, 1970, 179-180). Once established, these schools also
increased in size. The number of university level social work
teachers, for example, more than doubled over an eleven year
interval , from fifty-three in 1956 to 123 in 1967 (Hettich, 1969,
2 ) .

Of all the Canadian schools, Toronto was the country's oldest,
and in the postwar period it remained the largest - - the next
biggest school never had more than three-quarters the number of
students at Toronto or three-quarter its faculty complement . 3 But
Toronto was only able to maintain this stature through significant
growth. Under Harry Cassidy, U of T social work's newest director
(1945-51),

faculty

appointments

and

student

enrolment

both

increased in unprecedented proport ions : by nearly fourfold and a
little over two and a half-fold, respectively. The graduate status
that had been obtained in 1936 under Urwick was consummated under
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Cassidy, in dispensing with the post-BA diploma programme in 1947
in favour of a master's degree.' And two years later a proposal was
forwarded to the university's senate for the inauguration of what

was to become the countryts first doctoral programme in social
work; this it remained until a second Canadian doctorate was
inaugurated in the 1980s, at Sir Wilfrid Laurier University.
Cassidyts research

prowess

alone

ensured

an

excellent

reputation in social policy analysis, and several key recruitments
clinched

it.

The

School

also

managed

to

obtain

special

accreditation for its psychiatric social work and group work
programmes, and with these concentrations, along with community
organization, administration, research, and casework, Toronto was
able to claim, in the period 1945 to 1970, that it possessed the
most breadth and

the greatest diversity of all the Canadian

schools. Sure, McGill developed an excellent reputation in medical
social work, St. Patrick's College at the University of Ottawa was
known for casework; and other smaller programmes, s u c h as Dalhoilsie
o r Manitoba, responded to the practice needs of Canada's regions.

But no other school could match Toronto for the strength and
breadth of its curriculum nor for the reputation of its research
faculty (Statistics on Social Work Education, 1950, 1960, 1970) .
In the postwar expansion of social work education, Toronto
alone aspired to a special status. And under Cassidy every effort
was made to maintain and to consolidate it. True, the School's
postwar experience reflected the effort of many within the School.

And its growth was made possible by a confluence of favourable

13 1

circumstances, within and beyond the university itself. But to some
extent, at least, it was also characterized by the resolve of Harry
Cassidy. Here was a director who was ambitious enough, determined
enough, and possessing of sufficient vision of social policy and
social work

practice

to

ensure

that

his

graduates and

his

professorial staff would assume leading roles in what was becoming
a "newm Canadian social work profession.

H a r r y Morris Cassidv

Indeed, of all the adjectives that could describe Harry
Cassidy restless, ambitious, and clever are probably three of the
most salient. These characteristics were forged in humble enough
origins. He was born in 1900 in Vancouver and was raised on a farm
outside this city, graduating from New Westminster High School in
1915. Joining the Canadian Expeditionary Force as a field artillery

gunner the following year, Cassidy rose to officer rank within the
Royal Canadian Air Force, still a kid. Hereafter, things continued
to go right. Returning home in 1918 he completed a first class
standing University of British Columbia undergraduate degree in
economics and history, in 1923. The following year he proceeded to
the University of California on a teaching fellowship, and to the

Robert Brookings School of Economics and Government at Washington
DC in 1924-25, in pursuit of a doctorate in political economy, on

an Eastman Fellowship. Graduating with a PhD, the following year,

he was appointed assistant professor of economics at the University

of Carolina (1926-28) and at Rutgers University (1928-29) before

132

coming to Toronto in 1929.
In

the

United

States

he

had

taught

labour

economics,

introductory economics, as well as economic history and theory.
Since he wrote no doctoral dissertation it is difficult to discern
what - - or whether any - - academic influences led to an early
concern with social welfare. As an undergraduate student he had
worked as a reporter for the Vancouver Sun and as editor of a small
town weekly, and as a professor in the United States he had been
associated with Editorial Research Reports of Washington DC, an
organization

serving

some

of

the

country's

most

important

newspapers and periodicals. Before returning to Canada he had
written a number of articles and book reviews in the scholarly
media, and also had taken part in wage arbitration cases and had
been

associated with

the

United

States Workers'

Educational

Movement. Maybe in these extra-academic activities, as one observer
noted, Cassidy had "some opportunity of observing the everyday
world through other than academic glassesu, and thus developed an
interest in the applications oriented study of social welfare
(Royce, 1929, 21) . Perhaps he had already been so predisposed,
"coming from a humble [familial economic] environment myself", as
he later described it ("Liberty Profile", December 1, 1 9 4 5 , 19) .
For whatever the reasons at Toronto he was, in his own words,
"weaned away from economics and captured by social worktf,
teaching
half time in both the Departments of Political Economy, and Social
Science, but gradually inclining towards the latter 1 Ibid.) His
four year tenure during the late 1920s and early 1930s at U of T
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also coincided with a solid reputation as a teacher and colleague,
and with the publication of

a major monograph

and numerous

scholarly articles. Following this, in helping to establish British
Columbia's Department of Social Welfare as a deputy minister ranked
administrator (1934-39) he honed his skills further on direct
policy analysis in addition to writing many more articles. The lure

of academia, however, was too great, and so in 1939 he became
founding director of the Berkeley School of Social Welfare, where
he remained for the next six years. During this period he published
two more important monographs on Canadian social policy analysis:
Social Securitv and Reconstruction in Canada (1943), and Public
Health and Welfare Reorqanization: the Postwar Problem in the
Canadian Provinces (19 4 5 )

.

Social policy had become his life. And publishing, academic
administration, and professional consulting had become the primary
expressions of an immense technical expertise. True, he had been a

member - - albeit one of the less radically inclined - - of the
socialist inspired League for Social Reconstruction during the
early 1930s. But he had gradually departed, with the expansion of
the welfare state and with his own personal development, to a more
centrist position by 1945. And so while directing the U of T School
he never particularly

called

into question the

existence of

industrial capitalism. Economic structures he implicitly assumed to
be a given, and to them ought to be added, in the modern period,
broad social security measures, extensive government aid for higher
education, public housing and rental subsidies, a national labour
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code to guarantee collective bargaining, legislation for the
protection of consumers against unreasonable prices or fraud
(Irving, 1982, 470-1) .
As U of T director there were two sides to his scholarship,

complementary on the surface, but underneath, both resting on
different methodological and epistemological premises. The first
was in a small, humble way, a vestige from the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries, when economics had been considered a "moral
sciencen and had been aligned closely to philosophy, among other
humanist disciplines (Dasgupta, 1993 ) . Cassidyfs scholarship, in
this sense, was historical in approach and normative in content,
outlining the recent development of social welfare policies and
emphasizing the imperative of not losing momentum

--

neither

forsaking gains already made nor eluding sight of current and
short-term expansionary objectives. This

was

evident, as

an

example, in the conclusion to his Public Health and Welfare
Reorsanization (1943), a 464 page analysis of the previous decade's
policy initiatives across the country. "The preceding chapters have
shown that throughout Canada there are serious weaknesses in the
provincial and local social services", he concluded, and therein
lay some half dozen immediate issues that needed to be resolved, as
well as several long-term principles that had to be adopted
(Cassidy, 1943, 443).
The second and far more predominant side to his thinking was
a technocratic, analytical approach, permeating much of what he

wrote: one which was deliberately non-normative, "objective".This
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constituted the bulk of the first four hundred pages of Public
Health and Welfare Reorsanization, as an example, in its exhaustive
analysis of the previous decade's experience in Canadian policy
development,

with

particular

attention

to

jurisdictional,

intergovernmental, administrative and distributive differences in
social welfare from province-to-province, region-by-region, and
programme-by-programme. On one level such an approach was Cassidy
the social scientist through and through - - the ivory tower scholar
adopting consciously aloof posturing in the analysis of implicitly
value- and emotion-laden subject matter. On another, and more
important level was a basic problem that other social policy
scholars never talked about because they also were affected by it:
a flaw which is increasingly inescapable with historical hindsight.
There was not much depth to Cassidy's scholarship, beneath the

precision, statistics and detail. Not surprisingly, since much of
his evidence was based on then contemporary public policy data and
virtually all of the initiative for writing was in relatively
short-term policy concerns, most of his conclusions, as well as his
premises,

were

strongly

determined

by

immediate

historical

circumstances. Sure, appeals to human decency, equity, justice, all
played

into

it.

But

there were

no particular philosophical

arguments behind what Cassidy was about.

His was a cool, rationally empirical - - and fundamentally
limited - - way of looking at the world. The economic market place,
like the polity, like life itself was, to the economist, a series

of a i d pro auos, a predominantly good place if only the right
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people would listen to the right experts and convince the laity of
the rational wisdom of the right public policy choices, as they
presented themselves. In 1945 the time was right for a welfare
state. It made good economic sense to have industry, government,
and in their own small way consultants such as Cassidy, collaborate
in mutual dedication to national prosperity. The welfare state was
not so much a moral revolution, but rather an integral part of the
growing corporate society, where all lived in mutual and constant
interdependence. Business leaders ought to have been behind it, the
trade unions, the political elites, the media, the academic experts

- - the consensus was resonant, by 1945, and in many ways all that
needed to be done was to ensure that new policies, as they were
needed, would

be

ushered

through

the

appropriate

political

channels.

Any exclusively values-based argument in favour of social
welfare he probably would have thought jejune. Any opposition was
even more contemptible. Writing to his wife while on a business
trip in the summer of 1945, Cassidy described a car ride he had
taken in the company of a prominent Canadian financier:
He talked a great deal about the dangers of the Baby Bonus
[family allowances] , wondering how the country could stand the
costs, and eventually I fell silent, for he evidently felt a
considerable obligation to lecture me on the subject. My
silence didn't help much, for he kept on monologuing, and
telling me how much we owed to our industrialists. Rudy [the
other companion] didn' t say much, and I suspect that he may

137

have been somewhat amused, at the prospect of the good and
mildly radical professor being told the basic facts of social
science by the successful and somewhat aggressive man of
finance. God, how they do love to tell me the honest-to-God
truth when they donft know a damned thing about it, and when
they haven't the slightest disposition to find out! How they
love to reason from individual cases within their own limited
range of observation! (C: Cassidy to Cassidy, July 4,

1945).

Truth, to Cassidy, was analytically derived; it could never be
the purview
businessman,

of mere
nor,

opinion, as

implicitly,

in

expressed
the

by

guise

a

non-expert

of

Urwickian

intuition/sentiment. Facts were facts. Two of which that were
inescapable were, firstly, that

social

welfare

research

and

training were inextricably linked, and secondly, that they were
both inordinately underdeveloped, especially in Canada (Cassidy,
1938).

Every educated person knows that the material progress which
has been achieved since the Industrial Revolution is based
upon painstaking studies in physics, chemistry, biology,
physiology, and other natural sciences. Research in the social
sciences is just as important. Indeed, today it may be said
that it is even more necessary.
Research in social welfare, Cassidy believed, was needed

"

for

at least two very utilitarian reasons. . . First, to provide adequate
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knowledge as a guide to the formulation of wise social service
policies; and second, to provide essential material

for the

training of administrative personnelH (Ibid., 9-10). lfWehavef1,he
emphasized repeatedly, "a long way to go before our social services
measure up to the standards prevailing in Great Britain and in
large parts of the United Statesw (Ibid., 10; Cassidy, 1941). There
were two classes of social service workers in the country: a small
elite of trained experts, numbering only several hundred; and the
vast majority of personnel, of whom there were many who were "not
capable of anything but inferior or at best mediocre work." Canada
risked returning to the standards of the 1930s, where a "group of
inexperienced, overworked, underpaid, and badly equipped amateurs"
ran the show (Cassidy, 1938, 14). But social work education itself,
in Canada, as in the United States, had been problematic. There had
been a "lack of discipline in the social sciences1I that went "some
distance to explain certain characteristics of our profession",
about which he was obviously dubious:
the preoccupation of some members with techniques and skills
to

the

exclusion

of

questions

of

social

policy;

the

receptivity of a fair number to an oversimplified Marxian or
"party lineu explanation of social issues; the cautious
arguments of others that their "area of competenceH does not
permit them to pass judgement on such broad social issues as
the Webbs, Jane Addams, Homer Folks, and Edith Abbott have
been discussed with authority and vigour; the alliance of a
great many with psychiatry far more than with the traditional
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social sciences; and the lack of equipment of a large number
to assume major responsibilities of administration and policy
formation (Cassidy, April 1947, 6).
These were

strong words, a

stinging

indictment of

the

profession, particularly its casework constituency. But beyond this
were

some

additional

and

equally

harsh

criticisms of

many

peculiarities of Canadian standards of education:
A

large part

of

the instruction is given by part-time

lecturers who are mainly concerned with administrative jobs.
Thus the teaching staffs are far too small to deal with any
but a very limited number of students. In the nature of
things, their curricula are also

limited or incomplete.

Inadequate attention is paid to such subjects as statistics,
medical

social

work, public

health,

psychiatry, social

insurance, social group work, administrative law and public
welfare administration. Good work has been done by all of our
Canadian schools. But I am sure that those in charge of them
would be the first to agree that they are unequipped to assume
larger responsibilities (Cassidy, 1938, 1 6 ) .
This, at Toronto, is precisely what Harry Cassidy had in mind:
larger responsibilities. "During recent years", he wrote in early
1945, "the School has been handicapped by several changes in the

directorship and by other staff changes. No one person has been in
this position

long

enough to give

consistent

and

effective

direction to the work of the Schoolt1 (Cassidy, April 1 9 4 5 ) .
Cassidy, in contrast, had a coherent, and in hindsight a radically
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different vision of what the School could and ought to be about.
What was needed was "a rapid move forward.. . in the next year or
two, with very much more to be done quickly than if the School had
not been held back by severe handicaps for a number of yearsw. For
the curriculum had been "undeveloped and inflexible": too many
social science courses that ought to have been entry requirements
found their way into the curriculum; specialized programmes of
study were rare ; admission requirements were not specific enough,
nor

did

they

attract

a

sufficient

number

of

high

quality

applicants; field work arrangements were unsatisfactory; too much
instruction was given

by

part-time appointments; there were

inadequate provisions for research, scanty extension education
programmes, a poor library, insufficient staff (Ibid).
These were about to change. But undergirding it all was social
scientific teaching and research. It was imperative to avoid the
folly, common "in the weaker colleges" in the United States, of
being preoccupied with "a wide range of practical social work
courses" to the exclusion of the social sciences (Cassidy, April
1947, 12). No, Itourfirst function", he wrote in a 1949 memorandum
on the School's goals and objectives, "is the organized study of a
field entitled 'social workr and the enlargement of this field of
knowledge by research." Research was the first great priority,
after which fell "the second function.. . . the training of personnel
to operate a broad range of social services" (Cassidy, ~ p r i l ,
1949). But research, he stressed, came first.

Cassidy had long been committed to expanding the School's
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social policy research. He unsuccessfully sought, for example, the
creation in 1936 of a U of T based Canadian Institute of SocialEconomic Research that was intended to provide national assistance
to "governments and private agencies in meeting social-economic
problems intelligently1' (Cassidy, July 1936, 1). "It would not be
narrowly academic", he wrote,
but would endeavour to provide a research and planning service

of practical value that would exercise genuine influence upon
the course of Canadian development. Thus it would attempt to
bridge the gap, which has existed in Canada as elsewhere,
between academic research and the practical formulation of
social policy

( Ibid.)

Urwick, whom Cassidy sought to push the proposal, was lukewarm to

it, and the university president himself ultimately rejected it.
Behind both perspectives was a basic suspicion among scholars in
other fields towards the sort of "applied" research that concerned
social work. For this same reason, for example, Cassidyfsreturn to
the university caused Harold Adams Innis, a prolific political
economist of international repute and of high stature within the
university, to

resign the chair of

the governing body

that

administered the School of Social Work (C: Innis to McGregor, and
McGregor to Cody, June 16, 1944) . Innis and others, it must be
emphasized, believed forcefully that academics should be detached
from overt political involvement - - a residue which has remained
with the Canadian academy and which has probably hurt social work's
efforts towards greater university stature.

The Curriculum
But by the standards of social work Cassidy was llscholarly".
and

through the prism

preoccupation with

of

this interest he

'training", broadly

had

conceived:

a

secondary
front

line

practice, but also administration, research, and if he had his way,
policy analysis. The problem was that most students enrolled in the
School in order to become front line workers, the bulk of them
caseworkers. And so Cassidyfs recruitment of a casework faculty,
and the Schoolts ability to cultivate a practice curriculum, were
essential.
Earlier in his career Cassidy had sung the praises of social
casework, proclaiming in 1934, for example, that "social casework
should dominate treatment" in a wide array of services (Quoted in
Irving, 1982, 240) . But near the end of his term as U of T director
he wrote at length about the problems which the Department had in
relation to casework: of profound differences of opinion on its
place in the curriculum; of the differential priorities given to
direct service level training versus training for supervisory,
consultant, executive, and policy making levels (Cassidy. nd) .
While Cassidy was director, casework and to a lesser extent
group work, as it turned out, never really attained the status that
was enjoyed by social policy research. This partly reflected the
long U of T tradition in favour of macro analysis - - a result both
of the Department s long-standing alliance with political economy.
and of the university's close connection with the British model of
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pedagogy, placing far less emphasis, as compared to American
universities, upon sociology and psychology. To an extent, the
weakness of direct practice also was a continuation of social
work's less advanced, pre-war status in the classroom, compared to
the great American casework schools, as well as in the field of
practice, compared with

those great

American

social service

agencies, along the eastern seaboard in particular. Reinforcing
these circumstances were three other, more immediate concerns. The
first, as will be seen, was the difficulty in attracting and
retaining high calibre practice faculty. A second related matter
was that a number of practice-area professors were just that - practitioners

--

and

had

little aptitude, or background, in

research. The third was that Cassidy never had a particularly
strong notion of what casework was about, and his recruitment of
faculty reflected this deficit.
There was one thing of which Cassidy was certain, prior to his
January 1945 arrival to U of T: faculty members ought co have
graduate level credentials. And so in the winter session of 1945,

the first term that he had come back to U of T he did little to
dissuade students from submitting written evaluations of teaching
faculty - - then a rare practice in the university - - and he used
these as evidence of the need for big changes in faculty deployment
(Confidential 3). By the end of term Barbara Finlayson BA diploma
had left the university, having headed the casework sequence for a
twelve year term at the lecturer and later, assistant professor
level. Initially she was to undertake advanced study at New York,
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but when funds ran out she returned to the field of practice, in
Vancouver.
It is important to appreciate the extent to which social work,
at U of T I had changed by the end of the war. Social work theory
was taught as a limited - - and potentially limiting - - enterprise
in which, as one part-time instructor noted, "the principles of
case work" were to have "permeate[dJ all forms of social workH:
The application of these principles is as fundamental to the
successful relationship of executive and board members, to the
group leader and his group, to the community worker and the
community as they are to the 'familyr worker in her dealings
with Mr. Jones, to the 'boysr worker when helping Bobby Taylor
with his problem, or to the probation officer in getting
Bettsy Brown off to a new start . . . The 'groupt is composed of
individuals, and if the member of the group is to get the most
out of its activities, it is essential that the leader know of
the member' s desires, fitness, cultural and recreational

needs, so that a wise placement in the group m a y be made. This
is 'case workt in 'group workr. And the principles of case
work must be used if successful community organization is to
be achieved. As the social worker must know and understand an
individual if she is to help him grapple with and solve his
difficulty,

so

must

the

community

welfare

worker

get

acquainted with the community (Held, 1 9 3 6 , 1-21 .
In its place, after the war, was a stronger delineation of group
work versus casework versus community organization versus social
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administration; an appreciation of the different skills and theory
peculiar to each; and a more prominent notion of sub-specialities,
child

welfare

versus

medical

social

work

practice

versus

psychiatric social work practice. All of these had their own
specialists teaching them.
Replacing Finlayson was a succession of casework experts with
master's degrees from American universities: Josephine Chaison
(1950-59),Reba Choate (1950-55), Margaret Doolan (1960-87), Ray
Godfrey (1949-82), Elizabeth ~ o v a n(1945-48,
~
1956-73), Emily Hatch
(l949-51), Eda Houwink

Massoth

(1948-50),

(1946-50), Lecie Machel (1950-521, Leona

Shulameth Rhinewine

(1947-76),

and

Morton

Teicher (1948-55). Some remained for many years, but a number, like
their group work counterparts, stayed for less time. To this lack
of continuity was added a disunity in casework approaches, the sum
of which, as will be discussed, rendered the direct practice
curricula, and casework in particular, incoherent and disunited.
The one constant , however, that also distinguished casework
from its pre-war predecessor was an increasing emphasis upon
specialized fo m s of casework counselling, frequently with a
psychiatric bent. Several U of T instructors had garnered such
"clinicalm experiences in the United States : Lecie Machel, for
example, held a master's degree from Washington University (19371,
and had been a child welfare caseworker for over a decade in a

number of

renowned American

agencies before being

appointed

assistant professor of sociology at Lindenwood College (1948-501,
and later, assistant professor of social work at U of T. Morton
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Teicher graduated with a University of Pennsylvania M S W (1942) and
had immediately been hired to work for the American army as a
psychiatric social worker, and later, with the American Veterans
Administration. In 1948 he was appointed Chief Psychiatric Social
Worker at the Toronto Psychiatric Hospital, providing half-time
service as a lecturer at the U of T School. Eda Houwink, an MS
graduate from Washington University and an all-but-dissertation PhD
candidate at the University of Chicago's School of Social Service
Administration, had been a casework teacher with the American Red
Cross.
Others had held significant administrative positions south of
the border. Reba Choate, for example, who had a master's degree

from

the

University

of

Chicago's

School

of

Social

Service

Administration had been Director of Public Assistance for the state
of Missouri before assuming the position of Professor of Public
Welfare Administration at the University of Nashville. And Leona
Massoth, an MSW graduate from an American university had been
Executive Secretary of the American Association of Schools of
Social Work.

A few of the casework instructors, however, were Canadianborn, with predominantly Canadian experiences. U of T diploma and
MA graduate Elizabeth Govan, for example, had worked in Toronto
child welfare agencies before moving to Australia, just prior to
World War 11, to teach social work. Josephine Chaison, a 1938
graduate from the McGill programme worked for twelve years as a
medical and psychiatric social worker, ultimately becoming Director
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of Social Services for the Montreal Neurological Institute, before
completing masterts degree work at the University of Chicago ( U of
C)

and coming to U of T. Ray Godfrey, a 1942 Toronto graduate had

worked in Toronto child welfare agencies and as a military social
worker during the war, before completing a U of Chicago MA (1949)
and coming to the School. Shulameth Rhinewine, a 1935 U of T
graduate and holder of a University of ~ennsylvaniaM S W (1942) had
worked in a number of front line settings, including the Jewish
Child and Family Services of Toronto.
A second, much smaller area of the curriculum was group work,

based largely on a tradition of recreation work, youth work, and
YMCA/YWCA/YHCA

community activity, and owing much to an earlier

tradition of settlement house work. Like the U of T casework
sequence, much of the group work section was strongly in£luenced by
American training and practice experiences. During the war, Mark
Tarail had been a U of T group work teacher on a part-time basis.
He was an MEd graduate from the College of the City of New York
(1933) and a 1936 graduate from the New York School of Social Work,

having held a succession of group work and administrative positions
in the United States before moving to Toronto in 1942 to become
Executive Director of the YMHA. His successor was Bertram Gold
(1945-6), a M S c graduate in social administration from the Western

Reserve University, a one-time faculty member of the University of
Pittsburgh, Assistant Executive Director of the Child Guidance
Clinic at the Irene Kaufmann Settlement in Pittsburgh, and clinical
psychologist with the American army during the war. Following him
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was the duo appointment of Opal Boynton half time (1946-56) and
Alan Klein full time (1947-54). The former was the only postwar

faculty member not to have a graduate degree. But she had held a
succession of trail-blazing positions in the United States: as a
founder of an Episcopal settlement house in New York City's lower
east side (1924-28), as a project director in Harlem for the YWCA
(1929-341,as Director of Activities for the New York YWCA (193541)' and as Program Director of the US0 Division of the YWCA
National Board (1941-45).Alan Klein was an LLB graduate from the
New York state bar, an MSW graduate from the New York School of
Social Work, who had risen in a succession of positions in American
settlement houses and youth recreation organizations before moving
to Toronto (University of Toronto Personnel Files).
What is even more remarkable about the faculty is their high
calibre, given the trouble Cassidy encountered in attracting and
retaining appointments. As he complained to the U of T president,
Bert Gold had left the university after only a year's service,

having
done an outstanding piece of work during the year he has been
on our staff. He has set up and organized very effectively a
specialized programme of training in recreation and group

work, the first of its kind in Canada . . . The fact that he is
going to a new position in Newark, New Jersey, as head of the
Young Men's Hebrew Association for Newark and vicinity at a
salary of some $12,000 (with a house guaranteed) [this was
four times his U of T salary] will indicate something of the
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problem to be faced by the School in finding a successor as
well qualified as Mr. Gold. Men of comparable standing in the
United States can easily earn $8,000 to $10,000 or more
outside the universities (C: Cassidy to Smith, January 6,
1947).

In attempting to replace him, "after scouring the whole United

States with literally scores of letters and announcements", and
after activating a considerable network of academic contacts,
Cassidy had been 'Yinally able to locate three persons who showed
some interest in the p ~ s i t i o n ~of
~ ,whom there was "only one with
adequate

professional

education,

qualifications for the positionu

(C:

experience

and

other

Cassidy to Smith, August 21,

1947). Cassidy was so anxious to secure a suitable candidate that

he took the unprecedented move of offering the position to Alan
Klein, who duly accepted - - but without the prior permission and
consent of the president, who was then away on holidays. The
following year Klein refused a job offer to become director of the
Montreal YMHA

at

"twice the amount of

his

salary with

the

UniversityI1 (C: Cassidy to Smith, May 28, 1948) . The same year, Eda
Houwink turned down an opportunity to become director of the School
of Social Work at the University of South Carolina (Ibidl. Morgan
was enticed to McGill but refused; offers regularly came to other
faculty members to go to other universities; "these approaches to
the members of the staff of the School are flattering to us",
con£ided Cassidy, "but are somewhat nerve-racking to me ! I t ,

the

individual

and

who

was

responsible

for

filling

vacancies
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maintaining some semblance of continuity (Ibid).

Student Enrolment
Corresponding with the Schoolts growth, and that of the
profession, one of the most significant postwar trends was the
sheer expansion of students at the School. In 1945, fifty were
enrolled on a full-time basis; this increased markedly to 144 in
1947, levelling off to 119 in 1951, and gradually stabilizing over
the 1950s to a low of eighty-eight in 1958. Indeed, by the early

1950s, as an internal memo stated, there had emerged "a serious
shortage of recruits.. . and an increasing under-supply of entrants1'
into the Toronto social work programme (Re~ortof the Committee on
Recruitment. Admissions. and Bursaries, May 26, 1953). But the
postwar baby boom significantly increased the School's population
over the course of the 1960s, and quite possibly the pool of
applicants from which students were chosen. In 1 9 6 0 , there were 1 1 5
full-time students; in 1965 195 had enrolled, and in 1968, for the
first time in the School's history, more than 200 students - - 202,
to be precise (The Student Body and Its Need for Financial Aid,
1957; Statistics on Social Work Education, November 1, 1969, 2 2 ) .

During the 1960s, mostly as a result of the baby boom, the
average student was younger than in previous decades. In the
academic term 1948 to 1949, for example, forty percent of students
were under the age of twenty-five, and in 1949 to 1950 thirty-six
percent were in this age bracket. In 1964, students under the age
of twenty-five had grown to fifty-two percent of the total, and by
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t h e 1 9 6 9 t o 1 9 7 0 term, t h e y w e r e s i x t y - s i x p e r c e n t . A t t h e o t h e r
end of t h e scale, t h o s e s t u d e n t s o v e r t h e a g e of t h i r t y - f i v e i n
1948-49 were s e v e n t e e n p e r c e n t and i n 1953 had r i s e n t o a l i t t l e
under twenty p e r c e n t ; b u t b y 1 9 6 9 , t h i s h a d been h a l v e d t o t e n
percent.
Another of t h e most n o t e w o r t h y changes, between 1 9 4 5 and 1970,
was t h e i n c r e a s e , and t h e n d e c r e a s e , of male s t u d e n t s . S i n c e t h e
1930s the p r o p o r t i o n of

males

had g r a d u a l l y i n c r e a s e d .

In the

t e e n s , men a c c o u n t e d for a b o u t e i g h t p e r c e n t of a l l g r a d u a t e s , and

i n t h e t w e n t i e s , s i x and a h a l f p e r c e n t . T h i s n e a r l y doubled t o
t w e l v e and a h a l f

percent

i n t h e 1930s,

steadily increasing t o

n i n e t e e n p e r c e n t between 1 9 4 0 and 1947, t h e last y e a r t h a t t h e
diploma

programme

was

in

existence.

The

year

following,

men

c o n s t i t u t e d n e a r l y f o r t y p e r c e n t of g r a d u a t e s , and t h e y e a r a f t e r
that, 1949, 4 9 . 3 p e r c e n t . Some of t h i s i n c r e a s e was due, i n p a r t ,
to

the

considerable

impact

returning

veterans

had

upon

all

u n i v e r s i t y programmes, t e m p o r a r i l y s w e l l i n g t h e s i z e o f u n i v e r s i t y
c l a s s e s d u r i n g t h e immediate postwar p e r i o d . Some of

i t , in like

manner, may have been i n r e s p o n s e t o c a s s i d y ' s r e c r u i t m e n t of men
i n b r o c h u r e s , c o u r s e c a l e n d a r s , and o t h e r p u b l i c forums o f t h e l a t e
1 9 4 0 s , as p a r t
programme

and

of

h i s e f f o r t t o promote

s o c i a l work's

professional

t h e Schoolfs graduate
status.

Part

of

the

i n c r e a s e a l s o w a s undoubtedly due t o r e c e n t e f f o r t s a t emphasizing,
i n these same forums, t h e r e m u n e r a t i v e and p r o f e s s i o n a l rewards of
s o c i a l work t r a i n i n g . C a s s i d y and o t h e r u n i v e r s i t y o f f i c i a l s , for
s i m i l a r r e a s o n s , p l a y e d up t h e f a c t t h a t t h e programme had been
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elevated

from a

post-BA diploma

to

a

post-BA BSW/MSW

(the

undergraduate degree was awarded after one year of study following
completion of a previous undergraduate degree, and the MSW after
two years and the defence of a thesis) .
So too in an era of the breadwinner male, the increasing
presence of men was probably positively correlated with anticipated
remunerative and status improvements for the entire profession.
Ironically enough, in our own time, where admissions practices are
intended to more accurately reflect the social diversity of a
social work clientele, there is nearly universal silence on the
continued female skewing of those who apply to, study at, and
graduate from Canadian social work schools (Graham and TraubWerner, 1995) . But at Toronto, for reasons probably having to do
little with the current compulsion towards "admissions equity", the
School for a few short years in the late 1940s actually managed to
achieve an equitable balance of male and female students. And yet
it could not

sustain it. Over the decade of the 1950s the

percentage of male graduates was about a third - - ranging from as
low as twenty percent in 1953 and as high as forty-one percent in
1951. So too in the period 1960-1972, men averaged thirty-one
percent of all

social work graduates. Admittedly, there were

considerable fluctuations over this latter twelve year period, men
being as low as twenty-one percent of the student body in 1960, but
as high as forty-six percent in 1967. But there is no evidence of

any deliberate effort at recruiting and retaining male students,
such as had existed in the late 1940s.
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Interestingly enough, as indicated in Appendix B, men were
nearly twice as likely as women to be from working-class economic
backgrounds, and so in excluding men, the School may have also
adversely affected the student body's working-class presence.
Indeed, those students whose fathers were either artisan-skilled,
semi-skilled, or unskilled labourers, farmers, or fishermen, had
actually risen slightly, from twenty-three percent in the l93Os, to
twenty-two percent in the early to mid-1940s, to twenty-four
percent in the period 1947 to 1959. But between 1960 and 1972 it
fell to an average of eighteen percent. On balance, then, the prewar

legacy, of

few

students

from

persisted - - and worsened somewhat

working-class backgrounds

- - in the postwar era.

Several other noteworthy changes are evident in the student
population. Studentsf religious backgrounds appear to have changed
appreciably, although definitive inferences for the post-1960
period are difficult, since student files no longer contained a
compulsory religious affiliation section, and therefore one fifth
of

the sample for the post-1960 period provided

ideritifiable

evidence

of

religious

background.

no readily
With

these

rejoinders in mind, the data provide reasonable grounds for
observing the steady decline in Protestants, studying at the
School. In the teens they had constituted ninety percent of the
total; in the 1920s this fell to eighty-five percent, in the 1930s
to seventy-two percent, and in the 1940s, it had bottomed out to
fifty-two percent.

In the period

1947

to

1959

there was

a

substantial recovery, at sixty-three percent, but this had dropped
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in the period 1960-1972 to fifty-four percent.
Thus in the postwar period the proportion of Protestant
students was nominally greater than the proportion of Protestants
across

the

country;

census

data

reveals

that

Protestants

constituted fifty-one percent of the total national population in
1951, forty-seven percent in 1961, and forty-seven percent in 1971 But

the

School's

Protestant

population

fell

well

short

of

provincial proportions; in Ontario in the same years Protestants
constituted seventy percent, sixty-one percent, and fifty-seven
percent, respectively, o f the aggregate total population. But the
low percentage of Protestant students did, to a considerable
extent, mirror demographic changes in the city of Toronto. In 1951,
seventy percent of those living in the greater metropolitan area
were Protestants; this had decreased to sixty percent in 1961, and
forty-seven percent in 1971 (Lemon, 1985, 197) .
The number of Jewish students, which had

gradually and

steadily increased in the pre-war period literally exploded in t h e
early to m i d - 1 9 4 0 ~reaching
~
a whopping thirty-eight percent of the
total student population between 1940 and 1946, decreasing to
fifteen percent between 1947 and 1959, and levelling off at ten
percent between 1960 and 1 9 7 2 . These were considerable proportions,
and for much of the postwar period they considerably exceeded
national and provincial proportions of Jews in the population, and
at least doubled the more

substantial, local proportions of

metropolitan Toronto Jewry.'
Meanwhile, the percentage of Roman Catholic students had
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actually fallen from 1920s levels of ten percent, to six and a half
percent in the 1930s and eight percent in the early to mid-1940s.
This gradually increased to twelve percent in the period 1947 to
1959, and to fourteen and a half percent between 1960 and 1972. But
these numbers had not caught up to national nor local demographic
changes. In Canada, Roman Catholics accounted for forty-four point
seven percent of the 1951 population, forty-six point eight percent
in 1961, and forty-seven point three percent in 1971. In Ontario,
for the same years, they accounted for twenty-seven, thirty-one and
thirty-four percent of the total population, respectively. In the
metropolitan area of Toronto, Roman Catholics were sixteen point
eight percent of the population in 1951; this had

increased

markedly to twenty-seven percent in 1961, and to thirty-four
percent in 1971 (Lemon, 1985, 197) .
But this data only provides partial insight into some of the
raw data that could be used to describe students. Since the student
applications did not inquire into racial or ethnic backgrounds, it
is impossible to speculate to what extent the student population

reflected the country's - - and in particular, Toronto's - - growirig
multicultural diversity. Nor is there concrete evidence of other
areas of student population diversity, such as sexual orientation
or disability; this paucity of evidence, in itself, may indicate
how insignificant a priority such considerations may have been. The
low relative proportion of Roman Catholic students, in particular,
is probably sufficiently compelling evidence that the School only
partially reflected the country's growing diversity, particularly
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with regard to recent European immigrant cornmunities . Moreover, one
could speculate that, had there been evidence to bear out the
facts, the student population did not, in other ways, particularly
reflect

the

socioeconomic

Toronto's

growing

complexion. Nor

multicultural,
therefore, as

multiracial
recent

or

research

suggests, were the resulting practice efforts as sensitive to the
broader community's social complexity (Paviour, 1988 1 .
The big question that was never raised
narrow, elitist, Toronto-centric context

- - but in today's

is

affirmed, almost

without thought and by reflex: should the student population mirror
the demographic profile of a radius of a couple dozen square miles

of the University of Toronto? Or should there be a wider frame of
reference? If so, should this be to the province? Should it be to
the entire country? Or, given that many French-speaking Canadian
students might have declined to study at U of T, should the data be
conceptualized in reference to the national population of those
whose first language is English? The available evidence suggests
that about two thirds of students in the 1940s, 1950s and 1960s
were from the province of Ontario; between a quarter and a third
were from the city of Toronto itself; while between a fifth and a
quarter came from provinces other than Ontario.8
Finally, some mention should be made of the degree with which
students graduated. In 1947 the MSW programme was introduced. After
completing year one, the BSW was awarded. And a£ter year two course
work and the defence of a thesis, the MSW was awarded; but few
actually made

it

that

far. Aggregate

data

of

all

students
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graduating from the School - - BSW and M S W students inclusive - reveals that during the 1947 to 1959 period, only seventeen percent
of all graduates obtained the degree Master of Social Work. This
proportion remained low in the first half of the 1960s, varying
from between fifteen percent and thirty-five percent. One should of
course emphasize that a good proportion of the bachelorts degree
graduates did proceed to the MSW level and graduate; and so the
data, as it is presented, does not distinguish between those BSW

graduates who never obtained the MSW, and those who did. But having
stated this, there remained a disproportionate number of students
who never obtained the MSW. Lamentably, there is no empirical data
regarding what might have motivated students to consider the BSW as
the terminal degree. Some probably did not return to school a

second year to study for the MSW, confident that the BSW was
sufficient for their employment purposes. A small proportion of
students - - most of whom did marginal work in their first year
field placements - - appear not to have been invited back for the
second year of study.
But a significant proportion of students did return for the

second year of study, but never obtained the MSW degree. This was
often because the thesis requirements were so demanding, falling at
the end of two full academic years of course work, and at the very
least extending the programme out to a summer term, and for many
students, into the fall term of a third year. Particularly since

jobs were readily available for those with the BSW, the prospect of
continued full-time study, beyond the spring term of the second
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year of the programme, might have seemed intolerable. In the first
year of the MSW programme, 1947-1948, ninety-three percent of
students had graduated with the Master of Social Work degree; by
the 1951-52 term, this had plummeted to fifty-two percent (Report
of the Committee on Recruitment, Admissions, and Bursaries, May 26,
1953) . Many professors complained that by not studying for the

second year of the programme, the BSW graduates were generalists,
as distinct from specialists; and those who did remain for the
second year, but never graduated with the MSW degree, had no
credentials

indicating

that

they

were

anything

other

than

generalists. The faculty themselves, following the lead of American
programmes, had introduced a group project in 1959 to replace the
individual thesis, and in the 1960s did away with the thesis all
together. In 1965 the BSW was dropped, and so the graduating class
of 1967 was the first to have proceeded directly to the MSW without

having first received the BSW, and without having to write a
thesis. But to what extent had the programme deteriorated, with the
gradual dilution of the independent research component?

Facultv in the Cassidy Era
Three other personnel changes during the Cassidy period bear
emphasis. The first was an expansion in the School's research
capacity. Research associates Humphrey Carver and Elisabeth Wallace
were hired in 1946, the latter eventually assuming a U of T
professorship of political economy, the former moving on to the
Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation, becoming one of Canada's
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leading housing experts. John S.

Morgan, an Oxford educated

historian and one of the Schoolls most profound social policy
scholars, was hired as a research associate the following year.
Joining him was Malcolm Taylor, who was later named president of
the University of Saskatchewan, and Albert Rose, who eventually
became director of the U of T School, the former an expert on
health insurance, the latter destined to become a leading authority
on social housing policy. These individuals, as well as faculty
members Harry Cassidy, Elizabeth Govan, Charles Hendry and Stuart
Jaffary expanded the Department's research output considerably
(Morgan, February, 1948).
lecture series was

In 1947-48 a departmental occasional

inaugurated, featuring such luminaries as

political economist Eugene Forsey, English scholar Northrop Frye,
psychiatrist John Griffin, philosopher John Irving, state of New
York welfare commissioner Robert Landsdale, and historians Frank
Underhill and Arthur Lower (Irving, 1982, 425-6; Director's Report,
1949, 53). The following year, the School initiated the first of

what was to be a series of annual round table conferences on social
security, attracting such big names as economist Eveline Burns of
the New York School of Social Work; George Davison, deputy minister
of welfare in the federal Department of National Health and
Welfare; Hart Clark, top ranking member of the federal Department
of Finance; R.E.G. Davis, Executive Director of the Canadian

Welfare Council; and Eugene Forsey of the Canadian Congress of
Labour

(Irving, 1982, 425-6). Above

all

else, Cassidy

had

inaugurated a far greater research presence than the School had
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hitherto known. Greater quantities of research were required, he
argued, as well as improvements in the quality of research carried
out by faculty members. He was determined to get both.
A

second change was

the rapid expansion of

field work

instruction, which was propelled by Department of Health and
Welfare multi-year grants of several hundred thousand dollars
( ltSocial Work

in Canada", October 1 5 ,

16, 1948) . In 1946 Agnes

McGregorts long hold on field work was relinquished to a new
faculty appointee, Elizabeth Govan, who

in turn

"thoroughly

reorganizedw the curriculum, as Cassidy noted, "with class work on
two days of each week, in place of the previous system whereby many
students

did

not

begin

field

work

until

the

Easter

termu

(Director's Report, 1946, 49) . Three casework field work units,
under supervisors paid by the School, were established in the
Toronto Department of Public Welfare, the Neighbourhood Workers'
Association, and the Jewish Family and Child Service agency

(

Ibid) .

And, as Cassidy noted the same year, there had been established
"for the first time1' in the School's history, " a specialized
programme of training in recreation and group work" in
close collaboration with a number of social agencies in
Toronto, notably the YMHA, the YMCA, the YWCA, the University
Settlement, Central Neighbourhood House, and St. Christopher
House . . . The recreational agencies of the community which are
members of the United Welfare Chest persuaded the Chest to
make

special provision for

the

appointment

of

training

supervisors to be attached to a number of the agencies, their
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salaries to be paid largely by a special Chest grant with
supplementation from the School

(C :

Cassidy to Jackson,

December 19, 1946).
As a result, four "very well qualified" group work supervisors were
appointed (Ibid). Two years later, a Director's Report commented
that 140 students, studying casework and group work, were being
placed in field work placements in over thirty agencies, and to
those field work supervisors paid for by the School were added some
thirty other field supervisors on the payroll of various iocal
social agencies (1948, 50) . By the 1950-51 academic year there were
seventeen field supervisors employed full or half time by the
School, in charge of field work units in various income security,
child welfare, and other direct service agencies

(Director's

Report, 1951) .
A third change, which might have drawn less notice than the

preceding two, may, in hindsight, have been the most symbolic of
a l l : the 1948 retirement of Agnes McGregor, long-standing assistant

director, and during the early 1940s the Department's acting
director. Like American casework pioneer Mary Richmond, McGr2gor
held no university degrees and had worked as a secretary before
developing an interest in social work education. After graduating
in 1899 from Tillsonburgh High School, Ontario, she learned typing
at the Central Business College (1900-01)and through the influence
of her cleric father was appointed secretary of the presbyterian
Social Service Publications in 1902 and for the Honourable C.
Campbell of Winnipeg Manitoba from 1902 to 1903. This was followed
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by studies, at the University of Toronto in English and French
(1905-06),and at the Royal Conservatory of Music (1907-09). She
later commented that her father's 1908 death made it difficult for
her to continue scholarly work (McGregor, 1959). More secretarial
positions followed, for the manager of the Canadian National
Exhibition (1910- 12) and the Presbyterian Church's Department of
the Stranger (1914); as well as an interspersion of trips to
England and a brief period of study at Toynbee Hall (confidential
4 ; The Eveninq Teleqram, November 15, 1942).

Enroling at U of T ' s

Department of Social Service, she

graduated with a certificate at the top of her class in 1916 and
was immediately hired by Franklin Johnson Jr. as the Department's
secretary, replacing Mr. E.A. Bott, who eventually went on to head
the

Department

of

Psychology.

The

initial

position

Johnson

described as an "office assistant" (C: Falconer from Johnson,
September 27, 1916), although the coordination of field work
emerged as a growing responsibility, so much so that Johnson's
successor relieved her of secretarial work and changed McGregor's
status to Director of Field Work (C: Falconer from MacIver, October
27.

1919). This involved, as she explained in a letter to the

university president:
some lecture and seminar work in addition to the planning and
direction of extensive general programmes of practical work
for groups of students as well as individual schedules of
practice work based upon individual background and interest.

This means close personal work with the students and the
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closest possible connection with all social agencies
Falconer f rorn McGregor, October 9, 1920

(C:

.

Her value to the programme was unquestionable. As she duly noted:
"I am responsible for about half the time spent by full time

students in the Department - all full time students doing ten hours
class room work and ten hours field work per week" (Ibid). A great
deal of this time, the Department s director commented, was one-toone instruction, "a tutorial

technique on which

I

feel the

thoroughness of our training very largely depends":

She has to make a close study of each student, assign and
direct their practical work, collect, correct and discuss
their reports. It is in fact strictly tutorial work. I can
appreciate now the admirable skill with which this is done,
and its capital value
Department

(C:

to the educational scheme of the

Falconer from Dale, October 26, 1920) .

Moreover, virtually all other administrative tasks - - including the
all important function of determining which student applicants were
admitted into the programme and which were not - - fell to McGregor.
Later, in addition to these responsibilities, she taught courses in
community organization, rising through the ranks from Director of
Field Work (1919-1927), Assistant Director (1927-1938), assistant
professor, (1938-45), Acting Director (1938-39, 1940-41, 1944-45)
and

finally associate professor

(1945-8). And, it cannot be

sufficiently emphasized, she held the Department together during
several tumultuous decades, from Dale's sickness in the late 1920s
to Urwickts overwork during the 1930s to Grauer's abrupt departure
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and the ensuing period of absent leadership of the late 1930s and
early 1940s. She undertook these responsibilities without ever
having had a sabbatical leave, and working during virtually all
summers, with only modest holiday periods. Her representation on
the University Senate, which she later described as ltdifficultand
tryingH was one of the most important in the School's history.
leading in 1941 to a change in name from a Department to a "school
of social worku and the creation of a social work

council,

"launch[ing] the School as a member of the galaxy of professional
schools empowered to grant senior degrees1@,and hence, ultimately
to secure the highly-coveted graduate status (McGregor, 1959, 28).
As Cassidy commented:

There can be no question about the extraordinary services
which

Miss

McGregor

predecessors, the

has

rendered

Department of

this

Social

School

and

its

Science and

the

Department of Social Service. She is the one person who has
held the organization together in various periods of acute
crisis

(C:

Gaine from Cassidy, July 23, 1946) .

In numerous respects Agnes McGregor was the Department: its
one

source

of

institutional

continuity,
history.

Yet

its

most

loyal

in

many

ways

member
her

and

its

unquestioned

contributions to the university seemed to go unnoticed, since a
sorry sub-theme to her career was a constant battle with the
university for equitable remuneration. This began in 1920, when she
was impelled to draw the university president's attention to the

fact that her promised salary increase from $1400 to $1500 a year
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had not taken place, and that a series of administrative omissions

- - presumably originating in the president's office or in close
administrative proximity to it - - had resulted in an annual salary
of $1250, an actual reduction of over ten percent of her former
salary, and nearly twenty percent less than what MacIver had
apparently promised her ( C : Falconer from McGregor, October

9,

1920). This matter was resolved, yet her salary remained low; seven
years later, for instance, it was only $2000 per annum. The same
year, E.J. Urwick, in attempting to gain the employ of a second
departmental administrator, commented upon it:

I doubt whether a really good assistant could be got for less
than $2000 a year. I understand that Miss McGregor has
received this amount for some time past; and it occurs to me
that, if an associate is appointed to share the work with her,
her [McGregor1s]salary should perhaps be increased, not only
on account of her long service, but also to mark her actual
seniority. I cannot help feeling that such an increase would
do much to encourage her; and her work is certainly of the

greatest value (C: Falconer from Urwick, December 1 3 , 1927).
Urwick appeared to be less than fully supportive of McGregorts
case : the letter's tone was uncharacteristically deferential . " I do

not know whether I ought to make any suggestion of this kind", he
continued :
But I know quite well that you will not misunderstand my

motive, nor think that I am interfering. I am really anxious
to see the Department of Social Service tided over its present
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difficulty, and established on a finn basis. I may add that I
have made the suggestion quite on my own initiative, and
without any hint from Miss McGregor that I should do

SO

(Ibid).
But the crowning disgrace loomed as she approached retirement.
It came to McGregorrs attention, in her sixty-fourth year and six
months into her final academic year with the university, that her
salary had not been brought under the pension plan until 1928 - - in
effect, the teaching and administrative responsibilities that she
had held between 1918 and 1928 were not counted under the pension
calculation. What is more, as Cassidy explained in a letter to the
university comptroller:
Since she is over sixty years of age she does not come under

the new and much revised pension scheme which has just been
established. . . . Moreover, Miss McGregor was in receipt of very
low salaries until recent years so that the amount of her
contributions and of the University contributions was quite
small. Her salary was no more than $2,800 up ti1 1940 and it
is only during the last two or three years that her salary has
been advanced to a figure which is more appropriate for one of
her rank and experience.. . . During all the years that I have

known her (since 1929) she has had a ' forward looking' vision
of what a modern school of social work might be which is just
now being realized for the first time at the University of

Toronto. She has carried on during many difficult years with
physical handicaps [a heart condition, for one] and with the

167

handicap of being responsible, on a low salary, for the
support of her Mother. She expects it will be necessary to
continue supporting her Mother, if Mrs. McGregor lives after
she retires from the University

(C:

Gaine from Cassidy, July

23, 1946).

The university ended up paying for a retirement package that
was nearly a third larger than what it would have been, had the
calculation been based strictly on a post - 1928 contribution period
(C: Spence from

[?I,

December 19, 1946) . But the stress and

indignity surely must have resonated. To what does one attribute
this sort of treatment of a senior member of the School of Social
Work? That her work was not strictly l'acadernic" in nature, in
concentrating on administration, admissions, and field work as
distinguished

from

research;

that

it

was

based

within

a

professional school teaching a young discipline with little in the
way of an intellectual tradition - - these factors doubtless bore

upon how the university dealt with McGregor. As well, "other
directors of the S ~ h o o l ~as
~ , Cassidy had pointed out, "notably
Professor Urwick and Professor Grauer have been concerned about

Miss McGregor1s pension status but for one reason or another
nothing had been done about the matter previously" (C: Gaine from
Cassidy, July 23, 1946). It is difficult to discern, in the absence
of evidence, whether previous administrators were derelict in their
responsibilities, whether they fully appreciated the actuarial
implications, or whether they might have deliberately delayed
making a case for strategic reasons that were thought to be in
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McGregorts best interest. It should be noted, as wall, that the
salaries that U of T professors earned in the latter part of t h e
1940s fell behind their pre-war and wartime levels (Nelson, 1993,
0

;

this probably had some bearing on the amount upon which

McGregor would be able to retire.
But beyond these considerations, the fact that McGregor was a
woman, that she was working in a man's bastion, the academy - - that
women had not been paid, promoted, or otherwise treated equally to
their male professorial counterparts - - this was undoubtedly t h e
most important reason for her sad betrayal. Writing about her
career ten years into retirement, she herself seemed to fall into
socially constructed conceptions of %acrificingU womanhood:

In my early days in the School when I planned either to resign
or

ask

Sabbatical

leave

in

order

to

complete

my

[undergraduate] degree work I despised the sentiment expressed
in Browningts lines, "What I aspired to be and was not,
comforts me." I still dislike it but as my personal ambition
slowly but surely became merged with an overwhelming desire to
see the School achieve real stability, usefulness in t h e
University of Toronto, and in the world, the fact that my own
plans and objectives were postponed again and again seemed to
matter less as years went on, although the fact always clouded
the

satisfaction

1

might

otherwise

have

felt

in

the

recognition or promotions which came my way (McGregor, 1959,
28) .

She was replaced in 1947 by an equally capable administrator
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in the person of Sophie Boyd, a 1934 diploma graduate with over a
decade's
positions .

experience
But

in

a

variety

of

social

McGregorfs passing, even more

administrative
than

Cassidy's

impending death, symbolized the end of an era. Hers was the final
termination of a Victorian, religiously derived sensibility. By the
time she had retired, a newer set of priorities had already taken
hold: casework technique, research productivity, and professional
status. It is somehow symbolic that she would have been

SO

thoroughly mistreated, so carelessly dispensed with. ~amentably,
however, she was not the last female faculty member to have been
mistreated by the university.

Cassidy had been coaxed back to U of T after a series of
meetings in the summer of 1942 and early 1943 with Canon Henry
Cody, president of the university. He had bargained effectively
with Cody, managing to gain additional staff, money for a research
programme, a good salary supplemented by guaranteed stipends
stemming from research consultation, and above all else, a fairly
free reign for reorganization

- - this ultimately precipitated a

graduate programme and a stronger delineation of specialties in
medical social work, psychiatric social work, group work, community
organization and

administration

(Irving, 1982, 370,

398-99).

Cassidyf s preoccupation with renaming the School "social welfareu
from llsocial work" never materialized, although he eventually
assumed the title "Professor of Social Welfare11,a distinction
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meaning much to a social policy expert.
Regarded by one biographer as "first and foremost a social
scientist who enlisted empirical investigation in the cause of
social reformI1 (Irving, 1982, 490), Cassidy in fact was less an
altruistically minded scholar and more an ambitious careerist. AS
far as employment opportunities were concerned, like Dal Grauer he
was always on the make. As early as January 1946, less than a full
year into his U of T term and to the amazement of virtually all who
found out, Cassidy had made clear signals to the president of the
University of California at Berkeley that he might be interested in
returning to the directorship of that university's Department of
Social Welfare (Ibid., 422). In 1947 he tried to become president

of the University of Manitoba, and the following year, president of
the University of Saskatchewan (Ibid., 424). Indeed Cassidy had
spent a professional career getting to know the right people,
whether it was at tennis matches in Ottawa, research meetings in
Washington, or professional consultation in Cairo. The end effect
was the same: here was an assiduous Trojan, driven by energy,
determination, success.
But perhaps there was more to it. Diagnosed with cancer in
1949 (Ibid., 477), the final twenty-four months of his life appear

to be a prolonged exercise in denial of his own mortality. "There
was regret in his voice - - regret that he hadn't enquired into the
matter of religious faith more searchingly when he was in full
possession of his physical powers", one acquaintance commented at
his deathbed (Katz, 1952, 47).

I've been too busy for philosophy",

171

Cassidy divulged to a friend. "The question of where do we go from
here is fundamental. If death weren't so sudden I would have found
time to figure things outl1 (Quoted in Ibid) . Against the advice of
several departmental colleagues he ran for the leadership of the
Liberal Party of Ontario in 1950, coming in second. In June of 1951
he had accepted a year's appointment with the United Nations to
survey and advise on Burma's social welfare system. That summer was
spent at a rented cottage on Lake Muskoka, his health worsening,
the

trip being

cancelled, on his doctor's

advice, in early

September. Months before his death, he seriously considered a
subsequent position as senior specialist in social welfare with the
Legislative

Reference

Service

of

the

Library

of

Congress,

Washington DC (Ibid., 4 7 9 , 499). The cognitive dissonance of being
gravely ill and concurrently seeking out new assignments did not
seem to become apparent until a few short weeks before his death.
"Harry Cassidy is a Man of Action - - - Not an Ivory Tower
P r o f e ~ s o r ~one
~ , of his political slogans read

("Who is Harry

C a ~ s i d y ~1951).
~,
Perhaps this is a telling eulogy, for in Cassidy
was a chameleon-like quality - -

a restless, professional, yet

ultimately tenuous commitment to the university. In his leadership
a great deal was renewed and invigorated, and the story of the
School during the Cassidy period is, on the surface, one of
unparalleled success. But having established a radically different
school from what had preceded him, during the Cassidy years there
were sown the seeds for a number of problems that would come to
fruition after his death. In some ways, his brief but important era
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of leadership made it possible for essential cleavages within the
Department to have been firmly entrenched; for social work to have
vacillated

over

its

ultimate

sine

m a

non,

to

have

been

characterized, in those several decades of postwar prosperity and
social welfare

expansion, by

a

stasis

of

irresolution

and

indetermination. Cassidy complained, near the end of his term,
that
There is no commonly accepted definition of 'social workf or
of other t e n s in general use.. . It clearly means different
things to different staff members. . . Some of the staff are
concerned with a contribution of academic scholarship in our
field involving research which will be accepted in reputable
social science circles, while others put so much stress on
training for what they conceive to be professional practice as
to leave virtually no room for the first approach... It is
natural that members of the faculty who have come from very
different backgrounds should have different approaches. Honest
differences should be tolerated . . . . But if these differences
reach a point where members of the staff are, in fact,
marching off in different directions on fundamental issues, it
becomes very difficult for the members of the faculty to work
effectively

as

a

team,

and

there

is

grave

danger

of

factionalism on the staff and of the development of confusion
and dissent among the students. The time has come for us to
try to define our basic objectives more clearly so as to

enunciate ma jor principles of educational policy (Cassidy, nd.

1-2).

As a discipline that had immense scope, limited intellectual
tradition, yet was imbued with urgent compulsion to respond to a
variety of human needs, social work was, perhaps, destined to be
different things to different people. Cassidy, likewise, had clear
views on what the School ought to be - - in research emphasis, at
least - - but these were out of sync with the practice interests of
most students and the demand in the field for direct service
personnel. Moreover,

in turning the

programme, additional tensions were

School

into

a

graduate

invariably fused between

proponents of education for professional practice versus those
interested in the School's scholarly productivity.
Twenty

years

after

his

death, a

senior faculty member

complained of the inability of "students and faculty alike" to
"consider themselves engaged in a common enterprise where diversity
supports and preserves unity" . There had remained, moreover, ''no
common agreementu among faculty respecting basic issues of what
social work education should be about:
There are differences regarding what should be the common
underpinning of the knowledge for all students, what should be
specific for students within the Concentrations, what relative
weights should be given in a graduate professional school to
study and research as an intellectual discipline through the
classroom and the library, and to the field practicum. While
the focus is on graduate education for a career in social work
the need

for students to acquire practical

skills

for
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immediate application remains

a pervasive

force

(Laycock,

November 1 9 7 1 , 2 ) .

The o r i g i n s of these dilemmas were as old as the p r o f e s s i o n

itself. But they were given new-found v i t a l i t y , and permanency,

during t h e Cassidy years.

Endnotes
1. The 1941 listing, falling under the category of "not elsewhere
specifiedw, is "social welfare workers"; the 1971 listing appears
as "occupations in social work and related fields". Note that the
seventeenfold increase is based on Census statistics. If the
baseline number was Cassidyfs 750, the increase would have been a
little over fortyfold. By 1985 there were 123,325 social workers in
Canada, and by 1990, 161,075 (Statistics Canada, Emplovment Income
by Occu~ation,Cataloque 93-332 [Ottawa: Statistics Canada, 19931,
10).

The 1970 Directorv listed 433 agencies. The 1945 City Directorv
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entries, the number of social service agencies more than doubled
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2.
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University of British Columbia; the third was McGill, at fifty; the
fourth was the University of Montreal, at forty-six; the fifth was
Laval, at forty-one; the sixth was the University of Ottawa, at
thirty-£ive; the seventh was the University of Manitoba, at twentythree; and the smallest was the Maritime School, at Dalhousie
University, with nineteen. In 1956-57, the number of full-time U of
T students were seventy-seven, the next highest being McGill, at
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the next largest schools were Laval and the University of British
Columbia, with 100 each (Statistics on Social Work Education,
November 1, 1969, 40).
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British Columbia, with fifteen classroom and ten field instructors;
after that was Manitoba, with nine and fifteen; ~ c G i l l ,with
thirteen and three; Carleton and Laval, each with eleven and zero;
and Waterloo Lutheran University, with six and four (statistics on
Social Work Education, November 1, 1969, 40). But it had dropped
from being the continent's eighth largest school, in 1948, to its
twenty-third largest in 1958 (Rose, March 1959).

4. It should be noted that by 1935, as Urwick noted, "the
proportion of graduates. . . with an Arts Degree" now numbered more
than IttwothirdsM of the graduates (Report of the Acting Director
of Social Science, 1935, 99) . An increasing number of students, in
the early thirties, had combined their work for the diploma in

social science with the degree of M.A. in political economy, public
administration, or other advanced disciplines (Report of the Acting
Director of Social Science, 1931, 72) . This trend towards graduate
education was such that a 1954 United Nations document noted that
all Canadian schools offered courses leading to the master's
degree. International Directorv of Schools of Social Work, (New
York: United Nations Department of Social Affairs, December 1954) .
5. In one typical year, for example, out of 118 full-time students,

106 (ninety percent) had specialized in casework (C: Chick Hendry
to Claude Bissell, Vice President, University of Toronto, March 2,
1953). In 1966, 141 of 173 students, or eighty-one point five
percent, specialized in casework, with another seventeen, or ten
percent, majoring in group work - - the latter having become
increasingly remedial. In 1969, at the crest of community
organization's popularity, sixty-four percent of students were
casework specialists, thirteen percent were group workers, fifteen
percent were community organizers, three and a half percent majored
in administration, and four point five percent, in research.
Throughout, then, casework predominated (Statistics on Social Work
Education,1966, 1969).
6. It should be noted that when Govan returned, in 1956 having
earned a PhD from the University of Chicago School of Social
Service Administration and having worked for the Canadian Welfare
Council, she had become a policy specialist.
7. In 1951 Jews were

one point two percent of the national
ation,
one
point
nine
percent of the p rovincial populat
POPU~
and six percent of the metropolitan region of Toronto. In 1961
were one point four percent of the nat ional population, one p
eight percent of the provincial population, and five point
percent of the metropolitan region of Toronto. In 1971 they were
one point five parcent of the national population, one point six
percent of the provincial population, and five percent of the
metropolitan region of Toronto (Buckley,ed., Historical Statistics
of Canada, 1983, A154-184; Canada Year Book 1994, 123; Census of
Canada, 1951, 1961, 1971; Lemon, 1985, 194).
8. Students citing Ontario residence represented sixty-two point

five percent of the total student population in 1941-42, seventyfive percent in 1947-8, seventy-six percent in 1949-50, and sixtyeight percent in 1966-67. Those from Toronto were thirty-six
percent in 1941-42, and twenty-five percent in 1949-50. Those from
Canadian provinces other than Ontario were thirty-two point one
percent of the entire student body in 1941-42, twenty-one percent
in 1947-48, eighteen percent in 1949-50, and twenty percent in
1966-67. CSWE Statistics, Toronto 1966, Accreditation Materials,
1949-50; miscellaneous data, author. It should be noted that prewar and postwar comparisons are difficult to make, given
differential definitions of uTorontom origins. In comparison with
data in Chapter Two, it appears as though the percentage of

Toronto-origin students decreased after the war.
9. See, for example, Humphrey Carver, Houses for Canadians. A Studv
of Housincr Problems, (Toronto:University of Toronto Press, 1948 1 ;
Humphrey Carver, How Much Housins Does Greater Toronto Need?,
(Toronto: Metropolitan Housing Research Proj ect , 1946 1 ; Humphrey
Carver, Rents for Reqent Park; a Rent-Scale Svstem for a Public
Housins Proiect, (Toronto: Civic Advisory Council of Toronto,
1948); Humphrey Carver, Who Can Pay for Housins?, (Toronto: Toronto
Reconstruction Council, 1946); Albert Rose, Problems of Canadian
Citv Growth, (Ottawa: Community Planning Association, 1950) ; and
Malcolm Taylor, The Administration of Health Insurance in Canada,
(Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1956).
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Chapter Four
Continuitv and Growth in the Hendrv Years, 1951-70
The profession, and thus the School itself, had always tended

towards division. But this predisposition was exacerbated by a
variety of factors in the postwar period. The first of these,
developments in social work curriculum continent-wide, ended the
era where social work had been a generic entity. In its place was
ushered in a brave new world of specializations. And with greater
specializations came greater recognition of what distinguished one
academic from another, one specialty from another, one practice
method from another.
It all began in a big way in 1944. After six years of
preparatory work

the AASSW

declared a

"basic eight" minimum

curriculum to serve as the basis for accreditation covering social
casework, social
welfare,

social

group

work,

community

administration,

social

organization, public
research,

medical

information, and psychiatric information. In the early 1950s the
AASSWJs successor, the Council on Social Work Education (cswE)'
enshrined more specific standards beyond this, perceiving the
curriculum as three broad - - and dissimilar - - areas of learning:
the social services, human growth and behaviour, and social work
practice (Kendall, 1957, 224-5). A ?if ferent way of conceptualizing
differences followed a massive 1959 American curriculum report,
which also influenced Canadian training. With it, there emerged a
growing distinction between foundation courses in human behaviour ,
social research, social history and social policy, on the one hand,
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and methods courses, on the other (Leiby, 1978, 341). The latter,
the

methods,

constituted

casework,

group

work,

community

organization, administration, and research (Austin, 1986, 27) .
Foundation courses in human behaviour tended to teach Freud,
and later, developmental theories of Erikson, Piaget, and others.
These essentially psychology based areas of knowledge were quite
different

from social policy courses, in the latter's

close

alliance with political economy, history, and sociology.
Several types of divisions within the methods courses also
were evident. By the mid-1950s, for example, group work was
embroiled between those advocating traditional notions of task
orientation and advocacy versus those who identified group work as
a therapeutic modality (Ibid., 32) . Among many caseworkers, the

older functionalist-diagnostic divide never really was bridged. And
in

the

1960s

new

theories

started

to

take

hold:

crisis

intervention, short-term theories, systems and family therapy
treatment,

I1object

relationst1, ucognitive",

"existential",

"GestaltM, "RogerianIg, and others models of practice (Ibid., 31;
Howe and Schuerman, 1974, 282) . Not surprisingly, the rigidities
with which these were embraced, were reminiscent of previous eras
of casework theory debates.
Considerable changes took place in the 1960s in the area of
community development, the 1950s principles of cooperation and
consensus building giving way to far more confrontational modes of
change inspired by theorists such as Saul Alinsky and in a
seemingly predictable response to broader social ferment of the
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1960s (Austin, 1986, 34). Many community organizers, disdaining
one-to-oneand small group helping processes, became convinced that
theirs was the way to invoke community level and hence workable
society wide social change; because of this, many too became more
and more supercilious towards other forms of social work practice.
A "radical social worku tradition of the 1960s and post-1960s

period, in like manner, attacked notions of professionalism;
conceived practice in terms of economic, class conflict analyses;
and saw other forms of social work at best as ineffective tools for
fighting various

forms of

injustice, at worst

as unwitting

instruments of powerful oppressors. The policy specialists, for
their

part,

had

always

seen

the

world

through

perspectives than the group workers, and the

different

caseworkers in

particular. And so in some departments - - U of T included - - there
appeared an almost

natural alliance between

comrnunity/policy

faculty versus the casework/group work constituencies.

At U of T a second, inevitable source of division emerged
after 1951 out of the differences in educational and professional
backgrounds of various faculty members. The Toronto caseworkers and
group workers all held M S W s or equivalents (MSs or MAS in social
work), but none had a P M . Not surprisingly, since all had worked

in a variety of front-line social service settings, all tended to
conceive social work education as something which ought to prepare
individuals, for part of their careers at least, to work with
others face-to-face,to be front-line "helpers".And all conceived
social work credentials - - increasingly this was thought to be an
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MSW, as distinguished from a diploma or undergraduate degree - - as

an essentiai prerequisite for entry into the realm of practice.
They understood, many from firsthand experience, the difficulties
in gaining professional status in the field and achieving the
professional

recognition

granted

to

physicians,

nurses,

psychologists, lawyers, teachers, and other professionals. And in
this respect they, the

caseworkers

and

group

workers, were

committed to furthering the social work professional enterprise in
alliance with field practitioners and through the medium of formal
education. But as far as university life was concerned, many saw
their principal task as teaching, and not research. This was
particularly prevalent in the casework sequence, where the per
capita output of articles in the postwar period was less than the
output prior to World War 11, and where the School's historically
negligible, pre-war contribution to social work theory persisted
into the postwar period.
One of the best examples of this policy/practice cleavage was
the experience of

the

School's first Doctor of

Social Work

candidate, Richard S ~ l a n e .Splane
~
was admitted into the doctoral
programme in 1952, with the credentials of a U of T MA in history
and postgraduate training in social administration from the London
School of Economics. Most of his practice work, however, had been
in the fields of research and social administration; and some of
the faculty members at U of T

- - perhaps those casework faculty who

might have questioned the value of a doctoral programme in the
first place3 - - felt that Splane had insufficient direct practice
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experience, and so insisted that he undertake, in the first year of
the doctoral programme, an MSW-level casework

practicum

(FM

December 4, 1951; I: Splane to Hill, 1984).' In other instances,
faculty meeting time was taken up scrutinizing doctoral applicants'
personal suitability to enter the programme. I r i . m e such example an

applicant was admitted by a thirteen to ten vote, even though many
casework faculty had been concerned about the applicant' s "personal
suitabilityN to pursue doctoral work:
Many

of

the

objections

centred

on

[his/her] withdrawn

behaviour while in the Master's programme and how

[s/hel

centred on [his/her] withdrawn behaviour while in the Masterrs
programme. . . Concern was focused on the calibre of this person
for advanced training and the f a c t that our programme must not
be used as a support by those who could not meet the challenge

of normal competition for advanced positions in the field (FM,
May 30, 1966),

The policy people, in contrast to practice faculty, had nonsocial work academic backgrounds: Harry Cassidy (employed at U of
T in 1929-34, and 1945-51) and Albert Rose (1948-83) were PhD
graduates in economics; John Morgan (1946-66)had an Oxford MA in
modern history. True, Elizabeth Govan (1945-8. 1956-721, Joseph
Laycock (1960-76)and Stuart Jaffary (1941-65)earned PhDs from the
University of Chicago's School of Social Administration, but none
had studied for an MSw or equivalent (Govan and Laycock each had an
MA in public policy and Jaffary an MA in psychology) . Moreover,

while Govan, Laycock and Jaffary had brief periods of pre-PhD
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front-line experience, this was merely a stepping-stone to a
relatively

quick

entry

into

academia.

The

distinction

was

important: unlike many of the casework faculty, theirs was an
orientation to the university, first and foremost, rather than to
the field of practice; in pursuing doctoral studies their careers
deliberately had been committed to the academy. The casework/group
work

faculty, in contrast, had

tended to drift

towards the

university because of the quality of their past practice careers,
and were always able to return to direct service positions, as
several did, if they tired of university teaching.
Moreover,

in marked

contrast to

the

group

workers

and

caseworkers, Morgan, Cassidy, and Rose, three of the postwar
leading luminaries of U of T social policy, had little actual
experience in direct practice. Cassidy and Rose both completed
their PhDs in their early twenties, moving into academia at a young
age. Admittedly, before starting an academic career Rose had been
consigned to a couple of yearst experience as a researcher with the
Toronto Welfare Council; and Cassidy, for his part, was a career
university professor, with the exception of a little less than five

years employment during the 1930s as a BC social administrator.
Yes, Morgan had about a dozen yearsf experience as a district
organizer with the Tynesdale Council of Social Service, and as a
social administrator with the National Council of Social Service,
in England. But this, like those of Rose and Cassidy, was a
qualitatively different employment history from the caseworkers and
group workers, relying on different

theoretical

assumptions,
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requiring

no

social work

credentials, and

involving

little

"remedialm one-to-one or one-to-small group helping.
The community development faculty members at first blush are
more difficult to label. Af ter graduating from Union Theological
Seminary and Columbia University with master's degrees in religious
education and educational sociologyf Chick Hendry (1946-69 1 had
worked for a twenty year period in a variety of American boys'
work/recreational, social research, and academic settings. Murray
Ross (1948-56) had a U of T MA in sociology and a Columbia EdD in
social psychology, and like Hendry, had a long affiliation with the
YMCA, becoming Director of Personnel of the national office in

Toronto. On epistemological and on practice grounds, community
development was probably as close to group work as it was to social
policy. But Ross and Hendry were ambitious and had scholarly
designs. Neither had any direct practice experiences per se, nor
formal training in social work. And they were men. And so for these
reasons they had much in common with their policy counterparts,
naturally allying with them, and not with the caseworkers or group
workers.
Interweaving and reinforcing these departmental cleavages was
a third persistent theme in the School's history: gender divisions.
Of the ninety-nine full-time faculty positions of the postwar era,

men held forty-four positions, and thus forty-four percent of the
total number. Yet breaking this down into areas of expertise, men
dominated the policy and community development spheres, were about
comparable in number to the women in group work appointments, and
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yet rarely taught casework - -

the one subject in which most

students majored, and the dominant practice modality in the field
of practice. Despite their numeric minority, the male faculty
remained the predominant force in the School; as indicated in
Appendix A, they were consistently dominant in the School's senior
ranking and administrative positions. And as will be discussed, the
implications for women faculty, in a patriarchal academy, remained
significant.
Beyond gender, academic and professional backgrounds, a fourth
distinction between the two camps was national orientation. For the
first time in the School's history many of the postwar group work
and casework faculty were American citizens, recruited to Canada
because there were few Canadians to fill such teaching positions.
All had American advanced degrees. Moreover, much of the cutting
edge theory came from the United States, and most of the important
practice experiences were to be had in that country. True, the
majority of the community development and policy faculty had at one
time studied in the United States, and a number had worked in this
country for a time. But all, save for British-born Morgan, were
Canadian citizens born in Canada, and had studied for their first
degrees in Canada. There was, moreover, a distinctly Canadian
approach to social policy that had no counterpart in casework or
group work. This was due, in part, to the underdevelopment of
social policy

theory

and

research in

American

social

work

education, compared in particular with its casework counterpart;
and also to the fact that the United States has tended to lag
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behind Canada in policy development in the first place.
But more than this, social policy in particular has been

inextricably linked with the broader ~anadianpolitical culture,
which in turn has always been antithetical to many American
concepts. The fact is that Canada emerged as an autonomous nation
precisely because its citizens had consistently chosen not to be
part of the United States. Whether this was the eighteenth century
emigration of the United Empire Loyalists, the War of 1812, the
decision to enter the two world wars following Great Britain's
lead, or the act of Confederation itself

--

time and again

Canadians had demonstrated to the world that they were different
from Americans. Indeed, that Canada's status had been abruptly
changed in 1867 from a scattering of colonies to a unified dominion
had as much to do with British needs to divest itself of an
increasingly uneconomic empire, as it had with the divestiture of
the post-Civil War presence of the world's largest standing army
south

of

the

border,

buttressed

by

an

earlier

Washington

declaration of "Manifest Destinyu - - that all of the continent
ought to be part of the United States.
Canadian nationalism often highlighted a sense of difference
from Americans ; this was something that Canadians have had to do in
order to maintain their sovereignty. It is not surprising, then,
that the School's social policy scholars would in turn teach that
Canada's welfare state had been consciously different from that
existing south of the forty-ninth parallel. After all, Canadian
political culture had preferred social cohesion and group rights
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over an American liberal preoccupation with individual rights. And
there had been a much greater historical acceptance of the positive
state, be it in such massive, nineteenth century exercises in
government welfare as the post-1812 construction of the Rideau
Canal for defence purposes; or the trifold National Policy of the
mid-1880s, precipitating westward settlement, the construction of
a railway, and their subsidy by way of tariffs. Or be it the
implementation, during the first four decades of the twentieth
century, of a welfare state far more comprehensive than any
American equivalent, in the creation of workers'

compensation

programmes during the Great War period, old age pensions during the
1920s, universal unemployment insurance in the early 1940s; or in

writing a series of impressive research studies, including a 1943
"Marsh Reportttthat was immediately compared with the British
"Beveridge Report" blueprint of

1942,

ushering in a radically more

comprehensive postwar social welfare system.

Historically, the U of T School had been implicitly affected
by these forces and in some ways had been a part of them, to the
extent, for example, that Urwick in the 1930s had advocated
improvements in housing conditions, or that MacIver in the 1920s
had sought changes in the way northern lumber workers were treated.
These pre-1945 policy scholars, however, could not be described as

adamant nationalists, or at least not

Canadian nationalists.

MacIver, for instance, was glad to have left Canada for Columbia
University in 1927. He had envisioned only "a few prospects at

TorontoH, but in the United States, "opportunities would be open.
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I would be in the centre of the great movements of the times"
(MacIver, 1968, 96). "Toronto itself", he continued, seemed less a
city than "a sprawling conurbation that kept growing painlessly as
real estate interests determined. And the country, on the whole,
"was strangely configured, a narrow continental belt of inhabited
territory beyond which vast wilderness and wastelands stretch to
the North Poleu ( I b i d . , 82) .
Although there is no written record of Urwickfs feelings, it
is probable that he identified strongly with his own English
traditions. This was, after all, one of the bases upon which he
openly disagreed with the AASSW; implied, in his rejection of
American curricular trends, was a belief in the superiority of a
British understanding of how things should be done. Having stated
this, it is possible that Urwick and MacIver might have conceived
obvious superiorities of Canadian political philosophy over its
American counterpart. They were both, after all, born and raised in
Great Britain. But like other members of the Department, they left
no evidence of having conceived social policy analysis, or social
work education, as particularly Canadian enterprises.
Not so with Harry Cassidy. He had lived in the United States,
had been a social work educator in the United States, and had
firsthand

appreciation of

the differences

in

social

policy

traditions between the two countries. Moreover in his own way he
had been an inextricable force in the development of Canadian
social welfare in the 1930s and 1940s. Thus, he wrote, since the U
of T School

"is located in Canada.. . . we must be

concerned
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primarily to develop an educational programme which will fit our
students to play a leading part in the development of the Canadian
social services" (Cassidy, nd, 4-5). Principal among this, as far
as policy curricula were concerned, was an extensive knowledge of

social policy
administrative,

history,
and

and

political

the

economic,

contexts

intergovernmental,

which

so

shaped

it.

Moreover, beginning in 1945 and for the first time in the School's
history, a prerequisite for admissions was an undergraduate credit
in Canadian studies - - be it in history, political science, or
other humanities or social sciences - - an admissions policy which
persisted until 1993.

Charles Eric Hendrv
Holding the School together during the post -Cassidy period was
Charles Eric "Chick" Hendry, the Schoolts director for an eighteen
year period, from 1951 to his 1969 retirement. This leadership was
ceded to Hendry while Cassidy was literally on his deathbed, in
recognition both of his respect for Hendry's pre-U of T experience,
his interpersonal skills in particular, and also because Hendry was
the Schoolfs only other full professor. In selecting him Cassidy
knew full well that he was not getting a self-clone. For where

Cassidy had been a scholar, disciplined in thinking and oriented
for most of his career to the academy, Hendry embodied the
ambivalent relationship that professional faculties like social
work have had with the university environment. And, moreover, he
defied many academic stereotypes: never strongly anchored to any
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one approach or method; impatient with detail, free-wheeling and
unsystematic

in

thinking;

a

romantic,

poet,

dreamer,

and

charismatic personality; always more a doer than a thinker, more a
promoter than a scholar.
Chick Hendry fell into social work through the YMCA. He had
been virtually converted to the YMCA cause at age sixteen after
hearing

a

speech delivered

by

Taylor Statten, the dynamic,

colourful, Boyst Work Secretary of the Canadian Association. With
his

mentor's

"Statten's

encouragement Hendry

boys",

became, literally, one of

enthusiastically

devoting

himself

as

an

adolescent and young adult to summertime counselling at the YMCA's
Camp Ahmek in Algonquin Park, rooming with Statten's mother-in-law
in Toronto while studying for an undergraduate degree in history

and political economy at McMaster University, and gratefully
accepting at graduation his first full-time job, which Statten had
secured for him, as provincial secretary of the Alberta Boys' Work
Board (Edwards, 1960, 40, 56, 89; Hendry, 1950).
Hendry's generation of YMCA activists came of age in the 1920s
and 1930s. Many of them later enjoyed international renown for
involvement

in social

services. Among

their

number

Canadian Welfare Council executive director R . E . G .

included

Davis (1894-

1988), lawyer and prisonerst rights advocate John Alexander Edmison
(1903-19801, adult education pioneer James Robbins Kidd (191519821, and university administrator and community development
specialist Murray George Ross (
names.

For

this newer

9

-, to cite several prominent

generation, religious salvation, that
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defining modus o~erandiof previous generations of "Y" activity,'
was strongly modified by a newer, liberal model of moderate
reformism, adult education, and youth recreation work, borrowing
heavily from progressive education, and placing great emphasis on
such individual skills as leadership, self-discipline, creative
thinking, interpersonal relationships, and oratorical competence.
For Hendry in particular, religion and secularism were the
filters through which much of his YMCA, pre-U of T life was
experienced.

In

several respects

his

early

life

accurately

reflected what American religious historian Martin Marty has
described as a schism between Christianity and the predominant
patterns of Western culture (cited in McIntire, 1975, 61). On the
one hand, there can be little doubt of his faith. He had come from
a long line of Protestant clerics, and his mother had always
encouraged him to consider ordination; had he been of a previous
generation he likely would have become a minister, this once being
a common vocational choice for university educated men. His initial
exposure to Statten was compellingly similar to a religious
conversion.' Moreover he spent much of his boys' work career and
to a lesser extent a social work career that followed, preaching to
Protestant congregations, and was an active member of the United
Church of Canada throughout adult life in this country. He
considered professional life a sort of religious vocation anyway,
and commented at age seventy that while never ordained, he also had
"never left the ministryt' (Hendry, 1974, 2) .
On the other hand, while many defining facets of young
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adulthood were forged in the context of his family's religion, many
also reflected increasingly secular forces. Early twentieth century

North American Protestantism itself, as one historian notes, tended
"to promote the virtues of a scientifically dominated worldview"
and the belief that "the scientific age had brought with it h i g h e r level moral principles that could form the basis for a consensus of
values that would benefit all humanity" (Marsden, 1992, 22). These
inclinations were

everywhere in Hendry's

life, in organized

religion, at the Taylor Statten camps, and in everyday interactions
with others. They also were given intellectual coherence at his
undergraduate a h a mater, the Baptist founded McMaster University,
where by the 1920s, according to historian George Rawlyk, the older
conservative tenets of evangelicalism had been all but replaced by
a newer brand of "accommodating liberalism". In place of biblical

fundamentals, for example, there appeared a "scientific theology"
teaching the Bible "undogmatically, as a type of phenomenology,
with regard, as

it was

said at

the time, for

'facts, not

opinionsu1. Scientific research had overtaken earlier concerns with
the moral basis of the human condition. And where preceding
generations of students would have been taught to reflect on the
immanent realm of the divine, Hendry and his peers had their sights
set on the individual's role in the outside world (Rawlyk, 1992,
267,

285, 2 9 6 - 8 ) .

In 1928, having graduated with a BA and having subsequently
worked for a couple of years with the Alberta YMCA, Hendry began a
twenty year sojourn in the United States. Completing master's

193

degree studies in New York City, YMCA connections again led to
employment, this time to a directorship of Research and Personnel
in the local "Ym chapter of Kenosha, Wisconsin (1928-1929), and
then to a junior position in the Department of Sociology at the Y ts

George Williams College in Chicago (1929-1937), which Hendry had
obtained through the in£hence of the departmentts director, Hedley
S. Dimock (1891-1958).He and Dimock had first met at Ahrnek and in

1931 had

co-published Campinq

and

Character, an attempt

at

scientifically evaluating YMCA camping activity using qualitative,
and some quantitative , social scientific methodologies. The same
year Hendry entered the doctoral programme at the University of
Chicago's Department of Sociology, ultimately dropping out, never
obtaining the degree. But by then it did not matter very much. He
was already establishing a reputation beyond the ivory tower as co-

founder and later national chairman of the Americar, Association for
the

Study of

Group

Work

(1936-1940); as

author of

a

YMCA

publication, Youth Inspects the New World (1933) and of a study of
community development in Cleveland, Between Spires and Stacks
(1936); and as a researcher and social welfare advocate wizh a

growing number of professional contacts.
By 1937 his apprenticeship under Dimock had run its course.
The lure of administration tilted him further from employment with
a university and back to New York City, where he became Director of
Programmes and Personnel Training for the Boys' Clubs of America
(1937-1940). Other

interesting

assignments

followed in quick

succession: National Director of Research and Statistical services
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of the Boy Scouts of America (1940-1944); director of research for
the American Jewish Congress National Commission on Community
Inter-Relations (1942-1946); part-time lecturer at the New School
for Social Research (1942-1944)and at Teacher's College, Columbia
University (1942-1946); and research associate at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology's newly founded Centre for Group Dynamics,
headed by the renowned social psychologist Kurt Lewin (1944-1546).
Hendry's career was clearly on the upswing. By 1940 he had been
involved in the creation of more than a dozen major social and
educational research studies. Research administration and social
advocacy had brought him

in close contact with such leading

academics as John Dewey, Kurt Lewin, and Margaret Mead and to
positions

on

such

prestigious

entities

as

the

White

House

Conference on Children in a Democracy (1939-1940).He was one of a
handful of key American advocates of social group work, among them
Grace Coyle, Kurt Lewin, Joshua Liebman, Ruth Perkins, Helen Rowe,
Frank Shalak, Roy Sorenson, and Stephen Wise. His credentials, at
age forty-three, had caught the attention of Harry Cassidy, who
wanted a senior appointment at U of T to teach group work and if
possible, community development. Hendry held out for tenure and a
full professorship, and after intense negotiations was offered
both. With his wife and two young children, preparations were made
for yet another move.

By the time he returned to Canada in 1946 his professional
career was nearly half complete and his world view essentially
established. Out of these pre-war experiences culminated several
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distinctive leadership skills. One of the most pervasive was that
he was "a man of actionu, to use a term from his era, personifying
many of the attributes lauded in Campinq and Character, implicit in
YMCA activities, deliberately cultivated at McMaster University,

and systematically nurtured during two decades of professional
development

in the United States. His principal

skills were

relational, not intellectual. What he might have lacked by way of
single-minded, disciplined

devotion

to

scholarly

detail

he

compensated for in other ways, particularly as a leader and
motivator. By the time he returned to Canada he had acquired superb
abilities to network within and beyond academia, to recognize and
to maintain connections with people whose careers were clearly on
the rise, to initiate social advocacy work, to raise money, to
convince others to help champion social causes, to work crowds, and
to generate interest in projects to which he was committed.
Possessing

a

happy

disposition,

an

enormously

persuasive

personality, a far-reaching imagination, and that "can do" spirit
of enterprise that he had learned from the YMCA, everything he did
was with great

and contagious enthusiasm, reminiscent of

evangelical past, consistent with his

temperament. A

an

skilled

delegator, a risk taker, a gregarious, innovative, energetic, and
intensely ambitious behind-the-scenesoperator, Hendry was eager to
place

his

work

beyond

the

confines

of

academia. He

had

a

considerable aptitude for travelling and a natural sensitivity to

the global village, and was in demand as a consultant in social
policy, social work curricula, and professional development in and
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outside Canada (I: Godfrey to author, January 12, 1993; I: Grant to
author, December 15, 1993; I: Hain to author, February 15, 1993; I:
Kirkpatrick to author, January 15, 1993; I: Laycock to author,
January 29, 1993; I: Ross to author, November 30, 1993; I: Strange
to author, December 16, 1992) .
As the School's leader, Hendry embraced a relatively catholic
approach to the numerous visions within U of T and beyond it, of
what ought to constitute social work training and practice. On one
level this undoubtedly reflected a certain pragmatism, a need to
ensure the various constituencies within the School would function
as smoothly as could be expected; and to have the demands of the
field, for trained service providers

--

i .e. caseworkers in

particular - - balanced against the demands of the university for
published research, of which the casework faculty were invariably
precluded because of their minimal interest and research expertise.
But this approach was reinforced by Hendry's own background,
particularly his pre-war community development experiences in
American social group work, with

"its various aspects as a

therapeutic tool, a reform movement, an educational method, a small
part of the recreation movement" (Reid, 1981, 141) . Moreover it
reflected the fact that much of his life, as he described it in one
article, had been committed to "bridging the various spheres of
human activityt1,be they international alliances, religious or
ethnic rivalries, class consciousness, or professional training and
identities (cited in Hendry, 1950, 6; Frei, 1979; Harris, 1956) .
Hendry had learned this imperative early in life, experiencing
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through his parents what he later described as "the bitterness of
bigotry and the tragedy of denominationalism", his mother an ardent
Baptist and his father a Presbyterian; enthusiastically embracing,
partly as a consequence, ecumenical activities with the YMCA; and
later forging avenues in interfaith work with Jewish Americans
(Hendry,1951) . Other life choices consciously or unconsciously led
away from narrowness or specialization. YMCA activity expanded his
horizons

beyond

his

native

middle-class

Ottawa.

University

education encompassed a distinctive blending of the sacred and the
secular, the humanities and the emerging social sciences. Exposure
to

American

culture

liberated

him

from

narrow

Canadian

provincialism. And work itself in the United States was further
broadening, introducing Hendry to an international network of
scholars, bureaucrats, and other experts in recreation, social
research, and social development, and through community development
in Cleveland and New York City, to a particular type of street gang
culture that he had never experienced in Canada.
A final aspect that Hendry brought to the School was a highly

optimistic view of the pozential for bettering the present. An
early insight into this particular outlook is found in his Youth
Inspects the New World, commissioned by the YMCA for a Century of
Progress Exposition, held

in Chicago during the early 1930s.

Published in 1933, at the height of the Great Depression, its
upbeat tone deliberately contrasted the mass suffering of that
decade. Its major theme, which would be repeated in several of
Hendry's publications over the course of the next forty years, was
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the double-edged benefits characterizing modern life, urbanization,
industrial capitalism, and technology. Hendry's praise for the
positive side to these developments had a distinct underlying
teleology. "From the dawn of timeI1, he claimed, "man has never
ceased the quest. . . for a better life in a changing world"
57).

(56,

What accelerated progress during his own era, he felt, was the

momentum of scientific thinking. Thus,
we have seen that man has proven that he is capable of

bringing his physical world under control. He has harnessed
streams to do his bidding. He has tunnelled his determined way
through mountains. He has mastered the soil, the sea and the
sky. Steel bends at his command. Sickness retreats before him.
Machines are his slaves, (Hendry, 1933,

58)

How then was it possible that
so many faces and so many homes still carry the scars of

sickness, hunger, anxiety, sorrow and defeat? Why in the midst
of plenty, do we find hunger? Why, in the presence of empty

dwellings, do we find persons lacking shelter? Why, with all
our science, must large numbers of men live without tha
benefits of our new knowledge? (Hendry, 1933, 58)
In essence, the "supreme challenge of the new world" was for
"the mighty forces" of science, technology, and industry to be
"harnessed to the ideal of a better worlda1(Hendry, 1933,

59).

This

could take place only through a profound trans£ormation of societal
values, a science of social redemption:

Man has a new ally in his quest now. Just as the physical
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sciences

-

astronomy,

mathematics,

chemistry, physics,

geology, biology and medicine - have provided the knowledge
and the tools by which to master the material world, so the
social

sciences

-

anthropology,

history,

psychology,

sociology, economic and political science - are providing
knowledge and tools by which to master the social world and
bring man nearer his religious ideal (Hendry, 1933, 60).

Throughout his career, in fact, Hendry remained confident that
the great problems of social life ultimately could be overcome,
stating in the late 1960s, for instance, that llpovertymust be
considered

obsoleteu, and

that

this

was

possible

if

"the

scientific, technological, and spiritual capabilities" of humanity
could be oriented "in the direction of peace, mutuality of respect
for the dignity and eternal worth of every child of the creator,
and the banishment of hunger and humiliation from this planet"
(Hendry, 1968, 6 ) .

Social Policv, Community Development Scholarshiz,
In

varying

degrees

of

conviction, and

with

different

supporting premises, this view of progress was shared with several
other faculty members, and this, more perhaps than any other theme,
distinguished the School's postwar scholarship from what had come
be£ore, particularly in writings on

social policy, community

organization and group work.
In social policy research, part of this belief in progress was
a simple reflection of postwar prosperity, of the imperative of
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keeping up the momentum, of ensuring that those undeveloped areas
of social welfare policy were attended to. "We have achieved much",
wrote John S. Morgan, "but we shall not justify our achievement
unless we aim to achieve much, much more in the next 10 or

20

yearsM (Morgan, 1962a, 17). Canadians were living in an era of
unprecedented prosperity; "even with respect to the intangible
aspects of our living standards there has never been a more
promising erau. But this was no time, quipped Albert Rose, to be
"carried away in our loyal and joyful flood of automobiles and
appliancesv:
The fundamental question that is being posed at this point is,
simply, 'Are Canadians and Canadian families relatively happy,
relatively well -adjusted, relatively more able to avoid social
breakdown, than in past decades?' (Rose, 1958, 208) .
There were new areas of llunmet social need" that had

to be

addressed. As Morgan noted, Canada's social services had reached
the point, by the early 1960s, where "social security provisions"
represented "12.9% of the Net National Income". The problem was
that they were "the result largely of unco-ordinated and unplanned
:
growth1'

The key to progress unquestionably lies in simplification,
integration, and planning on a national scale. ~dministrative
arrangements need major overhaul and substantial increases in
trained staff . . . The programs of health and hospital care, old
age and retirement, employment and unemployment, and general
assistance are all in need of extensive examination and
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systematic reorganization (Morgan, 1963, 11).
There were as yet no provisions for sick benefits, survivors'
benefits, or maternity benefits (Ibid); minimum wage Laws were "so
inadequate as to be practically v a l ~ e l e s s ~(1962a.
~
maintenance

programs

needed

to

be

likewise

14) ;

income

increased,

by

"relatLing] the benefits. . . to the standard of living of the
recipient before the hazard occurs - whether this by unemployment,
sickness, disability, or retirementr1(Ibid); more money should be
spent on "preventative services" - - those "aimed primarily at
people who are not in trouble - yetu, the "active citizens pursuing
their normal way of lifem (Ibid.),and upon education (Ibid., 1 5 ) ;
a

system of universal health care was utterly requisite; a

universal, contributory pension scheme had to be worked out; new
housing policies were urgently needed. These were just some of the
social policies that the Schoolts various policy experts were
intent upon extending.
Undergirding this expansion was an assumption of universal, as
opposed to selective programming - - a natural consequence of postBeveridge Report, post-Marsh Report social welfare thinking. It was
a "fallacym,wrote Morgan, to think that ll'welfaretis what the
rich provide for the poor, the wise give in counsel to the
uninformed or the privileged undertake for the underprivileged -

"

Rather, in the "complex industrial society" of the postwar period,
he insisted, there were "no self-sufficient persons": welfare was
for all (Morgan, 1962b, 4).
But beyond this was a profoundly optimistic belief in the
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potential for bettering the present. " In a wordu, Morgan continued,
"we are beginning to put human values - social values - in the
place of economic and political values, in the primacy of place in
our value structureu (Morgan, 1965, 8) :
After two decades of a rather gaudy affluence when we have

refused to look at the facts of poverty, we are not just
beginning to dare to ask ourselves

- is this human justice,

can this be tolerated, is this the human condition in a day of
we dare to ask the
unparalleled production capacity? ~ n once
d
question we shall unleash a new wave of change on a changing
world . . . It is, I believe, supremely right that the ultimate
objective of all our tremendous complex of change should be so
simply and firmly identified. It is not profit or material
comfort; it is not even freedom or justice; it is not
happiness or human well-being. It is quite simply - in all its

awesome and inspiring implications - Peace on ~ a r t h(Ibid., 10
13).

"Progress, conquest, and even political freedom can only be real if

they are related to some notion of the fundamental purpose of mann,
he believed:
It is not, I think, an accident that such scholars as Arnold

Toynbee, a historian, Barbara Ward, an economist, or Albert
Einstein, a scientist, and many others have c o m e in recent
years to explore the world of ethical and religious values for
clues as the ultimate purposes of man within their own
contexts of widely differing disciplines of study. It is not
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stretching the idea of man's progress too far, I suggest, to
say that the age of political freedom, which has flowered in
the Bill of Rights, in the Declaration of Independence or the
notion of equal status within the Commonwealth, has been
followed and increasingly accompanied by the development of
economic freedoms, and is now moving into a new age when
social freedoms will be regarded as just as essential as, if
not

more

important

freedom... . We

than,

either political

or

economic

are on the road to creating a

socially

responsible state in which the protection, conservation and
optimum development of our human members will have the first
place in our scale of values (Morgan, 1 9 5 5 , 7,

20)

.

Thus an inevitable consequence of modern social administration was
a new conceptualization of political priorities (Ibid., 8 )

:

What I am suggesting is that we should place human well-being

of Canadians, and beyond Canada of our fellow human beings in
all parts of the world - at the head of our national priority
list, instead of physical expansion, industrial production or
financial gain (Morgan, 1961,
Among

community organization

counterparts,

similar

2).

faculty, like

"progressive" notions

their policy

were

embraced,

patterned along comparable points of departure. "The dominant
impetus for change today", wrote Murray Ross, is technological, is
If

pressing towards increased industrialization and urbanization, with
little consideration of the effects of such movements on social
relations.

(Ross, 1955, 78-9). The process of urbanization and
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migration "have almost destroyed mants 'feeling of belongingt to a
communityu;and "the problem of developing and maintaining common
or shared values (the basic ingredient for cohesion) is made vastly
more difficult by industrialization and urbanization" (Ibid., 80) .
Social workers were thus impelled to help community members adjust
to the rapid pace of social change, and to promote the social
values of harmony and cooperation amidst the dominant nostrum of
private acquisition and economic growth. Above all was "an emphasis
on cooperation as a primary goodw and as a necessary condition for
productive community growth

( Ibid., 7 3 )

.

Alan Klein, the Schoolfs leading group work scholar held
similar notions, arguing that group work

was

"a method

for

imparting constructive social valuesH:
As social progress fails to keep pace with the development of
physical science, the greatest weakness in our society seems
to be in the moral and spiritual values underlying the way w e
treat people. These must be

strengthened.. .

One of

the

pervading purposes of the group worker as he functions in his
professional capacity

is the

development

of

citizenship

responsibility among its members (Klein, 1953, xv, 309) .
Undergirding this perspective was a buoyantly optimistic view of
the potential for individual and social change. As he remarked,
later in his career, his "approach to working with human groups"
had been
predicated on the belief that it is the mission of every
person to improve himself, to enjoy his faculties, to strive
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to reach his potential, and to live in a nutritious society;
in a word, to be human. To move toward such goals, each man
must find himself and be free to do so (Klein, 1972, xiii) .
"The worker

is an accepting person", he continued, "perhaps

disapproving of the behavior of his members, but liking them for
themselves because he likes peoplev (Klein, 1953, 7 ) .
Further still was a profound belief in democratic principles.
"Democratic concepts are not self-evident",Klein insisted, they
must be taught to every new generation.. . The group worker has
a dynamic role to play in helping to provide members with
experiences designed to promote social awareness. He
convinced that a well-adjusted person

is an active

is

and

participating citizen (Ibid., 309, 311).
To

this

end

were

emphasized

the

development

of

individual

personality and social responsibility; group dynamics such as
freedom of choice, consensus building, and mutual growth; and
broader

aspects

beyond

both,

leading

to

the

betterment

of

democratic participation. But "citizenship education and action"
were
not handmaidens of radical political thought, either in theory
or practice.. . Citizenship education and action [did] not
imply violent and cataclysmic change . . . Citizenship education

and

action

[did] not

imply

negativism,

complaint, and

crusading. . . Above all, he [the group worker] will try to
provide them [group members] with optimism, a spirit that
change can be achieved through legal process by cooperative
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citizen effort, and most important, a belief that democracy

really works. (Ibid., 323, 324, 334. Emphasis in original).
Writers in all three areas of the curriculum - - in group work,
community development, and social policy - - were, variously, heirs
to several

facets of

the intellectual tradition of American

pragmatism: of John Dewey's faith in the democratic process; of his
commitment to social action and his belief in scholarship as a
means of promoting a better way of life; of his and William Jamesf
preoccupation with acting upon moral choices, of cultivating moral
communities, of striving for social harmony, of optimistically
embracing paradigms of human betterment (Diggins, 1994).
The U of T School had, as well, much in common with nineteenth
century reform minded philanthropists and scholars. Many of these
Victorian predecessors had held liberal Christian principles of
essentially post-millennialist ideals, believing that technological
and academic means should achieve as their ends the divinely
sanctioned material and moral progress of Christian civilization
(Marsden, 1992, 17) .

But what

the

Schoolfs postwar

writers

emphasized was the temporal progress of the here and now, as
opposed to either the eschatological or the apocalyptical. ~ n d
whereas nineteenth century philanthropy, as Andrew Polsky notes,
being conscious of Itsin and [of] the weaknesses of its targets"
necessitated "definite limits to what genteel influence could
accomplishu; among the Toronto School a nearly boundless optimism

in human and social progress abated any such modesty (Polsky, 1991,
43).
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This is not to paint the School with too wide a brush. For
there were, for example, qualitative difference between Chick
Hendry's rather naive conception of how social work would fit in
with the force of history, versus John Morgan's more thoughtful
assessment. Hendry, for his part, was a little too neglectful of
the darker side of human progress - - he was probably a little too
unworldly in overstating the degree of community that he believed
had

disappeared

in

the

transformation

to

modern

industrial

capitalism. According to Hendry, prior to industrialization "when
my great grandparents arrived in Canada as immigrants [and] took up
farmingl1, communities had
invariably

nurturing.

been

close, and

"Each family

social ties

functioned

as

a

were

total,

integrated, social unit . . . When danger threatened or when tragedy
struck, families pooled their resources, material and spiritual,
and rallied in mutual aid." Neighbours contributed in "an unfailing
flow of friendly helpfulness". If problems arose, " t h e whole
community

assembled

to

discuss

them. Everyone

participated"

(Hendry, 1955, 145-146). Modern society, in somewhat simplified
contrast, he believed to be the source of much mortal suffering.
People were alienated from themselves and others, he thought,
because of the inhuman scale of cities, the frequent turning away
from peoples1 places of origin, the intense geographic mobility of
industrial societies, and the partializing of its membersf spheres
of living, working, and recreation (Hendry, l9S5, 146-148). To
Hendry,

the principal duty of social welfare was "to shift the

struggle of man from a struggle for survival, subsistence, or mere
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success, to
fulfilment . "

a

struggle

for

creative

social

and

spiritual

In like manner, social workers were "essentially

custodians of human fulfilment" (Hendry, 1954, 33-34).
Morgan, in contrast, s a w social work as the product of "the
increasing complexity and specialism" of the modern economy, the
growth of

its

corporate

governmental

institutions, the

development of religious and philosophical

interpretations of

people's

responsibilities

and

to

one

another,

the

emergence

of

socialism as a coherent body of political theory, and "the growing
acceptance of the idea that the functions of government have
changed" (Morgan, 1955, 3 - 4 ) . The welfare state, likewise, was the
aftermath of a long process of political development:
It is too often assumed that the social legislation which has

been hammered out in the British Parliament of the last two
years is the product of some purely socialistic blue-print . In
reality it is the culmination of a process dating back to the
first decade of the twentieth century, which has been carried
out

by

Liberal,

then

Conservative

and

now

Socialist

governments over the whole period from 1907 to 1947. Although
there are differences of opinion on the timing of this
process, and on many administrative and legislative details,
the broad pattern of development has almost common acceptance.

In essence this pattern is simple. It is no less than the
replacement of the Elizabethan Poor Law, with its emphasis on

the relief of poverty, by a more modern structure of social
legislation intended to ensure the freedom of the individual
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from the major evils of a modern industrial society. (Morgan,
1948a, 209) .
But having stated this there were, in summary, several broad
commonalities. On ideological grounds faculty were at the very

least progressive centrists and at the very most democratic
socialists; there were no Trotskyists, no Leninists, no Marxists,
no anarchists, no "radical" commitments, in this sense, to abrupt
or sustained forms of social change. Nor were they die-hard
conservatives opposed to social change or state intervention into
the country's social life. They were somewhere in between the
extremes. But to some observers, the School may have held too mild
an overall political outlook in a period that was so economically

prosperous and thus, from the vantage point of social policy, so
rife with potential for significantly progressive moves forward.
It can be stated, as well, that U of T social work scholars

saw no reason for an end to technological and economic growth
because none was in sight8; they therefore tended to be confident

of

the propensity

policies,

community

for bettering
change,

the

group

present

processes,

through
or

social

democratic

activities. Finally, many, similarly, implicitly held human nature
to be if not fundamentally good, then certainly malleable, with a
little professional and/or state intervention, into much bettered
entities. The problem was that the first two of these assumptions
were strongly linked to postwar historical circumstances and the
third was equally tenuous, falling closer to the realm of belief
than to the realm of provable facts. Typically, much of the
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School's scholarship, it seems, had little permanency. With these
foundations, can it be surprising that in our time, answers to the
question "what constitutes social work

practice?

l1

remain

so

ethereal?; or that the profession's ability to unite together in an
offensive against social welfare retrenchment seems so elusive?

The School's relations hi^ With the University
These considerations might have meant less had the School been
able to significantly enhance the profession's status within the
wider university community. I£ only its faculty could raise the
School's stature in obtaining important positions on university
committees. If only what social workers did in the field could
attain the status of professional practice comparable to other
disciplines such as medicine or law. If only what social work
scholars published could be accepted as essential and integral
parts of that increasingly respectable entity, social scientific
research. Then perhaps, thought some, the profession and what it
stood for might have become a force with which to be reckoned.
True, in modest ways there were glimmers of hope. Some were

ephemeral, others less so. But on balance, to the frustration of
many, the University of Toronto School of Social Work always seemed
to fall short of its potential. That sense of buoyant optinism,
imbued by so many of its faculty was never enough
never could have been enough

- - perhaps

it

- - to have ignited it into a phaestian

blaze of academic vitality.
There is no better example of this stymied potential than a
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series of "Man in Industry" research con£erences spearheaded by
Chick Hendry in the late 1950s. These were patterned after the
School' s first

"Round Tablet1 conferences

initiated by

Harry

Cassidy, shortly after becoming director. Their intention, in the
Cassidy era, had been to create "new way[sl

of approaching the

complexities and problems of Social Security" by way of several day
round-table discussions, presentations, and small group discussions
(Morgan, 1948b, 3 ; Morgan, 1949). And they had included a fairly
broad representation from the social work academy, the business
community, and the senior civil service. There were some voices
from labour, several women representing various aspects of social
work/social welfare practice and education, and several academic
and social welfare community delegates from the United States,
England, and Europe. The meetings themselves, in Cassidyfs time
constituted some thirty individuals, experienced with the topic at
hand, committed to sharpening questions of debate, and interested
in devoting several days to this end.
But these earlier examples of Round Table activities paled in

magnitude and scope to Chick Hendry's monumental "Round Table on
the

Impact

on

Human

Well

Being

of

a

Rapidly

Evolving

A planning committee was struck in early 1955
Indu~trialization~~.

under the chairmanship of Crawford Gordon Jr., President and
General Manager of the aircraft manufacturing company A.V. Roe
(Canada) Limited and included the following members:
Senator Donald Cameron, Frederick G . Gardiner
Council

of

Metropolitan

Toronto),

H.

Carl

(Chairman,
Goldenberg
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(consultant on combines; federal, provincial, and municipal
government problems) , Walter Gordon (President,J.D . Woods and
Gordon Limited), Richard L. Hearn (Then Chairman, the HydroElectric

Power

(President, the

Commission

of

Canadian Labour

Ontario),

Claude

Jodoin

Congress), David Mansur

(President, Consolidated Toronto Developmer-t Corporation),
Wallace McCutcheon

(Vice-president and Managing Director,

Argus Corporation Limited), Neil J. McKinnon (vice-president
and General Manager, the Canadian Bank of Commerce), Miss
Marion Royce (Director, Women's Bureau, Department of Labour)
(Hendry, 1957, 198) .
The essence of the exercise consisted of 120 selected men and women
from business, industry, labour, government, and the universities,
who were intended to meet together for one week in each of three
successive years

for the purpose of

studying the

impact

of

industrialization upon the individual. Funding for the entire
effort was provided by Hendryis unparalleled skills in tapping
business and professional contacts for money. In the first year, a
meeting was addressed by English man of letters Sir Geoffrey
Vickers, who posed
certain questions which demand [ed] solution if the individual
is to attain the dignity of creative existence in a society

whose economic roots are grounded in automation and group
action (Harris, 1956, 173) .
"The problem defined, the questions posed", the gathering then

divided into six groups of twenty, each of which were assigned to

2 13

study and report on
the human situation as it [was] revealed in six specific
communities which are currently in the process of being
radically transformed by industrial development: Cornwall,
Iroquois Falls, Blind River, Malton, Scarborough, and the
Regent Park area in Toronto (Ibid).
With a thirty to fifty page profile of the region in hand, each
group "enter[ed] the field, the members of each group observ [ingl
and interview [ing]" , ultimately reporting back

to the entire

meeting later in the week in order to narrow down questions which
a small staff would subsequently research during that twelve month
period between the close of the first session and the opening of
the second.
The following year the initial studies were presented, field
visits were

again conducted, research questions were

further

narrowed, and similar processes of intervening research and report
writing were undertaken by the research staff. The third year's
session again involved report presentations, and then llgeneral
discussion of the f indingsn and attempts at "translat[ing] the
specifics

of

the

six

individual

human

situations

into

generalizations which apply to industrialized areas wherever they
appearn (Ibid).
That all pervasive notion of progress rippled through much of
the resulting discourse. "In an era of great scientific, industrial

and economic advance such as Canada is experiencing todayN,
commented the Round Tablets chairman,

2 14

it becomes increasingly apparent that the fullest development

of our physical resources is more and more dependent upon a
corresponding development of our human resources. Mzin is still
the key to all progress and if we are to maintain our present
rapid economic progress, we must be as much concerned with the
study of the strains and stresses on man as we are with the
physical technology and all the material aspects of our
society (Cited in Hendry, 1957, 193) .
This was Chick Hendry through and through: the contagious
enthusiasm, the scale, the commitment to collaboration between
industry, labour, government, and the social service profession. It
even had an epistemological basis - - action research - - loosely
based on the sort of work Hendry had done in the early 1940s with
Kurt Lewin, something that in fact remained au courant with a
number of social scientists in the 1950s and 1960s (Cf. Spencer,
1964)

. But more than this "the Round Table [was] a departure",

cooed Hendry,
from what might be regarded as the conventional or orthodox
approach to social science research. The entire project is
conceived

in

terms

of

action and

this

assumes

several

important points . . . . Much of the research, in other words,
will be directed towards problems on which the citizen wants
help. . . In a sense, the Round Table is in itself an experiment

in communication - an adventure in which one must rely on the
ability of social scientists, and the leaders of business,
government, labour, and the professions . . . to communicate
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effectively with each other (Hendry, 1957, 2 0 5 ) .
Two social scientists who ultimately Hcommunicatedv considerable
anger about the process were Oswald Hall and

S.

Delbert Clark,

noted U of T sociologists and professors of political economy who
had been co-opted into the project as technical consultants,
drafted to write impact area profiles of two of the six visited
sites. In addition to reporting to the other Round Table members
they also informally wrote to their chair, who in turn wrote a

critical letter to the university's president (C: Bladen to Smith,
October 26, 1956) . Hall complained that the thirty hour field
visits were "hurried, relatively unplanned, and not entirely sober
excursion

into

a

venture

fraught

with

unfamiliarity" .

The

participants, " from many places in the business and professional
life of the countryn, had become "identified in the eyes of the
local people and press as a bunch of sociologists from the U. of
T.

(C: Hall to Bladen, October 26, 1956). Their presence, in turn,

had elevated the communitiesr expectations that the researchers
would prod various departments of

the provincial and federal

government into improving local conditions and into aiding local
leadership in the handling of education, recreation, health and
medical care (Ibid). Clark had a related but different set of
complaints, centred on the unconsented release of his confidential,
preliminary statement on social conditions in Scarborough, first to
the other members of the Round Table and then to the local press
for publication. As he lamented:
no amount of apologizing.. . . can repair the damage that has
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been done to the good name of the University and the cause of
scholarship in the social sciences, not to speak of the damage
that has been done to my reputation

Clark to Bladen,

(C:

October 26, 1956) .
The project lunged forward into years two and three, ending in
a sort of diffusion, with little in the way of follow-through. Much

of the entire exercise, in the end, was smoke and mirrors, veneer
and process, but little substance beneath it. The whole enterprise
was top-heavy on arranging the deployment of personnel, the make-up
of various planning and processing committees, the visits to the
field, reporting back, planning for subsequent stages - - but not
much, in the planful

anticipation of what

the visits would

accomplish, what some of the obstacles might be, what tools of
research and analysis should be implemented, and what contributions
to scholarly or even "practical" knol,vledgecould be made. Vincent

Bladen, chair of the Department of Political Economy, was scathing
in his assessment:
To interest a group of business men in the social problem and
to indicate the need for research is a laudable design. To ask
them to plot the needed research is to confess to intellectual

bankruptcy. To pretend that one would follow the path plotted
without considering the personnel required involves gross
dishonesty or a complete failure to understand the nature of
the problems of social science research

(C:

Bladen to Smith,

October 26, 1956) .
Over a three year period Chick Hendry managed to catch hundreds of
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people in the momentum of his own enthusiasm. Rather than being
considered and sober, the decision to commit to a process of
"flying by the seat of one's pants" was ample evidence, to many in
the U of T community, that the social work faculty knew little
about high calibre scholarly research. The damage to the School's
reputation had been done.

This is not to infer that there were no well-regarded U of T
social work scholars. On the contrary, John Morgan, Murray ROSS,
and Albert Rose had published extensively and were in the process
of cultivating international reputations for their efforts. TO a
lesser extent so too were Alan Klein, Stuart Jaffary, and Betty
Govan.''

Joining the School in the 1960s were the prestigious

British criminologist John Spencer, and a young, up-and-coming and
.

.

highly prolific sociologist of the family, Benjamin Schlesinger--Hendry's

fund-raising prowess also brought

in a considerable

reservoir of research money through the ~ a s s i d yFund, enabling a
steady stream of prestigious scholars to visit the School for
varying lengths of time, among them: Werner Boehm, David Donnison,
David Gerson, Tadeusz Grygier, Ray Earl Johns, Charles Levy,
Nicholaas Pansegrouw, and Sir Geoffrey Vickers.

And to be fair to Hendry, the School itself, largely through
his efforts, developed a considerable international presence. He
alone clinched close affiliations with schools of social work in
such far afield places as the West Indies and Hong Kong. And he
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encouraged

related

activities

amongst

other

faculty,

and

deliberately recruited staff with cosmopolitan potential. As part
of the United Nations Technical Assistance Administration, Betty
Govan had founded a school of social work in Baghdad, Iraq, before
returning to U of T as a full professor. Morton Teicher left
Toronto to become founding director of the School of Social Work at
New York City's Yeshiva University. John Spencer became chair of
the social administration programme at Edinburgh University, and
Morgan dean of the Pennsylvania school,
Hendry had been instrumental in the founding of social work
schools at Waterloo Lutheran University and McMaster University.
John Morgan and Ray Godfrey had developed a social work training
programme for Newfoundland social service workers, ultimately
leading to the establishment of a school at Memorial University.
Hendry was founding chair of what ultimately became the CASSW. And
he was one of the founding members of the International ~ssociation
of Schools of Social Work and like Murray Ross, had travelled
abroad on a UNESCO Fellowship. Morgan had been a consultant to the
various provincial governments, Ottawa, the United Nations, Norway,
Switzerland, Finland, Great Britain, and Greece. Rose was widely
sought after as a social housing expert in Canada. Ray Godfrey had
consulted on social work education in Africa and France.

But the momentum of this national and international presence
was never really translated into high status within the university.

After

the

international

Orsanization,

Theory

success of

and

Practice

Murray
(1954),

Ross's

Communitv

and

subsequent
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invitations to join several prestigious American schools of social
work12, Hendry had managed to convince the president to appoint
Ross as his executive assistant, on the assumption that this could

lead to a promotion to university vice-president. Indeed it did,
and when plans were undertaken in the late 1950s to open a second
centre of

higher learning in the greater Toronto area, York

University, Ross was a natural candidate for the position of
founding president. This he became, but on his way up the academiccorporate ladder Ross - - tellingly - - deliberately downplayed his
former association with the School of Social Work. The most recent
example of this charade is his 1992 autobiography, in which the
early 1950s are described as a period when he

"was teaching

sociology at Toronto1',when in fact he had been a member of the
School of Social Work, not the Department of Political Economy (in

which sociology was then housed), and he was responsible for
courses in community organization, not sociology (ROSS. 1992.
The School's

57).

first director never sat on the university

Senate, but the second director, J.A. Dale did - - and so did every
succeeding director. In the early 1950s the number of social work
Senate members had been increased to three, including the director.
John S. Morgan sat for much of the 1950s to mid-1960s, while the
second seat was usually taken only for one or two years. Most of

the other representatives were men: John Farina, Chick Hendry,
Stuart Jaffary, Joseph Laycock, Richard Medhurst, and Albert Rose,
among others. But a significant number were women, including Reba
Choate, Ray Godfrey, Elizabeth Govan, and Margaret Seeley .
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But in a general sense, the School never had a particularly
high status on such entities as the U of T Senate. There were
different boards to administer each professional school, as well as
other miscellaneous committees dealing with such matters as the
library and the awarding of honourary degrees. In the pre-war era,
the ten member board which administered the social work school
invariably had only one full-time member from the School itself,
the director, with the overwhelming majority of other members being
adjunct faculty from other disciplines (many of whom had taught, or
were currently teaching at the School). In the postwar period, the
number of social work representatives on this committee doubled to
two, but

remained

under

the

bailiwick

of

outside

faculty.

Generally, the number of Senate boards, committees, and elected,
and appointed members increased considerably. But, as in the prewar era, the social work representation was nominal. Hendry sat
with more than forty others on the
standards, and with more

committee on admissions

than thirty others on the library

committee. But neither he nor - - with the very occasional exception

- - other social work faculty managed to obtain seats on other
committees, nor in other ways did they have access to the key
avenues of university pcwer.
Indeed the School remained just that
other

professional

disciplines

--

- - a school - - while

education,

engineering,

dentistry, forestry, law, medicine, music, pharmacy

--

were

faculties, with the consequent autonomy, status, and resources
which this latter station would have entailed. Like the directors
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of the architecture school, business administration school, library
school, nursing school, or physical and health education school,
Hendry

was

merely

a

director, not

a

dean. And

so

if

the

professional disciplines can be conceived along a two tiered
hierarchy, social work was definitely on the second. And within the
second tier, it may have been relatively low, judging from the low
social work representation on the Senate and its committees and
boards.
Sure, the faculty complement continued to increase in the
1950s and 1960s, just as it had in the immediate postwar era:
between 1960 and 1965 alone, full-time social work instructors
increased by a third, from twenty to thirty, and by the end of the
decade, there were thirty-three full-time and eighteen part-time
faculty (Statistics on Social Work Education, November 1, 1960, 24;
November 1, 1965, 10; November 1, 1969, 40, 41). But so too were
other departments increasing in size; indeed, between 1960 and
1970, the total number of U of T faculty more than doubled, from
2,191 to 5,141 (President's Re~ort,1960-61; 1970-71). And the
percentage of

u

of T faculty members, across the board, which

belonged to the School actually decreased during the 1960s, from
one point forty-one percent in 1960-1, to zero point fifty-six
percent in 1970-71 (Ibid., 1930-31, 1960-61, 1970-71).I3

For beyond this, as Hendry complained, a

h psychological

climatev1at U of T created "a general and subtle feeling of
resistance

to

professional

education

within

the

University

particularly at the graduate and postgraduate levels". Graduate
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faculty in other disciplines had a "disposition to reject, out of
hand, teaching and learning in the practice setting" - - field
placements, in other words - - "even when under rigorous academic
direction, as being inappropriate and unworthy of a university"

(C:

Hendry to Laskin, March 5, 1964). This, to Hendry, was an ongoing
battle that had engaged the School since the inauguration of the
MSW programme :

In Harry Cassidy's

day many of his academic colleagues

displayed skepticism, in some cases open hostility, toward the
School. A great amount of time and energy has had to be
invested in correcting this situation. . . Efforts to discredit
the

administration of

the

School

in

the

eyes

of

the

University, the profession and the community, gained fresh
momentum after I succeeded to

the directorship

(Hendry,

September 21, 1962).
Significantly, "the focus of this unhappy and misguided strife was
an abortive attempt to polarize the views and values of the

practice-oriented as over against policy-oriented professional
educatorsn (Ibid).
Thus even the university itself, in some peoplefs view, had
accentuated essential divisions within the School. What, then, were

the caseworkersf views on essential questions concerning the
School's sine m a non? And how had they fared during that great
period of the Schoolfs postwar expansion?
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Comments from the Field and from the CSWE
In 1949 another extensive report - - commissioned by the local
social services community, but once again, undertaken by leading
American social work experts

- - analysed the state of Toronto

social casework. Fifty-six social service agencies participated,
providing insight into a broad spectrum of casework practice: child
welfare services, day care services, family welfare services,
mental hygiene services, public welfare services, special services
to the aged, and vocational guidance services. The overall findings
were as before. There was a sufficient number of agencies doing "an
adequate job of giving services to known family and children's
needsn. But there was an obvious need "for improving quality of
casework and other professional services renderedn. True, "some
excellent casework" was "being done.

But it was not llconsistently

good" (Toronto Survey of Family and Children's Services, February
2, 1949, 15). On the bright side, "in the past few years", U of T

casework training had obviously improved, since recent graduates
provided improved qua1 ity of services, when compared to previous
benchmarks (Ibid., 16) . This, however, was the most hopeful sign
that was offered; most of the report was lukewarm at best. Agencies
had to support training for casework at the university

(16);

concrete programmes for supervision needed to be developed in the
agencies (16), and supported by the university (18); educational
leaves needed to be given to more agency staff (17); family welfare
services needed to improve their standards and knowledge of current
developments (26)

.

Indeed, throughout the document, the downside of
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things seemed to be ever present. Like dark, foreboding clouds on
the horizon, many of the agenciesr futures seemed to pitched,
implicitly and sometimes even explicitly, upon the curriculum at U

By early 1952 there had been discernable rumblings within the
local social work community that the U of T School was not
providing sufficient training for the field of practice. And by
1956 these had erupted into a contentious series of meetings with

the executive of the Toronto Branch of the Canadian Association of
Social Workers (CASW), many of whose members were graduates of the
U of T programme. The points of disagreement were threefold. And

they captured the dilemma that a professional school invariably
faced, with one foot in the academy and the other in the field of
practice; and also some of the major shortcomings of Canadian
social work education in general, and the U of T School in
particular.
The first criticism concerned the Schoolfs overall objectives.
"We believe we have identified three points of view among faculty
membersIt, wrote the CASW executive. There were those who saw its
primary raison df6tre as being "a).. . to foster social work
research and the extension of social work knowledge". Others,
however, thought it was I1b). . . to provide an educational experience
for the students which will enable them to begin to assume
effectively the responsibility of direct service to client, group

. Finally, there were those who thought
or community on graduationt1
that "c) . . . the school [could] have both of these goals as major
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objectives of equal importance". But the CASW

- - and probably most

of its members - - believed emphatically Itthat the primary purpose
of the School should be as outlined in section b", that is, to be
oriented to the field of practice (Memorandum to Members of the
Toronto Branch, CASW, from Betty Graham, President, April 6, 1956) .
The problem was that the most powerful members of the School - - the
non-practitioners - - as well as much of the university community
were devoted primarily to position a). As the CASW bluntly put it,
not only were "the practice courses. . . seriously understaffedM, but
the "professorial rankN did "not seem to be distributed through all
the areasM, tending, instead, "to be concentrated in the social

services, community organization and research." (Ibid).
The second criticism concerned the quality of the direct

practice curriculum, and the amount of attention and resources
devoted to it. The fact was, as Professor Shulameth Rhinewine
complained to Hendry, field work had been a low developmental
priority, and lacked sufficient "field work placements of good
educational qualityu (Rhinewine to Hendry, January 9,

1956)

. Ten

years later, at a University of Toronto Faculty Club luncheon
meeting attended by the provincial Minister of Public Welfare, John
Yaremko, Professor Jean

Dunlop, director

of

U

instruction candidly confessed that field work was
part of our educational programme" (February

28,

of

T

field

the weakest

1967) .

To be sure, those in the field were equally aware of the
problems. A series of discussions had been held in early 1952 with
various members of the local child welfare agencies and the
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Schoolts director and

senior casework

faculty.

"There is

a

tendencyff,complained the practitioners, for U of T graduates to
conceive It the client, particularly the child, in isolation from his
family, and the family in isolation from its communityo1.Moreover
insufficient time was given to casework and field work instruction,
as well as to course readings which would allow students to see
"how the past

in the life of the individual or the family

contributes to the present" (Conference with Mr. Bury and Miss
Graham, April 2, 1952) .
Other

practitioners

had

administrator in Kingston

If

graduatesu of

T

the U

of

voiced

similar

complaints.

One

had expressed the opinion that some
School

did

not

have

"sufficient

understanding of court proceduresrfand were not familiar enough
with corrections legislation (Staff Minutes, June 3 , 1952). The
CASW executive itself was convinced that "there was a lack of

integration in the students' experience", and that there were
various "weaknesses in the curriculum emphasis and content", that
"were commonly considered to be reasons why the graduate from the
Toronto

School

requirements of

did

not

always

the Agencies

measure

up

to

the

minimum

for service to the community".

Moreover "con£licting opinions coming from faculty" were "confusing
rather than

helpful", particularly in

behaviour sequence. And
curriculum

the

human

growth and

insufficient field work hours in the

further rendered students unprepared

for practice

(Memorandum to Members of the Toronto Branch, CASW, from Betty
Graham, President, April 6,

1956)

.

Probably because they had circulated to all of its members,
the CASW criticisms had created enough attention that Hendry took
it upon himself to write to the president of the university,
reassuring him by way of various platitudes and vague assertions.
The School was "quite aware of the concerns referred to in the
reportm, he wrote. These also
were concerns of our own. . . we have been working and will
continue to work at them . . . . we welcome fuller collaboration
and support of our colleagues in the profession in clarifying
the situation and in strengthening the total program of the
School

(C:

Hendry to Smith, April 12, 1956) -

If only Hendry's problems had ended there.

Prior to the creation in the early 1970s of a Canadian
accrediting organization, the School remained a member of the
Council on Social Work Education

(CSWE), the successor to the

AASSW. One minor accreditation was conducted in 1956, and a second

major

visit

in 1966.

Both, significantly, paid

considerable

attention to the School's casework sequence, and both, in their own
way, were critical of it. Over the course of the 1956 visit members
of the local social services community had voiced their concerns to
the CSWE. The latter' s educational services consultant, Katherine
Kendall, in turn remarked that:
All of us, I think, were greatly disturbed by the repeated
comments that your students and graduates do not perform
adequately and, in some cases, do not compare favourably in
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practitioner positions with students and graduates of other
schools (C: Kendall to Hendry, February 10, 1956) .
The School, emphasized the CSWE, ought to give more thought to "the
appropriate amount and kind of field instruction to achieve both
breadth and depth of learningf1.The curriculum had "many elements
of an integrated program (balance,progression in learning, etc . I " .
But it nonetheless "apparently fail [ed] to provide an integrated

. Members of the local
learning experience for many of the students1'
social services community, Kendall continued, had commented "that
students [did] not have sufficient knowledge and understanding of
the dynamics of [human] behaviour"

( Ibid) .

Since the curriculum

apparently gave "sufficient content in terms of quantity, we must
look elsewhere for reasons for any failure to integrate this
content for use in practice" ; such courses, it seemed, needed to be
improved in quality. It was important that human growth and
behaviour

not

be

tlconceived as

an

object

for

dogmatic

indoctrination". And, concluded Kendall:
the

appointment of

additional

faculty with

social work

qualifications and experience in casework and group work or
both will, I am sure, bring an enthusiastic response from the
social work community. The use of a full professorship for one

of these positions will provide immediate evidence of the
School's

desire to strengthen the practice area

of

the

curriculum (C: Kendall to Hendry, February 10, 1956).
Ten years later, the CSWE commented that problems remained

with the human behaviour and social environment courses, as they
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were then called, and with the lack of emphasis upon psychosocial
issues in the health and disease offerings. As for casework,
there is a good deal of work still to be done. The sequence is
not yet well unified with other curriculum areas. . . There is
little evidence that it is coming to grips with the concerns
that are currently causing ferment in the field; adaptation of
the casework method to meet a new clientele; collaboration
with indigenous and technical personnel as well as with other
professions ; the possible development of method in social work
as generic together with the specific technology of social
work, and the like (CSWE Report, April 1966).
There was, moreover, a distinct lack of balance in the
curriculum and
in its distribution of manpower and course offerings to
students. Even taking into account the fact that the Social
Welfare

Policy

and

Service

sequence

has

a

number

of

responsibilities by way of content, there still remains the
impression that this sequence is out of balance with other
sequences in the School. This balance is not entirely one of
courses, although the over-balance is very obvious here, but
also one of the employment of senior professors (Ibid).

The Casework Seauence

Indeed at first blush, what is most remarkable about the
casework professors is their obvious underrepresentation in the
senior ranks. One way of looking at the data is in terms of gender,
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since the pol icy and community development sequences were dominated
by men, and casework by women. For the period 1945 to 1970, the

aggregate total number of full professors was 114, of which women
constituted eighteen, or sixteen percent. Associate professors, in
the same years, numbered eighty-nine, of which women were twentyeight, or thirty-one percent. In the lower ranks - - assistant
professor, lecturer, and others

- - the aggregate total number of

full-time appointments for the same period was 269; of these, women
numbered 167, or sixty-two percent of the lower academic rankings
for this period. And yet, it must be emphasized, women constituted
a majority of the faculty for the entire period, and the vast
majority of graduates also were women. Casework faculty, for the
same period, constituted on aggregate eight full professors, or
seven percent of this ranking; thirty-six associate professors, or
forty percent of the total number of associate professors for the
post-1945 period; and 180, or sixty-seven percent of all assistant
professors or lecturers. In other words, the caseworkers were
particularly numerous in the lowest rankings.
To be sure, much of the caseworkerst lower status reflected

predominant gender constructions. Men, not women, were considered
farnilies

principal breadwinners ; and women, when they were not

married, were

thought to require less money than their male

counterparts, particularly if the latter were married. Women in the
postwar era, like those of the pre-war period confronted a forced,
mutually exclusive choice of marriage or a career. The pre-war
female faculty - - Barbara Finlayson, Berta Hamilton, Agnes McGregor
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- - were single women. So too were most of the postwar faculty,
among them :

Opal

Boynton, Margaret Doolan, Jean Dunlop, Ray

Godfrey, Elizabeth Govan, Shulameth Rhinewine. Others, such as
Josephine Chaisson were divorced, and so in practical terms were
like their unmarried counterparts. One of the few female faculty to
have married, Margaret Kirkpatrick, had only done so ic her early
forties, after a significant social work career, never having had
children of her own.
In summary, then, the female faculty tended to be childless

and unmarried. The male faculty in contrast were married, and most
became fathers: Chick Hendry, Richard Medhurst, John Morgan, Edgar
Perretz, Albert Rose, Murray Ross, Morton Teicher. Many of the

single women faculty felt that they were looked down upon, because
they

had

not

married

(Confidential

8)

,

and

had

therefore

transcended predominant social norms. And in truth they might have
been. As well, the logic of the era had it, most of the women had
no families to support, and they were unlikely to become a farnily' s
principal breadwinner should they ever marry. For these reasons - repugnant to most contemporary observers - - they were apt to be
discriminated against. And, as will be seen, they were on the
losing side of a departmental cleavage, and the work of femaledominated sequences was not valued as much as the male-dominated
counterparts.
Time and again, for these reasons, women's salaries were lower
than their male counterparts of comparable academic and practice
experience seniority,14 and promotions were often given to men
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rather than to women, even if the latter had had more experience
and had been with the university longer.'' Women, more than men,
were consistently denied certain employment benefits, particularly
during the late 1940s and early 1950s when a dominion government
mental health grant, a discretionary fund, was used by Cassidy and
later by Hendry to pay some faculty salaries. A 1953 letter from
Hendry to the vice-president of the university remarked that the
salaries of three appointments - - Josephine Chaisson, Shulameth
Rhinewine, and Morton Teicher - - were funded by the grant, and thus
were ineligible for pension contributions or recently introduced
cost of living adjustments, had they been on the regular U of T
payroll :
What this adds up to is an extremely serious situation, namely
that the School at the present time is in the position of
having to rely in very large measure, in one of the most
important areas of the curriculum - case work, on three
persons who are genuinely and justifiably concerned about
their positions in the University (C: Hendry to Bissell,
February 11, 1953).
Rhinewine and Chaisson threatened several times, during the 1 9 5 0 ~ ~
to resign, the latter ultimately did, and then became a senior
administrator of a local social agency. The former stayed with the
university, retiring on a pension which was noticeably less than
her male counterparts, largely - -

like her predecessor Agnes

McGregor - - because her early career salary at U of T was not
pensionable, and because promotions for women came more slowly than

for men.l6
Exacerbating the situation was the considerable administrative
and consultative burden levelled against the casework faculty, in
the presence of a student body that was predominantly interested in
this method of practice, and in the relative u~derstaffingof this
sequence in the first place. As several casework faculty pointed
out, of the 120 students registered in one typical year, 106 had
chosen the casework option (Memo to Mr. Hendry From the Casework
Teaching Staff, November 13, 1952). Thus its faculty carried a
considerable administrative burden to secure field work placements
and to dispense periodic consultation to field instructors; to
provide various forms of advice and direction to students regarding
field

work

placements,

classroom

assignments, and

research

projects; and to provide instruction, since casework classes were
larger and assignments were more numerous than in other sequences
(Ibid). The casework staff even submitted a time study to Hendry,
outlining the average number of hours required to undertake the
above-mentioned tasks (and not including other responsibilities
such as their own research); the average weekly allotment was
forty-six point five hours per faculty member, approaching, in one
instance, as many as sixty hours.
But the other faculty - -

the men, who taught policy and

community development - - appeared oblivious to the plight of the
predominantly female casework faculty, and had no particular basis
for empathy since they, the men, had no comparable responsibilities

for field work or student consultation administration, and were

234

therefore free to devote greater attention to research issues that
mattered to t h e university and therefore had favourable impact upon
promotions. Moreover, some of the men, in this respect, had a
palpable hostility towards some caseworkers. One letter, written by
a male scholar regarding his female casework counterpart is a case
in point:
The reasons f o r

-- s hesitation in recommending promot ion
I

for - - - - w h i c h I share i n full - - lie in two areas. The
first is common to most social work educators in case-work and
group-work, an apparent inability to let go of their interest
in practice sufficiently to give themselves time for scholarly
research and writing for publication (Confidential 5 ) .
"The second problemu, the letter concluded, "lies in

's

personal relations". She was "anxious to assume responsibility",
the letter continued. "It is noticeable that when opposed or in
difficulties, she takes refuge in the support of a group of
associatesn,presumably the other direct service faculty, "rather
than

in objective

exploration

of

the

problem

and

personal

assumption of responsibility to solve it". It clearly mattered what
side of the School's divide one w a s

slated, and the casework

faculty, it appeared, were among the decidedly less powerful
(Ibid).
And so when Hendry devised an official, coded form upon which

he

annually

assessed

faculty in order

to

determine

salary,

promot ions, and tenure, there were four principal areas of concern.
"Scholarship and researcht1were at the top of the list, 'Ipersonal
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and personality factors" were at

the bottom, with

"teaching

effectiveness" ranking second, and uprofessional competence and
contributionn1third. Not surprisingly, direct practice faculty
consistently ranked markedly lower than their male policy/community
development counterparts on criterion one, and given Hendry's
biases, comparatively lower on number four. Teaching effectiveness
was relatively variable, but given Hendry's particular emphasis
upon professional contributions "in relation to national and
international needs", their "effective interpretation. . . to the
university c o m m ~ n i t y ~the
~ , direct practice faculty were invariably

not recognized for the extent of their contributions to local,
field-level concerns - - ironically, the things which mattered to
most students and most

practitioners

(Confidential Memorandum

Toward A Clarification of Promotion Policy, November

14,

1955)

.

"The question of how much community service1'faculty "should do",

Cassidy had once remarked,
is one which is of constant concern to the staff. The demands
for community service are numerous. Often they are very
difficult to refuse, both because they are related to the
development of the School and the extension of its influence,
and because they are of professional interest and value to the
faculty members. . . But there a r e dangers of such service being

overdone (Emphasis added. Annual Report of the Director. 19491950).

This undervalued "overservice" is precisely what engaged the
direct practice faculty. As one such faculty member confided to a
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friend, she was "so disco~raged~~
that she had "literally hit the
bottom of the barrel":
Morale is at the diminishing point and it's all very sad. The
present crisis of course has been precipitated by

s

I

leaving although that was just one in a long series of events.

- - leaving in the spring produced the same kinds of
questions and anxieties. The agencies and the profession feel
keenly

their

leaving

for

both

had

made

excellent

contributions, and were highly regarded . . . . All high ranks in
the faculty are non-social workers... The case workers are
short staffed and over-burdened - - and at the same time carry
responsibilities for the core of the curriculum - - including
Human Growth and Behaviour. There is never enough time or
energy to go around - - and this of course gets reflected in
our relationships with field work agencies . . . !'!-'re
S.

all (the

workers, I mean) so weary with the constant struggle to

allowed to teach S. work that we've nothing left over when we

get the chance . . . (Confidential 6).
A different faculty member became even more

frustrated,

ultimately writing a scathing letter to Hendry:
You

do

not

see

that

practice

and

direct

service

are

fundamental. In fact you deny it. You have said several times
if we concerned ourselves in this School with Social Work
practice primarily, the School operation would be too small to
hold you . . . It is my conviction that the profession to which

we are responsible holds us accountable to educate social
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workers, develop a body of knowledge in Social Work and to
advance

practice

as

a

social

service

to

the

Canadian

Community. As part of this it expects sound field consultation
and operation. We have had to fight every inch of the way to
get you to provide this. I am tired of fighting for the
opportunity to do the job for which I was hired and that the
profession expects of me... The case work people are regarded
by you and a few others as the low men on the totem pole. In
fact, they are your real workers who carry the agencies and
the bulk of the training. Without competent people in Case
Work and Group Work there would be no School of Social Work.
Your status hierarchy is built in the reverse order. The Case
Workers carry the load with the help of the Group Workers and
the status is given to others, not only in rank, but in
support, regard, and common courtesy (Confidential
A second direct service member was

7 ) .

less caustic, but equally

frustrated with the School's leadership:
And in the middle of all sits Chick! . . . He talks good social
work - uses many of the right words but really has little
understanding or commitment. Frankly I think he's scared of
the practice areas of the curriculum and seems like a deer. Of
course he would be the first to deny this and would give you
long lists of things he has done to surmort - - but the fact
is, they are all superficial notions - - not real support. He

is constantly involved in ten thousand things either distantly
related - - or entirely unrelated to the school. The last
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straw, for instance, was when, at the opening of term in the
midst of all this crisis, he took off for two weeks in Paris,
to attend a UNESCO meeting! (Confidential 6) .
Hendry

tried

his best

to

manoeuvre

among

the

School's

different factions, to ensure harmony and efficient functioning as
best as he could. But he personified many of the problems which,
the direct practice faculty thought, plagued the School. Like most
of the powerful

men, he

lacked formal social work

academic

credentials, a practice background comparable to that for which
most students were being prepared, and a low level of sympathy for
the preoccupations of the direct practice faculty. He seemed more
concerned with international social development, man and industry
conferences, university status, research that had only an implicit
reference to the immediate concerns of direct practice.

A New Era of Casework Practice and Teachinq
The casework faculty were preoccupied with the

immediate

concerns of the field, as they always had been. But further
differentiating their interests from those of the policy/cornmunity
development faculty was a new epistemology - - based on Freud, Otto
Rank, and other depth psychology thinkers

- - and a new vocabulary,

both of which the other faculty people could scarcely comprehend.
With the radically different casework faculty of the postwar era,
the functionalist/diagnostic schools had found a new home in which
they could flourish, the University of Toronto. In contrast, the
pre-war casework curriculum had been relatively benign in theory,
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top-heavy on practical applications, and in the hands of such
predisposed

sessional

appointments

as

Dora

Wilensky, highly

oriented to social change (Cf. Wilensky, 1944). Postwar approaches
also were oriented to change, but at a radically different level,
concentrating upon the individual.
Social work faculty - - particularly the casework constituency
- - had always been concerned with studentsr personal make-up. As

part-time casework instructor Frieda Held had remarked in the mid1930s,
Social work is still very little understood by the average
citizen and a trained worker, unsuited to the task, may cause
a set-back to the development of social work which would be
far-reaching in its effects . . . Personality of the worker,
particularly

in

communities

where

she

is

the

sole

representative of social work, counts for as much as academic
and technical training (emphasis added. Held, 1936, 10).

Field reports from the 1930s had described students as "shy and
diffidentN, lacking

in

"social

feeling",

"tense",

"over-

aggressive", or in various states of poor physical health. Most, as
well, commented upon the studentsJ leadership potential, many
related the students' family background and broad personality
factors to

their potential

to work

effectively with

others

(Confidential 9 ) .

But with the explosion of psychiatric practice in postwar
Canada (Parkin, 1987; Wright and Myers, 19821, and its new casework
variants in particular, these inclinations to concentrate upon

studentsf non-academic profiles were given newly found expression.
Jack Griffin, a psychiatrist who had worked with the Canadian army
during the Second World War and who headed up what became the
Canadian Mental Health Association, was a part-time sessional
appointment,

teaching

a

social

work

course

in

psychiatric

diagnosis. Faculty minutes of the late 1940s refer to increasing
instances of students who had been sent to Griffin for psychiatric
consultation, whose

numbers were

so great

that

Griffin had

requested additional help, by referring some to

the Toronto

Psychiatric Hospital (FM, November 9, 1948; See also FM January 18,
1949; FM December 11, 1947). Psychiatric consultations persisted
into the mid-1950s. According to the January 18, 1955 Faculty
Minutes :
It is recognized that a limited number of students during
their

training may

develop sufficiently severe neurotic

symptoms as to require psychiatric treatment. The decision to
refer for treatment should be based on an assessment of the
student's ability and readiness to use this kind of help, as
well as the severity of his emotional upset (FM, January 18,
1955).
One student had apparently "become seriously illu during a field
placement at a psychiatric hospital, and shortly afterwards a
second student, also placed in the same agency, had "developed a
number of physical complaints and ended up going for a complete
check-upu, ultimately being prescribed a mild tranquillizer. "By
the end of her field work", the field supervisor noted, the latter
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student "had been able to cut down considerably on the dosage"
(Confidential 10) . Another student "showed a lot of hostility in
every areau of her field placement, and "would swing from being
very depressed to hyper-activity". I1Attimes", the field supervisor
noted, the student was "extremely trying for everyone". The student
graduated, but never practised social work

(Confidential 1 1 ) .

Another student, who had also discovered that she had entered the
wrong profession con£ided to her academic advisor that she did not
"really care about people", that she Ifwished to crushH people
"rather than help themf1(Confidential 12) . Faculty members observed
another student to have been "close to disintegration.. . in the
past two monthsu, as the result of an "emotional burdenm. One
casework instructor "felt that there is real danger of the student
cracking up unless

the situation is handled

carefully" (FM,

February 3, 1953) .
A few were counselled out of the profession each year. One
such student was considered to have performed below average in the
classroom. But more importantly, a faculty member had discerned the
student's
competency

personality
It

to be

llirnmaturelf,
and

his

field work

doubtful " :

It was generally felt that he could benefit from consultation
with a psychiatrist. This student is failing and in order to
protect the field from inadequate persons should be asked to
withdraw (FM, January 27, 1948) .
Considerable faculty time was also accorded admissions standards.
One faculty meeting devoted to the very subject concluded that:
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While it is impossible to generalize, Dr. Griffin would think
one might be wary of the student who has a great urge to "do
goodN; of the person over 40 who decides to change a career;
of those whose own social life has been inadequate; who have
no group experience and cannot readily mix with others (FM,
January 18, 1949).
Admissions criteria had always been based on a personal interview,
as well as previous academic marks, and in some cases, letters of
reference. These were further clarified in late 1961 to include
"intellectual endowment, philosophy of life, reality relatedness,
motivation for serving, capacity for growth and change, capacity to

form relationship^^^. Tellingly, all but the first were llpersonality
factorsft.
And great emphasis was placed upon a mandatory personal
interview with a faculty member and/or the admissions coordinator,
as well as by

optionally prescribed psychiatric

assessments

(Memorandum to Chick Hendry from Margaret Kirkpatrick, March 8 ,
1961).17

Personality factors, as the curriculum emphasized time and
again, were particularly significant to the casework sequence. In
enroling in a school of social work", casework professor Eda
Houwink explained, "the student embarks upon a voyage that leads
him into a new area of living, an area which makes special demands
of himH. This process of uprofessionalization" precipitated:

a building upon the old, and enriching, maturing growth
experience. . . This does not involve complete psychiatric
analysis of ourselves

- that could be done only with the help
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of a psychiatrist - but it does mean an understanding of
ourselves that

is full enough to give us freedom in a

professional use of ourselves so that we can work with the
people who come to us for help (Houwink, 1948) .
Field work itself was a particular locus of "personal growth", as
was emphasized in 1956 student handbook:
With your supervisor, you will be making your very own the
body of knowledge which is important in social work; you will
become aware of your attitudes - - your own and those of
others; your philosophy will develop as it is tested against
the demands and ethics of the profession and thus become
soundly founded; you will think and feel and & as you enter
and become competent to carry the professional role and use
the helping methods appropriately in the services offered by
your agency (Rhinewine, 1956, 2) .
Houwink observed that as the casework students learns the trade he
invariably
begins

to

examine not

only

others but

also

himself . . .

Typically the student begins with eagerness, and evolves
through doubt about subject matter as it comes uncomfortably
close

to

home,

and

then

into

threat, resistance, and

hostility . . . Students cannot avoid this evolution if the
teaching is done on a competent and professional level
(Houwink, nd) .
And so the faculty, particularly its casework members, spent
considerable time determining the extent to which students were
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cultivating on a personal, as distinct from intellectual level, the
necessary growth and development in order to enter the field.
Entire faculty meetings in the spring and fall were used to discern
each student's progress; on one occasion a two and a half hour
meeting was devoted to a discussion of only one student

(FM,

December 14, 1961). And among some casework instructors, field
consultation, academic counselling, and other forms of instructorstudent contact were scarcely veiled tools for garnering insight
into students1 personality profiles. Some of the evidence, on paper
at least, appears supercilious. One wonders - - particularly when
the evidence was presented by a faculty member or field instructor
who did not know the student well - - how credible all insights
might have been. As will be shown, many underlying assumptions
regarding student assessments were historically relative; s o m e are
now in question, others in disrepute. But these rejoinders have to
be

tempered

with

the

laudable

imperative

of

protecting

an

unsuspecting public against potentially dubious social workers - particularly since the profession never has been self-regulating,
and in the period under study, provincial legislation only governed
some areas of professional social work practice, such as child
welfare, but not others, at least not directly, such as mental
health.
Students were described, variously, as "timid",and unable "to
[self-]assert... in a group situation" (FM, January 30, 1951),
I1emotionallyimmaturett(FM, December 11, 1947), I1completelynaiveu
and with no potential to change (FM, January 27, 1948). One had to
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be "watched c a r e f u l l y f r , s i n c e he was o v e r l y " a n x i o u s " and " a l m o s t
compulsiver1 (FM F e b r u a r y 3, 1 9 5 3 ) ; a n o t h e r was " a l i m i t e d p e r s o n ,
inadequate,

l a c k i n g warmth and w i t h no spontaneous judgement

or

i n s i g h t r 1 ( F M , J a n u a r y 2 7 , 1 9 4 8 ) ; a t h i r d was " a g g r e s s i v e r r , s i n c e h e
r e g a r d e d " t h e S c h o o l a s n o t up t o g r a d u a t e l e v e l r r , a n d i n c a p a b l e o f
p r a c t i c e s i n c e he I f o p e r a t e s i n t e l l e c t u a l l y and h a s d i f f i c u l t y i n
g e t t i n g on e a s i l y w i t h p e o p l e r 1 (FM, February 1 0 , 1949); a f o u r t h
had

such

"emotional

immaturity,

resulting

in

12

year

old

b e h a v i o u r n , t h a t one staff member q u e s t i o n e d " w h e t h e r s h e can e v e r
grow up s u f f i c i e n t l y t o r e a l l y h e l p a person i n

trouble"

December

1 , 1947). A f i f t h s t u d e n t w a s

"a r a t h e r

somewhat

guarded

which

f e e l i n g s M , and

person

did

not

in

the

way

"give t h e

in

he

impression of

a

(FM,

controlled,
exposes

his

person

who

s p o n t a n e o u s l y o r i m p u l s i v e l y r e a c h e s o u t on a f e e l i n g l e v e l t o
o t h e r s m ( C o n f i d e n t i a l 13) . A s i x t h had a n i m m o b i l i z i n g d r e a d o f
failure,

was

" f e a r f u l of

risking herself

i n any r e l a t i o n w i t h

p e o p l e n , a n d d e v e l o p e d " s u c h s t r o n g d e f e n c e s t t t h a t one c o u l d n o t
" e x p e c t t h e k i n d of change t h a t i s r e q u i r e d " (FM J a n u a r y 1 7 , 1 9 5 6 ) .
I n d i c a t i o n of

an u n d e r l y i n g m o t i v a t i o n t o h e l p o t h e r s was

p a r t i c u l a r l y v a l u e d . One s t u d e n t , who w a s e v e n t u a l l y c o u n s e l l e d o u t
of t h e S c h o o l had been described by h i s f i e l d i n s t r u c t o r a s l a c k i n g
"concern f o r people

or d e s i r e t o h e l p o t h e r s " ,

and among h i s

" s t u d e n t bodyv p e e r s h e had c r e a t e d c o n s i d e r a b l e " h o s t i l i t y r r (FM,
December 1 8 , 1957) . Another, a ltyoung p e r s o n w i t h g r e a t p e r s o n a l
charmu, had b e e n
able

by

virtute of

this

charm

t o win

the

confidence

of
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clients. After the interview, she bas no worries as to what
happens to the clients, nor does she give them a thought
outside School.'I
Apparently,

she

had

not

yet

learned

how

"to

establish

a

relationship with peoplel1 (FM, January 17, 1956). In general, "the
appearance of superficiality" was a common problem (FM January 17,
1956), and papers were frequently given low marks when they lacked

"real feeling" or otherwise "seemed completely deadt1(FM, December
2 & 6,

1955).

Self-awareness was particularly important. "Within the past
several weeks" one student had "become more involved in the deeper
areas of relationship and has moved therefore into a wider and
fuller experience in relation to her own emotional feelings"
(Confidential 14). But to get to this point, students often were
forced to undergo considerable stress and unpleasantness, in the
field, in the classroom, and outside both. As

one casework

instructor emphasized, students frequently rebelled against what
they had learned, since it invariably raised questions about their
own personal formation :
This resistance needs channelling and usually it is directed
at the school in general, at the instructor in case work, and

at the field work supervisors. The peak of this curve comes in

December and January, being heightened in January by the end
of term and the issuance of final grades. The curve eases off
markedly and perceptibly in March and April (Houwink, nd).

A student, for example, "expressing a great deal of feeling about

psychiatric help" stated
that he would not like to undergo this himself. Once at the
end of a class he said ' I dontt believe a word of this. . . - He
has very strong feelings about psychiatr y . . . . At times he has
expressed quite direct hostility and once at the end of the
class said that he did not agree with anything (FM, December
2

&

6, 1955) .

Others were able to overcome such difficulties. One student
had "lost his immobilizing fear of new ways of looking at people
which was a block between his ability to learn and the content of
what is being taught in the School" (FM, January 17, 1956).
Another, as her field worker noted, had begun "questioning some of
her assumptions in a way which

she had never

done before"

(Confidential 15). A third had "gained real insight into himself his real motivation - and the importance of the professional role":
Mr.

came to the School having had several years experience

in the field. This proved to be both an asset and liability to
him. In some areas he performed very well, in others he had
much re-learning to do. In these two years, we believe he has
grasped the true meaning of being a professional social
worker. He understands the meaning of relationships, the
importance of

accepting people

where

they

are

and

has

demonstrated some real skill in using himself to help them. He
now sees the core of social work as that of helping others,
and relating program and activities to the meeting of their
needs (Confidential 16).
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Others were not so successful. "For some unknown reason", a second
year field instructor noted, one troubled student "just did not
seem to learn to grow or developv:
Her whole performance was that of the 'good childf and her
attitude 'tell me what to do and I'll do it.' The most
worrisome aspect of her behaviour was her lack of feeling
warmth or response to people. It does not seem to be a
question of being afraid to 'riskf herself but rather a matter
of not having anything to risk . . . I have real questions about
her potential for much further growth either personally or
professionally.. . She hasnlt given much evidence of really
knowing herself, perhaps, and this is an impression because
she has a picture of herself that is not real." (Confidential
17) .

This is not to confuse personality formation with intellectual
development. Students were considered to be at risk if they were
"academically good but remote and vague" in their "relations with
people"

(FM January 23, 1947);

'!not emotionally involved in

casework classes", or "did not involve" themselves "in the helping
process in field workn (FM, December 19, 1950) . One student had
difficulty accepting social casework tenets; he had apparently
entered the programme with too critical an intellectual capacity:
Compared with his honour sociology background which encouraged

a student to examine a problem critically and arrive at his
own conclusions he [the student] feels that in social work you
must accept what the instructor says and not try to think
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things through. In other words, he feels he must change his
whole approach academically, particularly in the casework area
(FM November 27, 1956).

Another student was I1astrange contrast1I.His I1academicwork" was
"satisfactoryn but he had "failed in field work":

His intellectual ability is good and his motivation for social
work seems to be a genuine concern about people and to help
them in distress. His difficulty is in an intellectual,
calculating way of working to achieve his ends and a lack of
objectivity about himselfn (FM, May 25, 1953) .
The latter was subsequently llcounsellednot to continue in social
worku and was "not encouraged to repeat his first year" (Ibid).
Casework assignments submitted for course credit, likewise,
were intended to provide evidence of the students' emotional
response to the profession and to helping, as well as their
resulting personal growth. One mid-term paper, "What I Have Made My
Own

in This Course" submitted in a 1953 second year course in

casework was deemed "goodu,although more "of yourself, perhaps,
could have appeared", the instructor concluded (Confidential 18).

An annual first year casework assignment "My Feeling Before,
During, and After My First Case Interview", was intended to
encourage the student to consider transference-countertransference
issues in c~unselling.'~
One such paper, submitted in 1952 provided
the instructor opportunity to
indicate several points at which I think some further analysis

of your reactions or feelings would be profitable. The

interview had real meaning for you, you have the capacity for
deep feelings, and the opportunity to play the helping role

has proved significant for you. You would seem now to be ready
to pursue the important next steps of learning to channel your
feelings and your desire to help in ways that are truly
helpful to the client (Ibid).
A final paper in the Human Growth and Behaviour Sequence provided

a student with the opportunity to describe, in eight pages, the
significant physical, psychosocial, psychological, and sexual
changes she underwent between the ages of twelve and fourteen
(Ibid).
In the hands of some instructors, course papers, like much of
the classroom experience, were highly personalized exercises in
assessing a student's psychological make-up

--

as much as what they

had learned or how they had conveyed their learning. A final first
year casework paper in

1952,

for example, "What I Have Learned

About Helping People" provided considerable insight

into the

student's "resistance to learning". As the instructor noted:
I was struck, for example, in the last class meeting, with
your reversion to your

earlier pattern of

being

there

physically, but not "in itH, as you have been most of the time
in these recent weeks - you're doing something else which kept
you out of it, your response to my question a "recitation"
instead of participation. I'm not "bawling you out", but
calling to your attention that habits of long-standing and
growing out of deep-seated patterns of learning are not easily
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and once-and-for-all changed. There is this very positive
aspect of your struggle against learning - it reveals a strong
'willr which you are, I think, learning to use to learn and
grow and not just to resist and to battle against learning.
When you

do

either,

it will

be

with

vigour,

however.

Personally, I find such a strong will - whether it asserts
itself positively or negatively

- an engaging quality. Good

luck to you! (Ibid).
Not

surprisingly,

many

psychoanalytic theory. A

assessments

field work

were

steeped

in

instructor described one

student, for example, as "rigid",and possessing "a controlled use
of himself which prevented him

from

relating as warmly

and

constructively to a situation as was desirable". The etiology,
concluded the supervisor, was
certain

blockings

within

himself

which

relate

back

to

childhood experiences and of which he was not aware of in the
area of feelings. These had been earlier in his life submerged
and handled to the best of his ability through this negative
channel (Confidential 19) .
Once the student had recognized this, apparently, his prospects for
professional success were good:
I felt that since Mr.

has become aware of his negative

feelings in the emotional area of his own personality that he
will

develop

capacity

to

direct

his

behaviour

towards

increased, self-directed use of purposeful service towards
people in need (Ibid).
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Another had become "confused" and "frustratedn in practice because
a

client's

"personality

has

re-activated

[the]

student's

unconscious conflict with her own mother". (Confidential 2 0 ) .
Others were subjected to equally intense, if not overtly
psychoanalytically

derived

psychological

judgements. One

had

"produced a period of 'blocking' and lack of overt participation or
commitment

l1

Miss

:

- has become emancipated from a very protected home

situation, in which she is the only child living at home. In
part it seems to be related to her own evidently high capacity
and perhaps excessive expectations of herself (Confidential
21) .

Another, as a reference letter pointed out,
came to the School strongly defended against any exposure of
self or demand for change with an intense need to maintain
total independence and a strong need to challenge and reject
any external authority. She manifested a drive to dominate and
control . . . Basically she was of good intellectual capacity
with considerable sincerity in her concern for people with a
capacity to feel and express such feelings sensitively and
creatively

but

blocked

from

using

these

capacities

productively in entering into constructive interaction with
others, in accepting differences in others, in yielding to any
identification with

a profession

and professional

goals

(Confidential 22 ) .
A third, a faculty meeting concluded, had a "somewhat marginal"
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performance because of

some

"rather fundamental difficulties

requiring special services. She is seeking personal freedom and
this has been her first break away from home in search of it" (FM,
January 22, 1946).
Some of the student assessments - - particularly those from
field

instructors

--

were

constructed

in ways

that

clearly

contravene today's standards of multiethnic/multiracial propriety.
These rested, in part, on a casework ethos which was not always

accommodating to cultural diversity. One should remember that a
Neighbourhood Workers
1950s,

Association casework student of the early

for example, was forced to evaluate a family of Greek

clients individually, even though they wanted to be seen as a
family, since they saw problem identification in the context of the
group rather than the individual, and since they required mutual
support

in

translating

English

into

their

native

tongue

(Confidential 18). U of T students during the 1960s, likewise, who
had come from Hong Kong and China were expected to

"adjust"

themselves "to Canadian way of life and tc" their "role as a
studentu, as one field work instructor maintained (Confidential
23). However, there was little sense of converse accommodation.

Indeed, the social service agencies seemed to intuit problems
with a racially diverse student population. One student, born in
China and a recent arrival to Canada, had "begun to look at and
understand the vast cultural differences between the Chinese and
North-American family systems. Family problems in China, the 1964
field instructor claimed, "are handled in an authoritarian way
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within the extended family with a tendency to suppress dissent or
negative

feelings1I. Hence,

the

student

"had

difficulty

in

integrating such concepts as self -determination and the nonjudgemental attitude" (Confidential 24). He was "a rather passive,
non-aggressive person", the assessment concluded:
Due in part to his Chinese cultural background, this year has
proved to be a difficult and demanding one for Mr.

as he

has attempted to come to terms with the differences between
Chinese and Anglo-Saxon family systems and particularly his

own role as a social worker in North America which frequently
conflicts with Chinese cultural attitudes (Ibid).
It was clearly assumed that the student was practising in a non-

accommodating. non-diverse society. But more troubling still,
agencies themselves were not always the most hospitable to nonwhite students. Another Chinese field placement, for example, was
criticized because of her tendency
to sit back. . . and wait for [the] field instructor to take the
initiative. A degree of cultural reticence appears here . . .
This was mentioned to her during evaluation, and she reacted
with some surprise, saying she thought this was what was
expected. She had always been taught to show respect to her
teachers and

to

wait

for them

to take

the

initiative

(Confidential 25) .
The problem, it seemed, rested with her culture and her way of

doing things, rather than with the agency or the instructor:
After further discussion of the nature of the supervisory
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relationship she seemed to feel that she would be happy to
play a more active role in our discussions. Actually, she has
never been unduly submissive, but has always been able to
express a difference of opinion, which was encouraged (Ibid).

A third 1960s Chinese student disco-~eredthe key to academic
success "somewhere about the middle of this termn:

The whole area of ego psychology began to come alive for him.
He stopped being a Chinese s t u d e n t , encumbered by language and
cul t u r d differences making a valiant effort to understand

strange western abstractions and become a social work student
with a good beginning grasp of behaviour . . . With an increased
understanding of Canadian way of life and with more fluid use

of new knowledge from his various classes at school, his
interviewing

has

improved

greatly

(emphasis

added,

Confidential 26) .
A fourth apparently possessed "inhibitions due to her cultural

upbringingu:
She is such a sweet-tempered person that I find it difficult
to see her angry. I have noticed that she can become harassed
with

pressure, but

responds

through

complaint. We discussed this briefly and

action rather than
told me that she

could admit to anger and frustration but only at home. She
added that she did not see where the expression of extreme
emotion would accomplish anything. Culturally-speaking, she
probably could not do so anyway.. . I think that

is rather

humble about her own abilities, perhaps as a result of
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cultural conditioning (Confidential 2 7 ) .
A fifth student's

ucultural background of Japanese ancestry",

opined a faculty member, "might make it more difficult to accept
the inevitable insecurity of Second Year Field Work" (FM, ~ovember
27,

1956).

Another

Japanese

student

had

a

"noticeable

characteristicn of "great passivity which may be culturalir(FM,
January 17, 1956).
Intolerance of diversity extended beyond the parameters of
race. One Protestant student placed at the Young ~en~s/Women's
Hebrew Association in an era where students had little choice
regarding field work agency assignment, may have been unfairly
chastised by a field instructor for her
lack of understanding of Jewish community structure. This iack
of knowledge is gradually diminishing but would take a great

deal more work on the part of the student in terms of her

OW

investigations and readings than she is able to perform up
until now (Confidential 28).
Another student, in the mid-1950sf was deemed at risk by virtue of
being an evangelical Christian:
Miss Rhinewine reported that the Field Work situation shows
that there is some cause for concern about Mr.
Salvation
ability

Army

to

background

make

use

of

, whose

is apparently restricting his
social

work

education...

His

preconceived idea was that you go into social work to save
souls as you do in the Salvation Army.

..

Mr.

's education

is sponsored by the Army and.. . he is assured of a social work
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position in the Army regardless of his record in the School.
Professor Rhinewine pointed out that Mr.

had stated that

the Army had instructed him to take whatever he could from the
School but not to change internally (FM, December 2 and 6,
1955).

Apparently, a strong theological foundation was only acceptable if
it did not contravene the religious values of other faculty members
or field agencies.
Conceptions of gender, like ethnic and racial constructions
were

equally dubious by today's

standards. One female field

instructor in 1966, for example, condescended that a young female
student carried herself like "a lady at all times without ever
appearing priggish, disapproving or self-satisfied",and that her
"very feminine appearance somewhat belies the fact that she has an
exceedingly good

intellect"

(Confidential 2 9 ) . Another

field

instructor was compelled, in 1960, to describe a female student as
a

"shy, extremely conscientious, rather tense little person"

(emphasis added, Confidential 30). Letters of reference from the
director's office frequently referred to women as llattractive"
(Confidential 31) .
As

for socioeconomic class, the low proportion of working-

class students within the student body, as demonstrated in Appendix
B,

is truly significant. So too does a derisive comment regarding

a student's reliance on social assistance during the early 1950s.
The man in question came from a presumably humble economic
background and was supported by a War Veteranst Allowance and, in

apparent contradiction with the presumed confidentiality of a
social service agency, his reliance upon social assistance was
brought to a faculty member's attention by a worker in the field-

As the Faculty Minutes describe it:
Professor

- reported

a recent interview with

- expressed concern about Mr.

of the

, whose family has been a

client of the Neighbourhood Workers for the past 6 months.
Details given by

are in student's docket.

raised the question as to whether Mr.

is suited to social

work when he is not able to handle his own family situation
more effectively (FM, June 26, 1951).
And so in summary, the casework and field work instructors
were interested - - far more than the community development and
policy faculty - - in students' personal formations, in the nonacademic, personality aspects of each student. This preoccupation
owed much to the prevailing influence of functional and diagnostic
schools of casework theory. Equally influential were predominant
patterns of socioeconomic class, gender, racial, ethnic, and
cultural constructions. But these latter forces, it should be
emphasized, permeated the entire faculty, and were not peculiar to
the direct practitioners alone.

Diversitv in Social Work Scholarshin
Canadian immigration patterns in the early 1960s only started
to enter the pluralistic ethos with which we are now familiar. Only
in 1961 did the federal government follow an official policy which
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was intended to introduce universal and nondiscriminatory selection
practices (which was strengthened in 1967 with the introduction of
a points

system). This

was

markedly

distinct

from previous

practices that had given preferential status to whites, and which
had, historically, been

particularly

favourable to

those of

northern European extraction. According to many scholars, however,
nativist, racist, and ethnocentric attitudes remained in a large
proportion of the population (Cannon, 1 9 %

;

Henry, 1 9 9 4 ; Kallen,

1995; Nourbese, 1992).

And so by today's standards, some of what the faculty wrote on
issues related to the cocntry's diversity appears dated. Murray
Ross's path breaking Communitv Orsanization: Theorv and Principles,
for example, in hindsight may be seen to be inordinately wary of
social heterogeneity. As he put it:
The tendency for large subgroups to develop cohesion as
separate entities in the community produces social tensions,
potentially dangerous in any community. When one finds ethnic
or cultural groups constituting themselves psychological and
sociological islands in the community, one finds not a static
situation but one which inevitably must lead to increased
tension between these groups (Ross, 1955, 82) .
Social cohesion, to Ross, was threatened by urban and economic
growth, by the advent of economies of scale, human migration, and
social diffusion. "The problemll, he opined, "of developing and
maintaining common or shared values

(the basic ingredient for

cohesion) is made vastly more difficult by industrialization and
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urbanization."

These, in fact, "have almost

destroyed

man's

'feeling of belonging' to a community" (Ross, 1955, 80).
Sociologist Ben Schlesinger, similarly, had much to say about
national assimilation and integration. "Canadians", he wrote,
should "be prepared to changet1in light of Canadian patterns of
immigration. But Ifbythe same token, newcomers will have to change
to r e m a i n t h e m s e l v e s to some extentn, to be able to retain some of
the "individuality of these people and of their groups", but also
to adapt to Canadian society (emphasis added, Schlesinger, 1 9 6 2 ,
14):

The needs of the newcomer are too numerous and complex to be
listed even in an outline form. Many of them are common needs,
rather independent of the constellation of the individual
personality. Among them i s the d r a s t i c need t o change cul ture,
to enter s u c c e s s f u l l y i n t o a cul t u r d communi ty substantially
d i f f e r e n t from

the one or several c u l t u r e s

i n which

the

i n d i v i d u a l has l i v e d before entering the New World. (emphasis

added, Ibid., 19).
Also

permeating

Schlesingerts

early

scholarship

were

generalizations about certain Canadian ethnic groups that were
unsubstantiated, misleading, and to many contemporary readers,
possibly offensive .

In one

such example,

l1

the Mediterranean

peoplesn are described as having:
quite distinct problems, coming as they do with considerably
less education and fewer skills. Their rural backgrounds tend
to make them unsophisticated and less able to cope with
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complexities of life in a large industrial centre. (Ibid.,
16) .

Similarly, woments social constructions were expected to
reflect rather dated assumptions. A 1972 monograph on the family,
for instance, implicitly assumes that a widow has no career outside
of domestic life, and is rarely proactive in establishing postmarriage relationships:
From population statistics it would seem unlikely that there
would be strong similarities between the social problems of
the widow and widower . . . A man has greater social freedom: he
can more

easily

initiate a

friendship.

He

has greater

mobility: he can seek companionship with women his own age or

much younger (Schlesinger, 1972, 83) .
Gendered, stereotypical assumptions, in like manner, permeate an
analysis of post-divorce individuals:

A woman will try hard to put herself back in the 'social swim'
as soon as the hurt of the divorce has lessened. She does this
to create a comparable normal life for herself and her
children as soon as possible.

A

man, who usually does not have

to consider the children in his immediate personal life, will
either withdraw behind a strong wall of animosity until his
feelings have been assuaged, or he will try hard to burn
himself out as soon as possible, using liquor, or women, or
both (Ibid., 112).
Not surprisingly, such assumptions trickled into other aspects
of the School. True, there were nominal instances of support for
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women who entered the MSW programme and who attempted to juggle
this work with raising a family. Professor Shulameth Rhinewine had
written a small report on the matter, and faculty had considered - although ultimately they rejected - - a programme of part-time study
for married women (FM June 27, 1966). Equally telling was the lack
of concerted opposition to the lower salaries that women graduates
could expect, compared to men. Cassidyfs

1 9 49

Director's Report

almost matter-of-factly describes one year graduatest starting
salaries averaging $2,600 for the men and $2,100 for women; the
salary for women with two years' training ranged from $2,200 to
$3,400, while the men received between $2,300 and $4,200 ( 3 ) . A

considerable amount of student energy was focused, in the 1940s and
1950s, on

the

issue of equitable

salaries

for

social work

graduates, compared to other professionals such as teachers,
lawyers, or nurses

(Cf. Student Association Brief

on Salarv

Standards for 1951) . But the absence of concern about the gendered,
variable pay levels speaks volumes.
Other aspects of the human condition bore upon the School.
There was, for example, an implicit assumption of heterosexuality
as

the standard of normal sexual activity in such books as

Families: A Canadian Perspective; an absence of discussion of such
social disadvantages as physical ability among U of T publications;
as well as implied assumptions that tend towards homogeneity rather
than heterogeneity regarding the countryts racial and ethnic
composition. Cooperation, consensus building, democratic change,
social harmony, and in hindsight a narrow view of acceptable social
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locations - - these were many of the operating premises behind the
School's scholarship throughout much of the postwar period.
But at the same time, these also were gradually to give way,
in the 1970s, to more exigent perspectives on social change, more
racially, ethnically, sexually, gender based and lifestyle oriented
conceptions of cultural pluralism. "The family is simply changing
its organization, and will emerge strengthened, better adapted to
democratic societyI1,Schlesinger optimistically claimed (Ibid., 6 ) .
Single parent households, divorce, working women, remarriage - while not always on the vanguard, the School, at least, was writing
about them, teaching that they were increasingly part of society
and should not be stigmatized.
When studentsi values were deliberately changed, or at least
remoulded, the end result was often positive. One student of the
mid-1950s, for example, had

apparently

"always thought

that

unmarried women should place their childrenu in an agency for
adoption. But in her field placement, as the instructor noted:
here she found a young woman who found herself unable to do so
and yet was very aware of the real problems and planning to
handle them. She [the student] had discussed this with a
fellow student who was still of the opinion that illegitimate
children [sic] should be placed but she could no longer be so
definite, she could see

[the client's]

problem

and the

complexity of the situation (Confidential 32).
Many students confronted the fact that theirs was a much higher
socioeconomic background than their clients. One such young woman,
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the daughter of a prominent businessman, had been placed in a
family service agency and had therein
gained some insight of her use or misuse of her social and
economic position of prestige, perhaps particularly around her
varying and contrasting mode of dress. On one occasion she
seemed to almost deliberately "one upmanship" a foster mother
in dress (Confidential 33 ) .
Another, who was eventually counselled out of the programme had
used her wealth in a sorry attempt to compensate for her problems
as a casework field student:
She exhibits a need to be accepted by other students and the
agency as an already competent and experienced person but, as
time goes on, she has become increasingly anxious since she
realizes she cannot meet the demands. There is a need to give
clients things personally, to give presents to the other
students and services such as the use of her car and the
R.C.Y.C.

yacht.

Her

work

with

clients

is

extremely

superficial, very directive and driving. She will not permit
clients to make their

own

decisions, refusing to recognize

that they can do anything for themselves (FM, December 2

&

6,

1955).

A third student, "since the human experiences of her clients were

at the point of being so different from anything she had personally
knownw, had attempted to compensate in such a way that imperilled
the helping relationship:

the tendency in the beginning was to do things for clients,
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rather than

to

listen, see

and

understand

them. As

a

consequence her interviews lacked warmth. We were convinced
that - - had within her a great store of human kindness
which was having little opportunity to reveal itself because
of her efforts to get things done (Confidential 34) .
Gradually, however, she had come to " f o c u s . . . on the fact that
clients and workers both have feelings which must be recognized and
understoodI1. And

she ultimately

learned

how destructive

her

compensation had been, how she needed to acknowledge and feel
comfortable with the economic differences between her clients and
herself, be£ore she could effectively enter a helping relationship.
In other

respects, it

should be

emphasized, the

field

instructor-studentrelationship was accepting of, and supportive of
differences. One blind student, for example, was described as
a quiet, easy, thoroughly likeable person who has won the

respect of both students and staff. He handles his handicap
with little fuss and bother, does what he can do on his own
but is willing to have help and recognizes his need when it
arises. . . He is a serious, sincere young man with a strong
social conscience. He has a sense of humour, ability to get
along with others and has adjusted extremely well to his
blindness. (Confidential 3 5 ) .
Another s t u d e n t during the e a r l y 1950s developed a healthy alliance
with his field instructor in order to come to terms with what it

was like to be "a Negro in a non-Negroid setting". By ltworkingwith
an accepting staff, an accepting clientele, and with himselfH, the
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instructor noted, "he is accepted as a person along with his
difference.. . as an equal. . . and with affection" (Confidential 3 6 ) .
A third student, a quadriplegic graduated from the School in the

early 1950s, having had to rely upon students to carry her up and
down flights of stairs in front of the building's main entrance
(Noell, 1992). A fourth, who had a life history of stuttering, was
able to gain insight into how this affected his role as a helper:
At mid-term evaluation we came to the point of identifying his
feelings of difference which he thought stemmed from his
stammering and

real difficulties he had

the very

as a

teenager. These he felt influenced him now in his work with
his clients by being over sensitive about acceptance by them,
a need to make sure that he is a competent and able worker.
His

needs

own

in

this

regard

influence

the

working

relationship to the extent that his anxiety about doing well
get the better of him (Confidential 3 7 ) .
Several male
instructors,

students had
in

being

difficulty accepting

submissive

relationship with a woman

to

and

(Confidential 3 8 ,

in

a

female

field

lower

power

Confidential 39 1 .

Rather than being responded to defensively, or with derision, these
men were helped through their blockings and were properly seen to

be

influenced

by

the

broader

patriarchal

forces

of

their

upbringings, yet also malleable to further growth. These then, were
among

several

of

the

many

instances of

excellent

casework

supervision. And they also highlight how the School had at times
appropriately dealt with the all-important contemporary issue of
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the School's relative insensitivities. But by the standards of the
day, there were serious attempts. particularly under Hendry's
leadership, at cultivating a broader look to the School. Boston
marriages were common among female faculty; three female professors
lived, on a permanent basis, with another woman, and at least one
of the female faculty members of long-standing was a lesbian
(Confidential 40). Anti-semitism was a sorry part of the academy's
history, and as Ross observed during his tenure at U of T (he left
for York in the early 1960s), "of the hundreds of professors",
there were apparently "only three full professors of the Jewish
faith in the whole university" (Ross, 1992, 180) . One of these was
Albert Rose; joining him in the School were Ben Lappin (hired
19581, Nathan Markus

(hired 1966), Minda Posen

(hired 19571,

Shularneth Rhinewine (hired 1946) , Ben Schlesinger (hired 1963), Ben
Shapiro (hired 1966), Morton Teicher (hired 1947), among others. By
1980, Jewish appointments constituted forty-two percent of the
total full time graduate faculty - - this was hardly an exclusivist
place

dominated

by

white,

Anglo-Saxon Protestants

(U

of

T

Calendars, 1945-70).
Much of the School's emphasis upon diversity may be attributed
to Hendry, who hired the first black full time faculty member Don

Meeks (1966-1994),who deliberately encouraged visiting professors
of colour such as David Gerson, and who spent tremendous amounts of
time and energy unsuccessfully enticing additional faculty members
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of Chinese, Indian, and West Indian origins, decades before there
would be any government compulsion to do so. Eighty-eight offshore
students had registered at the School of Social Work between 1947
and 1969, the average number in any one year coming close to four.
Their origins were from China, Belgium, Hong Kong, India, Japan,
Trinidad, Jamaica, Antigua, Korea, New Zealand, Taiwan, Holland,
Scotland, Australia, Thailand, Malaysia, Egypt, Pakistan, Burma,
Ceylon, the Philippines, Israel, Ghana, France, Northern Ireland,
South Africa, Norway, and Indonesia (Report of Committee on Off Shore Students, 1969, 1).I9

By the end of the 1960s, about ten

percent of the MSW student population had received undergraduate
degrees in countries other than Canada (Address of the Director at
Opening School Assembly, 1968). This was in marked proportion to
offshore students in the 1940s and 1950s: in the 1940s, for
example, never less than ninety-five percent of students were
Canadian born, and in some years, it approached ninety-eight
percent. Data is not available for the early 1950s, but by 1957 a
little more than seven percent of the MSW students' places of
residence were outside of Canada; this increased to twelve percent

in 1961 and remained in the eight to twelve percent range for the
balance of the decade, with significant numbers of students coming
from the Far East and Latin America, in particular (CSWE Statistics
on Social Work Education, 1957-71).
This is not to be blase regarding the School's shortcomings,

by both the standards of today and by virtue of who precisely was
excluded from the student and faculty composition; and how narrow
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were the resulting range of values as they appeared in its
research, teaching, and approach to the profession. Sure, there
were instances of diversity - - some deliberate, others occurring by
chance, and in both cases being tolerated, if not always embraced.
But the School was basically white, heterosexual, able-bodied, and
secular (or at least if no longer Christian, then nominally JudeoChristian). In politics it was, by the standards of the day, on the
moderate side of the left half of the political spectrum: usually
out of reach of prevailing ideologies outside of the academy, but
never out of sight. These compositions were continually in flux.
But they were ultimately challenged by the world of practice beyond
the academy, and also by that continuous flow of students who
studied at

the School, and whose brief associations with it

mattered a great deal.

The Students: Chanqe on the Horizon
Because there was so much of it about, responding to change
became one of the most important themes of the 1960s. The School,
like the university, like society at large was subject to a period
of transformation that was simultaneously profound, protracted,
exciting, but sometimes difficult. The old conventions of the
academy, that tended to show respect for authority, seniority,

ceremony, corporate tradition, order, and close connections with
prominent businessmen fell in rapid succession. In renouncing them,

the thinking went, much of what was insensitive, parochial, and
stolidly authoritarian was also being done away with. To some
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extent this was true. But because the changes were so pronounced,
because the university g r e w so abruptly, because the fall was so
sudden - - what appeared, in its place, was a university that was
larger, impersonal, chaotically expanding, and on a foundation that
must have seemed tenuous. As one historian later observes, by 1968
half of U of

s faculty "had come, many of them straight out of

American graduate schools, in the preceding half-dozen years"
(Nelson, 1992, 43) .

Many

junior appointments held

political

opinions that were firmly on the left. This, as well as the sheer
weight of increasing numbers of students

- - their population nearly

doubled between 1960 and 1970 at U of T alone - - somehow coalesced
with widespread student radicalism and political divisions in
society at large, to create a cacophony, a seemingly permanent
state of unrest.
Student complaints with the School and its programme increased
over a ten year period from the mid-1960s, rising to a crescendo in
the mid-1970s. But to infer that this was peculiar to a decade or
so, is to misunderstand the past. There is no written record of
students fomally complaining about the programme prior to 1 9 4 5 ,
but there is also no reason to doubt that they might have. That
Cassidy himself during his first academic term as director had
encouraged students to write candid written reviews of their direct

practice instructors - - that he would use these as evidence that
the School needed new blood in casework and group work teaching - reveals a great deal about the presence and acknowledged impact of
student animosity towards the programme. A social work students'
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association had been organized during the early 1940s. Its most
significant task was to ensure

fair salaries for graduating

students returning to work for social service agencies. This
advocacy persisted for the next decade, and became a considerable
source of friction between local social service administrators and
the School during the early 1950s, complicating - - and perhaps
exacerbating - - community criticisms of the curriculum, presented
to CSWE accreditors.
In the postwar period

faculty minutes are replete with

evidence of student dissatisfaction, interspersed among other
business, on a term-by-term, year-by-year basis. Most of the
student complaints in the late 1940s and early 1950s focused on the
natural

tension

created

by

the

direct

practice

faculty's

preoccupation with students' personal formations. But these were
reinforced by the strong divisions between casework faculty along
functionalist/diagnostic lines, and by the overly rigid adherence

to either (but never both) school of thought: Rhinewine and Teicher
being proponents of the former school, Chaisson, Godfrey, Houwink,
Machell, among others, following the latter. As recorded in the
1948 Faculty Minutes:

Dr. Cassidy outlined complaints which had come to him through
meetings with the student body and through questionnaires. He
felt the criticisms were the sharpest he had ever heard, the
most serious item being lack of confidence in the faculty and
a feeling that i t w a s u n w i s e from the p o i n t of v i e w of one's
s t a n d i n g to d i s a g r e e with i d e a s taught (emphasis added, FM

February 24, 1948).
Minutes from a 1948 Executive Meeting of the Social Work Students'
Association (SWSA) very clearly summarized students' concerns with
the process of grading:
1. The feeling apparently is connected with the strain of

being assessed as a person and with a lack of rapport between
staff and students. 2 . The problem is primarily with the Case
Work students; it a£fects students of high and low calibre. 3.
Methods of appraisal of students needs to be further clarified

- students fear hear-say evidence (SWSAM February 11, 1948) .
Under "specific areas" of change, the SWSA minutes very clearly
emphasized:
Evaluation process - strain of continual assessment. Even in
informal situation - is basic difficulty; feeling that student
must "play politics" . This came only from Case Work students.
Student feels he is being 'case-workedrwhen he goes for help,
that he is penalized for expressing difficulty or criticism
(Ibid).
One of the more notorious proponents of "getting to know the whole
student", predictably responded that more student counselling was
necessary: "Miss Rhinewine felt we usually only see students when
there is a problem, whereas faculty advisors should be seeing the
students regularly all through the termu (Ibid). Another wrote a
lengthy memo to Cassidy, frankly exaggerating the extent to which
student animosity should be a "normal" part of any casework
learning process, and criticizing the School for, of all things,
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"insufficient emphasis on seeing the student as a person", that is,
being concerned with his/her personality, "rather than as an
academic unitn (Memorandum,Houwink to Cassidy, February 26, 1948) .
There were clearly problems, however, with the academic climate. As
part-time sessional appointment and psychiatrist Jack Griffin
pointed out, "there needs to be a much more humane, sympathetic and
warm approach to the students; at present we are freezing them out.
They call our evaluations 'devaluationsf
At

the same time

undercurrent

of

there had

complaints

(FM, April 6, 1948).

been

regarding

a

relatively smaller
course

instructor

preparedness, and other, more academic aspects of the programme.
With the gradual decline, during the late 1950s, of tendencies to
treat students as though they were casework clients, there was
dovetailed a perceptible increase in student complaints regarding
other aspects of the programme. And so student concerns never
really dissipated, but rather, changed focus. By early 1963, "the
studentst greatest criticismI1,the Faculty Minutes read, was the
"extreme unevenness in content and effectiveness in presentation"

of several classes (FM February 12, 1 9 6 3 ) . In one section,
the nine lectures by three faculty members were utterly
worthless,

too

elementary,

too

general

and

lacking

in

stimulation or challenge. One student commented that one
lecturer said everything in five minutes . . . . Many discussions
were without structure (Ibid).

By 1965, there had appeared annual student evaluations of course
content and instruction, submitted directly to the director. A
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young faculty member was appointed as a student-faculty liaison.
Entire faculty conferences were devoted, in the late 1960s and
early 1970s, to the subjects of faculty-student relationships and
curriculum. In 1968, as Albert Rose noted in a letter to the
president,
student objections to a lecture system, in which perhaps an
entire year's class or half the total enrolment of each year
may be in the classroom, became so strong that lectures as
such have been almost entirely eliminated

(C:

Rose to Bissell,

August 1, 1970).
The cost of converting large classes to multiple small seminar
sections strained the School's budget (Ibid). The administration of
the faculty also was markedly changed. One junior faculty noted:
Two years ago, a fairly chronic student complaint was the lack
of

dialogue

faculty.. .

At

or

any

present

meaningful
time

communication

with

the

[in contrast], students are

involved almost across the board. In fact, they are involved
in so many places, both formally and informally that it has
become almost impossible for one person to keep track of it.
It is inevitable that such speed would be accompanied by many
difficulties and frustrations as well as some misgivings on
the part of some students and faculty . . . . It is my view that
our major gain has been the creation of a climate wherein

change is seen as possible; that dialogue has been achieved
and that communication with faculty is taking place. At the
present time we seem to be entering a third phase, which for

lack of a better word, I refer to as negotiation and this is
perhaps

best

illustrated

by

the

request

for

more

individualized programmes for next year (~emorandumto all
faculty from J. MacDonald, May 20, 1969).
Some

students

viewed

"confrontation

and/or

petitions

as

techniquesI1, the memorandum continued, as "useful1'; and others
"invite a kind of confrontation or bypassing that is undesirable
and complicates further an already difficult task of co-ordination"
(Ibid).

This was only the thin edge of the wedge. A 1968 Social Work

Student Newsletter provided a lengthy interview with the School's
director, in which there appeared derisive commentaries on the
School's

relative inability "to help the students cope with

bureaucracy or to give them skills which will help them to change
bureaucracyN; on its relative inability to keep up with new
clinical developments in the field, such as family therapy; on its
overall conservative nature (Social Work Alumni Newsletter March
1968).

And so while casework languished behind changes in the field;
while tensions persisted between the policy faculty, in their
preoccupation with research, and the direct practice members in
their concerns with the field; while youthful students pitted
themselves against their instructors

- - another, perhaps less

noticed development had occurred, the veritable collapse, by the

early 1960s, of the former sequence of group work. In its place
there appeared a more politicized/social change reincarnation,
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under a new banner o f community development, i n s p i r e d b o t h by the
y o u t h f u l epistemology of S a u l Alinsky and by t h e g e n e r a l ferment of
the

era.

Yet

as

this

sequence1s

senior

faculty

member

later

commented:
Toronto i n g e n e r a l was not a prime s e t t i n g f o r i n n o v a t i v e C.D.
a c t i v i t y . By comparison community development became a booming
e n t e r p r i s e i n Quebec as w e had o c c a s i o n t o see i n t h e course
of a n extended v i s i t t h a t took u s t o a number of urban and
r u r a l s e t t i n g s ( C : Lappin t o a u t h o r , February 11, 1995).
By 1 9 6 9 Toronto s o c i a l work was becoming s t a l e . Sure t h e r e
remained p r o l i f i c

f a c u l t y members s u c h a s A l b e r t

Rose o r t o a

l e s s e r e x t e n t Ben Lappin. But a number of s e n i o r members had gone
t o greener pastures,
ROSS,

and

John

p a r t i c u l a r l y of

among them Alan K l e i n , John Morgan, Murray

Spencer.

Replacing

them

were

appointments,

t h e 1970s and e a r l y 1980s, who had n o t a s y e t

proven themselves.

T h e U of

T School had been a v i c t i m ,

t o some

e x t e n t , of a n i n a b i l i t y t o respond d e c i s i v e l y , and w i t h s u f f i c i e n t
r a p i d i t y , t o t h e m a s s i v e changes t h a t were t a k i n g p l a c e around i t ;
t o e n t i c e and r e t a i n e x c e l l e n t f a c u l t y , i n an age of massive p o s t secondary expansion and a v i r t u a l s e l l e r ' s market i n the academic
market p l a c e .

Perhaps i t never c o u l d have responded p r o p e r l y . A

y o u t h f u l f a c u l t y , of the Cassidy and e a r l y Hendry p e r i o d , had grown
i n t o an o l d e r f a c u l t y by t h e l a t e 1960s, where j u n i o r members could

o n l y p a r t i a l l y keep the p l a c e from seeming o u t of

t o u c h , where

appearance w a s all t o o o f t e n confused w i t h s u b s t a n c e , where what

was ephemeral was embraced and what ought t o have been permanent
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was too easily dispensed with.
In 1969 Hendry approached his sixty-fifth birthday, and

SO

prepared to step down after an eighteen year period of leadership.
He was the last of that generation of departmental heads to have

been appointed by the president essentially for a lifetime period

-

- or until recirement, whichever came first. Replacing Hendry was
a new director who was chosen by a committee of internal and
external faculty/administrators, and designated for a seven year
term,

with

the

possibility

of

renewal.

The

problems

and

contradictions of the late Hendry years became manifestly evident
under the leadership of the new director, Albert Rose. The latter
never was able to use the directorship as a springboard to the
burgeoning ranks of senior U of T administrators beyond the
departmental levels, largely because of a handful of vociferous,
determined social work students who staged a 1974 strike, gaining
the attention of the national media. Hendry was lucky to have
retired when he did.

Endnotes
1. Created in 1952, the CSWE was an amalgamation of the AASSW,
which represented graduate social work education, and the National
Association of schools of Social Administration, representing
undergraduate training.
2. The doctoral programme was inaugurated in the early 1950s

following Harry Cassidyls 1949 proposal to the University Senate.
3. The motion to establish the doctoral programme was not passed
unanimously by the Faculty Council. The Executive Committee of the
U of T Senate, in turn, passed the motion by a six to four vote;
ultimately the university refused Cassidy' s 1949 request for a PhD
programme, siding, instead, with the DSW nomenclature - - a
reflection, one suspects, of the professionts low academic standing
within the scholarly community (Minutes of the Council of the
School of Social Work, January 22, 1952).

4. This is the only record of a U of T doctoral candidate ever

having to undertake a social work practicum.
5 . Rose wrote numerous articles and several important monographs on
Canadian housing policy and Canadian municipal government, and
became the school's director in 1969, upon Hendry's retirement.
Morgan wrote numerous acclaimed articles on Canadian income
security policy, edited one book, co-authored another, and in the
late 1960s became dean of one of the continent's most acclaimed
schools of social work, at the University of Pennsylvania.

6. As one historian puts it, when YMCA boys' work arose in midcentury North America, it was intended Iftofill the free time which
many schoolboys enjoyed once school ended for the day and to keep
them loyal to established values and institutions. Neither Sunday
schools nor young people's societies held teenage boys very well,
so boys' workers presented their schemes as new ways to maintain
the boys' church affiliation by meeting their recreational needs."
(MacLeod, 1978, p . 6).

7. As he noted, years later, reflecting on the speech Statten had
given, "Never in my life had any man gripaed me as he did. Never
had any sermon so jolted me out of myself into anything so spacious
and alluring. Never had I really known myself until that hour. I
made my way up to Taylor Statten after the meeting. I told him that
his talk had made me more enthusiastic than ever to devote my life
to Christian work and I asked him what he thought I would
accomplish as a boysf worker. It was late then and he jotted my
name down in his little book among hundreds of other notes and
memos and told me that I would hear from him." (Hendry, 1927)

Only in the 1970s did Hendry and Cassidy admit the environmental
lly of a social policy, undergirded by-sheer economic growth - t even then, the revision of their thinking was tentative, and
ted (Cf. Hendry, 1972; Morgan, 1974).
9. John S. Morgan, ed., The Condition of Man, (Montreal, Palm,
John S. Morgan, ed., Welfare and Wisdom, (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 1966) ; Barbara Rodgers with John Greve
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Allen and Unwin, 1968); Albert Rose, Canadian Housing Policies
1935-1980t (Toronto: Butterworths, 1980) ; Albert Rose, Governinq
Metropolitan Toronto, A Social and Political Analysis, 1953-1971,
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1972); Albert Rose,
Resent Park. A Studv in Slum Clearance, (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 1958) ; Murray Ross, Community Orsanization . Theorv
and Principles, (New York: Harper, 1955); Murray Ross and Charles
Eric Hendry, New Understanding of Leadership. A Survey and
A~plication of Research, (New York: Association Press, 1957) ;
Murray Ross, The New Universitv, (Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 1961); Murray Ross, The Universitv: The Anatomy of Academe,
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1976).
1965);

10. Stuart Jaffary, Sentencinq of Adults in Canada, (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 1963); Alan Klein, Effective
Grou~work. An Introduction to Principle and Method, (New York:
Association Press, 1972); Alan Klein, How to Use Role Playinq
Effectively, (New York: Association Press, 1959); Alan Klein,
Societv, Democracy, and the Group: An Analysis of Social
Obi ectives Democratic Princi~les, Environmental Factors, (New
York: Woman's Press and W Morrow, 1953).
-

.

11. Tadeusz Grygier, Howard Jones, and John C. Spencer, eds.,
Criminoloqy in Transition. Essays in Honour of Hermann Mannheim,
(London: Tavistock, 1965) ; Benjamin Schlesinger, Abuse of the
Elderlv: Issues and Annotated Biblioqraphy, (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 1988) ; Benjamin Schlesinger, Families. A Canadian
Pers~ective, (Toronto: McGraw-Hill, 1972); Benjamin Schlesinger,
Jewish Family Issues : A Resource Guide, (New York: Garland, 1987);
Benjamin Schlesinger, The One Parent Family: Pers~ectives and
Annotated Biblioqraphy, (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
1978); Benjamin Schlesinger, Sexual Abuse of Children: A Resource
Guide and Annotated Bibliosra~hv, (Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 1982) ; and John Spencer, Crime and the Services, (London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1954).
12. He had been asked to become a professor at the University of
Chicagofs School of Social Service Administration and the director
of the University of Southern California's school of social work.
13. In 1920-21, social work faculty represented two point six
percent of the total part-time and full-time faculty at U of T;
this decreased to one point zero three percent in 1930-31, falling

further to zero point eight-five percent in 1945-56. In 1950-51 it
had risen to thirteen full-time faculty appointments, representing
zero point ninety-two percent of the full-time university
complement (President s Reports, select years) .
14. The cases of Shulameth Rhinewine and Morton Teicher are an apt
example. Both received M S W s from the University of ~ennsylvaniain
1942, both had comparable post-MSW practice backgrounds. Rhinewine
began her teaching career several years earlier than Teicher,
joining the staff on a part-time basis in 1946 and moving to fulltime status in 1948; Teicher began the following year on a halftime basis. In 1952 Rhinewine was paid $4400 per annum, and
Teicher, a half-time appointment $2300 - - $200 per annum more ( C :
Hendry to Gray, June 10, 1952; C: Hendry to Bissell, February 11,
1 9 5 3 ) . Despite Rhinewine' s earlier appointment, both were promoted
to assistant professor in 1951. During the 1954-55 academic year,
Teicherls annual salary had risen to $7080 per annum, and
Rhinewine's was $5700 (Mental Health Training Budget, June 21,

1954).
15. In one example, an assistant professor female casework faculty
member was passed over for a promotion in favour of promoting two
men to this rank. She had "been a member of the professorial staff
for considerably longer thanttthe two male faculty members in
question, and her "record of scholarly work will measure at least
equal to, if not better than, either of them", wrote one university
official . Confidential Five.

16. Rhinewine was on Itsoftmoneyf1from 1946 until 1953. She retired

in 1976 as an associate professor.
17. The admissions interview appears to have been a long-standing
practice, undertaken in the pre-war era by Agnes McGregor. It
persisted during Margaret Kirkpatrick's tenure with the school,
becoming a group interview during the 1980s before it was
terminated in the mi2 -1980s. Offshore students were sometimes
interviewed by social work scholars in the student's home country,
precipitating a letter of support/caution from the interviewer.
18. This concept of the worker as a feeling person and of the
relationship as one in which feelings flow back and forth between
worker and client, "takes on more meaning as they [students] work
on the first assignment.. . How did I feel about my first interview,
before, during, and after the interviewu. In writing this
assignment the students become aware that they do have feelings in
this situation, that these feelings influence what they do and are
not able to do, that the client puts out feelings, that they react
to these and that the client in turn reacts to the feelings they
put out. (The Casework Sequence in the Classroom, February 19,

1954, 3) .

19. "Of t h e s e s t u d e n t s , 45 completed the programme for which t h e y
r e g i s t e r e d (MSW or Special Program). Of the 88 students 39 did not
return to their own countries but remained in Canada or the U.S.A. "
("Report of Committee on Off-Shore Students", 1969, 1).
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Conclusion
During the late nineteenth and early twentieth century much of
the flourishing, of philanthropic enterprises, reform movements,
humanitarian societies, as well as socially motivated research
projects, publications, or journalistic expos5s was motivated, in
one way or another, by a certain moral zeal. Many proponents, such
as those in the evangelical tradition, were religiously inspired.
Others, embracing various forms of social democratic, fabian, or
Marxist ideology were invariably no less ardent in pursuing worthy
causes. By the turn of the century humanitarianism had become "a
surrogate religion1', as English Victorian

historian

Gertrude

Himmelfarb has argued. A number of its most enthusiastic followers
were the so-called "free souls" or "newm men and "newH women,
dedicated

to various

forms of

sexual

and

social liberation

(Himmelfarb, 1995, 147, 189) .
In this same tradition social work itself attracted to it men
and women - - but mostly the latter - - who must have shocked their
elders. This was

true, right from the profession's

earliest

beginnings. After all, students during these first years were
learning dangerous new psychosexual not ions from Freud. In their
spare time they read the plays of Ibsen and Shaw. Many conversed
about "free love" before seriously considering marriage (Livesay,
1991) , and quite a few of the women rejected marriage in favour of

a career. What is more, in choosing social work, they opted to

attend to the seamier areas of urban squalor. In busying themselves
with issues of child abuse, birth control, or other areas of family
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life they openly rejected many of the socially, and gendered
strictures of polite society.
Thus partly by predisposition, partly by the wider influence
of the social forces around them, partly because of the nature of
the social work enterprise itself - - social work students in their
own way

were

iconoclasts.

Indeed the profession

has

always

attracted a special type of student, perhaps more critical of the
status quo than the average, in many instances less deferential to
social conventions, and certainly more committed to a hands-on,
let's-get-to-it, "doing things" way of looking at the world. This
perhaps was the one great constant in that continuous ebb and flow
of students throughout the U of T School's history.
But it found particular resonance in the early 1970s. For the
widespread turbulence, especially strong on the campuses of the
United States, gradually engulfed the School over a seven to eight
year

period

beginning

in

the

mid-1960s. With

a

prominent

abruptness, the number of anxious faculty memos regarding studentfaculty relations increased; there were several minor studies,
f rewent student-faculty meetings . More numerous still were the

faculty meetings, where student memos were agonized over, student
rebellions fearfully anticipated, student-faculty meetings were
rehashed, dissected, and reconstructed. Here, in the faculty
meetings were long-standing collegial, pedagogical, philosophical,
and professional differences temporarily put aside in a common
effort to conceive strategies for dealing with potential unrest.
Here as well, were well-established notions of faculty prerogative,
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precedent, and convention abandoned with implacable rapidity.
In the fall term of 1969, a young assistant professor who had
been assigned the role of student- f aculty mediator described how

only V w o years ago1', there had been !'a fairly chronic student
complaintu regarding "the lack of dialogue or any meaningful
communication with the faculty11(MacDonald, May 20 1969). This had
changed, so much so that at that time students were involved
virtually llacrossthe boardu in all areas of school administration,
such that it had apparently become "almost impossible for one
person to keep track of it" (Ibid). "In my viewN, proclaimed the
young professor, "our major gain has been the creation of a climate
wherein change is seen as possiblet1 ( I b i d ) . This was true. But
"necessaryu could have been as apt a word as "possiblem,and "gain"
might have been replaced with a less normative term. For what lay
ahead was a chasm that would rip apart, at least temporarily, much
of the fabric that had held the School together.
Writing in the 1970 course calendar, the incoming director
Albert Rose boasted that

"the new curriculum" was

"the most

flexible design ever formulated" in the School's history (10). But
"curriculum renewalu was nothing new to the School. When the MSW
was inaugurated in 1947 the new programme was based on a forced
choice of either a casework or a group work concentration, as well
as a compulsory thesis; this was amended in 1952 to provide greater
flexibility in second year course offerings; in 1959 the individual
thesis option was revised to an optional group research project,
and by the mid-1960s both had petered out. In 1967 the entire
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programme

had

been

changed such that

there were

no

thesis

requirements, and now five areas of practice specializations:
casework, group

work, community organization, social welfare

administration, and research (Rose, February 19, 1973) . In 1970
these had been reduced to three, and the number of optional courses
were increased.

But

by

manifestations

the
of

early

1970s

neither

"renewal", nor

the

these

most

recent

increases

in

student

participation on various School committees, were enough to abate
student

discontent.

More

fundamental

matters

of

School

administration, organization, and curriculum far overshadowed these
earlier gestures. A recent crop of vocal young students had entered
the School, many of whom had worked several years before commencing
graduate work, several of whom were Americans who had fled the
draft

into the Vietnam War, most

of

whom

were particularly

interested in community organization. What a perfect opportunity to
ply their trade: the student body was their community, the School
was the wider social system beyond this. And organizational change,
a redistribution of power, and a greater "relevanceu to the
curriculum - - these were the major objectives for which their
training had prepared them. To the chagrin of most faculty - except, perhaps, some of the young, recent appointments - - the
School had become a social laboratory where the principles of
community organization could be tested.
'30 Stop Boycotting Social Work School1f,
the March 6th. 1974

Toronto Globe and Mail headline read. About a quarter of the U of

T School's student body had staged a two day strike, demanding

several extensive changes. One of the most contentious was student
parity with faculty representation on committees that hired, fired,
and granted tenure to professors, as well as on committees that
formulated and implemented student applicant admissions policies
(FM, February 25, 1974) . Another was a complex grading submissions

procedure for one particularly unpopular course, "Knowledge and
Values of Social Worku; this would have allowed students, with the
instructor's permission at the commencement of term, to submit what
they, the students, felt their final mark ought to be (FM, February

18, 1974)'. As an article in a local student newspaper put it, the
students felt that the Walues" taught in this course were "too
rigidM,too prone to "unquestioning acceptance" of the status quo.
The strikers, for their part, wanted the course to be "student
controlledr1(Varsity, March 4, 1974, 1) . But student control would
have contravened CASSW accreditation requirements, and the School
would therefore be on the slippery slope of threatening standards
of services the public might expect of graduates. The same might
have been

said

of

other

student

demands, including

greater

flexibility in course content, course requirements, and greater
availability of independent study programs, within and outside the
School (Ibid).
Temporarily ending the strike, the students gave faculty a
week to respond to a list of demands. This the latter did, but as

a newspaper article the following week explained, rather than a
permanent commitment to parity, the faculty counterproposed a
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committee "to deal with admissions and staffing decisions", as well
as the establishment of a working group to handle ongoing problems
(Globe and Mail, March 15, 1974). The students rejected most of
these. But others were accepted, including a faculty concession
giving students access to their own departmental student records
files and considerable curriculum input into the "Knowledge and
Values of Social Workn course (although not the student grading
proposal,

nor

total

student

control).

Course

content

and

requirements had already become more flexible. But, to the benefit
of the public and with a view to future accreditation reviews, the
faculty rightly stood their ground on compulsory courses.
And yet the one thing the student leaders could not change was
that the academic term, as well as the programme in which students
were enroled, were both time-limited. Time, in fact, was on the
faculty memberst side - - and many, in sober reflection, probably
consoled themselves of this fact during those several weeks in
February and March of free-floating anxiety. By early April the
stand off had gradually been transformed into a modest exercise in
student- faculty dialogue. The faculty responses had blunted some of
the edge off the initial demands. The student ringleaders remained
adamant that the School had bent little to their wishes. But none
admitted that their efforts had been a waste of time. The remaining
students on strike joined their peers and returned to classes; the
term drew to a close; deadlines were extended, several special

cases were made, and few graduated behind schedule. Nerves had been
frayed, considerable energy had been expended, but the end of the
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academic term came as it always had. Student-faculty relations were
less disputatious the following year, and within a few short years,
with the continuous turn around of students, both the strike and
the issues leading to it had been forgotten.

As ephemeral as it therefore was on one level, much can be
discerned from the spring term of 1974. Above all else, the student
strike symbolized how much of the professional culture of the
university, it seemed, was fragile, tenuous - - a house of cards,
capable of falling within a few short years, provided there was the
right volume of wind to blow them all over. The old standards of
deference were now a dim memory. It seemed almost impossible that
students, only a decade and a half earlier could be made to feel
objects of psychoanalytically derived interrogation. They were now
on a first name basis with their professors. And the latter, still
smarting from the generation gap and from the threat of unrest,
were aware of the growing clout of recently inaugurated written
student course assessments upon merit pay, applications for tenure
and promotions. And because of it, in many instances they may have
felt more wary of students than students were of them.
The strike undoubtedly demonstrated the chasm that could build
between students and professors, as well as the need for several
basic changes in the status quo. More significantly still, it was
probably the perfect metaphor for describing just how quickly

social work educators could become out of date with social change.
And in keeping with the metaphor, much of t h i s significance may

have been lost on disgruntled faculty members, particularly the
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highest ranks who had felt singled out by student agitators in the
first place. As the School's most senior administrative officer,
Albert Rose complained at the opening of a faculty meeting and at
the height of the disagreements, "it was obvious that the studmts
had achieved their objective, that is, to make known throughout the
country that there are difficulties within the Facultyl1 (FM,
February 21, 1974). In some quarters, there seemed to be little
admission that the strike could have had underlying causes other
than a crass craving for media attention.
In fairness, part of the problem surely lay with that then

popular notion of
matters,

If

the generation gap" . Further complicating

undoubtedly

there

were

occasional

instances

of

intransigence, rigidity, and mutual hostility, on both sides of the
abyss. Sure, some of the senior members just "didntt get it", and
continued to stand on ceremony and address students as "Mr."
"Mrs.I f ,

and "Miss'l. Other such basic matters as dress codes also

were symbolic - - and perhaps substantive - - evidence of the growing
differences between senior level faculty and their students;
heavens, many of the former continued to wear neckties and other
modes of formal dress that had become such an anathema to the
"newerI1 proprieties. On the other hand the students, in the
promethean arrogance that theirs was the only generational frame of
reference that mattered, were in their own way even more incapable
of understanding their elders than visa versa - - ironically enough,
they either lacked or refused to use the clinical skills of

" relatingftand llempathizinglf
.
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Beyond these considerations, another aspect had to do with the
nature of the academic culture itself. The intelligentsia had long
since become unintelligible to the outside world, and at the
School, partly as a result, out of touch with the real-world
concerns of students. flAcademicism", "instrumentalism" - - these
were

the

obtuse

neologisms

professorate, and were

that

typical

now

described

examples of

the

the

modern

increasingly

awkward, indiscernible prose that oozed out of faculty typewriters
and instructorsr mouths. Out of necessity, those professors who
wanted to be successful researchers understood the new ethos
implicitly (Scott,1984). The disciplines, as one historian argues,
had been fractured into "a myriad of ' invisible collegest

each

determined to hold its grounds against all comers by means of an
exclusive jargon and mind-set (Perkin, 1989, 397) . Sure, students
gained partial entry into the invisible colleges. But they were
professionals-in-training, and

their

frame

of

reference

was

therefore destined to be different from their instructors'.
After all, who really cared about the narrow, arcane research
topics that obsessed some faculty members and that often found

prominent attention in courses? And in certain instances weren't
the old theories, still embraced by some of the senior members, out
of date? In social policy, for example, the School had made a name
for itself on the basis of old notions of universality and
entitlement, seeking to help the powerless to achieve independence,
opportunity, and equality through a system providing economic
security to all. But these ideas were destined to become irrelevant
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in an era that was to become fixated by past exclusions of

categories of individuals: women, visible minorities , the disabled,
among others. And so by the mid-1970s the research of the Toronto
policy luminaries - - Harry Cassidy, Albert Rose, John Morgan,
Elizabeth Govan, Stuart Jaffary - - like their counterparts south of
the border, was well on the way to becoming dated (Berkowitz,
1995) . True, replacing them was a newer generation of U

of T

researchers, more interested in such categories of exclusion. But
this newer faculty had yet to prove themselves, and could not yet
claim the prominence of a previous generation of Canadian social
work scholars. Maybe they never would.
Moreover

the

School's

academic culture had

remained as

conventional as ever. Perhaps it had become more so, precisely
because new, increasingly hermetic and esoteric specialties and
sub-specialities had aligned social work scholars with like-minded
researchers in other disciplines. Those faculty, for example,
interested in gerontology were

more

apt

relationships with their counterpart peers

to

develop working

in departments of

sociology, psychology, nursing, or behavioural science, as opposed
to social work colleagues just a couple of doors down, who had

altogether different research

interests. The

School s

social

housing specialists, likewise, were more closely aligned with urban
planners, sociologists, or political economists than with other
social work faculty. The clinical social workers had more in common

with

psychologists,

educational

psychologists

or

pastoral

counsellors, than with many members of their own department.
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The "knowledge production enterprise" of the umultiversity"
was creating powerful sets of alliances, but these crossed through
the School in a myriad of divergent networks, making that search
for a common social work identity all the more irrelevant to an
increasing number of faculty. The game had been up years ago, and
by now there was no longer any point in even playing by the rules.
In a publish or perish environment, where editorial decisions were
as likely to be made by scholars from outside disciplines as by
one's social work peers, what counted was one's standing in one's
own specialty, rather than within the broader, and increasingly
diffuse realm of the social work academy. But, it must be stressed,
this was not peculiar to social work - - it was simply the way the
academic culture had evolved, affecting most disciplines.
Meanwhile, in many respects social casework, perhaps more than
any other sequence, seemed to grind to a halt by the late 1960s.
Those instructors who continued to cling to the old ferment of
functionalism/diagnosticisrn found fewer new pieces of research to

incorporate into their courses. But the "newttgeneric models of
practice never really replaced the older ways of conceptualizing
the human condition - - they merely simplified them, often obscuring
common sense notions beneath liberal heaps of jargon, charts,
diagrams, and obfuscation. Group work had long since lost its roots
and had become a sort of remedial adjunct of casework, eventually
being lumped in with the latter under the broader rubric of
uclinicalll
social work practice. In the 1970s and the 1980s there
were other, new additions to "clinicaln social work, strongly
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influenced by developments in the United States - - family therapy,
family/divorce mediation - - each opening up wonderful opportunities
for private practice. And yet the latter were sub-specialities,
albeit important ones, neither being able to transform the direct
practice epistemology the way Freud and Rank had, several decades
be£ore.
Perhaps most significantly of all, these newer clinical social
work sub-specialties signalled, possibly forever, a radically
different conception of what it was to be a professional. This in
many respects was the consummation of a several decades-long
transformation that had begun with the functionalist/diagnostic
ascendancies

of

the

immediate

postwar

era.

"Skillsw and

"techniques" had gradually won out over traditional notions of
client advocacy and social change. To one faculty member this
consequent

greater

clientele, and

upon

emphasis
the

upon

remedial

a

middle-

in

and

clinical

upper-class

education had

sufficiently distanced front line social work students from their
social change-oriented policy counterparts that a "divorce"between
the two spheres, resulting in the creation of

two separate

departments, was needed (Lightman, 1982) .
But

these

arguments

in

underestimated the degree of

favour

of

a

divorce

probably

social commitment that casework

trainees might embrace. And they also might have underestimated the
tenuous conceptions of social change that were evident in other
sequences. Take community organization, for an example, which for

a few short years had been transformed by a blaze of Marxism and
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neo-Marxism, only to distinguish itself in the late 1970s in steady
parallel with the dwindling number of jobs available for

C.O.

specialists. Several of the strike leaders themselves had belonged
to the largely Marxist -inspired c .o. movement. Like their American
yippie counterparts Jerry Rubin and Abbie Hoffman, one of their
number ultimately sold out to the establishment, settling into a
well-to-do career outside the profession, selling real estate.
Several others, perhaps in a less Janus faced divestment of their
past, moved into clinical/therapy positions; at least one remained
true to his C.O. convictions, ultimately working for the United

Nations as an international refugee expert (Confidential 41).

As argued, then, in several respects there was a prolonged
process of deterioration in the School' s mission. This finally
coincided, in the late 1970s and 1980s, with tangible reductions in
its internal resources. True, along with several other U of T

professional disciplines the School of Social Work had become a

Faculty in 1972. This ought to have dovetailed with greater
autonomy and resources at its disposal, but perhaps neither ever
occurred. A 1975 report, commissioned by university brass external
to the Faculty, to determine the Faculty's future objectives made
much of what had become a common calculation used to determine
faculty workloads, " t h e Instructional Activity Index (IAI)" ("the
number of full course enrolments divided by full time equivalent
academic staffI1 [Report of the Workina Group on the Faculty of
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Social Work, 1975, 71 ) . One of the report's major concerns was that
the social work's IAI was the lowest of any faculty. But in arguing
the point, most U of T social work professors thought that the
report's authors had not sufficiently understood the enormous
resources devoted

to

the

clinical

component of

social work

education. Tremendous time went into arranging, maintaining ongoing
contact with, and overseeing a complex network
placements,

where

students

spent

of practicum

twenty-one hours

per

week

throughout the academic term, learning how to practise. The first
term of

the MSW

programme

also consisted of

time-consuming,

intensive courses of clinical practice labs, taking up six hours
per week of classroom instruction. In these, among other examples,
there were no comparable precedents in the humanities, social
sciences, physical and biological sciences, or indeed, most of the
other professional faculties.
For whatever the reasons, from the mid-1970s and throughout

the 1980s the Faculty of Social Work entered a sort of free fall,
atrophying under a steady process of professorial attrition. The
number of enroled MSW students actually increased, from 195 in 1972
to 230 in 1976, to 232 in 1989. But faculty resources markedly
decreased, The full-time professorial complement fell from a high
of thirty-five in 1972 to thirty in 1976 to twenty-five in 1981 and
to twenty-two in 1989. (Memo, Garber to Wolff, November 25, 1981;
Munroe-Blurn, November 5, 1993, 13).
Things looked bad, but they would be turned around in the
early 1990s under the brief but significant leadership of Heather
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Munroe-Blum, a young, empirically minded researcher with clinical
social work experience and a PhD in epidemiology. She was able to
bring several new appointments to the Faculty, and to provide a
revitalized sense of social work's place within the university
community. By 1993, the year she left the dean's office to become
one of the university's vice-presidents, the Faculty of Social Work
boasted a

full-time complement of twenty4ive professors, an

updated, three person research office, as well as a number of very
substantial research grants. Social work's place within a now
retrenchment

ridden,

and

increasingly

retrenchment

minded

university seemed secure, for the time being.
And yet no one could save the U of T School from some of the
essential contradictions that had come to define the profession.
The Faculty had been founded in an era that revered a newly
emergent social class, the technical intelligentsia. Thorstein
Veblents turn of the century classic, The Theory of the Leisure
Class (1903) was perhaps one of the best representations of that

sense of optimism with which the "newu professionals had been
embraced. L A . Dale, the School's second director was as committed
to this optimism as much as any of his era. As he emphasized, it
was "inconceivable that men who had brains to organize large
industries could not solve the problems of unemployment if they so
desiredu. Thus social betterment was clearly imminent, if only the
right mind-set could be embraced. "The evils of society would never
be cured until

a

sufficient number of people

focused their

attention on removing their causeIt (Mail, April 15, 1921). And to
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be sure, vestiges of such optimism remained strong undercurrents
within the School, in the thinking of Hendry, Morgan, and other
seminal faculty members of the postwar era.
But by the 1970s it had finally become apparent that there
were few reasons to embrace this optimism - - and in the aftermath
of Ivan Ilich, among other 1960s/1970s writers critical of the
professions, few scholars were willing to be as optimistic as
Veblen had been. Predictably, some of the School's courses began to
integrate this more critical view of professionals, but - - probably
because

they were

too

immersed in social work

education to

appreciate the point - - few Toronto professors could comprehend one
of the curriculum's most fundamental problems.
Social work education at U of T had been an offspring of the
liberal arts, a daughter of the Department of Political Economy,
and a discipline, prior to 1945, that had been taught by outside
scholars affiliated with a wide variety of social science and
allied departments. This side of the curriculum, then, was a
significant ,

countervailing force to another, perhaps equally

strong aspect: its technical component. The latter was probably
best represented in the pre-war period by those practice-oriented
courses taught by the part-time sessional appointments who worked
in the field.

This

delicate

equilibrium

of

the

liberal

arts

and

the

technical fell apart in the Schoolts postwar growth, and in the
corresponding changes to its curriculum, common to social work

departments across the continent. The technical, in short, had won
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o u t . True, "clinical" students, as they came to be known, were now

highly trained, far more technically proficient in the process of
counselling and therapy than their pre-war counterparts ever could
have been. Similarly, to a large extent because of the knowledge
explosion,

those

majoring

in

social

policy

or

community

organization had become conversant with a wider, interdisciplinary
body of social change, political science, sociological and other
forms of theory than their predecessors; those majoring in social
administration learned a great deal more than earlier generations

of students in organizational change and organizational behaviour.
And yet there was no longer that essential component to a

liberal arts education, which Dale, and later Urwick had captured
so profoundly: the refinement of the mind's eye that permits it to
see the delicate distinctions between people; a longing for the
beyond, a real basis for discontent with the present and an
awareness that there are alternatives to it. These things, as
philosopher Allan Bloom argues, are only accessible through "the
assistance of literature in the grand style1' (Bloom, 1988, 6 1 ) . And

so in turning their backs to the poetry, literature, history,
philosophy, religious studies and other liberal arts bases that had
once been so implicitly prominent within at least part of the U of
T curriculum, the School' s postwar professorate had, perhaps,

turned away from those things that provided glimpses into aspects

of the human condition that were truly lasting and real.
Indeed

of

all

the

things

the

1974

strike

might

have

represented, the most meaningful ought to have been the decline in
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the older, early twentieth century notions at U of T that had made
the creation of a social work department possible: that university
to the
education had, implicit to it, higher ideals; that llservicell
broader community was ennobling, broadening, necessary to society
and to the transformation of youthful vigour to a more mature
grounding. By the 1970s the principal question behind social work
education was no longer "is it truen, but rather, "what use is it?"
- - how marketable will it make the graduate, in an increasingly

specialized, sub-specialized professional workplace (Harvey, 1989;
Lyotard, 1984; Irving, 1993)? In an era of mass consumerism,
knowledge was becoming just another commodity. And professional
education no longer particularly concerned itself with the training
of minds or the development of character - - these were obsolete
notions and besides, there were so many practical skills and
techniques, the tricks of the trade, that had to be imparted.
And of all the adjectives that could be used to describe
social work theory, as it came to appear at U of T, llephemeral"
would probably be one of the most salient. But

just as the

"functionalM and "diagnostic" perspectives had at one time been
embraced with such viscsral commitment, so too in later decades
would various flschoolsof thought1!- - now more widely conceived - continue to divide the School. Whether one was an empiricist versus

a "qualitativeHresearcher, a clinician versus a policy analyst; to
what extent one saw social work's mission in correlation with the
positive state; whether one was an advocate of professional selfregulation or derided all such efforts as self-senring and an
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anathema to the needs of clients - - these among other philosophical
points of departure were stringently embraced.
It is impossible to speculate which of these above divisions
will persist and which will not. But a final aspect, which
distinguishes the present from the past could well have some
permanency - - identity politics: differentiating human need and the
helping

process

on

the

basis

of

such

criteria

as

race,

multicultural origin, sexual orientation, gender, "ability", among
other categories. In many respects this is as it should be. The
needs of an Aboriginal Canadian grandmother in a northern Quebec
reserve, as an example, are different

from a

recent Somali

immigrant and her young family, living in a Dixon Road apartment in
Toronto; the frame of reference of a gay rights activist living in
Vancouver may contrast with an unemployed fisherman living in a
Newfoundland outport. Much of social work theory continues to
assume a homogeneity of identity and frame of reference; this is
troublesome, and contrary to the diversity of social locations
which constitute social work clients, and increasingly, social work
students. A 1990s equivalent to the 1945 classic, Charlotte Towle's
Common Human Needs

- - for decades a mandatory text in many

U of T

social work courses - - might appropriately be entitled Differential
Human Needs.
But on the downside, as philosopher Charles Taylor has pointed
out, societyfs current tendency towards fragmentation could well
lead to a people "less and less capable of forming a common purpose
and carrying it out" (1994). Paradoxically, in an age of social
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welfare retrenchment and government debt, any additional sense of
atomism, or loss of notion of a common purpose or common community
ought to trouble most social workers.
The problem is, as Michael Ignatieff points out, social
workers are societyrs response, in the context of such comp1exir;ies
of life as urbanization and industrial capitalism, to the perennial
task of helping others in times of individual and/or sociallyderived misfortune. So too is the welfare state. But both the
welfare state and one of its principal representatives, the social
worker, mediate between a needy individual and the common citizen
in a way that removes and distances one from the other. Is this
very distancing contrary to what often used to be the case in less

complex, less mobile, smaller forms of human settlement? In this
process, then, have we, as members of Canadian society become, as
Ignatieff

stresses,

"responsible for

each

other",

but

not

responsible "to each otheru (1986, 10) ?
This is more than just another version of the age-old dilemma
of reconciling freedom with solidarity. For in an age of deepening
social crises, social workers ought to be well positioned to combat
the widespread retrenchment of the welfare state, and to affirm

those things which unite us as a people, to this end. U of T social
work scholars and students in the past might have understood this
point implicitly. The School itself was founded on a bedrock of
moral principles. Most students were religious; virtually all had
a nodding familiarity with the Bible and with other forms of

literature that provided entry into the ethical. The U of T social
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work scholar of 1914 might despair of the contemporary scholar, in
the latter's commitment to

fllifestylesll,
wvaluesll,and other

aspects of our current, moral relativist age. To the social work
scholar of yore, doesn't the former term justify too many ways of
life, in the absence of clear delineation of right or wrong? In
like manner, would not the same scholar deplore the current way
that "valuesu tend to sanction virtually any opinion? But these are
the precise terms, with all the inherent implications, that are
central to the social work lexicon.
U of T social work, all too often has mirrored rather than

challenged the confusions and follies of our society. It is, after
all "socially constructedt1,
as the current jargon would describe
it. But in doing away with much of that sense of moral commitment - as well as the language of moral commitment, and one of its great

instruments, the liberal arts - - are such schools as U of T, indeed
is the profession itself, in danger of forfeiting the very identity
that ought to unite us with our origins?

Endnote
1. The February 18, 1974 Faculty Minutes refers to a student demand

for a maximum of two assignments per half course, as well as "a
performance list" of acceptable assignment options: papers;
individual or group oral presentations; examinations - written or
oral ; weekly class participation; speakers, audio-visual, or other
resource material; student diary; joint papers (for one or more
course); combination of the above; or any other suggestion
acceptable to both student and facultyN. Various forms of
evaluation were considered, among them, professor evaluation, group
evaluation, and self-evaluation. With the latter, the student was
to submit a grade to the professor along with written criteria for
the grade; if the professor disagreed, the student was invited to
negotiate a new mark; if they failed to agree, then a decision
would be made by a grievance committee represented by an equal
number of students and faculty.

APPENDIX A
FACULTY 1915 TO 1970
Note: 1914-15 & 1916-17 calendars do not list social senrice instructors. Instmccors are listed according to
how their names appear in the calendars. The full-time/part-crme distinction ceases co be noted in post-1945
calendars, and so the Appendix constructs divisions according to gender.

Part-Time Sessional Ap~ointmentsfrom the Social Services Field,
1915-1945
Miss Irene Allen, Catholic Childrenfs Aid Society of Toronto, 19445

Miss Marjorie Bell BA, Visiting Homemakers' Association, 1933-45
Mrs. H. Bott MA, Assistant Director, St. George's School for Child
Study, 1936-8
Horace L. Brittain, Managing Director, Bureau of ~unicipal
Research, formerly Superintendent of the Toronto General
Hospital 1918-23
Miss Lucy W. Brooking, Superintendent of Ontario Industrial School
for Girls, 1918-22
Rev. Peter Bryce, 1922-7
Arthur Henry Burnett, 1914-18
Norman Leonard Burnette, Ontario Vocational Branch, Department of
Soldierst Civil Re-establishment, 1919-23
Grace Cale, Downtown Church Workers Association, 1930-2
Sarah Libby Carson, General Supervisor of Settlement Work for the
Presbyterian Church, 1917-19
Miss AF Carver, BRE Hartford, Diploma in Social Science, Toronto,
Infant's Home, Toronto, 1941-5
MM Cohn, Federation of Jewish ~hilanthropies/UnitedJewish Welfare
Fund of Toronto 1936-7, 1938-45
Mr. Dobbs, 1923-4
Mrs. Jule Stewart Driscoll, Diploma in Social Science, Toronto;
Supervisor, Divisionof Family Welfare, Neighbourhood Workers'
Association, 1928-34
Mrs. Lorrie Alfreda Dunnington-Grubb, 1920-3
Miss Mae Fleming, 1926-9 1933-5, 1939-45, In 1933 listed as Miss M.
Fleming, PhB (Chic) MA, Lecturer in Child Guidance, Instructor
in St. Georgets School for Child Study. In 1939 calendar, Miss
Mae Fleming, B S c Chic, MA Tor, Diploma in Social Service, CA
Branch, Provincial Department of Public Welfare
Miss L. Gates, General Secretary, National Council, Young Women's
Christian Association, 1943-5
Miss B. Gemmell, Neighbourhood Workers' Association, 1941-43
Gwenddolyn Goldie, Head Worker, St. Christopher House, 1928-9
Miss Kathleen Gorrie, Protestant Children's Home, and by 1938
Executive Secretary of the Welfare Council of Toronto, 1932-41
Miss Margaret Gould MA, Child Welfare Council of Toronto, 1936-7
Jane Grant, Head Worker, Social Service Staff, Toronto General
Hospital, 1914-18
Miss Edna M. Guest, 1923-4

David B . Harkness MA, Educational Secretary, Social Service Council
of Canada, 1928-9
Helen L. Hart, Head Worker, St. Christopher House, l917-18
Percy Roy Hayward, BA BD PhD, 1921-5
BW Heise, Diploma in Social Service, Toronto. Provincial
Superintendent, Children's Aid Branch, Department of Public
Welfare, 1939-45
Freda Held, Neighbourhood Workers' Association, and later,
Provincial Department of Welfare, 193 0 -41
DM Hobden, Protestant Children1s Homes, 1940-5
Annie Frances Hodgkins , Employment Off ice, T. Eaton Company, and
later ~irectorof Recreation, T. Eaton Co. 1920-31
Judge RS Hosking of Family Court, 1933-7
Miss W. Hutchison, National Council, Young Women's Christian
Association, 1932-8
Miss E. Law, MA, National Council, Young Women's Christian
Association, 1933-8
Mrs. H. Lawrence, BA, Children's Aid Society, 1933-40
Miss Nora Lea, Children's Aid Society, 1933-43
Mrs. ER Long, AB, Mt. Vincent, MA Col, Instructor in St. George's
School for Child Study, University of Toronto, 1938-9
Alexander MacLaren, BSA, 1922-7
John Walker MacMillan, BA, 1921-4
Miss Mary E l m a McPhedran, 1922-8
Mr. R.E. Mills, Director of Children's Aid Society of Toronto,
1927-45

Elizabeth Bertha Neufeld, Central Neighbourhood House, 1914-16
Miss Ethel Dodds Parker 1924-5; Annie Ethel Parker 1925-8
Vera Parsons MA, Italian and Slavic Worker, Central Neighbourhood
House, 1918-20
Walter Alexander Riddell, MA BD PhD, Superintendent, Trades and
Labour Branch, Ontario Government, 1918-20
KH Rogers PhD, Executive Secretary, Big Brother Movement, 1940-1.
Kathleen Russell, BA, Supervisor of Hospital Extension Service,
Division of Public Health Nursing, Department of Health. 191921, 1929-30

Wilfred Scott MA, Children's Aid Society of Toronto, 1936-7
Mr. FT Sharpe, Big Brother Movement, 1933-6
Frank Stapleford MA BD, General Secretary, Neighbourhood Workersf
Association, 1918-36
Margaret Kirkpatrick Strong, MA (Cornell), PhD (Chicago). Special
Investigator, Trades and Labour Branch, Ontario Government,
1919-22, 1925-6, 1941-5

Mark Tarail, MSEd, City College of New York, MA New York School of
Social Work; Executive Director, Young Men's
Hebrew
Association, 1943 -4
Miss N. Thompson, Children's Aid Society of Toronto, 1944-5
Norma Touchburn, Neighbourhood Workersf Association, 1932-3
Miss Clara Jean Walker, 1926-8
Charlotte Whitton, Executive Secretary, Canadian Council on Child
Welfare; 1930-43
Robert Francis Widdows , 1923 -8

Dora Wilensky, Executive Director Jewish Family and Children's
Services, 1943-5
Charles Melville Wright, BA, 1923-4, 1925-8
Mary Yates, Lecturer, Ontario Department of Agriculture, VicePresident, Ontario Horticultural Association, 1919-23
Miss 0. Ziegler, MA, University Settlement House, 1933 -5
The Medical Sessionals, 1915-1945
Dr, Brock Chisholm, 1936-9
Dr, CK Clarke, ~rofessorof Psychiatry, Head of Psychiatric Clinic
Toronto General Hospital, Medical Director National Committee
for Mental Hygiene, 1918-20
Dr. Eric K. Clarke, 1920-7
Dr. Cowan, 1926-7
Dr. H Cruickshank, 1938 -43
Dr. Robert Davies Defries, MD, Demonstrator of Hygiene, University
of Toronto Faculty Medicine, ~cting/~ssociateDirector,
Antitoxin Laboratory, University of Toronto. 1918-20
Dr. C.M. Hincks, Psychiatrist at Toronto General Hospital, 19171920

Mrs.

Marion Johnston MA, Research Assistant in Connaught
Laboratories, 1927-9
Dr. E Percival Lewis, Director of Division of Mental Hygiene, City
of Toronto. 1926-9, 1931-47
Helen MacMurchy MD, 1914-16
Miss GE Mulock, Assistant Director of University Health, 1943-5

Full-time Members of the Department of Social Service, 1915-45
E.A. Bott, Departmental Secretary 1914-16. See also Full-time
Members of Other Departments section
Harry Cassidy, 1929-34 Assistant Professor of Social Science
Professor of Social Welfare and Director, 1945-51
Professor %A. Dale, 1920-7. On leave of absence as of end of 1927.
Retired by 1930
Barbara Finlayson of Neighbourhood Workersf Association, 1931-45.
Part-time, 1931-32; Lecturer and Tutor, 1933-6; Lecturer and
Supervisor of Casework Studies, 1936-41; Assistant Professor,
1941-5

Grauer, BA BC Oxon PhD Calif Assistant Professor 1935-6;
Associate Professor 1936-7; Director and Professor 1938-40
Miss CRW (Berta) Hamilton (MA St. Andrews) Assistant Director, with
Agnes McGregor, 1928-9; Lecturer and Tutor, 1929-33
SK Jaffary, PhD Chicago, 1940-52 Associate Professor; Director,
1941-44; Professor 1952-65
Franklin Johnson Jr., Director and Professor, 1914-18

AE

Agnes McGregor, Secretary 1917-19, Director of Field Work, 1919-48;

Instructor for Tutorial Classes in the Department of Social
Service, 1921-; 1928- Assistant Director of the Department;
Acting Director and Assistant Professor 1940-1, 44-5;
Associate Professor, 1945-48
R.M. MacIver, Associate Professor of Political Economy, Acting
Director of the Department of Social Science, 1918-20. See
also Full-time Members of Other Departments section
E.J. Urwick, Professor and Acting Director 1927-30,Director, 193037; 1938-41

Full-time Members of Other Departments, 1915-45
Miss Banham, Psychology, 1922-5
KS Bernhardt, PhD Assistant Professor of Psychology, Instructor in
St. George's School for Child Study, 1938-45
Dr. Blatz PhD Chic, Associate ~rofessor of Psychology. 1927-9
Professor 1930-4. Professor and Director of Institute of Child
Study, 1939-45
Mr. Bladen, Associate Professor of Political Economy, 1922-3, 19405

E.A. Bott, Professor of Psychology, 1929-34
Mr. Brady, Political Economy, 1925-8
CS Brett MA, Professor of ~ h i l o s o ~ h1929-32,
~,
1933-6
SD Clark, Lecturer in Sociology 1939-45
GP Cosgrave, MA Man PhD Assistant Professor of Psychology, 1938-45
Sedley Anthony Cudmore, ~ssistantProfessor of Political Science,
1918-20
Mr. Dobbs, Department of Political Economy, 1923-4
Miss FHM Emory, Department of Nursing, 1922-4, 1938-43
John G. Fitzgerald, Associate Professor of Hygiene, Director,
Antitoxin Laboratory, 1917-22
Norma Ford PhD, Lecturer in Zoology, 1929-30
Professor Fraser, School of Hygiene, 1922-6, 1932-3
Charles WM Hart, Assistant Professor of Anthropology, Supervisor
Studies of Sociology, Assistant Keeper of Ethnological
Collection in the Royal Ontario Museum, 1937-4s
JE Hodgetts, MA, Lecturer in Political Economy, 1944-5
Professor Gilbert Jackson, Department of Political Economy, 1920-4
Professor Harold Adams Innis, Department of Political Economy,
1921-4
HR Kemp MA, Assistant Professor of Political Economy, 1929-30
Mr. J. Davidson Ketchurn, Department of Psychology. 1928-38
HA Logan PhD Chic, Associate Professor of Political Economy, 193945

Adelaide MacDonald, MA, Lecturer in Political Theory, 1928-9
R.M. MacIver, DPhil, Associate Professor of Political Economy,
1917-26
John Walker MacMillan, BA DD, Professor of Sociology at Victoria
College, 1921-33
Mr. McCullah, 1936-43

WJ McCurdy, BA Dal PhD Harvard, Assistant Professor of Philosophy,
1936-45
TF McIlwraith, Associate Professor of Anthropology, Assistant
Director of Royal Ontario Museum, Archaeology, 1933-7
Mr. Marshall, 1920-2
Humphrey Michell, 1920-2
Miss MB Millman, Lecturer in Public Health Nursing, University of
Toronto, 1938-43
JI Mosher, Assistant Professor of Political Economy, MA Harvard,
1940-1
CR Myers, Lecturer in Psychology, 1934-8
JF Parkinson, Assistant Professor of Political Economy 1935-9
Jan Gabriel Perold, MA (Tor), BD (Princeton) Lecturer in Department
of Political Economy, 1928-9, 1930-6
Miss HC Plummer, Class Assistant in Hygiene and Preventative
Medicine,
Part-time Research
Assistant
at
Connaught
Laboratories, 1933-4
Edwin John Pratt, Instructor in Philosophy and Psychology,
University of Toronto, 1918-24
Thomas Rutherford Robinson, Assistant Professor of Philosophy,
1914-28
KH Rogers MA, Tutorial Fellow in Psychology, 1930-4
ES Ryerson, Professor of Health Education, 1942-4
Professor Smith of Department of Psychology, 1921-2
William George Smith Assistant Professor of Political Economy,
1918-20
FJ Tobin MA, Class Assistant in Psychology, 1940-1
Male Full-time Faculty Members, 1945-1970
James Albert, BA MSW DSW, Assistant Professor, 1968-73
Jack L. Amos MA, Lecturer, 1951-2
Donald Bellamy BA MSW, Lecturer 1961-6; Assistant Professor 1965-9 ;
Associate Professor 1969-74; Professor 1975-93
William A. Bourke BA MSW DSW, Assistant Professor 1963-7; Associate
Professor 1967-70; Professor 1970-87
Reginald Bundy BA MSW, Half-time Special Lecturer, 1956
John A. Byles BA MSW, Assistant Professor, 1958-64
Humphrey S. Carver, ARIBA, Lecturer, 1947-8
Harry M. Cassidy BA PhD, Director and Professor, 1945-51
Gerson David B Comm MA PhD, Assistant Professor, 1967-8
David V. Donnison BA, Lecturer, 1953 -5
John A. Farina BA MSW, Assistant Professor 1958-61; Associate
Professor 1962-6; Professor, 1966-77
John M. Gandy MA MSS DSW, Lecturer 1966-8; Assistant Professor,
1969-71; Associate Professor, 1971-4; Professor, 1975-83
Geoffrey Glover BA MSW, Lecturer, 1964-7
Bertram H. Gold BA MA Diploma in Social Science, Assistant
Professor, 1946-8
Lloyd B . Graham BA DSW, Associate Professor, 1966 -76 ; ~rofessor,
1976-84

John D.M. Griffen BA MA MD, Lecturer, 1946-7
James M. Gripton BA MSW, Lecturer, 1959-66
Tadeusz Grygier Diploma in Political Science LLM PhD, Professor,
1965-68

Charles E. Hendry MA MH, Professor, 1946-52; Director and
Professor, 1952-69
Howard H, Irving BS MSW DSW, Lecturer, 1967-9; Assistant Professor,
1970-3; Associate Professor, 1973-80; Professor, 1980Stuart K. Jaffary MA PhD, Associate Professor, 1940-52; Director,
1941-44; Professor, 1952-65
Alan F. Klein BSS, LLB MSW, Assistant Professor, 1947-50; Associate
Professor, 1950-5
Camille Lambert, Associate Professor, 1968-70; Professor, 1972-86
Bernard W. Lappin BA MSW DSW, Lecturer, 1958-60; Assistant
Professor, 1961-5; Associate Professor, 1966-9; Professor,
1970-7

Joseph E. Laycock BA Dip 30c Sci MA PhD, Associate Professor, 1963 6; Professor, 1966-75
E . Percy Lewis BA MB, Lecturer, 1946-7
Richard Lowery BA MSW, Lecturer, 1962-3
John V. Machell Jr. MA BD PhD, Lecturer, 1950-2
Nathan Markus BSc MSW, Lecturer, 1966-9; Assistant Professor, 196971; Associate Professor, 1971-4; Professor, 1975-7
John MacDonald BA MSW, Lecturer, 1964-7; Assistant Professor, 196771; Associate Professor, 1972-6
Gordon McLellan BA BD MA MSW, Lecturer, 1966-8
Donald E. Meeks BS DSW, Assistant Professor, 1966-8; Associate
Professor, 1968-1970
Richard R. Medhurst AB DSW, Assistant Professor, 1957-9; Associate
Professor, 1959-62; Professor, 1962-6
John S. Morgan MA, Assistant Professor, 1945-7; Associate
Professor, 1948-51; Professor, 1952-66
Edgar A. Peretz BA MSW, Assistant Professor, 1956-9; Associate
Professor, 1959-63
Albert Rose MA PhD, Assistant Professor, 1948-52; Associate
Professor, 1952-6; Professor, 1956-1983
Murray G. Ross MA EdD, Special Lecturer, 1951-2; Associate
Professor, 1952-7 Professor, 1957-60
Frank J. Rubenstein BS MSW, Assistant Professor, 1964-5
Benjamin Schlesinger BA MSW PhD, Lecturer, 1960 - 1; Assistant
Professor, 1962-4; Associate Professor, 1965-9; Professor,
1970-93

Ben

Shapiro BA DSW, Assistant Professor, 1966-8; Associate
Professor, 1968-71; Professor, 1971-96
John C. Spencer MA PhD, Associate Professor, 1959-61;Professor,
2.

1962-7

J. Ormand Stanton BSc MSW DSW, Lecturer, 1968-72; Assistant
Professor, 1972-4 Associate Professor, 1974-9
Malcolm G, Taylor MA, Lecturer, 1947-8
Morton I. Teicher BSc MSW, ~alf-timeLecturer, 1948; Half-time
Assistant Professor, 1951-5

Female Faculty Members, 1945-1970
Barabara M. Allen BA MSW, Assistant Professor, 1966-7; Associate
Professor, 1968-71
Pauline Barret BA MA, Lecturer, 1960-1
Lillian Blair (Wells) BA MSW, Half-time Lecturer, 1967-71;
Assistant Professor, 1971-9; Associate Professor, 1979-91;
Professor, 1991Renee Block BA MSW, Lecturer, 1966-9
Opal Boynton BA, Half - time Lecturer, 1947-51; Three-quarter time
Assistant Professor, 1951-7
Francis F. Bregha BA MA, Associate Professor, 1967-9; Professor,
1970-6
Margot Breton, Lecturer, 1970-4; Assistant Professor, 1974-80;
Associate Professor, 1980-93; Professor, 1993-6
Deborah Brown BA MA, Lecturer, 1964-5
Joyce Calladine BA MSW, Lecturer, 1968-9
Catherine 5. Cambell BA MSW, Lecturer, 1962
Josephine D. Chaisson MA, Assistant Professor, 1951-9
Grace E. Chellam MA DSW, Assistant Professor, 1964-6
Reba E. Choate MA, Assistant Professor, 1950-5
Joyce Cornish Bowden BA MSW, Special Lecturer, 1961-5; Assistant
Professor, 1967-8
Helen R. DeMarsh BA MSW, Lecturer, 1953-6
Mary Diamond BA MSW, Lecturer, 1962-3; Assistant Professor, 1963-4
Margaret B. Doolan BA MSW, Lecturer, 1960-2; Assistant Professor,
1963-9 Associate Professor, 1969-80; Professor, 1980-7
Jean L. Dunlop Diploma in Public and Social Relations, MSW,
Lecturer, 1956-9; Assistant Professor, 1960-70; Associate
Professor, 1970-8
Mary J. Francis BA MSW, Lecturer, 1964-65
Marjorie Gillian BA MSW, Lecturer, 1966-7
E. Ray Godfrey MA, Lecturer, 1949-52; Assistant Professor, 1952-60;
Associate Professor, 1960-6; Professor, 1966-79
Elizabeth S.L. Govan MA Diploma in Social Science P h D , Assistant
Professor, 1945-7 Professor, 1956-73
Airi E. Griffen BA MSW, Lecturer, 1966-9
Doris L. Grotewohl BA Certificate in Social Work, Lecturer, 1948-52
M. Emily Hatch ThB EdM MS, Lecturer, 1948-50
Winnifred Herrington BA MSW, Lecturer, 1965-8; Assistant Professor,
1968-72; Associate Professor, 1972-9; Professor, 1979-87
Eda Houwink BA MS, Assistant Professor, 1946-9
Edith Hurka Diploma in Social Science, Lecturer, 1962-4
Sabbine Joffe BA BSW, Lecturer, 1963-4
E. Ann Jones BA MSW, Lecturer, 1963-6
Margaret Kirkpatrick BA MSW, Lecturer, 1955-9; Assistant Professor,
1960-9; Associate Professor, 1969-78
Norma C. Lang BA MSW PhD, Lecturer, 1963-7; Associate Professor,
1973-1981; Professor, 1981-91
Elspeth A. Latimer BA MSW DSW, Lecturer, 1962-5, 1968-72;Assistant
Professor, 1972-4; Associate Professor, 5974-80

Joan Lee BA MSW, Lecturer, 1968-9
Rita G , Lindenfield BA MSW PhD, Lecturer, 1961-4; Assistant
Professor, 1965-70
Lecie C. Machell AB MS, Assistant Professor, 1950-2
Gwen E. Malock MB, Lecturer, 1946-7
Helen I. Marshall BA MSW, Lecturer, 1959-64; Assistant Professor,
1964-9

Leona Massoth MA, Assistant Professor, 1948-50
Mary C. McKnight BA MSW, Lecturer, 1960-1
Agnes C. McGregor Diploma in Social Services, 1917-9 Secretary;
Director of Field Work, 1919-48; Instructor for Tutorial
Classes in the Departnent of Social Service, 1921-30;
Assistant Director of the Department, 1928-45; Acting Director
and Assistant Professor, 1940-1, 1944-5 ; Associate Professor,
1945-48.

Grace K. Nicholls BA Diploma in Social Science, Lecturer, 1947-8
Gertrude Nolan BA MSW, Lecturer, 1966
Minda Posen BA MSW, Lecturer, 1957-9; Assistant Professor, 1960-79
Shulameth E. Rhinewine BA MSW, Half-time Lecturer, 1947-8; Fulltime Lecturer, 1949-50; Assistant Professor, 1951-9; Associate
Professor, 1960-76
Ruth E. Robinson BS MSW, Lecturer, 1962-3; Assistant Professor,
1963-6

Marjory Seeley BA MSW, Assistant Professor, 1958-68
Marion Sheill BA MSW, Lecturer, 1954-5
Jean A. Shek BA MSW, Lecturer, 1967-73
Barbara N. Stancliffe MA, Lecturer, 1948-9
Rosemond Stevenson BA MA, Lecturer, 1946
Mary Elizabeth Wallace, BA Diploma in Social Science, Lecturer,
1945-6

Florence Warriner Diploma in Social Science, Lecturer, 1955-8
Sara Wayman Diploma in Social Work, Lecturer, 1967-70
Bernice Wilson BA BSW Diploma in Social Work, Lecturer, 1966-7
Source: University of Toronto Course Calendars
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Total First 4
Total Next 3

''

Clergy
TOTAL

The defintions used in this Appendix are based on the model developed in Axelod, 1990
Number shown separately but also included in the professional category for purposes of calculations
Note: The data was obtained from the University of Toronto Archives, Student Record Files.
The post-1945 data was rarrdomly selected within a 95 % confidence interval, 19 times out of 20.
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TABLE TWO

m!!

--Female

Male

Professional
Business
Supervisory
White Collar
Artisan-Skilled
Semi-Skilled, Unskilled
Farming-Fishing
No answer
+

No.

No.

33

36

8

30

7

16

5
5

12
8

6

6

8

3

11

18

Total First 4
Total Next 3

"

Clergy
TOTAL

199

1oo.00

83

1oo.00

129

The defintions used in this Appendix are based on the model developed in Axelod, 1990
+.

Number shown separately but also included in the professional category for purposes of calculat~ons

Note: The data was obtained from the University of Toronto Archives, Student Record Files
The post-1945 data was randomly selected within a 95 OO/ confidence interval, 19 times out of 20.

100.00

No.

.--

Methodist
Presbyterian
United Church
Baptist

43
14

Miscellaneous Protestant

67

Anglican
Roman Catholic
Jewish
No Answer

33

0

10

30
38
23

Total Protestant

1213
. ..

TOTAL

. . ..

- -

1350

89.85

157

- -

100.00

Anglican is also considered Protestant
Note: The data was obtained from the University of Toronto Archwes, Student Record Files.
The post-1945 data was randomly selected within a 95 % confidence interval, 19 times out of 20.
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Miscellaneous
Data on Students
-- -- -----

- --- -- --

-

--

--

--

-

Men
Religious
NursesIN1Ts
Teachers
BAS

DVA

''

Other '

''

TOTAL

* Missionary or Clergy

' ' War Veterans' Allowance through the Department of Veterans Affairs

'

Those students not included in the classlficatlon criterla

Nota: The data was obtained from the Universlty of Toronto Archives. Student Record Cards

APPENDIX E
STUDENT COMPOSITION BY GENDER

I Year of Enrolment

Female

( # and % )

Male

(#

and

%)

Source: Convation Hall, University of Toronto; in author's possesssion.
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