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COLLECTIVE MOBILITY AND FRAGMENTATION: A MODEL OF
SOCIAL WORK HISTORY
BY
DAVID WAGNER
COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY

SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WORK

ABSTRACT

The author utilizes recent sociological approaches
to professionalism in order to develop a dynamic
conceptual model of the history of Social Work.
Professionalization is understood as a social movement
or "collective mobility project”" of the lower middle
class which has been the dominant force in Social Work
for a century. This social movement seeks control and
expansion of professional markets for services and
recognition and sanction from elites. In each period of
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history, however, Social Work professiocnalizers have
had to struggle against popular unrest and elite
criticism aimed at the field. Challenges to Social
Work professionalizers and their basic paradigms emerge
historically in different counter-segments within the
profession which threaten the dominant segment (eg. the
Settlement House Movement, the Rank and File Movement
in Social Work in the 1930's and the Community
Organization/Advocacy segment in the 1960's).

Analyzing the Progressive Period, the Depression
years, and the 1960s-1970s, the author shows how in
each period the casework professionalizers were
challenged by counter-segments in the profession which
reflected both client unrest and elite criticism. In
each period, the profession moved to absorb the
critiques and, on the surface, to embrace them. In
turn, reformers themselves have generally abandoned
their attacks on the profession and have becone
absorbed in the collective mobility project. However,
the unity achieved is a "spurious" one. First because
in each period professionalized casework actually
triumphed over Reform segments, rather than mnerged
with. Second, each period of history creates new
fragmentations in the field in terms of employment,
methodology, ideology, manner of organization and
social class and status positions for its members.
While the structural and ideological splits within the
field are frequently bemoaned by many professional
leaders, the author suggests fragmentation may not only
be inevitable, but may be functional for the profession
as a whole.

Two debates have dominated virtually all
literature on the Thistory of the Social Work
profession:whether the approach was from within the
Social Work field, within the Sociology of the
Professions literature or from Social Welfare
historians. On the one hand, at least since Abraham
Flexner's famous speech to the National Conference ot
Charities and Corrections in 1915 denying that Social
Work was a full profession, a debate has raged on hov
to characterize Social Work. Was it a full profession
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a "semi-profession," an "emerging" profession or simply
consumed with an ideology of professionalism?l
Secondly,historians and intellectuals within the field
have long debated the troublesome dichotomies within
the Social Work profession, sometimes referred to as
the "Cause" versus "Function" debate, sometimes as a
debate between '"retail"” and ‘"wholesale"methods of
practice, and sometimes as a question of "reform"
versus '"technique.” As the field has split along lines
of methodology, fields of practice, knowledge bases,
and social class and status lines, almost all observers
have viewed these splits as dysfunctional. Professional
leaders and sociologists have viewed fragmentation as
retarding true professionalism in Social Work, as a
basic consensus is assumed to be a criteria for
successful professionalization. Even those who opposed
professionalization ideologically have asserted the
fielg required a consensus, albeit a very different
one.

The following article attempts to develop a
conceptual model of Social Work professionalization
from a historical sociological approach.
Professionalization will be understood, as described by
Magali Larson, as a social movement or as a "collective
mobility project" by lower echelons of the middle
class. This project is an organizing strategy aimed at
achieving upward social and economic mobility and an
expansion of a market for professional services. From
this perspective, Social Work professionalization will
be viewed as a successful strategy throughout the
century. Rather than viewing competing segments within
the field as problematic, the author suggests that
conflicts within the field actually advance the
professional project (sometimes very much in spite of
the intent of reformers and radicals.) The author
drawing on sociological and labor market segmentation
theory, suggests that fragmentation is a natural state
of the professions. Furhter, fragmentation serves a
key role in the struggle to expand the market for
services and to retain the legitimacy of a profession
both with clients and with elites which must support a
profession. It is suggested that Social Work has
advanced as a profession through resolution of a number
of crises in which of official unity of the profession
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increased along with broad, absorptive paradigmatic
statements, while at the same time social structural
fragmentation and ideological disunity among the ranks
of Social Work increased at the same time.

PROFESSIONALIZATION AS A COLLECTIVE MOBILITY PROJECT

For many decades, sociological theory on the
professions described a profession as an "ideal type"
of occupation which met a series of attributes usually
based on the profession of medicine; this apprgach,
labelled the '"sociologists' decoy" by one critic,” led
to and continually reinforced Social Work's comparison
to the so-called "true professions" to attempt to
measure how far Social Work had, come in meeting the
standards of professionalization. In recent years the
meaning of professionalization has been greatly
re-defined. Not only has it been accepted thag degrees
of professionalization exist along a continum™ but the
discussion of professionalization has begun to
emphasize social and political power as a variable in
achieving the structural positions of authority and as
a variable in the organizing of occ%?ations in such a
manner as to assert collective power.

Magali rson's book, The Rise of
Professionalism, has synthesized a new historical
sociological approach which views professionalization
as a strategy. Larson locates the origin of this
strategy in the lower status and class ranks of the
emerging professions in the 19th century. Thwarted by
the dominance of enthrenched corporate privileges of
elite professionals who controlled their fields because
of the patronage of wealthy clients, a professional
strategy was embraced by self-conscious vanguards of
lower echelon members of the medical and 1legal
occupations. Professionalization developed in the 19th
century as a reform movement; it challenged a wealthy
elite who held a stranglehold on positions of power
based, not on skill or training, but on their class and
status positions.
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For Larsom, professional movements are
"collectivities”" of people who organize around certain
core paradigms and who drive to control markets in
order to assert their collective status.
Self-conscious professional leadership must present a
solid unified fromnt, not only for public relations
purposes, but to wrest from the State the wonopoly
pover it seeks. In reality, professions are hardly
homogenous, but are highly stratified along a variety
of lines. Yet all factions and levels of the
professional groups come to realize that successful
organizational efforts, resulting in wonopoly and
increased markets, benefits all practitioners. WHile
on the one hand, unity is a "fiction" in the sense of
any common method or ideology or even status position
in society, professionals do share in the "collective
credit" from the gains made by the profession as a
whole.

Using Larson's analysis, the author will trace
historically the origins of Social Work professionalism
to a leadership dominated by lower widdle class
organizers who had to fight a battle against elite
domination of the Charity Organizations and other early
philanthropic organizations. The struggle to assert
the need for trained professional staff entailed
securing a core of unified practitioners (a vanguard
group) united around a core paradigm (social casework)
to challenge the elite conception of <voluntary
"friendly visiting" by the rich.As they organized, the
professionalizers had to convince elites that the
expertise of professional social work was necessary.
While battling with elites, however, professionalizers
also had to gain legitimacy among potential client
groups which, as we shall see, were often hostile to
organized Social Work. It is suggested that in order to
gain such legitimacy, the profession during periods of
social unrest, had to absorb ideas cf social reform and
social action. The need for legitimacy led to major
paradigmatic changes in Social Work on an official
level, but the more radical germs of theory amd Social
Work practice were quickly discarded cnce the period of
unrest is over in order to preserve elite recognition
of the profession and retain its expanded market.
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PROFESSTONAL SEGMENTS:A SPUKIOUS UNITY

Early work by sociologists of the professions
asserted that professions, in contrast to
non-professional occupations, cceonstituted homogenous
sub~cultures organized around consistent socialization
to values, comwon symbols and language, and strong
respect for the boundagics and social control set by
professional staudards. In a 1961 article, Rue Bucher
and Anselwm Strauss, became the first of many crirics to
revise this view.” In exawining the most prestigious
professions, such as wedicine, Bucher and Strauss
denied any evidence that professions could be
considered as unified communities. Rather they asserted
that professionals in every field perform tremendously
variant tasks, in very diiferent work settings, with
markedly different strategies of organization, and
without any agreement on a dominant paradigm or "core"
professional activity.

Bucher and Strauss conceptualized a profession as
a group of '"segments" organized around specialities
which often conflict with one another in their sense of
mission, work activites, mwethods and techniques, types
of clientele, colleague relationships, interests and

aﬁso iatjons, and inltheir forps ofta%%%y %?P public {glatio

rofessions’ ‘are 00sé amalgama segmen
pursuing objectives in different manners and more or
less held together under a common name in a Paffiﬁﬂiig

j of history" mnotg Bucher and S§traus

B%gfggsf%ns presé%t a spurious unfty €5'%Ehe public
through vehicles such as Codes of Ethics, licensing
requirements and professional associations, these forms
ovscure the fact that there are different antagonistic
segments in opposition at all times within a
profecsion.

There has been at least one study of Social Work

hich concluded t
which conoluded thac, B SebeRs™G RIS iR lyspmunit

isted, : . wever
Taus nodel in _relation to Socjal Work. 2
Egere ave been no ;ttempts ewetgd the segments of
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Social Work to the historical development of the field.
Moreover, there have been few attempts to look at the
structural fragmentation within the field of Social
Work as also evolving historically through segment
struggles. It 1s suggested that Social Work must be
yiewed not only as ideologically split (clinical
casework versus ecosystems approaches, casework versus
groups versus community organization versus social
adcinistration versus social policy, field of practice
conflicts,) but as existing in a segmented labor
parket. Social Work is split between public and private
sector employment; between private practice and agency
vork; between unionized fragments and non-unionized
ones; bctween administration, supervisory, a[‘nd "line"
positions, to name but a few cleavage lines.

It will be argued that the very success of the
professional mobility project, particularly in gaining
new markets, creates mnew structural positions and
ideological segments which therefore fragment the
profession.

A CONCEPTUAL MODEL OF SOCIAL WORK HISTORY

Rather than fully chronicle the century old
history of Social Work, the author will analyze and
interpet key developments in Social Work which occurred
at crisis points in American history. The two charts
below identify (1) the vanguard groups leading Social
Work's collective mobility project (2) the barriers or
obstacles to success which emanate from elite and
popular (client) sources (3) the synthesis in each
period which officially absorbs opposition and asserts
a generic professional paradigm and (4) the results of
the crises which paradoxically fragment the profession
at the very times in which key intellectuals and
professional leaders are asserting unity.
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CHART 1

A General Model of Professionalizatior

Emercence of 2 Organizationa. Obstacles Conditions for Success

Vanguard Group -’9 Structure Elite Barriers

irom lower echelor (e.g. schools. 1. Broad.Absorptive
. .. {The State,
ranksie.g. charity assoc.otions. Paradigms
: . : Corporate
clerks in Social beginning \ Elite:
Hork) conceptualization : 2. Large, but
: of a core paradigm) Popular Barriers Fragmented Markets

(Client Lcgitamacyd) for services
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Chart II

Model as Applied to_the History of Social Work

vanzbazrd Group Ziite Bartiers Popular Barriérs
—
zarly Charicy Work with the poor widespread opposition among
Clerks as "noblesse oblige”| poor to ‘charity snoopers'
opposition to paid
labor by wealchy
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Set:lement YMovement and Sol 4 N b £
Academic reformers as bridge to of its develop between Lelds
new paradizm: Mary Richmond's Efactlce SPLRS oY
Diaznosis” broad —adel ‘."aéiganuat on.2r ss_‘:ma.—
- i1 - " i H ificati
of ‘'retail” and "wholesale" i.: x 2 snt?[d * ‘:t m.‘ 3yl'
work with clients comeSsctatus develops: splits
between psvchiacric, reform,
custacial,and other roles
Period IZ (1930s-
vanguard Gtoup(s) Elite Barriers Popular Barriers
?rofessionalized New Deal patricians Mass unrest of the s
ework Leaders response to social unres:t;] mass strikes&unicnizatiem,
Public welfare recognition of need Ior battles for public aid,
state intervention super- old age pensi:ns,etc; revolt
ordinate to psychiatric against voluntarism and

treatment

charity

Paradi.-atic AbS§6rption

Sttuctural/Idéological Fragmentation

—e

satien’ zetaphor as
absorptive paradizc

ocial Work accepts public role 5 : :
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and private sector emplov-—
ees; deepening stratification
by bureaucratic levels with
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supervisory apparatus;
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Popular Barrietrs

LBJ's War on Poverty:
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Among the points to be examined further in this
historical treatment are:

(1) Like other professions, Soical Work
professionalization emerged as collective wmobility
project of a lower echelong group within a broad field
(in this case, primarily in charity work). A group of
self-conscious leaders sought organizational unity and
has waged a successful, if torturous, struggle to
assert its status in gaining legitimacy from the State
and from elites. (2) While there have been many
historical changes, the casework leaders have remained
a dominant vanguard throughout Social Work history.
But the casework vanguard received numerous challenges.
The most significant segment battles occurred in the
Progressive Era when ewmerging professionalizers were
challenged by the Settlement House/Reform Movement; in
the 1930's when professionalizers were challenged by
both the radical Rank and File Movement and by elites
which were linked to public welfare programs; and in
the 1960's and early 1970's when Community Organization
activists were linked to both elite and popular attacks
on Social Wrok professionalism. (3) In each instance
above, the counter-segments raised challenges to the
professionalizers which could not be ignored. The
challenges both reflected the protests at a popular
level (working people, 1labor wunions, poor people,
minorities) which could potentially de-legitimate
Social Work, and the needs of elites who were more
concerned with social reform than professionalization
because of the primacy of maintaining order. (4)
Because of the power of these counter-segments, in each
period, ideological and structural changes were made by
professional leaders to absorb criticism and contain
protest. Thus, the profession, at an official level,
altered its dominant paradigms as a result of these
challenges. The dissidents then greatly abandoned
their attacks on profesionalism and were often
themselves absorbed in the professional project. (5)
‘Each period developed a "spurious unity" in which the
field could speak of space for a variety of methods and
a "generic" practice base. In actuality, each period
created new fragmentation along lines of employment,
methodologies, ideologies, manner of organization, and
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social stratification within the profession. Each
period ultimately ended in an uneasy disunity in which
professionalized casework was dominant. However, all
segments made gains in status and authority by
association.

ORIGINS OF CASEWORK AND PROFESSIONALIZATION

The origins of American Social Work were primarily
in the Charity Organization Societies which mushroomed
in the 1880's and 1890's. The COS's as well as other
philanthropic enterprises of this period were based in
native borm Protestant upper class circles. As has
been well chronicled, "Scientific Charity" originally
favored the repression of pauperism by the regulation
of charity by scientific principles as well as the
socialization of the vast numbers of poor and
immigrants who were crowding the urban areas. The
ideology of "Scientific Charity" reflected the
harshness of Social Darwinism and the Poor Law
tradition as well as the benevolence of Christian
revival and the noblesse oblige of service which had a
long tradition. The early charity movement developed
the "friendly visitor," a volunteer drawn from the
ranks of '"solid society" to visit the poor. The
visitor was to serve as a role model for the poor
against vice, intemperance and pauperism, and engage in
a kind of relationship therapy. While initially the
€0S's adopted the slogan, "Not Alms, But a Friend" in
their campaign against relief, quickly all charitable
effort led to the dispensation of large amounts of
relief, By the 1880's, the CO0S's were hiring paid
agents whose purpose were to administer budgets, record
case histories, dispense funds, and supervise
volunteers. Staff were considered ancilliary, however,
to the real goal of visiting the poor, and were hired
to conduct work considered repugnant to the rich
visitors. The paid agents who were to be the
originators of Sccial Work were clerks in the service
of the elite philanthropic societies.

Most historians treat the '"role reversal" that
occu i early .2

rred betwe_en st.aff a'nd v.olun'te.er Jl‘% &?ﬁ.le noydoggttl
Century as a historical inevitability.
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the ideology of science and the Progressive Period's
"search for order" had its impact, these views minimize
two elements of the collective mobility project of
professionalization: (1) the class conflict between the
professionalizers and the more elite reformers and
philanthropists and (2) the very hostile environment
which existed for professional Social Work in which to
assert its collective status, develop markets for
services and develop a core paradigm.

Most texts in Social Work combine the historic
roles of leading patrician social reformers such as
Josephine Shaw Lowell, Robert Treat Paine, Louisa Lee
Schuyler, Jane Addams, Julia Lathrop, and Edith and
Grace Abbott with the professional contributions of
carly social workgray,sugh a5, M. RHBORYyendiitls
uninlgérgggeg, % not hostile, to professionalism. As
early as the 1890's, Robert Treat Paine and Edward
Devine were attacking the idea of a paid agent taking
over casework; they objected even more vehemently to
social reform being professionalized. Reform and
individual aide to the poor were charitable acts;
neither payment, religious sectarianism nor political
partisanship had a role to play. Josephine Shaw Lowell
conceptualized friendly visitors as those who would act
in the "noble tradition" of the Dodge and Roosevelt
family. Jane Addams not only attacked charity as
"obnoxious", but attacked the "negative
pseudo-scientific spirit" of its practice, a direct
attack on emerging professionalizers such as Mary
Richmond.

cernert TP SR o 1988080500 OF WiaRagTiEI
8t80Wetr middle class origins. Mary Richmond was the
daughter of a blacksmith who worked her way through
high school and was employed as a department store
clerk. She was hired by Balitwore COS in 1889 as
assistant treasurer, a job akin to a wmodern
administrative assistant. Zilpha Smith, who played a
prominent role in the emergence of early training
schools and in organizing the first groups of social
workers (the "Monday Club" formed in 1888), worked as a
telegraph operator and then as a government clerk
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pefore being hired by COS in Boston to -supervise
clerical staff. The key leaders in the development of
hospital social work, Ida Cannon, and in psychiatric
social work, Mary Jarrett, were middle class in origin
and connnected with rising professionalizers in
contrast with the pastrician backgrounds of the
Lowells, Abbotts, etc.

Conflict between the elite philanthropists' image
of Social Work and realtiy of the nascent profession
was evident early on. While the Charity leaders wanted
solid citizens, they were wunable to recruit them.
Early paid social workers formed groups called the
"Hungry Club”" and the "S.0.S. Club." Salary figures
cited in texts show early Sfé;i?xl;rg é‘%ergogfgi'lggrtgircl

] . s
gltrlglggigf ons o&gggat&g&glly bodies which combined
volunteers and elite 1leaders with paid staff,
preventing the self-organization of paid staff.
Submerged in forums such as the National Conference on
Charities and Corrections, employees were an
afterthrought. It was not until the 1910-1920 period
that a major conflict would surface between segments as
to who was a "social worker." One part of the field,
its developing leadership, sought a clear seperation of
paid workers; Zilpha Smith urged in 1911 that clubs
should be formed in each city with more than a dozen
social workers who were paid employees to discuss

rofessional isgues and . improv nt of warkin
Eon iti 19 580E€° 2 Antidi8d et ort was made “t

center The: profession around the elite Eastern women's
schools which would merge paid and voluntary labor.
This was the approach of the Intercollegiate Bureau
(founded 1911) , and its successor, the National Social
Work Exchange (1917). Early efforts to form a
professional association floundered on this problem.
It was not merely a definitional problem, but one of
social class. To the dismay of those who sought to
continue the link between social service and noblesse
oblige, it was found that "too frequently it appeared
applicants resembled the women who wanted a position in
social work after a public employment agency ha,s
< . P . n et
1oMegede10%E 3ursnmuelified fonoslenicd Oy - che
1920's that "Social Work (was passing) from those who
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had the vision to create angl the persistence to
continue it, into other hands."

Although major economic and political events we
gritical do; disrating the enerecnes.d’ 4sPaldsgtailssn
social movement led by young women leaders. As opposed
to strikes and banners of the labor movement, the early
professionals rallied for training schools, organized
clubs and associations, and pressured volunteers out of
daily work. Only in passing do most histories note how
resistant philanthropic boards were to payment, and
once paying, to their continual equation of women's
work with voluntary labor worth only meager sums.
Resistance of  Thospitals to social workers and
educational institutions to social work training is
also noted only briefly.

It was the development of an absorptive
paradigm-social casework, particularly as codified by
Mary Richmond (and eventually published as Social
Diagnosis in 1917) - along with calls for training and
associations which were critical to the success of the
profesional project. The paradigm of social casework
developed in such a manner as to accentuate the
scientific expertise of the emerging professionalizers,
using metaphors of diagnosis from medicine and social
evidence from law., In order to assert a status claim
and stake out professional markets, casework as a
technique had to exclude (1) the possibility of
voluntarism inherent in the relationship model of
"friendly visiting" (2) the association with mere
recording or budgeting which would have left social
workers as clerks and (3) the possibility that social
work could be defined as work that committed
non-experts could perform as a part of a social
movement.

Strategic victories such as the development of
educational training schools and the critical link with
the Russell Sage Foundation were among the early
harbingers of professionalizers overcoming the elite
volunteers who were now characterized as mere
sentimentalists. Similarly, Mary Richmond's ear

FPIEEIgRST JE7 o081 P ISRIS 1R o8 1 PO VS Fe s b h BhE YRS ers
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would have toward those with low class status, but
motivated only by cause rather than sufficient
training.

SEGMENT BATTLES IN THE PROGRESSIVE ERA AND THE
BEGINNINGS OF FRAGMENTED PROFESSION

The Settlement House movement, together with other
reformers, such as early faculty wmembers in the
emerging field of Sociology, presented
professionalizers with a challenge which reflected both
elite qualms about Social Work and potential client
opposition of Social Work. While the social class
status of the Settlement Movement as well as some

ideological components ,pf {ts Bisgion,vas YWAheS?

\Sg%k Ch%%%xgagtoevdeme%%arply with both conservative
philanthropic elites and with the professional project.

Settlement work was developed in England by
Christian Socialists who sought to bring the social
classes together by democratic relationships
established through community living and participation
in the natual activities of the neighborhood. 1In the
settlement activities, the "obnoxiousness and
intrusiveness" of means-testing and charity were
discarded for encouragment of the '"common human
fellowship of men." Self-determination, respect for
cultural differences and an accent on the rhythm of
daily life contrasted with the medical model of the
professionalizers and the social control model of the
conservative elite. Further the settlements did not
promote professionalism in employment since often its
residents received only room and board; as altruists
and reformers there was little division of labor in
activities. The American settlement residents were
involved in sanitation, public health, labor affairs,
and many worked in professions other than social work.
The settlements were the Peace Corps or Vista of a
generation of young people (primarily women) in the
1890-1914 period who sought to escape home and join a
vibrant, altruistic movement which also linked
ngnomic, political, social and philosophical concerns.
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As is well known, the Settlements and the most
prominent leaders such as Addams, Lillian Wald,
Florence Kelley, Julia Lathrop, the Abbotts, and Mary
McDowell became extensively involved in reform
movements, The reform leaders developed links with
science and education which were quite different than
early charity workers. Addams, Kelley, and Lathrop
pioneered the social survey at Hull House and
University of Chicago Settlement House. Both were
interested in documenting the problems of the poor, the
needs of working people, and statistics on health and
safety. This led them into close relationships with
Sociology; and to a lesser degree, with Economics and
Philosophy. In the late 19th century, the settlements
and allied reformers attacked the Charity movement.
The NCCC proceedings include lively battles between the
two movements. Mary Richmond at this point opposed
most reforms, such as the minimum wage law and the

BRaT 4 dev o8B, TOR A0S R TO 1ES V3R g

themselves to be swept,puay, by, Siftusfastde agyeceiss
settfemen s were seéntimental, unscientific, and relied
on pure pragmatism since they lacked a theory.
Moreover, Richmond and her followers opposed strong
academic links, preferring vocationally oriented
training rather than affiliation with wuniversities.
Early professionalizers were oriented towards agencies,
not the academy; they wanted training for practical
tasks of interviewing not the economics, political
science and sociclogy courses demanded by the
reformers.

It is frequently stated that the two movements
came together. As early as 1897, Jane Addams suggested
that there was room for both approaches in Social
Welfare. Most of the leaders of COS, including Mary
Richmond herself (after assuming the command of the
Philadelphia COS) came to accept reform activity. In
1905, the journals of the NY CO0S, Charities, and the
voice of the settlements, Commons, merged to form
Survey. Some authors «cite this as the final
consolidation of the two movements, while others cite
the election of Add 9
as the sysbolic un ii';s 88 Bogeidsns B Hie Y6¢6.in KN
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Richmond's conception of social casework was not only
providing fo environmental study and "action om the
environment” but stated that there was a need for both
"wholesale" and ''retail" approaches to social problems
(reform and one-to-ome treatment).

The "convergence"” of the two movements can be
explained by the need of the emerging professionalizers
to absorb the reform critiques. The reform segment held
pover to retard professional status. First, the reform
leaders had elite origins, connection with political
leaders, and a great deal of prestige; they had to be
listened to. Second, the Reform segment spoke for many
potential social work clients who opposed charity work.
While the settlements and reformers were themselves not
impune from stiff criticism, there is no doubt that
their critique of ‘'snooping,' 'investigating,' and
'penny-pinching' charity workers was shared by millions
of workers and poor families. The settlements and some
reformers also had organic 1links to trade unions,
immigrant groups, and other social forces from which
early social work professionalizers were 1isolated.
“hen the Reform segment spoke at NCCC or at other other
forums, they spoke, whether commissioned to or not, for
potential client groups. Thirdly, as is true with most
reform groups, the Settlement Movement, while not
interested in Social Work professionalism per se, were
in a3 position to create additional professional markets
for services by their demands on the State for Social
Velfare programs. This was precisely the interest of
the professionalizers., The settlement houses pioneered
school social work (the visiting teacher movement in
1906-08) whose positions female teachers flocked to
hoping for upward mobility. The pressure mounted by
Addams, Lathrop, Kelley, and others which led to the
famous 1909 White House Conference on Children
ultimately expanded Social Work's professionalization.
The agitation of reformers led to professional roles in
foster care and adoption, in residential treatment for
children, in the mother's pension movement, etc. The
development of federal programs such as the Children's
Bureau and the Sheppard-Towner Act on infant mortality
secured state backing for professional services and new
expert roles in the child welfare and health fields.
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But the Reform segment was absorbed and not
merged; it was subordinated im the spurious unity,
While officially there was a new absorptive paradigm of
Social Diagnosis with room for all tenets, in fact, the
distinctive nature of settlement work, of the reform
movements themselves, and the broad academic base for
social welfare were to be defeated, and buried within a
fragmented profession.

The Settlement movement declined in influence by
World War I and was not to be central to Social Work
either in employment or as a center of
professionalization. The distinctive techniques
pioneered at the setlements, groupwork and the social
survey, were cast to the fringes of the nascent field
or allowed to be absorbed by other emerging
professions. A second indication of the subordination
of this segment was its educational defeat. The reform
segment succeeded in putting its principles of broad
sociological, economic, and political training into
practice only at the Chicago School of Social Service.
Elsewhere, the professionalizers fought for 1limited
training focused not on broad academic disciplines, but
on the practical skills of interviewing and social
diagnosis, and learning through field work at social
agencies. The defeat of the academic/reform segment at
the New York School of Philanthropy occurred in 1912
with the resignation of Samuel Lindsay, its president,
under the pressure of NY COS to orient around a field
work curriculum rather than a broad social science
curriculum. At Swith's newly founded school, an early
:ttempt t%9 hﬁ'ee R%ts%gl 1§ages ° o%]ﬁda%igillskzaftj}%lrevy a3
efegteqz. h
gran o the Chicago School when they 30fo§}rya‘l_[1ig
%gg %ﬁ%t%%rl%gt,l l'z;gfthun Vggg& ,t Ya olgeyCh%ggggs'entative of
the Reform segment, was denounc}Tg Social Work
education as narrow and restrictive.

Further as employment in social agencies came to
dominate Social Work, as well as the development of a
mwyriad of professional associations, reform was also
cast to the margins of the profession. The newly
formed American Association of Social Workers was
fearful of 'being seen as sentimentalists, now
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1sf RS A%, Phitanthrerists, Tadirals on what not. g
reform, particularly public benefits which would erode
their professional role by making benefits a right
rather than 3fequ:i.r:mg assessments by skilled
professionals.

Fragmentation in the nascent field was both
jdeological and structural. The key needs of the
professional project, to persuade elites of their
skills and to expand professional markets, led to a
public 'core skill' of psychiatric casework, although
numerically these Social Workers continued to be a
small percentage of the field. The very success of the
early professionalizers created a wultitude of
different settings which hired social workers. Each
setting had its own forms of organization, its own
culture, and, in some cases, its own training schools.
As the field of Charity and Family Services,
Settlements, Child Welfare, School Social Work,
Hospital Social Work, and Psychiatric Social Work
diverged, each developed their own associations. But
additionally within each sub-field as well as across
the field, structural divisions caused dramatic
differences in response to professionalization. In many
areas of practice workers were apathetic; they would
not join professional associations of any kind, would
not read newly formed journals and certainly could
never afford to go to Social Work school. The most
professionalized settings, such as hospital and school
social work, had the initial advantage of recruiting
among professionally aspiring women (nurses, teachers)
in settings dominated and conceived around professional
ideology. In each historical period there is a
tendency to ascribe ideological and structural unity to

the profession; so historians focus otbatb&geé'pégfgi gg&g

" 1 2
ggclzlrl%ﬁesof"ooﬂﬁreuc}lg%%i%yf%g thEtEPEFd.  some psychiatric
and family service agencies became consummed with a
wmedical model of treatment; and these workers and
others in complex urban agencies dominated by high
income professionals (e.g. physicians) were able to
extract higher pay and social status. But large
mmbers of social workers were non-graduates working in
foster care, in settlements, in charity work with
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little or no identification with professionalism.
Community chest administrators viewed themselves as
fundraisers; settlement house and boys club workers as
group leaders; and child welfare workers as custodians.

While fragmentation and disunity is regretted by
leadership, since professional leadership always seeks
expansion, there are positive functions of
fragmentation for the professional project. Each field
of practice and methodology expanded a market for
social services. While structural positions develop for
reformers on faculties, in agency administration or in
policy groups, the very fragmentation of these segments
allowed the casework paradigm to become more
psychiatric and specialized in other settings. The
most professionalized segments of the field (family
service, psychiatric, hospital) were freed from duties
considered "unprofessional" and enabled to raise their
status with elites, while Social Action was
restricted to other areas of employment and the
caretaker/custodial role was restricted to still other

areas of employment. Fragmentation serves to (1)
delegate "inferior" roles to certain lower status
professionals and to non-professionals, while

developing a public model of high status and skill
claims (e.g. psychiatric casework) and (2) to
incorporate divergent segments and paradigms into the
field to insure broad markets for services and to
co-opt potentially dissident groups into marginal areas
of the broad profession.

ABSORPTION AND FRAGMENTION IN THE 1930's CRISIS

The Depression period provided a second challenge to
the professional project. The basic engine of change
was economic disaster and massive unrest. 1In addition
to mass strikes and demonstrations, much popular unrest
involved the social services directly: unemployed
councils sitting 1in and demanding aid; marches on
relief offices; direct action against evictions; the
movement for old age pensions, etec. Social workers
themselves were hard hit by layoffs and wage cuts as
private agencies cut back staff. One response to this
crisis was the rise of an elite social welfare segment
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wvhich actually was the historic remnant of the
Progressive Period. A cadre of social welfare
administrators, policy makers, and 1labor relations
intellectuals still existed in 1920's who favored
social insurance and government regulation of the
economy particularly, the "New York crowd" who later
served FDR. Some have argued that the existence of this
g?‘l’g ) g,’:"??; Sosdeds Mok as ST t%%%if%%%f‘ sﬁ‘g’gééfgﬁ?
it proves only thafy SRkt pRiTPTe1 P Lo TRE
E%%ﬂetge arms qlee?séld reform contingent as well as new
leaders such as Reginald Tugwell, Eveline Burns, and
Frances Perkins who were associated with the
administration of new social programs.

At the same time, social workers hard hit by the
Depression, and new recruits to the field had begun to
organize trade unions, participate in demonstrations,
and in radical political wmovements. A segment
organized around these emerging Social Work unions and
the journal Social Work Today (founded 1934) came to be
known as the Rank and File Movement (RFM). This
movement included prominent social workers such as
Bertha Reynolds, Mary Von Kleeck, Grace Coyle, Harry
Llurie, and Jacob Fisher. The Rank and File movement
was to view Social Work as a newly proleterianized
profession which should abandon its professional

pretensions, organize in unions, and ally w%ghDggggé

Yggkergattfy fi g&rsfor (55811\3%32nar¥hghan§ﬁl attacked

professionalism as an "atrophied manifestation of what
nce vas proper belief iy the, Nalyg,of,ig- FRARKEISE
gﬁls moveu:engg> ciosély linked to the Communist Party,
was on economic and broad social issues rather than on
practice, the RFM did attack the condescencion of
charity workers toward the mass of workers applying for
relief and the irrelevance of psychiatric paradigms to
the current situation. The RFM was initially attacked
by the professionalizing segment of the field. The
AASW charged that RFM members "over-identified with
clients" and saw them as revolutionaries who we
intent on causing trouble for ulterior purposes.
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The Social Work profession, on an official level,
moved quickly to respond to the need for public social
services. Public services were the key demands of both
the elite social policy segment and popular unrest
among clients and social workers. As early as 1932-33,
the AASW adopted as its own program such planks as a
massive public works program, social insurance, fair
labor standards, adequate federal relief, as well as a
few planks that the New Deal would never see passed
such as health insurance and taxation on 'unearned
income'" rather than on worker's paychecks. It was the
first time the profession's leadership woulc}‘oen&orig

S‘%&Hef Eﬁggrm{n ofadggggggmegg :itrH:eervs Ig"cjkcm'of massive
economic failure (in its own ranks as well as within
society) the possibility of increased professional
markets was causal and made this dramatic reversal
consistent with professionalization strategies.

By the mid-thirties, the professional leadership
and the Rank and File movement had seemingly converged
in goals. Influenced by the 'left turn' in the
Roosevelt Administration in 1935 and the declaration of
the worldwide Popular Front strategy of the Communist
Party, the RFM began stressing cooperation with the
professional associations whenever possible. Indeed
this happened frequently in the late 1930's in areas
such as opposition to WPA cuts, in organization of
support for the Loyalists in Spain, and in the
development of both anti-fascist, and, alternatively,
peace programs. On various issues, the RFM and Social
Work Today garnered the support of major professional
figues such as Gordon Hamilton, a professor at New York
School of Social Work who was to become the leading
casework theorist, and Paul Kellogg, editor of the
Survey, the field's 1leading journal, as well as
numerous deans, prof?ﬁsors, administrators, and other
professional leaders.

0f equal importance, the radical segment began to
tone down its own criticism of professionalism and to
develop its own approach to social casework. Best
conceptualized by Bertha Reynolds, Rank and File social
casework stressed client self-determination, equality
of client and worker, self-help by organizations of
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clients (unions, tenant and community groups,) and the

f h
precedence of assistance 5o, popt AL 6PTHHRR.PEARS

vere innovat &S ang [}:eo%dched in radical rhetoric, the
radical segment moved very close to prevailing thinking
in social casework, particularly as it was evolving
theoretically from the Functional School through the
person-in-situation paradigm of Hamilton. Contrary to
the early skepticism about the paradigms of Social
Work, Reynolds and others came to see social service
work as a positive goal in itself. She and others
helped move younger rank and filers from a
boring-from-within perspective, 2% the viewpoint that

good ngﬁ‘ﬁoa%ew%salglofé}r p;(a)e]'rl:l'.tol<f,s'50cial Work advanced by
adopting an absorptive paradigm to incorporate new
aareas of service. Like the Settlement movement, the
RM, despite its radicalism and its initial attacks on
professional leaders, held important strengths for the
professional project. As the earlier reformers had
reflected potential client hostility to Social Work,
the RFM, bridged the opposition of client groups
(relief recipients, tenant and union groups) with rank
and file social workers who had, as yet, little or no
identification with the profession. Had the demands
for public social services, for the acceptance of
Social Action and Social Reform as legitimate methods
within Social Work, and the demands for acceptance of
social service wunionism alongside of professional
associations not been met, Social Work as a profession
may well have lost its legitimacy with both client
groups and with the many new entrants into the field
itself. By officially absorbing some of the demands of
these groups, Social Work gained legitimacy among
working class and poor clients.

Secondly, as with the Settlement Bouse movement,
the RFM and the liberal reformers of the New Deal
became involved in the collective mobility project of
Social Work and in expanding the market for services.
Because of the role of both segments in leading the
struggle for public services, many figures in the RFM
as well as the reformers came to hold administrative
positions in the new public welfare bureaucracies.
More than simply co-opt the radicals, the mass
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development of new centers of power provided
opportunities for all segments in the profession to
co-exist. Quarrels now would center on educational
programs and whether recruits shoudl be trainﬁl EOE
blic ,welfare or for Masters level. casew u
Phese degages were more 8a efy coml.ineads wgfhin the
Social Work bureaucratic structure. In addition to
public welfare, the RFM pioneered work with trade
unions and community groups which provided apparant new
markets for services. The 1link of Grace Coyle and
others with the development of Groupwork (which first
received recognition in 1936 as a co-equal method of
social work practice) also indicates how reform
segments provide a link with new professional markets
for services, and new roles for radicals and reformers.
The challenge of the 1930's forced the profession
to officially develop an absorptive program to
incorporate (1) Public Welfare as a legitimate field of
practice (although it would numerically dwarf the other
fields of practice,it would 1lack a base for a
successful status claim) (2) the development of a
Public Administration elite as a permanent feature of
Social Work leadership, often uneasily co-existing with
clinically minded professional leadership, and
frequently at odds with it (3) the acceptance of
Groupwork and Community Organization as equal methods
(4) the assumption of greater social and economic
causation in Social Casework theory which throughout
the 1940's would express itself in the
"person-in-situation" approach of Gordon Hamilton and
" s "
ts "erehiTRelving” aprigieh RbFelsn flarnis BeTiven,
alongside of professional associations (6) the
development of political activism as separate and
distinct from on-the-job militancy or professional
dissidence came to be accepted in the field, as Social
Work had a permanent role in Public Welfare, as radical
segments were absorbed, and as a tradition of political
commentary on certain national events came to accepted
by the profession.

Just as a '"spurious unity" had been achieved
earlier, the illusion of unity in the 1940's and 1950's
obscured structural fragmentations in the profession,
The development of public services allowed private
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agency based professionals to abandon concerns with
financial eligibility only to increase their concern
with the therapeutic. The revolution in social
services created a greatly non-professionalized,
Bachelors degree educated, industrialized, and greatly
unionized segment in Public Welfare . These workers and
their advocates in the educational institutions and
agencles of Social Work, increasingly were at
loggerheads with the localized, individualized system
of private agency based therapeutic services led by
professional leaders who were wedded to Masters
programs in Social Work. The vast increase in
personnel (Social Work doubled in the 1930's) created
fragmentation between the cadres of 'non-professionals’
and those with Masters degrees; between those wedded to
a professional strategy and those to industrial
startegies; and between those in major urban areas and
those in rural and non-Eastern areas where there were
few social work schools. Meanwhile the huge growth of
both public and private bureaucracies led to increased
stratification; levels of supervisory and
administrative personnel increased dramatically. With
increased scrutiny on the job came, paradoxically, the
tendency of high level officals to speak for the field.
Yet the interests of different levels of social work
personnel diverged dramatically.

Though Groupwork and Community Organization were
officially recognized as methods, they lacked major
markets for professional mobility and hence were
marginal to the professional project. Reform, which

had al
alsoPean deglared dbyy JLi914s el Pracfdcfain Bhs

speecﬁés were delivered as were occasional position
papers, but Social Action was not to be part of daily
Social Work practice.

As has been argued, the casework professionalizers
triumphed because of their ability to garner new
markets, and, at the same time, maintain the symbols of
professionalism. So while large numbers of recruits
vere added to public welfare in the 1930's through the
1950's, casework in private agencies, in contrast to
public services, appeared to have an even stronger base
for professional public relatioms. Schools were
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reluctant to train for public services, and high
Fhotys SRETaRLs, toqhss feddi roidnd it L en it b 1ac
services met the professional mobility project, the
line positions did not. In fact, to the professional
leaders, the further recognition of the State of the
Social Work profession as a sanctioned part of Mental
Hygiene (notably achieved by such gains as the
screening of Selective Service recruits by social
workers, among others, for service in World War II; and
the passage of the National Mental Health Act after the
war with concomitant growth of the VA services and
NIMH) was far more significant than the development of
state welfare services.

Despite the organizational wmergers of the 1950s
(as the National Association of Social Work formed in
1955 and the Council on Social Work Education in 1952,
both from numerous predescor groups), Social Work left
the second period of reform more fragmented by
employment, methodology, ideology, auspice, and
speciality than it had entered the 1930s with.

THE 1960's - 1970's CRISIS AND NEW FRAGMENTATIONS

Events of the 1960's would challenge almost all
aspects of Social Work: the casework method, the need
for professional credentials, and the dominance of
professional over client would all be questioned. Like
previous crises in Social Work history, the challenge
to Social Work was a combination of social unrest at
society's base and elite pressure which reflected
itself in different segments within the profession.

The civil rights movement and urban riots created
the dimpetus for social change and professional
challenge; but while black unrest created the War on
Poverty and other new social programs, unrest did not
cease, but spawned a radicalization in the Black
community and, in elements of the white community,
notably in the advent of the anti-war movement and the
New Left. Pressed by social unrest, the government
itself acted as an elite pressure on Social Work,
illustrated by Sargent Shriver's 1964 speech on the War
on Poverty in which he attacked social casework and
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AbedoRE ISR RV igiris Profsaighs lizsd. tntsEvsagions:
language into the OEO legislation, while its intent was
politically aimed at circumventing Southern racists and
Northern political wmachines, had the effect of
by-passing the established professional leadership of
Social Work. Whatever its intent, the phrase provided
an official legitimacy to client demands for power,
rather than subordination to professionals. It became
critical as a linkage to slogans of "community
control", "power to the people”, and "participatory
democracy" which served in general way to link the
Black movement, the New Left, certain government
officials, and Community Organizing segments in Social
Work.

Within Social Work, a segment of Community
Organization faculty, policy makers, and administrators
had been in the forefront of criticizing Social Work's
"disengagement from the poor." Casework was subjected
to numerous studies and critiques, questioning its

effectlzsneiﬁis agggﬁgﬁ 1lit¥é %nd releva‘rgceco‘tngungttly

‘Brganlzmg as the primary means of assisting people
overcome poverty and dependency, not one-to-one
intervention. Beginning with the experience of the
Mobilization for Youth Project imn NYC, continuing
through the War on Poverty, and into the National
Welfare Rights Organization, a self-comnscious vanguard
again emerged to re-legitimate Social Work. This
segment, including Richard Cloward, Frances Fox Piven,
George Brager, Charles Grosser, and many others urged
challenges to the welfare system, to the educational
and health care system, and to the local political
machines. The growing New Left supported this segment
and came to view psychiatric interventions as an
instrument of social control and domination. While not
a unanimous view, there was widespread support for the
view that caseworkers and most of professional Social
Work had as their sole mission "cooling out" the
ghettos, rebellious youths, and other social deviants.

Between 1965 and 1975, students and young

professionals in many fields were challenging the very
need for educational credentials, for professionals’
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special wmystique and special social power. These
elitist traits were contrasted with the new ideas of
self-help and social movements' providing their own
services. The radicals-in-the-profesions movement
served as a bridge between demands of Blacks and poor
people for community control and citizen participation
and the changing paradigm§0 in the professions that
dealt with human services .

Social Work was marked by disorientation and shock
in these years; virtually every professional journal
reflected the ferment in paradigms and ideologies.
Scott Briar wrote about "The Current Crisis ngl Sﬁcial

arry

asework" and ."The. Casewprk Predicament." .

i R R G N
¥g£!fd's faith in its own essential viability is being
severly tested" while two social work educators began
their 1973 book by noting that_ '"Social Work is a

. w 53
profeiﬁ%oge%grgegggggﬁg Eﬁogg%iél Work, oriented around

Community Organization, Social Action, and Advocacy,
crossed elite and popular 1interests, much as the
Settlement/Reform movement of the Progressive Period.
Many leading planners and faculty members had served on
governmental committees, particularly under J.F.K., and
many had strong ties with major foundations. At the
same time, they took the side of the poor, minorities,
and students in asserting the need for client control
in social agencies, schools, and hospitals. While it is
possible that many of the Community Organization
radicals were engaged only in "community sociotherapy,"
a new rhetoric of reform that would only integrate the

poor further into the political §ngﬁ'ﬂér igadg%rsty
s

¥
§%g cgéscfé’%ﬁ&dat?&’ H‘fenl,atcﬁe}agrﬁgr %ought to bring down
welfare and other systems, not merely sociotherapy.
Others, such as Frank Reissman and Allen Gartner,
focused on particular reforms such as the "New Careers"
program vwhich served as a mobility project for
thousands of poor ghetto residents to move into the
social services. Unlike other periods, there was no
systematic and consistent identification with one party
(such as the hegemonic role of the Communist Party in
the 1930's among radicals) nor even with one progran
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(as was the case for many years among Progressive
reformers). Therefore, there was considerable change
within a short time in this period; some leaders became
radicalized by the Vietnam War and campus protests,
while others became alienated by these developments and
dropped out of reform movements.

While there has been little research, there is
evidence that the majority of practitioners, and,
possibly even students and faculty in Social Wonk, ﬁggs

not, particularly drawn. t adical .ecritiques
86cidl agenc?esy'an T infeal prac 1Eiona18®%shuddered

from these series of attacks on their skills and
motivation. In some cases, there was a backlash on the
part of agencies towards developments in schools of
Social Work whgre\e3seeREtoaRE° T e " (hS 2 rrOEreRBi0E
ngg% r%gg'the 1930's, there were important reasons for
Social Work to adopt significant changes in these
years.

First, client unrest was directly apparant at
welfare centers, in schools, hospitals, and on the
streets. When the Community Organization faculty or
New Left students or Black social workers spoke about
client rights, advocacy for the poor, opening up the
barriers of the profession to new recruits or reducing
credentials, they were voicing the power of social work
clients to delegitimate professional practice. Second,
much of the reform segment had key ties with elites who
were anxious for reform and, disinterested, if not
hostile, to profesionalism. These elites included
governmental leaders, large foundation leaders, and
political party activists. Just as the professional
mobility project was squeezed Dbetwen prestigious
reformers and working class pressure in the Progressive
Period and the 1930's, Social Work leaders were faced
with opposition from both fronts in the 1960's -
1970's. Thirdly, like the Settlement movement and the
RFM, much of the reform segment also held the potential
for increased market control for Social Work. The
1960's, 1like the 1930's, saw social services expand
dramatically in response to unrest and elite pressure.
The Community Organization segment had direct ties with
OEO, the Job Corps, Headstart, and dozens of other
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programs which meant that its critique of casework was
paralleled by 1its creation of new professional
opportunities. Movements such as Community Mental
Health, Health Planning and Mental Retardation reform
were led by reform segments. All these efforts led to
additional jobs for social workers and additionmal
prestige for the profession. New fields of practice
opened up as well as more jobs. Finally the very
prosperity of the 1960's created room for the demands
of minorities and poor people for professional
entrance. Neither the profession as a whole nor
radical segments in Social Work appeared to fear a loss
in Social Work employment due to embracing
controversial strategies or unorthodox rhetoric.

The absorption of unrest on an official level in
Social Work took the following forms: (1) The
professional association, NASW, agreed to allow
Bachelors of Social Work (BSW's) into its ranks while
CSWE began affording recognition to these programs.
These actions reversed many years of opposition to
lowering credential barriers to the profession, and
essentially was a capitulation to reform demands of
many groups (2) The New Careers Movement, after
spawning thousands of paraprofessional positions, led
to the development of the Human Service professions
with their own curricula, schools, and work roles. This
change came in spite of the organized Social Work
profession, but a direct result of the segment battles
(3) "Social Advocacy" was officially adopted as a
professional paradigm, greatly accomodating demands to
provide a new santioned role for social workers as
ciience sfefffitisy, Wilshy WISl pStYiToRneste)
systems ;
vowe to protect professional advocates; and the
profession's Code of Ethics was changed to reflect
“g;‘;ir i°ya§§y @)hessistt Aeve the2BAGh YheR.Shed
Srama%fcally; first because both Community Organization
and Groupwork gained new inclusion in curricula; then
by the 1970's a generic curriculum began to replace the
old divisions by method in many schools of Social Work
(6) Casework practice, at least in some schools, went
through dramatic changes. This was reflected in new
systems, ecological and behavioral approaches which
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replaced the medical model as a core paradigm. Many of
the theorists were self-conscious about the influence
of unrest on the need gg change the theoretical base of
social work practice.

Yet again, official changes that appeared great,
only obscured new structural and ideological
fragmentation. With all the 2zeal toward Community
organization, Advocacy, Social Action, and other roles,
these methods were thrown to the borders of the field.
The combination of the end of social unrest, government
cutbacks, and a new renaissance of clinical casework
had greatly cast aside the new paradigms. Many of the
segment members entered faculties, adwinistration; some
even went into private practice. As the official
paradigms became absorptive, in practice clinical
casework emerged triumphant in a more professional,
psychiatric garb. Private practice in Social Work has
grown dramatically since the early 1970's, as has
attendence in clinical institutes and other programs
specifically geared toward clinical social work. Only
a few years after the attack on professionalism in
Social Work, the dominant segments have placed their
primary emphasis on the passage of licensing and social
vork vendorship bills in order to insure reimbursement
from insurance companies for casework services provided
by private practitioners and agency based clincians.

Structurally, the greatest changes in the 1960's -
1970's fragmented the entire social service field.
With the rise of the Human Service programs throughout
the nation and the recognition and growing use by
agencies of both non-professionals and BSW's, several
fields of Social Work now exist with markedly different
interests. While Human Service and BSW workers will
seek increasing professionalization, including
dissociation from lower status work and increased
association with MSW workers, the MSW's will seek
increasing work differentiation in which non-MSW's
perform mest direct practice, while MSW's can become
supervisors, consultants, and administrators. Along
vith the historic splits betwen public and private
sectors, between fields of practice, between
pethodologies, between administrators and line workers,
fragmentation became even more dramatic as private

687



practice and agency social work split, and Masters
level and BSW and Human Service Social Work split.

Once again though, fragmentation, while confusing
to the public many be a condition for professional
gain. On the one hand, BSW and Human Service programs
serve a collective mobility function for working class
recruits. On the other hand, for the MSW sector, the
development of lower level staff again allows for an
increase in clinical concentration and a shedding of
the very roles so focused on in the 1960's: social
advocacy and direct concrete services to clients. Just
as the creation of LPNs and aides increased the ability
of RNs to bargain by allowing them to differentiate
their skill claims, so MSW's are able to bargain with
employers for salaries and job descriptions. which
suitably distinguish them from lesser trained workers,
As long as the psychotherapy market grows, a large
entrepreunerial segment will grow in Social Work, a
somewhat new phenomenon. The dream of independent
practice with all its attendent autonomy will appeal to
many, and this segment of the field will have less need
for a fictional wunity in Social Work than other
segments. This segment will orient natually to
developments in psychiatry and psychology as well as
Social Work. As many students seek the MSW credential
to do therapy and identify themselves as
psychotherapists, not social workers, the profession's
fragmentation may develop even further.

SUMMARY

The preceeding article attempted to develop a
conceptual model of Social Work history based on the
viewing of professionalization as a collective
mobility project and professions as themselves being
composed of divergent segments, divided structurally
and ideologically. It is suggested that throughout its
century old Thistory, the profession has had a
significant impact on raising entrants social class
positions. The field has done so, as with other
professions, by strategies of expanding professional
markets and by successful persusasion tactics to ensure

688



its status claims with both elites and popular forces.
In many ways the gains made through professionalization

are comparable to thg gaipg made histerically,fhrough
Eﬁeorisgs Ha¥2" noted the structural limitations of
trade unionism, professional organizations (whether
associations, educational institutions or social
agencies) must incorporate new workers and client
groups, but in such a way that it discards the most
radical ideologies and safely confines th%lnfgoﬁggugﬁ
#0d, 14628 VAERIR 2 BYEEaUSERELSSEEEYE YR Ion 15 neither
opposed to reform or radicalism nor its vanguard. The
vested interest of a profession such as Social Work,
whose legitimacy is so tied to support from working and
lower class groups, is allied with reform in periods of
social unrest. However, to the extent
professionalization absorbs dissident segments and
provides for mobility for poor people, it mitigates
against continued protests and provides structural
positions which discourage radicalism and reform in
periods of quiesence.

The review of the crisis points in Social Work
history~the Progressive Period, the 1930's and the
1960's~1970's-would appear to indicate the key role of
client 1legitimacy at times of social unrest. This
unrest filters itself into professional practice and
offical professional policy through dissident segments
within the profession. However, the key need for elite
sanction becomes predominant quite quickly, and the
dissident segments are incorporated at the margins of
the profession. Official absorptive paradigms and
policies are declared even as psychiatric casework
emerges as dominant after each crisis and other areas
of practice and segments within the field are lodged in
different structural positions,

As has been well documented, the link of casework
with the parallel project of medical/psychological
professionalization, perhaps, best explains its
historic dominance. Social Work, even if perceived by
the public as subordinate to other professions, has
gained status by association. As a personal service
society has increasingly commercialized and socialized
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the function of family and neighborhood, the one-to-ome.
helping wmodel whether called casework, couseling or
psychotherapy, has been the most expansive market
related to "“social services". Despite this historic
trend, there is no conclusion intended that this trend
will continue indefinitely. Psychotherapy and
counseling markets are hardly unbounded, and will be
subject to new periods of challenge and social unrest
which would severely tax its methodology and even its
legitimacy. Major ecconomic or political wupheavels
could also have a crippling effect on ability of,
patients/clients to pay or on the very preoccupation
with personal change which the recent decades have so
promoted. For the moment, there is no question that.
while Social Work represents many segments and claimg
many traditions, the dominant unity in the fragmented
profession remains very much individual casework and
psychotherapeutic treatment,

NOTES

1. The evaluation of Social Work's professional
status has produced volumes of literature. The most
notable from the traditional "attribute"  school of
sociological functionalism is Ernest  Greenwood,,
"Attributes of a Profession "Social Work 2 (July 1957),
PP. 45-55. The "sewmi-profession" analysis was
popularized by Amitai Etzioni, see Etzioni (ed.), The
Semi-Professions and Their Organizations (New York:
Free Press, 1969); also Nina Toren, Social Work: The
Case of a Semi-Profession (Beverly Hills: Sage, 1971).
The concept of "emerging professions" 1is associated
with sociologist William Goode (see "Encroachment,
Charlatanism and Emerging Profession: Psychology,
Sociology and Medicine, " American Sociological Reviev
25 (December 1960, pp. 902-14). Radicals have
frequently argued that professionalism was an ideology
that obscured conditions in Social Work and other
fields which only served to wystify the actual working
class status of the occupants. This was the position
of the journal Social Work Today in its early years.
For amore recent formulation see, David Wagner and
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Marcia B. Cohen, " Social Workers, Class and
Professionalism, " Catalyst 1 (Spring 1978), pp. 25-55.

2, Classically Social Welfare historians and Social
Work theorists have contrasted periods of social reform
such as the Progressive Era with periods of psychiatric
obsession such as the 1920's. Porter Lee's speech at
the 1929 Milford Conference contrasted the '"cause" of
social reform, which is necessary to develop social
services with "function," which comes to replace the
zeal of reform once services are in place. The
>resentation of this dichotomy and the 'heroic' periods
f reform and periods of technique appear in histories
juch as Roy Lubove, The Professional Altruist: the
imergence of Social Work as a Career (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1965); Kathleen Woodroofe,
Trom Charity to Social Work (London:Routeldge, 1968);
and Walter Trattner, From Poor Law to Welfare State
‘New York:Free Press, 1974). A particularly dynamic
creatment of the cause / function dialectic is found in
Jarel Germain and Alex Gitterman, The Life Model of
Social Work Practice (New York:Columbia University

Press, 1980) pp. 343-368.

Almost every historic or analytic article in
Social Work has considered fragmentation in the field
dysfunctional. Unless the field gained a consensus
around its core technical skill or around one set of
values or purposes, the field was doomed to low
prestige in the minds of the public, and concomitantly
low income and status in employment. To cite only some
relatively recent examples, see Harriett Bartlett, The
Common Base of Social Work Practice (New York: NASW,
1970) who views fragmentation as retarding
professionalization in Social Work; Carol Meyer argues
that a professional'consensus' is necessary in order
for Social Work to survive as a profession in "Social
Work Purpose: Status by Choice or Coercion?" Social
Work (Jan. 1981), pp. 69-75. Radicals have also argued
that the field was fragmented and therefore needed a
radical consensus for activism to overcome its thwarted
semi~professionalism; see » for example, Colin
Pritchard and Richard Taylor, Social Work:Reform or
Revolution? (London:Routledge, 1978).
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3. Julius Roth, "Professionalism: The Sociologists'
Decoy " Sociology of Work and Occupations 1 (Feb.1974),
pp. 6-23.

4, This is illustrated by the approach of Greenwood,
op.cit? See David Austin's account of how Social
Work's obsession with the sociological attributes of
professionalism has been misguided in "The Flexner Myth
and the History of Social Work " Social Service Review
57 (Sept. 1983) pp. 357-77.

5. Everett Hughes was the pioneer sociologist in
turning from the question of "attributes" to viewing
professionalization as a process, and the professional
status as a continuum consisting of occupations with
greater and lesser degrees of professionalization. An
important volume viewing professionalization in this
manner 1s Howard Vollmer and Donald Mills, (ed.),
Professionalization (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall,
1966).

6. Many recent sociologists have contributed to the
development of a more dynamic view of power and
struggle in the development of professional status. In
addition to Larson (below), an important contribution
is made by Terence Johnson, The Professions and Power
(London: Macmillan Press, 1972) and by Dale Johnson,
(ed.), Class and Social Development (Beverly Hills:
Sage, 1982),.

7. Magali Larson, The Rise of Professionalism
(Berkely:University of California, 1977).

8. This view is the classical formulation of William
Goode in "Community within a Community: The
Professions,”" American Sociological Review 22 (1957),
pp. 194-200.

9. Rue Bucher and Anselm Strauss, '"Professions in
Process,”" American Journal of Sociology, 66 (Jan.
1961), pp. 325-334. Other sources which stress
disunity among the professions is D. Johnson, op. cit.,
Larson, op.cit., T. Johnson, ¢p.cit. Derber, Charles
(ed.), Professionals as Workers (C.K.Hall: Boston,
1982), and Robert Perrucci and Joel Gerstl, Profession
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'Bithout a Community: Engineers in American Society (New
York: Random House, 1969).

10. 1Ibid.
11. 1Ibid.
12. Irwin Epstein, "Professionalization,

Professionalism and Social Worker Radicalism" Journal
ef Health and Social Behavior (March 1970), pp. 67-77.

13. Thomas Carlton, "Social Work as a Profession in
Process" Journal of Social Welfare 4 (Spring 1977), pp.
15-25.

14. The major field of 1labor market segmentation
literature has not yet been applied to professional
vork in detail. The division between the secondary
labor market, the primary subordinate, and primary
independent market as described by Richard Edwards,
Contested Terrain, (New York:Basic, 1979) can certainly
be applied to social agencies to distinguish small
sectarian, rural, non-bureaucratic agencies (secondary)
from highly bureé@ratic unionized ones
(primary-subordinate) and highly complex, highly paid,
and professionally affiliated settings such as urban
hospital social work depts. and psychiatric clinics
(primary-independent). The recent work by David Gordom,
Richard Edwards, and Michael Reich,
Segmented Work, Divided Workers (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1982) in which they tie segmentation
into the major historical periods of capitalism could
also be applied to social work professionals. Since
these applications would be enough for another volume,
I have made reference to the concept of labor market
segmentation/fragmentation as a social structural
phenomenon which must be addressed along with the
ideological segments of Bucher & Strauss. Because 1T
have treated the 1ideological together with the
structural, I have used the term "fragmentation" as a
more general term throughout rather than segmentation.

15. The term "role reversal' is used both in Trattner,
op. cit ., p. 93 and in Dorothy Becker, "Exit Lady
Bountiful: The Volunteer and the Professional Social
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Worker '"Social Service Review 38 (March 1964), p. 69,
Becker is virtually alone among historians in
describing the conflict between visitors and agents as
"class conflict.”

16. Only Becker, "Social Welfare Leaders as Spokesmen
for the Poor" Social Casework 49 (Feb. 1968), pp.
82~89, carefully studied the biographies of leaders in
Social Work to seperate the two factions. While not all
of the social reformers were from upper class
backgrounds, they were all tied to politically elite
families.

17. 1Ibid.
18. Lubove, op. cit. pp. 132-133.

19. Frank Bruno, Trends in Social Work 1877 -1956
(New York:Columbia University Press, 1957) p. 146,

20, Lubove, op.cit., pp. 130-131.

21. quoted in Edward Saveth, "Patrician Philanthropy
in America: The late 19th and early 20th centures,"”
Social Service Review 54 (March 1980), p. 87.

22. Both Lubove, op, cit., p.19 and Becker, "Exit.,"
pg. 64 cite the Depression of 1893 as a significant
landmark in the failure of the friendly visitors to
cope with massive poverty with voluntarism. Becker
notes also that the COS's were beginning to criticize
visitors for "often being absent from the City on
Social obligations" at times when they were most
needed. As Lubove (p.163) notes the missionary zeal of
the upper class reformers had also faded as relief work
became subodrinated to business obligations and the
wealthy elites eventually established a comfortable
role on the Boards to Trustees of agencies.

23. Becker, "Exit.." pg. 63.

24, See Trattner, op.cit., p. 139 and Samuel Mencher,
"The Influence of Romanticism on the 19th Century
British Social Work, "Social Service Review 38 (June
1964), pp. 174-190 for good discussions of how the
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Charity movement and Settlement movement had
similarities.

25. This analogy is drawn from NASW, op.cit., p. 1176;
see also J.P. Rousmaniere ,"Cultural Hybrid in the
Slums: The College Woman and the Settlement House,
"American Quarterly 22 (1970), pp. 45-66 for a social
analysis of the composition of Settlement residents.

26. Carel Germain and Ann Hartman, "People and Ideas
in the History of Social Work Practice,”" Social
Casework 61 (1980), p.328.

27. Quoted in Lubove, Op. cit., p. ll.

28. On the consolidation of journals, see Trattner,
op.cit., p. 150; on the election of Addams, see Becker,
"Exit.. ", p.67.

29. Lubove, op.cit. p.l47.

30. Austin, op.cit. p..359.

31. Lubove ,op.cit., 148.

32, 1Ibid,p.128.

33. Brian Gratton, "Social Workers and 01d Age
Pensions, '"Social Service Review 57 (Sept.1983), pp.
403-15.,

34. The phrase was coined by and is a chapter title in
Woodroofe, op.cit., but has been used subsequently to
refer to the 1920s, if not to the entire period from
1918 on.

35, Social Work's role in the 1920s as an agent for
progressive change and repository of reform is best
found in Clarke Chambers, Seedtime for Reform and
Social Action  1918-1933 (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota, 1963).

36, Trattner, op. cit., p. 224.
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37. My account of the Rank and File Movement is
greatly based on Rick Spano, The Rank and File
Movement in Social Work (Washington, D.C.:University
Press of America, 1982.)

38. Ibid , p.83.

39. 1bid, pp. 87-88.

40, Bruno, op. cit., pp. 343-47 for the full program.
41. Spano, op. cit., see particuarly p. 168 on the
peace program of the RFM. 42. Summarized in Ibid, p.

188; see also Bertha Reynolds, An Unchartered Journey
(New York: Citadel, 1963)

43, A debate has frequently occurred on the Left as tc
the purposes of social service work. In the early and
mid 1930s when the RFM began, the focus of organizers
was on radical programs and unionization, and practice
was only vaguely considered. Similarly in the 1960s at
the height of activism, Social Work was an arena like
many others to fight the War, racism, etc. As
radicalism dies down it tends to center more on
professionalism and good service provision is viewed as
central,. The dimportance historically of radicals
delivering social services is stressed in Ann Withorn
"Surviving as a Radical Service Worker: Lessons from
the History of Movement Provided Services" Radical
America 12 (July/August 1978), pp. 9-23. This article
would view the development of
radicals-in-traditional-services as part of the
professionalization project and the absorption of
radicals within that middle class project.

44, TFor a good history of how the educational dispute
played 1itself out in this period, see, Leslie
Leighninger, "Graduate and Undergraduate Social Work
Education: Roots of Conflict," Journal of Education for
Social Work,20:3, Fall 1984, pp. 66-76.

45. The links of Hamilton and Perlman, the former's
"person-in-situation" model and the latter's
"problem-solving approach" with recent generic practice
models 1is pointed out in Germain and Gitterman,
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op .cit. p. 352 (for Hamilton); Bartlett, op. cit. on
op .cit. op. cit.

both figures; and see R. Ramsey, "Snapshots of Practice
in the 20th Century", Social Worker 52 (Spring 1984),
pp. 11-16 which in a short review describes the work of
Hamilton and Perlman and the dialectic between the
medical model and the more social approaches.

46. Bruno, op.cit ., p. 359.
47, 1Ibid, p. 319.
48. Noted in Gilbert and Specht, The Emergence of

Social Welfare and Social Work. (Itasca, 1Il: F.E.
Peacock, 1976)p. 321. :

49, see, for example, Richard Cloward and Irwin
¥pstein, "Private Social Welfare's Disengagement from
the Poor: The Case of Family Adjustment Agencies," in
Meyer Zald, (ed.) Social Welfare Institutions (New
York : John Wiley and Somns, 1965), pp. 623-644; Henry
*. Meyer, £Edgar F. Borgatta, and Wyatt Jones,
ihe Girls at Vocational High : An Experiment in Social
dork Intervention (New York: Russell Sage Foundation,
1965).

50. The best sources on the
radicals-in-the~professions movement are Joel Gerstl
and Glenn  Jacobs, Professions for the People:
The Politics of Skill (New York:Schenkman, 1976) and
Barbara and John Ehrenreich, " The
Professional-Managerial Class," in Pat Walker (ed.)
Between Labor and Capital (Montreal: Black Rose Books,
1979) . Interestingly, the idea that professionals would
form avanguard and lead the social services to the Left
was also believed (though disapproved of) by Daniel
Moynihan, see Maximum Feasible Misunderstanding (New
York: Free Press, 1970).

51. Scott Briar, "The Current Crisis in Social
Casework" in NCSW, Social Work Practice 1967 (New York,
Columbia University Press, 1967), pp. 19-33; Scott
Briar "The Casework Predicament, "Social Work 13 (Jan.
1968) , pp. 5-12.
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52. Harry Specht, "The Deprofessionalization of Social
Work, "Social Work 17 (March 1972), pp.3-15.

53. The Ad Hoc Committee on Advocacy, "The Social
Worker as Advocate: Champion of Social Victims, "Social
Work 14 (April 1969) , p. 16; Willard Richan and Allen
Mendelsohn, Social Work: The Unloved Profession (New
York: New Viewpoints, 1973), Foreward page.

54, By the late 1960s, once the New Left, anti-war
movement, and Black Power movements were at their
zeniths, it was clear that simply being for community
organization or being a "professional change agent"
hardly made one a radical. A major debate developed not
only in Social Work, but in related professions,,
between those who regarded professional advocacy and
leadership as a positive force and those who saw it as
merely "therapy'" or domination and cooptation of the
poor by professionals. The debate between Frances Fox
Piven and Sumner Rosen in issue I of Social Policy
reflects this as Piven argued advocacy was at best a
diversion for the poor, while Rosen argued expertise
was needed by poor people and other social movements
which only professionals could provide. See "Whom does
the Advocate Planner Serve?" Social Policy 1 (1970) ,
pp. 32-37; Martin Rein in "Social Work in Search of a
Radical Profession, "Social Work 15 (April 1970), pp.
13-28 classified "community sociotherapy" along with
traditional casework as theories accepting social
conditions. He noted it was the purpose a
method-casework or organization-was put to, not the
method itself, that entailed radicalism.

55. Rein, Ibid, p. 25, argues "it is not surprising
that the more radical doctrines have failed to win wide
support and hence remain at the margins of the
profession." Richan and Mendelsohn, op. cit. not only
aver that the profession as a whole was not embracing
radicalism, but contrast the rather civil conduct of
social work students in the 1960s with protests of
students from other academic disciplines.

56. In 1972, for example, the Family Service

Association of America, in a statement on education,
criticized the prepartion and political committments of

698



some of the students graduating from Social Work
schools, quoted in Gilbert and Specht, op. cit. p.
323.

57. Ad Hoc Committee, op. cit .

58. Richan and Mendelsohn, op. cit., Chapters 6 and 7
give considerable description of the changes in NASW in
the late 1960's and the different manner in which
worker—agency conflicts were handled between 1959 and
1969, see particul arly pp. 153-55 .

59. Many of the new theoretical approaches were indeed
more self-reflective about the need for integration of
the field and a move away from both fragmentation and
the medical model. Germain and Gitterman. op cit., p.
343, place their "life model” approach in the
historical context of Social Work's dialectical strains
and the crisis of the 1960s, Bartlett, op.cit. also
sought to resolve many of the historic dilemmas and
splits in the Social Work field.

However, while in theory and within the academy
this task is well achieved, the theories break down in
the employment market and political-social environment.
The integrative theories have failed to dominate
practice or policies in the field.

60. If wupward social and economic mobility and
reduction of social inequality are broadly goals of
unions, they certainly are also reflected within the
professional mobility project. A study reported in
NASW, op.cit. indicates that one-half of the NASW
membership (which includes only the most self-conscious
professionalized members of the field, since most
social workers are not members) had fathers who were in
blue-collar or low level white collar occupations. The
study concluded that Social Work presented a strong
upward mobility direction for its recruits,
particularly for men and minorities.

61. There is a large literature on the problematic
nature of trade unionism as a structure for political
or social radicalism. The view of Marx and Engels and
Lenin was that trade unionism would breed purely
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economistic views unless there was R conscious
intervention by revolutionaries into the unlos. Recent
left-wing views have focused also omn the "structural
limitations of trade unionisw, and the tendency of
unions to absorb radicals, rather than vice verse,See,
for example, Stanley Aronowitz, False Promises (New
York: MeGraw-Hill, 1973). The traditional 1labor
relations literature has long argued that unions
represent workers' interest in job control, while
political and social concerns are solely an importation
of intellectuals into the trade unions, see Selig
Perlman, A Theory of the Labor Movement (New York:
Macmillan, 1928).
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