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ABSTRACT

The study is an examination of the professional social work carried out under
the auspices of the churches in Britain. Research is based on a literature review, a
small number of unpublished documents and for the most part on material obtained
from 28 interviews with church social workers and church social work managers,
some of whom are now retired, many of whom are still active in their places of work.
The time frame is within the living memory of the interviewees, the last 40 years or
so, although the study is very much concerned with how the earlier history shaped
different aspects of the work.

Part One begins, through the literature review, by tracing the origins of
church social work in late 19th and early 20th Century church philanthropy. It moves
on to survey what is suggested was the core manifestation of church social work in
Britain in the mid 20th Century, moral welfare work. The review concludes with an
examination of what has happened to church social work since the demise of moral
welfare work. Published material on church social work dries up after the early
1970s. A central aim of the study is therefore to provide updated information on the
current situation and the second chapter, a collection of extended interview extracts,
allows space for church social workers to do this themselves.

Part Two of the study consists of analysis of four different aspects of church
social work: its reputation, its organisation, its theology and its place within modern
society. Material drawn from the interviews is used to supplement and update
analysis of published works.

Part Three is a review of the study. It contains an outline of the
methodological framework and a self-critique of choices made. A final chapter draws

together the conclusions of the study.
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INTRODUCTION

This study is an examination of the course of professional social work
undertaken under the auspices of the churches in Britain in the 20th Century. From
amongst the great army of volunteers involved in church philanthropy at the end of
the 19th Century a generation emerged, almost all of whom were women, who made
a career for themselves in church social work. This effort faltered during and after the
1960s so that by the end of the 20th Century comparatively little in the way of church
social work remained.

The study uses 28 interviews (plus four pilot interviews) mostly with senior
church social workers, many of whom have given a lifetime of service to the
profession and to their churches. It is an opportunity for them to sum up their
experiences of church social work and to bring the study of church social work up to
date. It is also intended that the analysis of one branch of the social work protfession

will be relevant to scholars of the profession as a whole.

I. Terms and Boundaries

The title of the study is derived from the title of Kathleen Woodroofe’s well-
known book From Charity to Social Work in England and the United States (1962).
The phrase “church work™ was used by those Victorians who carried out their
philanthropy under the auspices of the churches (Cox, 1982: 269). The philanthropy
of the late 19th Century and early 20th Century is studied in regard to its influence in
the formation of the profession. Modern day voluntary activity in the churches is not
the focus of the study' apart from the question of how the on-going presence ot
volunteers shapes professional practice. “Social work™ 1s here simply taken to be the
paid activity of trained professionals.” The term “church social work™ is used

throughout the text and it describes social work done directly under the auspices of

' For that see Harris (1995).

* The debate surrounding the professional status of social work as found in Halmos (1965) and Richan
and Mendelsohn (1973) amongst many others 1s part of the backdrop for the issues raised but it is no
part of this study to further that debate.



own social work projects, or region/diocese/nation-wide work run by a church with
some form of central organisation. It has to be accepted, however, that the term
“church social work™ is problematic. One of the trends described in the study 1s of
churches attempting to distance themselves from their own social work, often by
making church social work agencies into independent charities. Nevertheless, the
decision has been made not to include in the study the large charities that either still
have or have in the past had some connection with the churches, for example, The
Children’s Society and National Children’s Homes. The reason for this is that in each
case the extent to which the charity was or is under the auspices of the parent church
varied considerably and to try and generalise about them would not have been
meaningful. The reader is referred to the various internally produced histories of
these charities.

To many Christians the concept of “churches” is anathema. They would say
that there is only one universal Church and various religious organisations are either
part of it or not. Many Anglicans, for example, when they refer to “The Church”
would claim not just to mean their church’. The phrase “The Church” is indeed
occasionally used in the text with this specific meaning. However, this 1s a
theoretical position which does not match up to the real world in which there
certainly are churches. This study aims for a multi-denominational approach and
studies a number of different churches and religious organisations engaged In
professional social work.

A separate and certainly feasible study would be to consider the effects of
religions of all sorts on social work in Britain, taking into account the more recent
past in which Britain has become a multi -faith society. This, however, is a difterent
subject which is not dealt with here.

“Britain” is interpreted as mainland Britain. The involvement of the churches

in social work in Northern Ireland has not been considered.

> For a theological exposition of this position see A.R. Vidler, 1947: 210-214
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I1. The Field

This research 1s concerned with the nature rather than the extent of Church
Social Work 1n contemporary Britain.. However a brief examination of the available
statistics 1s mnformative. They show that even though church social work makes up
only a small part of the overall amount of social work undertaken in contemporary
Britain, its contribution is not negligible.

The Salvation Army Yearbook for 2002 lists 88 different services as part of its
social programme, the majority being hostels for single homeless people but also
including substance misuse centres, centres for people with learning disabilities and
family centres . According to their 2002 employee review document 34% of their
4,100 employees were working in care and social work. In 2001 the Church of
Scotland Board of Social Responsibility Directory of Social Care Services listed 87
different services, the great majority of which were residential services, and their
publicity material stated that they employ 1,600 full-time staff and 700 part-time and
sesstonal workers. The Catholic Directory 2003 states that there are 18 Roman
Catholic Diocesan Social Work Teams in England and Wales working mostly with
children. The Directory does not provide details on the total number of workers.

Apart from this solid factual information, almost all other calculations of
numbers involved in church social work are vague and involve estimates. The
Church of England, which is certainly still one of the churches most heavily involved
in social work in England, is the biggest culprit in this regard. Up until the 1980s
there was a nominated person at Church House in Westminster with the
responsibility of keeping information up to date on the Church’s social work
activities. Also, each year a Church of England Social Work/Social Services
Directory was produced with a list of social work contacts. The last was published in
1984. Since then there has been no accurate record of exactly how much social work
the Church of England does. The Anglican Principal Social Workers group did an
informal survey in 2000 and found 23 Church of England dioceses that had some
form of church-run social work taking place within them. They did not discover the

number of social workers employed. A Diocesan Director of Social Work admitted to
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me in interview that they had no idea how many other social workers, besides those
in the diocesan teams, might be employed in the parishes in their diocese. They said
that the need to count and map the social work in each diocese was being recognised
if not yet done.

The Anglican Church in Wales has a clearer picture of its own social work
perhaps because it is so much smaller. Four out of the six dioceses have social work
projects, several of which are actually managed by diocesan social responsibility
officers.

The Non Conformist churches, apart from The Church of Scotland and The
Salvation Army, do not keep central records of their social work and the central
administration of the Baptist Union, The Methodist Church, The Elim Pentecostal
Church, The United Reformed Church, The Assemblies of God movement were all
unable to provide figures on the amount of social work performed by their churches.

It is consistent with my thesis (see below) concerning the half-hearted manner
of this churches’ involvement in social work that a number of the denominations
have failed to keep proper figures on the social work in which they are involved. The

true extent of the social work carried out by the churches in Britain 1s, therefore,

unknown.

111. Methodology

Essentially the study employs a straightforward historical approach, using
qualitative analysis of published materials and interview extracts. The interviews are
treated as oral histories and the research techniques commonly employed by oral
historians, such as the use of extended verbatim extracts, are followed. The only
changes to interview extracts have been made to ensure the anonymity of
interviewees. See Chapter 7 for an expanded discussion on methodology, particularly

how methodological choices contributed to the content of the study.

IV. Structure

The study is split into three parts. The first part consists of a literature
review/historical overview and a series of descriptions of church social work drawn

from the interviews. The literature review is itself split into three sections; the first
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section examining the philanthropic origins and precursors of church social work, the
second section reviewing the literature of moral welfare work which was the core
manifestation of church social work in the mid-20th Century in England and Wales
although not in Scotland®, and the third part studies material on the course of church
social work and its various offspring in the last 40 years since the demise of moral
welfare work. The second chapter provides a series of examples from the interviews
which supplement the material in the third section of the literature review.

The structure of second part of the study has been derived from assertions
made by Kathleen Heasman’ in her book Christians and Social Work. Discussing the
phrase “do-gooder” she notes:

“This term 1s still, unfortunately, used with regard to workers who are
connected with the churches and religious organisations and Christian Social
Workers often have to live 1t down.

..This critical attitude may have been a contributory cause to the relative
decline in social work under specifically Christian auspices which has taken
place in the present century, though the decline can also be attributed to the
oreatly reduced number of practising Christians, and to lack of interest of the
churches in social work.” (Heasman, 1965: p.29)

After making these points Heasman does not go on to analyse them in any detail.
Here they are used as the bones of this part of the study. A chapter on protessional
matters takes a close look at church social work’s poor reputation. Two further
chapters examine the lack of interest in the churches with one chapter examining the
theological roots of the churches indifference to social work whilst another shows
how the lack of interest or, at best, half-hearted interested can be seen in the
structures and organisation of the work. A final chapter in this section discusses
Heasman point about the decline in church social work being related to the general
decline of the churches and 1t also looks at the place of church social work in modern
society. In each of the chapters in this part of the study the thoughts of writers and

commentators from the literature are supplemented and brought up to date with

* The patterns of church social work found in Scotland, especially in The Church of Scotland, are
quite different from those found south of the border. See Cameron (1971).

> Heasman can be regarded as the doyenne of academic work on church social work in Britain having
produced three books on the subject covering both the history and the contemporary scene (1962,
1965 and 1979).
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quotations drawn from the research interviews.

Having said that Heasman’s ideas are central, her concept of the decline of
church social work 1s not broad enough or current enough. As well as a decline there
has been a diversification, with church social work turning into other activities or at
least to other definitions of the work. This is being characterised as the moved
“beyond”™ social work. The study looks briefly at those other activities and what they
owe to their church social work origins.

The third part of the study consists of a review, with a self-critique focusing

on methodology, and finally the conclusions of the study.

V. Thesis

The thesis, in essence, 1s that church social work has fallen between two
stools. It has endured the disdain of the rest of the social work profession without
ever enjoying the wholehearted support of the churches themselves. It was and to an
extent still 1s a forlorn and isolated entity. This unfortunate state of affairs has always
been discernible but it has become increasingly obvious over the last 40 years. The
root cause of the problem is that there was a faulty transfer from church work to
social work, that 1s from a philanthropic approach to a professional approach. Far too
much of the philanthropic baggage, ideological and theological, was carried over into
the churches’ attempts to involve themselves in the development of social work as a
profession. The effects of this fault were held 1in abeyance as long as social work 1n
Britain was a series of specialisms with moral welfare work holding its own
alongside hospital almoning, psychiatric social work etc. However, once social work
in Britain went over to a generic model in the late 1960/ early 70s the weaknesses
embedded within church social work from 1its earliest days meant that it was in a very
vulnerable position. Once this is fully appreciated, the course that church social work
has taken, including its serious decline in the 1970s and 80s, can be better
understood. In out-dated social work terminology it was a child who failed to thrive,
receiving nourishment from neither new thinking in social work which 1t 1ignored nor
from radical theology in the churches which ignored it. Thus isolated, it atrophied
and lacked the vigour and flexibility necessary to cope with rapid change in society.

This thesis applies most pertinently to the Church of England, particularly at

14




the time of the demise of its moral welfare work, but 1t can also be applied to varying
degrees to other British churches. Those church social work institutions that have
survived have done so by linking themselves more closely either to their church or to
the profession. The ideal position, that of maintaining a creative tension at the centre,
has rarely been achieved.

The study examines the consequences of the lack of will for social work
within the churches. There have always been those in the churches who have seen
professional social work as a malign, secularising influence which in the past
deliberately attempted to take over ‘church work,” and they have claimed that for
much of the 20th Century the secular state has been prejudiced against the churches’
efforts in the social work field (Pringle, 1937: p.131ff. Bowpitt, 1989: p.15). I do not
intend to engage directly with this argument or take a view on how much prejudice
the churches faced. Instead I hope to focus on the churches’ own efforts and how
they attempted to overcome obstacles, whatever they might have been. The argument
that the churches have been elbowed out of social work is relevant, however, in that
it can be seen as an aspect of the defensiveness, insularity and isolationism found 1n
the churches which sometimes prevented them doing a good social work job. As
shall be seen in Chapter 5, Evangelicalism, particularly its theological foundation,
separatist tendencies and judgmental outlook, played an important part here In
hindering co-operation with so-called secular social work. In such an atmosphere the
churches’ own social work has been viewed by some as sleeping with the enemy.

The Church of Scotland and The Salvation Army are the only two church
organisations in Britain to openly embrace their own social work, indeed to define
themselves, in part, by their social work. The other churches have displayed much
more ambiguity towards their own social work and the primary focus of this study 1s

how this ambiguity has affected the work itself.
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PART ONE: ACCOUNTS
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Chapter 1

Literature Review and Historical Overview

This review is split into three sections as intimated in the title of the whole
study. The first section briefly surveys the philanthropic origins of church social
work. The second section focuses particularly on the period when, in England and
Wales although not in Scotland, church social work was virtually synonymous with
moral welfare work. The final section examines the question of what has become ot

church social work since the demise of moral welfare work.
Section 1: Church Work, 1860s-1920s

Sources

The fact, as shall be seen, that so much church work was done in city slums
affects the availability of primary sources. Slum clearances and the continual changes
in the landscape of the inner city often meant old churches were knocked down and
records of philanthropic activity lost. For example, according to church historian
Roger Lloyd (1966: p.168) the parish of St. George’s in the East (London) carried out
some of the best organised and best documented church philanthropy 1n the early
years of the 20th Century. St. George’s was bombed 1n the Blitz and its records lost.
Shum churches that have survived and do maintain archives (a notable exampie 1s St.
Alban’s, Holborn) have tended not to keep extensive records of their philanthropic
activity.

The main sources of information available are autobiography and biography
of leading figures of the time (such as Barnett,1918; Potter 1929), accounts of the
histories of particular churches or denominations (Bagwell1987; Unsworth 1954),
associations (Pringle 1937) or of a particular city or locale (Wickham 1957; Cox
1982). The overall contribution of the churches to late 19th and early 20th Century
philanthropy has also been written about extensively by historians of social work
(Heasman 1962; Hall and Howes 1965 chapters 1 to 3; Prochaska 1988).

It should be noted, however, that there 1s a tendency among generalist writers
on social work history to hive off religious influences and place them in a separate

chapter (Young and Ashton, 1956: chapter 2) or as in the case of Owen’s magisterial
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survey to 1ssue a disclaimer that religious philanthropy is not their field (Owen, 1965:
3) These trends are mirrored in the writings of church historians in which social
questions are placed in separate chapters (Hastings, 1986 and Lloyd, 1966) and
Norman’s seminal study on the history of church and society begins with a disclaimer
that he is not writing up 200 years of church social work (Norman, 1976: 6).
Reinhold Niebuhr (1932) is the only theologian to have written specifically about the
history of social work but his book is of limited value to this study not least because
of his North American focus and his preoccupation at the time of writing with Soviet
style utopias®.

Having noted these limitations in the literature, 1t should be made clear
that this section of the review has a specific focus. Only the briefest of overviews of
church philanthropy is offered and some basic questions addressed. Emphasis 1s
placed on those aspects of church philanthropy that may be considered to be

significant precursors of subsequent professtonal church social work.

I. The Nature and Scope of Church Work
i. When did church work take place?

The dates above (1860s-1920s) are, of course, somewhat arbitrary. . Many
writers have emphasised that church work was not a 19th Century invention. The
Christian Church had been involved in caring for those both inside and outside its
own community since its earliest days (H. Chadwick 1967: 57-58). The high
medieval period in particular has been eulogised as a period of Christian care for the
community practised especially by the religious orders. Some (Tawny, 1938; Bunion,
1931) have claimed that the Protestant Reformation led to a reduction in church
philanthropic activity. Nevertheless the churches have always performed
philanthropy although not in any sort of organised, systematic fashion in Britain until
the latter part of the 18th Century with the emergence of such organisations as the
Methodist Strangers’ Friend Society which was founded in 1785. Thomas Chalmers’

visiting activity in Glasgow in the 1820s was carefully co-ordinated and strictly

° This book has been championed by a PhD student (Amato-Von Hemert, 1995) as a worthy basis for
a theology of social work but even she has little to praise in Niebuhr's contribution to church social
work history.
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regimented. Chalmers’ work was eventually to become regarded as a model (Moffat,
1962) but visiting was not immediately taken up by the churches as an appropriate
activity. Russell in his book The Clerical Profession details the gradual acceptance of
visiting as an activity that bishops felt able to endorse to their clergy:

“J.B. Sumner [Bishop of Chester and later Archbishop of Canterbury]
commended it to his clergy in his Charge of 1829 on the model of Chalmers'
organisation in Glasgow. By 1830, Bishop Blomfield [of London] had
overcome his suspicions and cautiously recommended the practice, but it was
not until 1843 that he was prepared to accept the presidency of The
Metropolitan Visiting and Relief Association.” (Russell, 1984: p.119)

There 1s general agreement amongst scholars that philanthropy peaked in
Britain, in terms of activity if not donations, in the second half of the 19th Century
(Owen, 1965; Woodroofe, 1962: p.21). This period was also the era of the beginnings
of social work as a profession and the relationship between the two, philanthropy and
protessional social work, was at its most intense during this period.

The dates at the beginning of the section are also not intended to imply that
church philanthropy ended in 1920. Prochaska (1988, passim) has made the point
that philanthropy was not a purely 19th Century phenomenon but persisted
throughout the 20th Century. Indeed he criticises those who see philanthropy only as
a stepping stone to a welfare state or to professional social work. Whilst accepting
that point and that the arbitrary cut off point of 1920 may perpetuate such a false
idea, 1t remains the case that the emergence of the welfare state and of social work as
a protession clearly had a significant impact on philanthropic activity both inside and
outside the churches. Furthermore this section of the study is principally interested in
the influence of church philanthropy on subsequent professional social work activity.
As shall be seen, after 1920, whilst church philanthropy continued, professional
social work/casework emerged within the churches and church philanthropy’s

influence over professional activity in the churches was subsequently negligible.

il. Where did church work take place?
Late 19th and early 20th Century church philanthropy was an urban
phenomenon. Such relief as the churches had provided for the poor in the countryside

continued during the period but it has been hardly acknowledged. Rather, the great
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philanthropic effort of the churches became concentrated on ameliorating the
suffering experienced by that great mass of people who, during the 19th Century,
moved from the countryside into the cities seeking work. Wickham (1957: p.112-
113) and Russell (1984: p.82-83) both noted how the antiquated parish system in the
Church of England was very slow to accommodate itself to these changes in
populations with the result that the parishes in the centres of cities were invariably ill
prepared for the influx of thousands of people. The parish (or the local
chapel/mission 1n the case of non-conformists) remained the essential unit for the
performance of church philanthropy. Thus church philanthropy was a localised
activity and this local emphasis was often claimed to be its basic strength (Pringle,
1937: p.175). Even the large church charities that formed in this period, (for example
The Boys Brigade), invariably relied on local parishes to be the location for their

work .

iil. What was Church Work?

Church work included a number of different activities that would be found
within a parish. The following are just some of the services that were provided:
Clubs

Church work at its most basic used what the churches had, locations and
personnel. Revd. Samuel Barnett ran a Men’s Club in his first curacy, at St. Mary’s
Bryanstone Square, London, which was ostensibly just a room in a house where he
met socially with local working men in the evenings:

“Just a place where they could sit and talk, with a table or two for draughts,
dominoes or chess if they liked to learn it. That was all, no cards, no drink.”

(H. Barnett 1918 Vol. I: 27 quoting a Mr. Young.)
This was the settlement movement in embryo (Barnett went on to be the first Warden
of the first Settlement, Toynbee Hall). It was simple provision of facilities and time.
When the Barnetts took over their own parish, they extended this aspect of their work
considerably. Mrs. Barnett began a prolonged period of work with girls from the area
through girls” clubs. A leaflet produced for prospective volunteers gives an accurate

portrayal of the impressive extent of this work:
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“Many women would like to help girls of East London, if they could hope by
such help to sweeten and raise character.

“Connected with St. Jude’s Parish helpful efforts are being made,
every effort being purposely kept within small limits, so that each girl, her
needs and aspirations may be known, helped, and strengthened,

“A GIRLS’ CLUB, where working girls meet every evening under the
care of different ladies, who give their time to amuse, teach, and guide the
members.

“AN EVENING HOME, where girls find a welcome after the close of
their long day’s work, in match or jam factories, rope walks, or at sack
making.

“A BAND OF WHITE AND GOLD and A GUILD OF HOPE AND
PITY for children who need to be lovingly taught the virtues of purity and
honesty, temperance and mercy.

“The ST. JUDE’S GUILD for uniting and keeping together the elder
girls after they leave school.

“THE DAISY GUILD for working girls and servants, who each do
something to purify life, and help the weak and fallen.

“A GYMNASIUM to which girls go and get physical exercise. ...
There are also two GIRLS’ HOMES [one for the ‘feeble-minded’], where
sixteen girls are received, and scolded and loved into training. " (Barnett,
1918: 122)

This list of activities is superficially very impressive but it is also an indication that

the work done by these groups must inevitably have been at best intermittent and at

worst shallow. Almost invariably these different clubs were all seeking to use the

same space. Hatton, who had extensive knowledge of the Lads club scene, writes:

“ It 18 obvious that little clubs held in round the comer church halls must
sutfer from insufficient scope due to lack of funds and accommodation. The
church hall is probably only available for the Boys’ Club one evening per
week; there are the Girl Guides, the Mothers Union, the Band of Hope, etc.
all to have their weekly meetings in the same hall and consequently any real
work with the lads is impossible, other than the ordinary games night, and
that, as has been shown, is entirely ineffectual.” (Hatton, 1931: 84-85)

Implicit 1n all club work was the idea of the efficacy of socialisation, that if

parishioners only but play draughts or something similar with the curate, Christian

virtues and values would be learned by osmosis. Hatton, at least, was clearly not

satisfied with this approach.
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Hostels and Soup Kitchens

As the poverty and deprivation experienced in the cities became more severe,
it became obvious to many in the churches that meeting the need for company and
self-improvement was not enough. Many churches realised the necessity for the
provision of even more basic human essentials, like food and shelter. The Goschen
Minute (1869) advised charities to leave the absolutely destitute to the provisions of
the Poor Law, such as they were. Consequently food and accommodation could not
be provided for free, some token charge had to be made.

For those who had a roof over their heads but little else, the churches
provided cheap food, most popularly for school children in the form of so-called
penny breakfasts. For example, Thomas Jackson, a Primitive Methodist minister in
Clapton, ran a penny breakfast service from his church hall, providing 300 breakfasts
every morning through the hard winter of 1888 and in subsequent years (Potter op.
cit: 43-45).

For those without even a slum dwelling to call their own the churches moved
into the provision of temporary accommodation. The Salvation Army, of course, is
the most well known instigator of this form of church work. Rider Haggard wrote a
survey of Salvation Army work in which he describes visiting a Salvation Army
hostel 1n London:

“Of the 462 men accommodated daily, 311 pay 3d for their night’s
lodging, and the remainder 5d. The threepenny charge entitles the tenant to
the use of a bunk bedstead with sheets and an American cloth cover. If the
extra 2d 1s provided the wanderer is provided with a proper bed, fitted with a
wire spring hospital frame and provided with a mattress, sheets, pillow, and

blankets....
For an extra charge of 1d the inmates are provided with a good supper

consisting of a pint of soup and a large piece of bread, or of jam and tea, or of
potato pie. A second penny supplies them with breakfast on the following

morning.” (Haggard, 1910: p.18, 20)

Despite these charges the hostels were usually run at a loss which explains why the

service was on such a large scale in each location, as an attempt to minimise losses.

District Visiting
For those who would not or who could not come to the church and the social

services the churches offered on their premises, the churches went out to them.

22



Prochaska suggests that one of the important changes that has occurred in
philanthropy is that in the 19th Century church workers would have still had access
to every home and hearth in the parish, especially in times of extreme need. This
access was lost at some point during the 20th Century:

“Much attention has been given to Darwinism and the decline of
Christianity, but chloroform and chemotherapy were probably more important
to 1t. As medical treatment improved with the introduction of new drugs and
painkillers, Christianity lost some of its transforming power.... The separation
of the living from the dying, which became more common as sick and
terminal patients were removed from their homes into hospitals and
institutions, broke the cycle of domestic Christianity and reduced the number
of those ritual visits of family and neighbours around the domestic sick-

bed.”(Prochaska, 1988: p.75)

It should not be thought that only the sick and dying were visited. Visiting
was also a technique in the attempted alleviation of the symptoms of chronic poverty.
All the services described thus far might be called indiscriminate. No sifting process
would take place at the club or the hostel or the soup kitchen. District visiting,
however, was philanthropy’s attempt at more targeted and preventative work. At its
most exhaustively thorough, as performed by Thomas Chalmers and his deacons in
Glasgow 1n the 1820s, an essential part of the visiting task was to assess those
resources to which the family in need might have had access . Such resources could
include self-help, wider family help, neighbourhood help amongst their fellow poor
and then and only then, the philanthropic assistance of the rich, carefully targeted.
Once all these channels had been tried and found wanting, Chalmers held a small
parish fund which was used to provide minimal assistance always allowing that the
relief had a specific purpose (Young and Ashton 1956: p.113). Clearly this
comprehensive system might be described as the philanthropic ancestor of modern-
day assessment and case work with individuals. Equally clearly, less rigorous visiting
would have taken place where victims would endure trite advice on domestic
management 1n order to receive a dole of a few pennies (see Chapter 3).

Cox has written of district visiting:

“It was the most notable Victorian response to the anxiety produced by the
separation of the classes - more important than the familiar COS and the
much discussed settlement movement because far more extensive, less
visible to historians because decentralised (and because the social
significance of religious institutions has been ignored).” (1982: p65)
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Hall (in Hancock and Willmott (eds.), 1965: 9) agrees with this estimation and

emphasises that district visiting was the particular preferred method of Evangelicals.

Rescue Work and Church Penitentiaries

Another form of church work was with so-called fallen women. As Unsworth
notes:

“There was also the undeniable fact that in those days [late 19th Century]
unemployed and starving women threatened with eviction had hardly an
alternative to prostitution save the workhouse. It seemed almost that they had
to ‘fall” before welfare organisations would take any interest in them - and
then only too often treat them as beings of a different order from themselves.”
(Unsworth, op. cit: 2)

T'he origins of the churches’ connection with this work are found much earlier in the

century as Hall and Howes describe:

“..in 1848 an article criticising the lack of co-ordination between the various

charities in London and the provinces appeared in the London Quarterly
Review. It called attention to the overlapping and waste of money which had
resulted from the unrelated efforts to meet the needs of the unmarried mother
and the prostitute, and in making the further point that the Church has no hold
upon the Penitentiaries’ it raised a new issue, that of the role of the
institutional church in controlling and guiding what had hitherto been largely
spontaneous and individual efforts.
“The article may well have been one of the influences which led to the
formation of the Church Penitentiary Association three years later. From the
time of its formation this association had strong links with the Tractarian and
Anglo Catholic wing of the Church.” (Hall and Howes, op. cit: p.19)

The purpose of rescue work was not always clear. It was certainly at least as much to
punish as to reform. Unsworth records that in 1884:

“l'he young, inexperienced ‘superintendent’ [Mrs. Bramwell Booth] was
making a deep study of her new task. With dismay she learned of the very
meagre results attending other people’s efforts at rescue - until she visited one
or two of the *homes’ when the results seemed obvious. No-one over twenty-
five was admitted; no girl with a baby, of whatever age. Young women were
kept 1n these places for one, two and even three years. Bolts and bars; bare,
dismal rooms; high walls; no occupation except laundry work; she ‘could not
imagine herself becoming any better for a long stay in similar surroundings’.
And 1f the girls failed to run well on passing out, they were never given a
second chance.” (Unsworth, op cit: pp.37-38)
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This was not the whole story and even in the 19th Century some more enlightened
work was carried out not least by the Salvation Army. Hall and Howes go on to
describe another organisation, Evangelical in origin, called The Female Mission to

the Fallen which:

“...despite its forbidding title, ...proved to be a far seeing and imaginative
body which sponsored new developments in rescue work. Two of these, the
appointment of paid ‘street missioners’ and the provision of accommodation
for mothers and their babies, were of special importance.”

(Hall and Howes, op. cit: p.20)

Moral welfare work, the subject of the next section, may usefully be thought
of as a conflation of these last two types of church work, as work with rescue works’

clientele using district visiting methods.

iv. Who did Church Work?

Prochaska (1980), Lewis (1984) and Heeney (1988) all make claims about 19th
Century philanthropy providing women with roles in public life, possibly the
beginnings of a leadership role and Prochaska even finds some organisations run
entirely by women. Within the churches however, the fact that philanthropy operated
through parish/local chapel systems meant that male clergy were very much in
control of the work. To what extent the clergy actually did the church work as well as
preaching about 1t and delegating volunteers to do it is another question. Russell
describes the process whereby the more extensive a parish district visiting
programme became the more a parish priest adopted a supervisory role:

“The clergyman became increasingly the controller and co-ordinator of the
efforts of others 1n the field of general visiting, and went himself only in cases
of sickness or some other particular necessity which a visitor might report to
him.” (Russell, op. cit: p.121).

The vast majority of church workers were female volunteers and as Steadman Jones

(1971) has noted they often had to travel into the slums to do their philanthropy as
the middle classes no longer lived so close to the very poorest, hence the practice that
became known as “slumming” .

Whilst it 1s being emphasised that the late 19th Century was philanthropy’s

Golden Age, the churches were also starting to pay people to do its social work
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during this period. Heeney (op cit.) finds five groups of women paid for their work:
Raynard Biblewomen, Parochial Mission Women, Church Army Sisters, Anglican
Sisterhoods (not strictly speaking paid but certainly full time workers) and
Deaconesses. He describes the work of Raynard Biblewomen, which was much more
than simply selling cheap bibles, and notes that their particular task was to reach and
assist that “class of persons below the decent poor™:

“Biblewomen came from the poorer classes themselves; their mission was to
the even poorer.” (Heeney op. cit: 47)

“The number of biblewomen connected with the Raynard Mission in
London 1n 1858 was about seven; it rapidly and yearly rose to 234 by 1867....
In this early period the salary of a biblewoman seems to have been ten
shillings a week for a five day week of five hours per day, although by 1894
this rose to 12s 6d.

“It was a basic principle of the London Female and Domestic Mission
..that 1ts agents must be poor women who were paid for their work, while the
general rules of the organisation provided that ‘each biblewoman will be
placed under the careful superintendence of a Lady who may be found willing
to undertake the work and who is a resident in the district or within
reasonable distance from it.’... These lady superintendents numbered 143 in

1874.” (Heeney 1bid: p.48)
It is important to note that these workers had to be “poor women™ and that they were
supervised by amateurs of a higher social status. The amateur spirit was seen as the
ideal and paid work as something inferior and subordinate to it. This was certainly
not the most propitious of beginnings for what was to become professional church
social work and, as shall be described in Chapter 3, led to serious problems. Raynard
Bible women, however, managed to stay “independent of male ecclesiastical or other
control in the disposition of funds.” (Heeney ibid: p48) until after the First World
War but then “...parish priests obtained clear supervisory powers, and bishops and
other clergymen appeared on the Raynard Council.” (ibid: p.49) and it moved from
being a non-denominational organisation into being an adjunct of the Church of
England.

A similar organisation which was always Anglican was the parochial mission
scheme founded by Caroline Jane Talbot:

“Mrs Talbot evidently picked up the idea of parochial mission women from a
letter in the Guardian of 4 July 1860 in which the writer pointed to the need for
Biblewomen who were firmly attached to the parish structure of the Church.
Shortly thereafter some six women were at work, and a new organisation for
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the employment of poor women under church auspices was launched. ...

As was the case with Biblewomen, the numbers of parochial mission women
grew rapidly 1n the last quarter of the nineteenth century. By 1884 there were
187 parochial church mission women and in the late 1880s the number rose to
over 200, something never again achieved after 1890 although the Official
Year-book of the Church of England continues to list the organisation until
1922 when there were about 38 active agents left, nearly all in the diocese of
LLondon and Southwark.” (Heeney, ibid: pp.53-54)

Heeney also notes the work of Church Army Sisters’ and that their role was
not the full one played by male Church Army Officers. He compares this
unfavourably with the Salvation Army where gender equality in the division of
labour was present from the beginning. (ibid: p.55)

Heeney goes on to consider the work of the Anglican religious, nuns in
particular and notes that “By 1875 there were eighteen [Anglican] sisterhoods in no

less than ninety five centres.” (ibid: p.63). As an example of the activities of sisters

he notes that:

“ Revd. Bryan King testified before a parliamentary committee in the 1850s
to the value of his Sisters in the “St. George’s in the East” mission. They
apparently lived within the parish where they operated a refuge for
prostitutes: they also acted as district visitors and ‘they nurse people during
sickness, and take charge of their children in the schools, and that opens the
way to the clergy.””(ibid: p.66)

Sisterhoods (Catholic) and Church Army Sisters (Evangelical) did very similar work.
It would depend on the churchmanship of the local clergy as to which were used.
Church Army Sisters, however, were generally submissive to the male authority
figures in their organisation and in the wider Church. Sisterhoods, by contrast, were
private, independent organisations and many of them managed to avoid the strictures
of the male hierarchy and were often regarded by that hierarchy as troublesome

(Heeney, ibid: p.67 and Mimms, 1996 : Chapter 5).

" The Church Army has played an important role throughout the history of the Church of England’s
social work. They became involved in early probation work as Police Court Missioners with the
Church of England Temperance Society and a number of Church Army sisters trained and worked as
moral welfare workers. This helped to maintain the Evangelical spirit of the work. Comparatively
recently (within the last 10 years) the Church Army decided to pull out of social work provision and it
now concentrates on evangelism. Unfortunately its archive is closed to non Church Army personnel.

* For a detailed history of a particular sisterhood, including their early ‘social work’ activities see
Sister Catherine Louise SSM (1996).
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The final group of women paid to do church work were Deaconesses. There
was a great deal of controversy about the role and position of these women after the
first of them was commissioned or ordained in 1861 (the word chosen would indicate
a position on the question of the ordination of women.) and Heeney notes that in the
20th Century, whilst many of the women in this role were modest and deferential, the
discussion about their role became an arena for the debate about the advancement of
women in the church. In the period towards the end of the 19th Century, however,
Deaconesses were notable for the length of their training (two years) and that they
took their place within the parochial system, under the authority of a clergyman. It 1s
also worthwhile to compare Deaconesses in the Church of England with their
counterparts 1n the Church of Scotland (Cameron 1971: Chapter 2) where they were

nurses of a sort.

v. How Many People were Involved in Church Work?

Complete figures are not available but the statistics from Heeney above
suggests that there were around 600 paid church relief workers in London 1n the
1880s. In regard to volunteers 1n 1889 the Church of England Yearbook contained a
table listing the district visitors of 80% of the parishes in England and Wales. The
total was 47,112. In 1909 -10 the figure for the Church of England as a whole was
74,009:

“Whatever the exact numbers, observers were aware of a vast volunteer
enterprise, predominantly temale in composition, clearly forming a major part
of late Victortan women’s ‘Church work’ and persisting well into the
twentieth century.” (Heeney, op. cit: p.27 - Church of England yearbook
figures cited on the same page)

Local examples provide useful illustrations of the formidable scale of the work. Cox
discovered that the parish of St. John the Divine in Lambeth, which was one that
focused on church work, employed 10 clergymen in 1902 (op. cit: p.181). According
to Wickham:

“Shettfield had over a thousand ‘district visitors’ up to the ‘twenties, and,...a
vigorous parish like St. Mary’s, Bramall Lane, had fifty lay workers visiting
in the parish.” (1957: p.265).

28




vi. Why was Church Work Carried Out?

The question of motivation is too big to be covered thoroughly in a
preliminary section. It will be discussed in more detail elsewhere in the study. Brietly
however, three possible reasons for church work being carried out are immediately
obvious, although it should be remembered that they probably blended together, with
other reasons, 1n the thinking of individual church workers. Firstly, and most simply,
altruism 1s a spontaneous human response in the face of suffering and so great was
the suffering in late 19th Century industrial Britain’ that groups of people in the
churches simply responded naturally to what they saw, and church work became the
way In which that compassion was organised and systematised. A second possible
reason that has been suggested (Cox, op. cit: 221, Lorenz, 1994: 42) is that the
churches wished to maintain their prominent position 1s civic society and being
involved in philanthropy helped them to do that. The third possible reason i1s that
philanthropy was a Trojan horse for an evangelistic gospel message. This third reason

1s suggestive because of the number of Evangelicals involved 1n philanthropy.

II. Characteristics of church work that shaped subsequent professional church

social work

1) The Predominance of Evangelicals in Church Work

In her book on the subject Heasman provided a definition of those she

considers to be included within the Evangelical fold:

“The term ‘Evangelical’ 1s usually used to describe those Protestants who
believe that the essential part of the Gospel consists in salvation by faith
through the atoning death of Christ....Thus, 1n this context, The Evangelicals
include those who were members of the so-called ‘Low’ Church of England as
well as of the Non- conformist denominations..” (Heasman, 1962: pl5, 17)

’ See for example Steadman Jones’ descriptions of Bread riots in London in the 1860s (op. cit: 241-

242) and Wickham’s descriptions of the effects of unemployment in Sheffield in the 1870s and 80s
(1957: 160).
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The subject of the doctrine of the atonement as the defining doctrine for Evangelicals
will be discussed in chapter 5 on theology. Heasman also calculated the proportion of
Evangelicals involved in church work. She did this by examining the Charities
Register and Digest of the Charity Organisation Society (C.O.S.) seeking the names
of prominent Evangelicals and she cross checks it with those charities that were listed
in The Christian, which was an exclusively Evangelical weekly publication. From
this she concludes:

... only a rough generalisation can be given, but it does appear that as many as
three quarters of the total number of voluntary charitable organisations in the
second half of the nineteenth century can be regarded as Evangelical in
character and control. The greater proportion of these were formed in the
decades immediately after the mid century, many of them as a result of the

revival of that time.”(1bid: p.13-14)
Much later in the book, after briefly reviewing the work of other Christians, she
concludes:

“Despite the important contributions made by these other groups, the part
played by the Evangelicals was markedly predominant.” (ibid: p. 286)

In recent years some effort has been made to examine the endeavours of others in the
churches, besides the Evangelicals, who were involved in 19th Century philanthropy,
in particular the so-called slum priests (Markwell 1991, Reed 1996). None of this
contradicts Heasman’s point about Evangelical numerical domination and other

scholars are 1n agreement with her on this. (for example Gill, 1989: p. 40).

11) Consequent Ubiquitous Evangelicalism

Numerical domination also had the effect that the tone and language of
Evangelicalism became compulsory in philanthropic endeavour, whatever the
religious affiliation of the practitioner. This is true even of the sectarian opponents of
the Evangelicals, the Anglo-Catholic slum priests. Markwell describes the variety of
styles of service at the Anglo-Catholic citadel, St. Alban’s, Holborn:

“At high mass on Sunday morning the emphasis was communal; the people
of God were gathered together in the presence of the Lord of Hosts. On
Monday evenings the individual sinner was encouraged to develop in his heart
a one-to-one relationship with his personal saviour, Jesus Christ. These
Monday evening services were often conducted by Father Arthur Stanton, an
avid social reformer who remained at St. Alban’s slum parish as an unpaid
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curate for fifty years. ...

“Stanton’s rhetorical style reflects the influence of the Evangelicals; he
preached from the heart to the heart, eschewing the decent sobriety that had
characterised so much previous High Church preaching. But the Evangelical
influence went beyond rhetoric. Stanton’s great themes were personal
conversion and continuing sanctification through the redeeming merits of Jesus
Christ. The forms of piety he encouraged were “Catholic”, but the basic
message could have been delivered by John Wesley or, even, John Newton.”

(Markwell, 1991: pp.42-43)

Samuel Barnett, who was certainly not an Evangelical, had a framed piece of
embroidery on his desk in Toynbee Hall spelling out what might be termed the
Evangelical credo “ONE BY ONE” and this phrase was quoted in an obituary of him
(Briggs and Macartney, 1984: p.25 citing Stepney Welfare reprinted in Toynbee Hall
Annual Report 1913: p.2]).

This Evangelical influence was even felt outside of religious philanthropy.
Lewis (1984: p.89) describes how feminists of the late 19th Century who wanted to
gain influence on society by being active in philanthropy, were aware that whilst for
the most part they had little sympathy with Evangelical values or attitudes, so all
pervasive was the tone and language of Evangelicalism in the philanthropic world
that they were obliged to adopt that tone and language in order to gain access to the
field. In a nutshell this tone and language was, as Markwell says above, that of
personal and moral redemption and regeneration. The consequences of the
dominance of this tone and language for church social work will be dealt with 1n

Chapter 5.

iii) Conflict With the Secularists

Graham Bowpitt, in a series of writings (1989, 1998, and 2000) has
emphasised the conflict between Evangelical philanthropists and the emerging forces
of professional social work, principally the Charity Organisation Society (hereinafter
the C.O.S.), which he consistently characterises as militantly secular and out to

discredit church work:

“While the iron fist sought to discredit Christian charity, the velvet glove
sought its co-operation.” (1989: p.15)

It is certainly true that Helen Bosanquet, an early historian of the C.O.S. (and an actor
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in the scene she describes'), allows plenty of space in her 1914 account for criticisms
of the philanthropic scene in London as encountered by the founders of the C.0.8. in
1869 and in particular the failings of the church philanthropists. The criticisms were
based on the grounds that relief was indiscriminate', and either inadequate or

duplicated. Bosanquet quotes from J.R. Green:

“The greater number of the East End clergy have converted themselves to
relieving officers. Sums of enormous magnitude are annually collected and
dispensed by them personally or through district visitors, nine tenths of whom
are women, and the bulk silly and ignorant women. A hundred ditterent
agencies for the relief of distress are at work over the same ground, without
concert or co-operation, or the slightest information as to the other’s
exertions, and the result is an unparalleled growth in the imposition,
mendacity and sheer shameless pauperism.” (J. R. Green Pauperism in the

East End of London 1868 quoted in Bosanquet, H. 1914: p12)

Moreover, much of Cox’s book (1982) on church activity in Lambeth provides
supportive evidence for Bowpitt’s position by describing the rivalry between secular
and church philanthropy which was extremely intense in that part of London in the
late 19th Century. Cox cites the first principal of the Women’s University Settlement
in Southwark who saw the raison d’étre of the settlement as an attempt to wipe out
the indiscriminate giving of the churches in the area. (op. cit: p.199). However, Cox
does depict a scene more complex than that suggested by Bowpitt with eight

Anglican parishes in Lambeth submitting their visiting arrangements to the

' For a more even-handed appraisal of the work of the C.0O.S. see Rooff (1972), particularly chapter
16

'"! Frank Prochaska in his book The Voluntary Impulse: Philanthropy in Modern Britain (1988) is an
eloquent defender of those groups who were criticised by the C.O.S. as indiscriminate givers. He
emphasises the urgency and immediacy of their work:

“Nineteenth-century poverty and disease were so immediate and overwhelming that abstract debates
about the underlying causes of poverty and the value of philanthropy seemed little more than an
irrelevance to those on the ground. Unlike social theorists, who had rarely held the hand of a child
dying in a hovel, philanthropists had to clean up the mess. They did not always have the time or
detachment to question the nature or the ultimate result of their benevolence. Confronted with a scale
of pain, dying and death nowadays unimaginable, they were not going to be reasoned out of their
humanity by the likes of Harriet Martineau or socialists promising utopia tomorrow. They could not
wait for an overhaul of the social structure or the rise of a welfare state. Many philanthropists
encouraged state assistance in such areas as sanitation and housing, but they had to deal with
conditions as they were, not as they might be.”(Prochaska 1988: 51)

This distinction between the activists and the theorists, that Prochaska emphasises here 1n
regard to 19" Century philanthropy, is also one of the most distinctive features of 20th Century
church-based social intervention. It is crude to say Evangelicals were the doers and Catholics were the
theorists but as shall be demonstrated in Chapter 5, this contains more than a grain of truth.
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supervision of the C.O.S. (ibid: p.69). This corresponds with the writing of Pringle
describing a period some time later where he goes into detail about the mvolvement

of Anglican clergy in C.O.S. activities:

“Innumerable parochial clergy and Church workers have been, and are, staunch
disciples of Loch. This well known fact hardly needs illustration. The present
Bishop of Southwell - the Right Reverend Dr. Henry Mosley - always insisted,
when Rector of Poplar, and later of Hackney, that every junior clergyman and
Church worker passing through his hands should take part in the work of the
local C.0.S. Committee. The same is true of Lord Wenlock in his service of the

Eton Mission, Hackney Wick, at St. Andrew’s, Bethnal Green, and at St. John
at Hackney (1881-1911). His influence has long outlived him. A visitor to the
Hackney C.0.S. Committee in June 1937 found the Rector, and two of his
curates as well, besides the Vicar of Homerton, present and taking an effective

part.” (Pringle, 1937: pp.101-102).

Cox, writing about the late 19th Century period goes on to comment:

“The real enemies of the C.O.S. were not the often exasperating Anglican
clergymen so much as the philanthropic anarchists of the Non-conformist
societies and mission halls who alarmed the C.0O.S. and others with their
extravagant claims.” (Cox, op. cit: p.67)

Clearly, the C.0.S. objected to what they saw as sloppy work, tor example
poor accounting or indiscriminate giving, on the part of a number of Christian
organisations. However it was the sloppiness that they objected to, rather than the
Christianity per se.

Bosanquet wishes to present the C.O.S. as pristine and fresh 1n its approach,
not suffering from the sentimental vices of the churches. Bowpitt sees the work of the
Evangelical churches as under attack from outside secular forces. However, 1t is
striking that Evangelical philanthropy and so-called secular C.O.S. activity had one
very important feature in common. Both were individualistic'®, seeking to solve the
problems of society by working case by case and neither made any acknowledgement

of wider influences and shifts such as economic depressions. Both had an impact on

'2 There are other more complex interpretations of the late 19" Century history of the C.0.S. Both
Steadman Jones (1971) and Harrison (1976) refer to groups of conservative individualists and
progressive collectivists vying for power and influence within the organisation. It was certainly the
case, however, especially in its early years, that the individualists had the upper hand.
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the development of case work and to emphasise the one does not necessarily mean
that the other must be dismissed. By highlighting the hostility Bowpitt misses this
commonality.

Whether or not the C.O.S. was directly opposed to church philanthropy,
certainly there were other organisations that were much more openly antagonistic.

Lloyd writes:

“....n 1884 the Fabian Society was founded, which did all it could to put
pressure on successive governments to drive the church out of social relief. No
government has been known to refuse to listen to those who suggest it should
increase its power, and, with the turn of the century, its own instrument of a
wholly mechanised social service was fast overtaking that of the Church. In the
Education Act of 1906 there was a clause making the schools rather than the
churches responsible for the feeding of children. Two years later, when the first
Old Age Pension Act was being debated, the victorious party in Parliament
expressly ridiculed the idea that the parochial clergy might usefully help
administer 1t. The Church was, in fact, being driven right out of the field of
public poor relief, and being confined to the small corner which purely private,
unrecognised relief could still occupy. On the whole, the people in need of such
services preferred to receive them from the state; and when this rather
unpleasant fact was recorded and accepted, the excuse was made that the
modern curate had never learned ‘to do a decent job of casework’.” (Lloyd

op.c1t:165-167)
It 1s important to note that many in the churches did feel and still do feel that they
were elbowed out of mainstream social service. This feeling gets in the way of proper
analysis of how good church services actually were. In this passage from Lloyd there

1S no recognition that it might actually be best for schools to feed their own pupils.

iv. The Failure of Church Work

The final and possibly most important aspect to emphasise about the
philanthropic origins of church social work is that the great philanthropic effort of the
late 19th and early 20th Century eventually failed. Whether this failure was due to the
churches being elbowed out or to church work’s own inherent inadequacies is not the
central 1ssue. Whatever the causes Owen comments:

“The Nathan Committee [A House of Commons committee from the early
1950s 1nvestigating the future of charity work] was not stretching the point
when 1t described the attempt to create by private effort a series of universal
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social services as ‘one of the magnificent failures of our history.’
“Beyond doubt it was a failure, however magnificent.” (Owen, op. cit: p.5)

Cox’s book already cited above 1s primarily concerned with the concept of the failure
of the churches. His assessment is that the churches ultimately failed in their efforts
to alleviate distress. He quotes from the manuscripts of Ernest Aves, one of Charles
Booth’s assistants on Life and Labour who comments about one particular church,
St. John’s Kennington:

“‘Perhaps it 1s worth noting that, since the work of St. John the Divine began
in quite early days in the whole of this area, the character of this particular
district would appear to have been acquired despite all the energy of this centre
of Anglo-Catholic churchmanship. Some local influences making for
degradation were apparently too strong alike for Mr. Teasdale and Mr. Brooke
[successive clergymen].” There was probably not a working class parish 1n
England with a stronger parochial machinery, more funds or more clergymen
than St. John the Divine, and the church had begun its work when the district
was first built over. Yet streets of desperate poverty remained. The churches
had failed.”(op.cit:181+182, date of manuscript entry not recorded)

What Cox means, and this is his constant theme, is that the churches failed only on
their own terms in the task they had set themselves, which was providing social
services for millions of poor urban dwellers. He argues that if the enormity of that
task 1s properly appreciated, as well as the fact that for the churches this was just one
task amongst many others, church work can be seen in terms of its achievements
rather than its ultimate failure.

Nevertheless Cox notes that by the 1920s :

“The churches had in fact become irrelevant. The philanthropic apparatus... had
disappeared or was in the process of being dismantled.... The government, the
London County Council, the relatively new Lambeth Borough Council, and
private but professional philanthropic societies had begun to provide social
services in a systematic fashion. Even more important, it was assumed that they
had responsibility for these things even if they did not. The churches were left
with little to do and even less to say, since ‘church work’ had been a central
justification of their existence...It was a particularly British transformation
which reduced the importance of Lambeth’s churches only because they had
chosen to 1invest so heavily in philanthropy as they competed for influence in
Victorian society.” ( op cit: p. 273+274)

It was almost as 1f the churches were exhausted by their efforts. Full control or

abdication of responsibility appeared to be the only possible positions. Unrelenting
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competition with secular forces meant that the idea of co-operation with “the
winners” was anathema. The failure of the philanthropic effort was to haunt
subsequent more modest efforts. However, the truth had to be faced that the churches
clearly could not do it all alone, that they had to relent, just do some and do it in a
different manner. That different manner, in England and Wales at least, was to be

professional moral welfare work .

Section 2: Social Work (a.k.a. Moral Welfare Work) 1920-1972

Sources

The main sources used in this section are Kathleen Heasman’s history of
Josephine Butler Memorial House (1979), (hereinafter JBMH), the autobiography of
Jessie Higson (1955), first warden of JBMH and a senior figure in moral welfare
circles, Penelope Hall and Ismene Howes’ survey of moral welfare work (1965),
Evelyn Magnass’s internal follow-up survey (circa 1969) and the professional
journal of moral welfare titled consecutively The Quarterly Newsletter, The
Quarterly Review, Moral Welfare and Crucible. Manuscripts and documents from
the JBMH archive kept at the Sidney Jones Library, University of Liverpool, have
also been used. Attempts to gain access to diocesan moral welfare records proved

unsuccessful and once again I suspect much documentation is lost.

1. Josephine Butler Memorial House

T'he dates for this section are firm ones unlike those provided in the other two
sections which are only guides. The reason why these dates are fixed is that they
correspond to the opening and closure of Josephine Butler Memorial House/ College,
the Church of England’s training establishment for moral welfare workers and its

only training college for professional social work of any kind. There had been some

" The only serious rival to moral welfare work as the core social work activity of the churches was the
work ot the Police Court Missioners (PCMs), employed by The Church of England Temperance
Society, The Salvation Army and the Church Army. These were men working in magistrates courts as
early probation officers. The CETS worked in this field from the mid-1880s until the mid-1930s when
the state took over probation work completely. The work of PCMs has not been well covered by
historians (with the exception of McWilliams, 1986). The work of PCMs is not discussed in any
depth here although aspects of McWilliams’analysis are taken up in chapter 5.
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training before JBMH opened (at St. Agnes’s College), there were other moral
welfare courses that existed concurrently with JBMH, notably the so-called London
Course, and moral welfare limped on for a few years after JBMH closed.
Nevertheless these dates still represent the years of viability for moral welfare work
in the churches in Britain (not only in the Church of England as JBMH accepted
students from all denominations.)

The name the house was given was significant. Heasman (1979) claims that
the fact that the House was named after Josephine Butler was indicative of the
~ feminist and campaigning emphasis for which the founders were hoping. Social
reform was as much a part of the agenda as social welfare. Indeed the founding
charter contained an abolitionist clause (Butler’s main cause, the abolition of the
Contagious Diseases Acts). Heasman quotes a comment of an early (1920s?) student
at the House:

“‘Beneath all the practical work of our day to day training, we were slowly
absorbing the principles upon which the lifework of Josephine Butler was

based; her passion for justice as a right for everyone, including the socially
outcast;”” (1979: p.24)

Heasman’s book attempts to describe the ordinary life of the students at the
house and inevitably paints a somewhat idyllic picture of earnest young women hard
at work 1n a residential environment that was serene and supportive. In order to
obtain a fuller picture of moral welfare work, this book needs to be read in
conjunction with the autobiography of the first warden of the House, Jessie Higson.

Higson’s book (1955) covers the whole of her working life. Also, because of
the positions she held, it is something of an inside view of moral welfare in the
Church of England in the first half of the century. The bare bones of her career are
that she was the first Organising Secretary for Moral and Preventative Work for the
Anglican diocese of Liverpool from 1907 to 1918. She also had charge of St.
Monica’s Refuge during this period. From 1918 to 1920 she was the first Central
Organising Secretary for Moral Welfare in the Church of England. In 1920 she
returned to Liverpool to be the first Warden of Josephine Butler Memorial House, the
Church’s training college for moral welfare workers, and stayed there until 1928. She

was then appointed the first Lecturer for the Church of England Moral Welfare
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Council and stayed in this post until her retirement in 1942. After her retirement she
continued to be involved in committee work at JBMH and was generally considered

the dovenne of moral welfare. Indeed Higson was possibly the central figure 1n the
transformation of the last generation of district visitors into moral weltare workers,

turning some of them from philanthropists into professionals.

II. An Unwelcome Guest

The tone of Higson’s book is determinedly cheerful but in its midst are a
number of stories that tell of the difficulties that moral welfare work faced. Many of
these difficulties were related to just how unwelcome moral welfare was within the

Church of England itself. After recalling how local cab drivers clubbed together to

support St. Monica’s refuge, she writes:

“How different was the attitude of a leading official of the church we wished to
attend, who wrote, ‘I beg to inform you that it 1s my intention to prevent your
Rescue Home attending ... Church. I shall be obliged therefore it you will
refrain from being present on Sunday next’! Needless to say we were there.”

(Higson, 1955: p.5)

She also provides another account of clerical animosity towards the work:

“Soon after Randall Davidson’s appointment as Archbishop of Canterbury, he
sent out a questionnaire in 1904 to a large Diocese. Here 1s a specimen of the

questions and replies.
(1) Is there any Rescue work, whether Church of England, Noncontormist, or

Roman Catholic being done in your neighbourhood?

Answer: No
(2) If not, do you consider there is a need for a Worker who shall devote herself

to Preventive and Rescue work?

Answer: No
(3) Is there any Ladies Association existing in your neighbourhood for the care

of friendless girls or of those in dangerous surroundings?
Answer: No. Should any case arise it should be treated parochially or through

St. Mary’s Home, Stone.” (1bid: p.17)

Some of the most enlightening passages in the book in regard to the Church of
England’s lack of commitment to moral welfare describe how Higson was paid or not

paid by the church to do the work (see chapter 4 for details). As Higson spent much
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of her time trawling the country looking for suitable recruits for the moral welfare
structures that she was helping to create nationally, one wonders if she had any
qualms about bringing women into a working set-up that was clearly on very shaky
financial foundations with many in the churches not at all convinced that women
should be paid to do this work, which in their minds had previously been done
perfectly well by volunteers.

Higson allows generous space to others in the book and some of the most
interesting details are provided by other writers. A speech given by Canon T. Pym to
the 1924 Annual Conference of Principals and Vice-Principals of Theological
Colleges is included in full as an Appendix. In it he practically begs for a chance to
be allowed to give one or two lectures on rescue and preventive work to ordinands
and laments the ignorance of most clergy about purity (moral welfare) work. This
absence of an adequate working relationship with the clergy was perhaps moral

welfare’s biggest handicap.

III. A Service Established

Despite its unenthusiastic welcome moral welfare doggedly established itself
in the country. As well as in the Church of England, a number of Roman Catholic
dioceses set up moral welfare teams. In Scotland The Episcopal Church of Scotland
instituted a Social Service Board “To have under its purview °‘Rescue and
Penitentiary, Temperance and other such social work as the Board may elect to take
up.” (founding document cited by Balfour Melville in Moral Welfare October 1953:
9). The Board, as its main piece of social work, ran a Training Home for up to 30
“oirls” on the outskirts of Edinburgh, staffed by the Sisters of the Community of St.
Peter’s, Horbury. The Home was open from 1921 until 1953 when, as a sign of the
times, an insufficient number of girls could be found willing to submit to the traimng.
The development of moral welfare in Wales is described by Leslie K. Long,

Diocesan Organising Secretary for the Diocese of Monmouth:

“I knew it [Welsh Moral Welfare Work] first in 1925 when the successtul
experiment in sex education in the Day Schools was being made by the
Llandaff Organising Secretary in conjunction with the Worker for the
Alliance of Honour.

English Moral Welfare work was only then firmly established, but in Wales
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there were only two Diocesan Associations. Llandaff, the pioneer diocese,
and Monmouth then newly formed. The St. Asaph, Bangor, Swansea and
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