
A history of the first 50 years of the University
of Maryland School of Social Work (Baltimore)

Item Type Book

Authors Chaiklin, Harris

Publication Date 2010

Abstract A history of the first 50 years of the University of Maryland School
of Social Work (Baltimore) written from a personal perspective by
one of the initial faculty members.

Keywords University of Maryland, Baltimore. School of Social Work--
History; Chaiklin, Harris; Faculty--Personal Narratives

Download date 19/05/2023 15:42:50

Item License https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10713/4316

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://hdl.handle.net/10713/4316


The roots of the University of Maryland School of social work can be traced 

back  more than 100 years.   Its establishment was the result of a long and slow 

movement toward social work. The effort began before there was any idea that 

social work could be a profession; much less require an advanced university 

degree. There were early glimmerings.  Daniel Coit Gilman, the first president of 

Johns Hopkins University, was in office from 1875-1901. His core interest was in 

quality instruction and research.  In addition to gathering a remarkable set of 

professors and students, he created the first graduate program in the United States 

that was modeled on the German tradition. He helped found the Johns Hopkins 

Hospital in 1889 and the Medical School in 1893.  

The University’s division of History, Political Economy, and Political 

Science focused on the application of social science methods to social problems. 

Interest in applied problems is not usually associated with Johns Hopkins 

University but it was definitely an interest of Gilman’s. In 1881 he became one of 

the founders and the first president of the Baltimore Charity Organization Society. 

His aim was to replace the uncoordinated almsgiving that had characterized charity 

up to that point with a more scientific approach that stressed that decisions be 

based on good data and education. He was head of this group for several years. 

There were periodic attempts to develop social welfare programs in 

Baltimore. Between 1884 and 1896 Herbert Baxter Adams, James Bryce, Richard 



Ely, Albert Shaw, and Woodrow Wilson developed a program in public 

administration at Hopkins that focused on local government. While the mechanics 

of state and local government are not a social work specialty, the social 

commitment of these professors led them and their students into many activities 

familiar to social workers.   

Adams was a noted historian and head of the department of History and 

Political Science.  Bryce was an English Lord, a part time lecturer who wrote 

definitive works on the ethos that fueled local government in America. Shaw was a 

journalist who studied European municipal governments and was a part-time 

lecturer. He had a comprehensive knowledge of local government and went on to a 

distinguished career as an editor. Woodrow Wilson, also a part-time lecturer, was 

expert in public administration and the U.S. constitution. He went on to become 

the twenty-eighth president of the United States.  Ely was a pioneering labor and 

land economist who believed in The Social Gospel. In 1892 he was the first 

economist hired at the University of Wisconsin.  In 1894 he was tried on a charge 

of “academic heresy” for his social gospel was called a form of socialism. He 

survived this.  

Between Gilman and these faculty members the Baltimore Charity 

Organization Society became a vehicle for faculty and student involvement in 

social problems. There was an increase in this activity when, in 1885, John Glenn, 



a real estate man, joined the COS. That he was so successful and effective was 

remarkable in his time, for he was blind.  He believed in and implemented 

Gilman’s ideas about the use of social science principles in providing poor relief.  

Prevention was the emphasis.   Glenn was a doer. By 1890 he had 236 volunteer 

visitors and 310 by 1893.  Many of these were Hopkins students. 

They came from Levering Hall which was opened on the Hopkins campus in 

1890. It had been built by the YMCA as a university branch. They retained control 

of this facility until 1969 when the University bought it. In the early days the 

YMCA was well-funded. This became the vehicle through which Gilman and 

Glenn initiated many social welfare programs. You couldn’t call the Hopkins  

program a school of social work but what was done there influenced the 

development of social work in Baltimore and across the country. 

The Hopkins program was connected with Lawrence House, Baltimore’s 

first settlement house which was founded in 1893 and was located at 814-816 West 

Lombard St.
1
  Many Hopkins students were placed through Levering Hall to work 

with people who lived in the crowded and poor housing in the area. Given that the 

                                                 
1
  At one point Baltimore was home to12 settlement houses and 1 Polish coffee house. In 

addition to Lawrence House there was The Ann Street Settlement, Carrollton House, Channing 

House, Hampden-Woodberry Neighborhood Association, Maccabean House (Boys Center—

maintained by The Jewish Educational Alliance of Baltimore), Settlement of the Daughters of 

Israel (Girls Center-- maintained by The Jewish Educational Alliance of Baltimore), Locust 

Point Settlement, St. Paul’s Guild House, Saints Philip and James Guild, Warner House, and 

Morrell Park Neighborhood House. 
 



Szold family lived at 702 West Lombard, the initial location of the School of 

Social Work at 725 W. Redwood St. put it in the middle of an area important in 

social welfare history. 

 The big industries in the area were the Baltimore and Ohio repair shops and 

Hayward’s Iron Foundry. The population was mainly Irish and German but Poles, 

Italians, and Jews were moving in.  Gilman, Glenn, Ely, Adams, and Charles J. 

Bonaparte recruited into the COS such future social welfare notables as Amos G. 

Warner, Jeffrey Brackett, and Mary Richmond.  Through Levering Hall they 

helped  provide practical learning experiences for students.  

Warner and Bracket were students of Ely who got their PhDs in history. 

Warner was executive secretary of the Baltimore COS from 1887-1889 from there 

to chair the economics department at the University of Nebraska. In 1891 President 

William Henry Harrison asked Warner to become the first Superintendent of 

Charities for the District of Columbia. Warner left two years later to become 

professor of economics and social science at Stanford University. His masterwork 

was American Charities.  Brackett was an active volunteer in the COS. In 1904 he 

went to Boston where Harvard and Simmons were the first University sponsors of 

a school of social work. Harvard later withdrew. Brackett remained as director of 

the Simmons School of Social Work until 1920. He was one of the early writers on 

supervision.   



 Many students who became notable worked in Lawrence House.  John R. 

Commons, a student of Richard Ely’s didn’t finish at Hopkins but later achieved 

fame as a labor economist at the University of Wisconsin.  In Baltimore he did 

research and worked with people.  Ely had him visit savings and loan associations 

and to  help a tubercular veteran get a needed pension. This experience convinced 

Commons to become a minister of the gospel.  Later Ely brought Commons to the 

economics department at Wisconsin.  It is said that the original Social Security Act 

was written in this department by Commons’ students Arthur J. Altmeyer and 

Edwin E. Witte. Wilbur J. Cohen was a student in this department. His subsequent 

appointment at the University of Michigan was as a professor of public 

administration. 

Philip A. Ayres another student was also involved. He was the first head of the 

New York School of Social Work.  Students produced such studies as, “A study of 

50 Italian Families Living Near Lexington Market” and “A Study in Standards of 

Living.” Gilman and Warner also developed a course in the principles of 

philanthropy.  

 Over the years Hopkins made other attempts to offer social welfare courses.  In 

the early 1900's courses in social welfare were again offered through the 

Department of Political Economy. The program was eliminated after several years 

of operation. 



Outside the University there were other Baltimoreans who made notable 

contributions to social welfare. Among them were  Henry Watson, Charles J. 

Bonaparte, Henrietta Szold, Cardinal Gibbons, and John M. Green. There were 

also some early glimmerings of educational efforts outside of Hopkins. In 1912,  

Louis Levin, the first executive director of what is now the Associated Jewish 

Charities,  initiated a small effort to train workers. He convinced the Baltimore 

Association of Jewish Women to create a school for Jewish social workers with 

courses to be taken at Goucher College. This never went very far.  

After Gilman left not much happened until the summer of 1924 when at the 

urging of social agency leaders Hopkins again developed a program that resembled 

social work education. It was again in the Department of Political Economy and 

led to a Master of Arts degree in public administration.  It was more practice 

oriented than the prior program.  Frank Goodnow the president of Hopkins was an 

expert in this area. He also had the idea that the undergraduate program should be 

eliminated. After a few years it was. 

The movement toward social work education then shifted out of Hopkins. 

Many community people and agencies were involved in this effort. Hopkins was 

never able to sustain what it started in terms of social welfare training. It did leave 

behind a tradition that provided the groundwork that the social welfare community 

could build on. The people who wanted the state to have a school were neither 



familiar with each other nor did they work together. Their unity came from their 

desire to have a school.  

The Depression was the basis for a new effort to get a school. In 1934 when 

Harry Greenstein was the State Federal Relief Administrator, Harry Hopkins, the 

Federal Emergency Relief Administrator provided a federal grant for workers to 

attend schools of social work. In 1935 Greenstein got the promise of a $30,000 for 

a social work program appropriation from governor-elect Harry W. Nice and Harry 

Hopkins the Federal Emergency Relief Administrator provided additional funds to 

educate social work students out of state. The movement to create a school took 

another step forward when Greenstein, the Director of the Associated Jewish 

Charities, became Maryland’s first Welfare Director.
 
  In 1933 he played a key role 

in constructing the Baltimore Council of Social Agencies (BCSA). It was also 

known as the Health and Welfare Council. . From this pulpit he urged that 

Maryland get a school of social work. The need for a school was on the agenda of 

the first meeting. 

Things moved slowly. Maryland’s response to the depression was to follow 

Herbert Hoover’s lead and think that voluntary agencies could get people back to 

work with services. Governor Ritchie took the position that the problem of the 

poor was one for business and not the state. Baltimore Mayor Howard Jackson 

chose to balance the budget rather than spend money on relief or public works. The 



president of the city council proposed that the poor be given seeds so that they 

could grow their own vegetables. The political and social work community tended 

to view the crisis as one that could be overcome by motivating people. They closed 

their eyes to the fact that this was a structural problem beyond people’s 

motivations. 

In 1936 President Byrd of the University of Maryland provided $5000 to 

hire a professor to teach two social work courses and plan for the development of a 

school. Courses were developed through the BCSA and the University.  

 The apparent need for a school was growing in the community’s perception 

and in 1937 The Baltimore Council of Social Agencies did a survey, “Attitudes 

Toward the Development of a School of Social Work and Toward the Organization 

of Courses Under the Council of Social Agencies.”  At this time Anne D. Ward 

was executive secretary of the Council and Gertrude A. Glick was the Chairman of 

the Committee on training courses.  This repeated a 1934 survey. A little more than 

half the workers had no professional training. They were overwhelmingly in favor 

of more education but few were prepared to go full time.  Only one quarter of the 

social workers in the survey belonged to the American Association of Social 

Workers.  Most agency heads also favored more education but only half their 

boards had gone on record as favoring this. In effect there was a desire for more 



education but the push for a school was not strong. The desire was for specific 

courses.  

In 1937 there were 130 people from 27 agencies in courses. In 1938 the 

newly formed Maryland Department of Public Welfare made funds available for 

students to attend schools of social work. A large number of students went to the 

University of Pennsylvania School. For many years Baltimore social agencies 

followed the functional philosophy that governed the University of Pennsylvania 

School of Social Work. It was partly to avoid this anticipated lack of intellectual 

diversity that the University of Maryland at College Park advocated placing a 

school on the main campus. 

World War II interrupted the push for a school. Baltimore was a center for 

war production through Bethlehem Steel, Glenn L. Martin, and Westinghouse.  

Fort Meade was a staging area for sending soldiers overseas and the city was 

always crowded with soldiers and war workers who had come to Baltimore from 

surrounding states. “The Block,” basically a red light district, extended from City 

Hall to Baltimore and Eutaw Streets, with no blank spots in between.  

As the war ended support for social work education again resumed. In 1945 

a preprofessional social service program was established in the sociology 

department at College Park.  There was a concerted effort by Baltimore and 



Maryland Welfare leaders to push for a school and the University carefully 

examined options. 

Things were slowed down because in the 1950s and the 1960s the profession 

was under siege on a couple of fronts. McCarthyism had targeted prominent social 

workers and this made the profession suspect to many local political figures. The 

profession had not succeeded in establishing its credibility through demonstrating 

its effectiveness. It was difficult to do this when the State of Maryland did not 

require professional degrees to practice, there were few standards for professional 

conduct, and salaries were very low for those who held graduate level degrees. 

Many people working in public agencies did not think a masters degree was 

necessary. Lip service was given to the idea that “better training equals better 

service” But not much happened. 

Things took another step forward when in1950 the Council of Social 

Agencies completed a survey entitled “The Need for A School of Social Work in 

the Baltimore Area.” Other community groups such as the Maryland State 

Conference of Social Welfare, NASW, and many social agencies participated in 

the survey. There was a lot of support in the community for developing a school.  

In the early 1950's Greenstein, Director of Associated Jewish Charities in 

Baltimore, led meetings with University officials in an effort to secure support for 

the idea of establishing a school of social work. And the pace picked up.  In 1952, 



Governor Theodore McKeldin appointed  Dr. Louis Kaplan to the Board of 

Regents. He pushed for creating the school with the then president Harry Clifton 

“Curly” Byrd. A faculty committee headed by Peter Lejins, professor of 

criminology wanted to create the school at College Park.  Kaplan said, “This 

school belongs in Baltimore not in College Park, 10 miles from two schools in DC. 

Students and clients will come from Baltimore.  It belongs in Baltimore.  It’s a 

professional, graduate school.” 

When Kaplan challenged the Baltimore social workers about their lack of 

emphasis that the school be located in Baltimore they told him,  “They [College 

Park] told us if we didn’t agree they wouldn’t make the recommendation that the 

school be established.” 

In later years, Kaplan recalled, “I was 100% for the school and 100% against 

the location at College Park… and the decision was made by the Board of 

Regents.”  “I’m the obstetrician that delivered the school to Baltimore.” 

The Supreme Court outlawing school segregation in 1954 further added to 

the positive climate supporting the creation of a school of social work . Another 

important supporter came on board with the appointment of Wilson H. Elkins as 

University President in 1954. He served until 1978. What Elkins did was to 

establish standards that have made the University of Maryland a first class 

University. Until his coming football was the  major mark of the university. They 



had been national champions in 1949.  He initiated changes which brought the 

University from a school which had been refused a Phi Beta Kappa chapter and 

whose accreditation was in danger to the first class institution it is today. 

 Early in his tenure Elkins met with the Council of Social Agencies around 

the need for a school. In November 1955 Dr. Alvin Thalheimer and Gordon 

Manser met with President Elkins to discuss the possibility of creating a school. He 

suggested updating the 1950 study. So in 1956 there was an updated  “Study of the 

Need for a School of Social Work in Maryland.” In contrast to the earlier studies 

the focus shifted from the need for courses and a school to the need for a school.  

The foreword was by Alvin Thalheimer the president of the Council Board. He 

would later be the speaker at the School’s first graduation. The study was headed 

by Edward B. Olds the research director of the BCSA. He was a highly competent 

professional researcher.   There was a survey subcommittee chaired by Clark L. 

Mock. Among its members were Harold Hoffsommer of the University of 

Maryland Sociology Department and Meyer D. Levin and Yehuda Rosenman 

influential social workers in Baltimore.   

There was also a Committee on the Need for a School of Social work 

chaired by Mr. and Mrs. Henry D. Corner. Among the members were Gordon 

Manser Executive Director of BCSA, Esther Lazarus director of the Baltimore City 

department of Public Welfare, the Rev. David T. Doresch, director of Catholic 



Charities, and Dr. Clifton T. Perkins. There was also a strategy subcommittee 

chaired by Harry Greenstein and Judge Thomas J.S. Waxter.  The report was 

thorough and detailed in terms of local need locally. It also had comparative data 

showing how far Maryland lagged behind.  In contrast to the earlier efforts this was 

a powerful document which had the support of the major members of the 

Baltimore social welfare community. 

On August 25, 1958 Gordon Manser received a letter from Ernest F. Witte 

the Executive director of the Council on Social Work Education supporting a 

Baltimore location for the school because it would be in the community where 

most work would be done and because it would be on the same campus with other 

professional schools. The decision to create the School was helped along by a 1957 

study done by the Baltimore Council of Social Agencies.  In September of 1958 

Council issued a statement supporting a  Baltimore Location. Among the reasons 

they cited was that there were two schools in the College Park area, the need to be 

in contact and cooperate with members of the faculty of the other professional 

schools and the fact that students and faculty would be close to and work in the 

areas of greatest need in the state.  

The formal name of the committee which coordinated the final push toward 

the creation of the School was Strategy Committee of Baltimore Council of Social 

Agencies. It was appointed by Gordon Manser,  the Executive Secretary of the 

Baltimore Council of Social Agencies. It consisted of: 



 

Chair, Harry Greenstein - Executive Director of Associated Jewish Charities.  

 

George W. Constable, President, Baltimore Council of Social Agencies  

 

Mrs. Henry E. Corner, chair Committee on the Need for a School of Social Work, 

Baltimore Council of Social Agencies 

 

Esther Lazarus,  Director Baltimore City Welfare Department 

 

Alvin Thalheimer – Chairman State Board of Public Works. Later provided 

scholarships 

 

Judge Thomas J.S. Waxter – Director of Maryland State Department of 

PublicWelfare 1953-1962 

 

Samuel Hopkins – member of distinguished Hopkins family. Though a Republican 

was dedicated to public service. Founder CPHA – Citizens Planning and Housing 

Authority. 

 

 

 

Among the interested citizens and social workers were: 

 Marjorie Teitelbaum – Executive Director of Planned Parenthood, President, 

League of Women Voters 

 Harry Teitelbaum , MD – served on citizens committee 

 Richard Bateman – President of NASW,  and Chairman of the Social Action 

Committee,   National Treasurer for NASW  

 Peggy Waxter – civil activist extraordinaire 



 Abe Makofsky – president of NASW just prior to School’s founding. Later 

faculty member.  

 Eleanor Levy 

 Lester Levy 

 Peggy Pearlstone 

 Dick Batterton 

 John Birkmeyer – social worker Baltimore City Hospitals 

 Clem Kaufman – Board of Associated Jewish Charities 

On April 22, 1958 the University Senate voted to support proposal to 

establish a social work school. This was based on a report from the Committee on 

Programs Curricula and Courses.  “… there is an increased need and there is ample 

employment opportunity for the graduates in a school of social work if such is 

established here and there is sufficient evidence to support this view. …one of the 

important phases of the development of a new school of social work is the 

development of a network of agencies for placement in the area of the school.” 

That initial proposal recommended placing the school at College Park and asking 

the Sociology Department to strengthen its pre-professional curriculum in social 

work. During May all of the members of the Board of Regents were contacted by 

the committee to urge their support. 



The Board of Regents approved the creation of the school in Baltimore on 

May 13, 1959.  In June of 1959 president Elkins said that $20,000 would be 

requested from the legislature. There followed a considerable period of meetings 

and negotiations about the location of the School. Dr. Lejins and others made a 

strong push for a College Park location 

 On November 25, 1959  15 notable and concerned supporters met with 

Governor Tawes to urge support for legislative funding of the school of social 

work.  These included Mr. Fred L. Bull, George W. Constable, Mrs. Henry E. 

Corner, Richard F. Cleveland, Mrs. Ralph O. Dulaney, Harry Greenstein, Richard 

Grumbacher, Clark S. Hobbs, Dr. F. Reid Isaac, Miss Esther Lazarus, Gordon 

Manser, Walter Sondheim, Dr. Alvin Thalheimer, Judge Thomas J.S. Waxter, and 

Mrs. William H. Wood.  

In his statement Harry Greenstein said: 

Unfortunately, there are still some people who cannot understand why 

we need trained social workers and still labor under the impression 

that good intentions and the love of humanity are all that are 

necessary. Nothing could be further from the truth. The facts are that 

social workers today require the same type of intensive training and 

skills as other professions. No one questions the fact that we need a 

school of medicine or a law school, or a school of dentistry and a 

school of pharmacy. 

 

This sterling statement was true then and it is true now. Social work has to prove 

its worth every day. 



After this meeting Gordon Manser and Harry Greenstein met with president 

Elkins to seek his continued support and advice. On December 11, 1959 Governor 

Tawes wrote to George W. Constable the president of the Baltimore Council of 

Social Agencies saying he would support the budget request. 

Many people and agencies were involved in the final push to create the 

School. These people lobbied legislators and University of Maryland 

administrators. The professional social workers among them helped organize the 

profession to push for the school.  Subsequent to this a great many people worked 

to establish the School.  The Maryland chapter of the National Association of 

Social Workers (NASW) and individuals affiliated with this organization did 

yeoman work.  The lobbying efforts involved speaking to University of Maryland 

administration, writing letters and going on record with the state legislature to 

support funding to open a School of Social Work at the University of Maryland.  

For example: in February 1960 George W. Constable President of the Baltimore 

Council of Social Agencies received a letter dated February 15, 1960, from A. 

Gordon Boone, Speaker of the House of Delegates which said: 

 

Thank you for your letter of February 8 1960. The funds for the 

School of Social Work is (sic!) in the budget ….  

 

The Legislature has the power to approve the Executive Budget and 

cannot cut it. I assure you that when these matters come before the 

House of Delegates, I will support them.  



 

Mr. Constable was a lawyer of considerable influence. The response was prompt.  

 

The Council of Social Agencies continued with a full court press. In a February 8, 

1960 information memo in support of the $25,000 appropriation for the School that 

was pending in the legislature they said: 

 

MEMO RE INCLUSION OF APPROPRIATION 

FOR SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WORK IN THE  

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND BUDGET 

 

 

 

1. Origin 

 

The inclusion of this item represents the culmination of many years of 

study and consultation among interested and knowledgeable parties. 

This includes the Governor himself; the State and City Departments of 

Welfare; the Board of Regents, the President and a Faculty Committee 

of the University of Maryland; the Directors of the Associated 

Catholic Charities and Associated Jewish Charities; not to mention the 

Baltimore Council of Social Agencies which has brought together the 

opinions and approval of over 140 public and private health and 

welfare agencies. Innumerable groups and individuals from all parts 

of the state support this proposal, such as the Maryland state Bar 

Association; Maryland Congress of Parents and Teachers; Baltimore 

Council of AFL-CIO Unions; Maryland state Conference of Social 

Welfare; National Association of Social Workers, Maryland Chapter; 

and the Baltimore section of the National Council of Jewish Women, 

Inc. There is no adverse opinion in our knowledge. 

 

2. What the Appropriation Represents 

 



The appropriation is for $25,000 for the first year in order to establish 

within the University of Maryland School of social work. It would 

aim for a relatively small teaching staff. The facilities would be in 

Baltimore City. The first year’s appropriation will be to organize the 

school preparatory to opening in the fall of the following year. 

Eventually the enrollment will be in the neighborhood of 75. The 

general program will be to teach and train prospective social workers 

in all facets of their field including the history thereof, various 

techniques, a knowledge of human growth and behavior, derived from 

psychology and psychiatry, medicine, sociology, and related 

disciplines insofar as pertinent, a knowledge of what is being done 

elsewhere, and field training. 

 

3. Need 

 

There is no school of social work whatever in the state of Maryland; 

this in spite of the fact that there are hundreds of agencies and 

departments requiring their services of social workers and the further 

fact that millions of dollars per year is expended in health and welfare 

services. To get training now, prospective social workers must go to 

out-of-state centers. Frequently Maryland students will remain in 

other states after completing their training. This is expensive, wasteful 

of time and loses the advantage of educating the student to the local 

needs and situation during the training period.  The whole field of 

social work is so immensely complicated and vast in a way that 

training is essential. Good intentions and the love of humanity by no 

means suffice. After all, social workers are dealing with the most 

intricate kinds of  human problems and relationships. For example, in 

the field of economic assistance to needy persons special training and 

skills are needed to determine financial eligibility for relief, to work 

out ways of keeping a family together, to develop the  will and ability 

in recipients to support themselves, to detect fraud, to determine 

whether assistance should come from private or public sources, to 

perceive the existence of health and mental factors requiring special 

treatment, to help build up self-respect and human dignity, and many 

cognate matters. 

 

In a 1957 study it was found that there were then needed throughout 

the state at least 192 fully trained social workers and that by 1965 an 

additional 293 would be needed at the minimum. It was also found 



that a total of 215 untrained workers in Maryland desire professional 

training if it were made available in Maryland (of which 83%) were 

employed in public agencies.) 

 

Present training facilities, both nationally and regionally are 

insufficient to meet these needs, even assuming prospective students 

were willing or able to leave the state for training. 

 

Baltimore is the only metropolitan area in the United States with over 

1,000,000 population without a school of social work.  Eight states 

with less population than Maryland have established such schools. 

 

4. Support for Budget Item 

 

Paragraph 1 above gives an idea of the almost universal support for 

the proposal. Should an effort be made to eliminate this item from the 

budget, a hearing would be appreciated, at which we believe the 

committee would be persuaded of the immense public interest in a 

school of social work and the critical need therefore. It was though 

unnecessary to marshal the army of supporters in the absence of any 

serious objection. 

 

This is a remarkable document. It concisely summarizes more than 25 years of 

preparation and lobbying. It also reflects what was the biggest educational bargain 

in the history of higher education. 

 

The appropriation passed that day and Virgil A. Halbert immediately wrote 

Governor Tawes: 

 

I am writing to thank you for including of (sic!) funds in your budget 

for the new school of social work to be established at the University 

of Maryland. 

 

Your action is indeed an important step forward in ensuring that the 

health and welfare agencies of this State will be able in future years to 

adequately meet ever increasing demands. The shortage of locally 



trained social workers has for years made it extremely difficult for 

agencies to recruit numbers of qualified persons necessary for 

effective operations. 

 

Again may I thank you for your support of this measure. 

 

The attention to detail that is reflected in this series of events reflects the care and 

attention that went into the campaign to secure the school.  

Social work education was a long time in coming to Maryland. Before the 

School was created in 1960 Baltimore was the only large metropolitan area in the 

country without a school.  The initial plans expected a total enrollment of 120 with 

an initial faculty of three, including the dean, that was expected to grow to ten 

faculty members.  The initial enrollment was to be 20 students.  The expectation 

was that it would cost $120,000 a year to operate the full program. The actual 

budget proposed by the University was a lot different. In a November 10, 1959 

letter to Gordon Manser from Dr. R. Lee Hornbake the Academic Vice President 

the first year budget was proposed as: 

 

Dean -     $14,000 

Stenographer –Secretary -      3,840 

Operating Expenses -       3,000 

Renovations -     26, 000  

             $46, 840 

The first year was a planning year. Students would enter I the fall of 1961. 



It was initially estimated that there would be 30 entering students who would 

provide $9,000 in income. 

The proposed budget, not including salary increments was: 

Dean -     $14,000 

Stenographer –Secretary -      3,840 

Operating Expenses -       4,000 

Renovation completion -       6,000 

One 12 month professor               11, 400 

One 12 month asst. professor     7, 200 

     $46, 440 

 

This was pretty close to what happened except that the school started with 

20 students. 

 

In August of 1960 was Verl S. Lewis was appointed dean. There was an 

undercurrent of tension within the community over this appointment. During this 

period the functional-diagnostic conflict was still at its peak and the expectation in 

much of the community was that someone with a functional orientation would be 

appointed. Verl Lewis was not doctrinaire about practice. His background was in 

public service. He was highly committed to this. One of the initial field work 

requirements of the school was that first year students be placed in a public agency, 



preferably a welfare department.  The Baltimore Sun of December 1, 1960 said, 

“In outlining his plans for the school to open in September, Dr. Lewis said that 

there would be an attempt to shift focus from the individual to the family and to the 

society of which the individual is a part.
2
 By making this shift he explained, the 

school would avoid being caught up in controversies experienced at other schools 

as to whether the scholastic approach should be the diagnostic one of Freud’s, or 

the Rankin functional approach.” He also said, “The school will start off in a small 

way, gradually expanding as it becomes more firmly established. That final 

prediction did not hold.   

The social climate which existed when the School was created could not be 

called auspicious.  During the late 1950s and through mid-1960s the profession 

faced challenges to  its credibility.  For example, the State of Maryland did not 

require professional degrees to work in this field, there were few standards for 

professional conduct, and the salary was very low for individuals who held 

graduate level degrees. It was difficult to demonstrate the importance of advanced 

education even though it was known that those with professional education proved 

better service than those who did not have this. 

John Birkmeyer who had been a social worker at Baltimore City Hospitals and one 

of those active in the effort  recently wrote: 

 

                                                 
2
 This reflected Lewis’s affiliation with and belief in Badley Buel’s Community Research Associates.  One 

of the early texts used in the school was Alice Voiland’s 1962 Family Casework Diagnosis which projected the 

CRA approach to practice. 



Some of us still remember when Baltimore and Maryland did not have a school of social 

work.  The Maryland Chapter, NASW, was the force behind the establishment of a school. Abe 

Makofsky, Dick Bateman, Louise Ranier Makofsky, and Esther Lazarus were some of the 

members of the board. 

 

I remember sitting on the board, quite pleased with our success, when we found out that the 

school would be placed in College Park. The powers to be felt strongly that a school of social 

work should be connected to the Department of Sociology--not connected to the graduate 

schools in Baltimore. Another struggle, another victory. 

 

I do not remember what the process was in selecting the Dean of The School.  Silly now, but the 

there was real anxiety whether the Dean would be functional or diagnostic. Thank God for Dean 

Lewis. 

 

 

 

Dean Lewis was a student of history and made an effort to create and preserve a 

historical record for the School.  Shortly after the School opened he wrote to Harry 

Greenstein about his perception of what it took to get the School opened. On 

February 22, 1962 he replied. Here is part of that letter: 

 

About 35 years ago, an Under-Graduate School of Social Work was 

established at the Johns Hopkins University under the Department of 

Economics, but after a few years the school was discontinued. From 

then on, constant efforts throughout the years were exerted to 

persuade the Johns Hopkins University to re-establish a school on a 

graduate level but without success. 

 

We then approached Goucher College who indicated some interest 

but, unfortunately, did not feel they were financially able to undertake 

this project. We then decided to concentrate our efforts on the 

University of Maryland. Dr. Byrd, President, was quite cooperative 

but World War II took place and our efforts never came to fruition. 

 

To provide some training in a small way, the Council of Social 

agencies arranged for courses of some social work subjects in 

cooperation with the University of Pennsylvania School of Social 



Work, for which credit was given but this, too, was discontinued after 

a brief period. 

 

The turning point came when the Council of Social agencies 

embarked on a thorough-going study to demonstrate the need for a 

full-fledged Graduate School of Social Work. A so-called Strategy 

Committee was appointed, of which I had the privilege of acting as 

Chairman, to translate the findings of this study into a program of 

action. Many discussions and meetings were held with Dr. Elkins, 

President of the University of Maryland, as a result of which the 

Board of Regents approved the creation of a Graduate School. One of 

the hurdles we had to overcome was the desire of some members of 

the faculty to establish the school at College Park but, fortunately, it 

was finally agreed that it would be best from every point of view to 

locate the school in Baltimore. 

 

The Strategy Committee then held an all important and crucial 

meeting with Governor Tawes on November 25, 1959, who agreed to 

approved the necessary appropriation included in the University of 

Maryland Budget for the creation of the school. I am enclosing a copy 

of the presentation I made as a spokesman on behalf of the Strategy 

Committee when we met with the Governor on November 25, 1959, 

which may be of interest to you. This was followed by a mobilization 

of all the social forces in the Committee and State with the complete 

cooperation and support of the voluntary and public agencies, 

National association of Social Workers, Maryland State Conference of 

Social Welfare and influential citizens to make certain the Legislature 

did not delete the appropriations for the school from the University of 

Maryland budget. 

 

Fortunately, these efforts proved to be successful and as a result, at 

long last, after many years of effort, the school finally came into 

being. 

 

This letter is a concise and politic summary of the final push that brought a school 

of social work to Maryland.  

  
 



Dick Bateman 

 

During the late 1950s through mid 1960s the profession of social work faced many 

challenges in asserting its credibility as a profession.  For example, the State of Maryland did not 

require professional degrees to work in this field, there were few standards for professional 

conduct, and the salary was very low for individuals who held graduate level degrees.  

Additionally, at this time, there were many pertinent social issues and policies related to the field 

of social work.  On a national level, the Civil Rights and anti-poverty movements were kept in 

the spotlight through marches and demonstrations in Washington and state capitals.  Within the 

State of Maryland, a foster parent association was initiated.  This association advocated for 

adequate payment of foster parents and standards for individuals working in the field of child 

protection.  The need for professional standards and the social climate justified the need for a 

Master of Social Work (MSW) program in the State of Maryland. 

A variety of group and individual efforts helped create the MSW program at the 

University of Maryland.  The Maryland chapter of the National Association of Social Workers 

(NASW) and individuals affiliated with this organization, such as Marjorie Titlebaum and Dick 

Bateman, lobbied for a MSW program.  Their efforts involved speaking to University of 

Maryland administration, writing letters and going on record with the state legislature to support 

funding to open a School of Social Work (SSW) at the University of Maryland.  Marjorie 

Titlebaum and her husband had many connections with university administrators including Elvin 

Fulheimer who was then the President of the Board of the University.  Judge Thomas Waxter 

and his wife, Peggy Waxter were also supportive of the opening of the SSW.   

This information was complied through a phone conversation with Dick Bateman on 

September 14, 2007.  He was an active member in Maryland’s NASW chapter at the time of the 

school’s creation.  In the state chapter, he served as President and Chairman of the Social Action 

Committee and was Treasurer (?) for the National association.  He held a variety of professional 

positions in the field of social work and was actively involved in the areas of social action, anti-

poverty programs and foster parent services.  He taught in the social work departments at 

Catholic University and the University of Maryland, Baltimore. 

 

 

Sun Articles 

 •November 2, 1936 “Courses planned in social work” 

 •March 1, 1976 “Training of social workers” (on microfilm) 

 

Maryland Serials—The Councillor the journal of the Baltimore Council of Social 

Agencies (These references to The Councillor were found in the Query files--Social Welfare, 

Social Welfare: Relief, Social Work: Baltimore, Social Workers: Baltimore-Study and Teaching) 

 

•Vol 1(1) Feb. 1936, p. 3-5—A brief review of relief needs with section quoted from MD 

State Conference of Social Welfare, a report of the survey made by them in 1932 

•Vol 3 June 1938, p. 15-22—Article written by Judge Waxter about the need for a 

permanent Department of Public Welfare 

•October 1940—Courses for Social Workers and Nurses 



•Vol 12 June 1947, p. 24-30—A summary of discussion of goals in all fields of social 

work which took place at MD State Conference of Social Welfare held in Baltimore on April 30-

May 2, 1947 

**Reference to their 28-page study of need for social workers in 1957 

 

 

“The Baltimore Plan for Training in Social Work” by Porter R. Lee,  

Survey 33, Dec. 26, 1914, p. 335-336 

 

•  



 

February 13, 1961  

 

 

,  

SUBJECT: Tentative Curriculum objectives - University of Maryland School 

of Social Work  

The beginning of a School of Social Work in Baltimore by the University of 

Maryland affords an unusual opportunity to develop a curriculum utilizing 

current knowledge from the social and behavioral sciences and current 

understanding of methods of giving effective help to people ,whose social 

functioning presents problems to them and to the communities in which they live.  

It is proposed to attempt, as a prime objective in creating a curriculum for 

this School and in selecting the faculty which will develop and teach it, a high 

degree of relationship of the several curriculum areas and the closest possible 

articulation of classroom and field instruction. This will require, since it is 

planned to begin instruction with a small group of faculty and students, that 

faculty members share a general outlook which conceives of social work as a 

profession which helps people within the context of their community 

relationships.  

Consideration will be given to a "social problem" orientation that recognizes 

psycho-social disorders as symptomatic of distress and/or dysfunction within the 

family and which calls for community concern. This idea of community 

responsibility for intervention with measures that will improve family and 

individual functioning is seen as basic to such an approach, and would serve to 

tie together the several curriculum areas.  

With respect to the major areas into which the curriculum of the professional 

school divides itself this approach would require:  

1. Growth and Behavior: Here the traditional psychodynamic emphasis would be 

extended to emphasize ego-psychology and would be presented within the context 



of and supplemented by a considerable emphasis on social systems theory and role 

theory with particular emphasis on interaction within the family and on a 

structural-functional analysis of the family’s relationships with the community.  

2. Social Policy and Services: Here particular emphasis, developed upon the 

premise of community responsibility for the prevention and control of disorders, 

would be placed upon the provision of services required for the prevention and 

control of major types of disorders: dependency, disordered behavior, indigent 

disability.  

3. Social Work Practice: Here it is hoped to develop an approach to coordinate 

teaching in classroom and field agency that ,will emphasize the role of the 

social worker in discharging community responsibilities to help people achieve 

more effective and satisfying social functioning. The study of the client as a 

member of a family and other social groups will be emphasized, and a process of 

helping based upon a total evaluation of the client-family-community situation 

from which emerges specific objectives for improved social functioning and 

specific plans for assisting the client-family-community to achieve these will 

be taught.  

Initially the curriculum will emphasize social casework as the principal helping 

method, but instruction in social groupwork, community organization, social work 

administration and research will be given, in every instance planned and 

developed to utilize and reinforce the over-all objectives sketched above.  

 

  



  



 

  



  





 



Tuition was $310 a year.  Their age ranged from 22 to plus 45. Most 

had been out of college for 20 years and worked in agencies. The 

school was oriented to generic education and initially offered only 

the casework concentration. This reflected the needs of the 

community and the initial available resources. The Community 

Research Associates system for family assessment in public welfare 

was a foundation for practice courses. Alice Voiland’s book Family 

Casework Diagnosis was a basic text. With the departure of Verl 

Lewis as dean this emphasis was dropped.  

 

This initial curriculum offered standard fare for the times. It was 

divided into social services, growth and behavior, and social work 

practice courses. Fifty eight credits were required for a degree and all 

courses were 2 credit courses. The Social Services courses included 

“Social Services and Social Policy,” “The Social Work Profession” 

“Community Social Welfare Services” and “Social Welfare History.”  

They are listed here because they reflect the early emphasis of the 

School. The policy course was directed at public services policy. All 

first year placements were in a public agency.  Today there is a 

broader range of policy courses organized mainly around categorical 

aids. The community course was similar to other courses offered at 

other schools today. It emphasized visiting agencies and other 

practice sites. The professions course and the history course are no 

longer taught. 

The Growth and Behavior curriculum had a course on the “Behavior 

of Human Groups.” It was designed to examine the sociological 

underpinnings of social work practice. It is no longer taught.  

Some idea of what this means can be seen in a memo Verl Lewis 

wrote outlining his ideas for the curriculum: 

 



SUBJECT: Tentative Curriculum objectives - University of Maryland 

School of Social Work  

 The beginning of a School of Social Work in Baltimore by the 

University of Maryland affords an unusual opportunity to develop a 

curriculum utilizing current knowledge from the social and behavioral 

sciences and current understanding of methods of giving effective 

help to people, whose social functioning presents problems to them 

and to the communities in which they live.  

 It is proposed to attempt, as a prime objective in creating a 

curriculum for this School and in selecting the faculty which will 

teach in the several curriculum areas develop and teach it, [to] a high 

degree and [with] the closest possible articulation of classroom and 

field instruction. This will require, since it is planned to begin 

instruction with a small group of faculty and students, that faculty 

members share a general outlook which conceives of social work as a 

profession which helps people within the context of their community 

relationships.  

 Consideration will be given to a “social problem” orientation 

that recognizes psycho- social disorders as symptomatic of distress 

and/or dysfunction within the family and which calls for community 

concern. This idea of community responsibility for intervention with 

measures that will improve family and individual functioning is seen 

as basic to such an approach, and would serve to tie together the 

several curriculum areas.  

 With respect to the major areas into which the curriculum of 

the professional school divides itself this approach would require:  

1.  Growth and Behavior: Here the traditional psychodynamic 

emphasis would be extended to emphasize ego-psychology and 

would be presented within the context of and supplemented by a 

considerable emphasis on social systems theory and role theory with 



particular emphasis on interaction within the family and on a 

structural- functional analysis of the family’s relationships with the 

community.  

2. Social Policy and Services: Here particular emphasis, developed 

upon the premise of community responsibility for the prevention and 

control of disorders, would be placed upon the provision of services 

required for the prevention and control of major types of disorders: 

dependency, disordered behavior, indigent disability.  

3.  Social Work Practice: Here it is hoped to develop an approach 

to coordinate teaching in classroom and field agency that, will 

emphasize the role of the social worker in discharging community 

responsibilities to help people achieve more effective and satisfying 

social functioning. The study of the client as a member of a family 

and other social groups will be emphasized, and a process of helping 

based upon a total evaluation of the client-family-community 

situation from which emerges specific objectives for improved social 

functioning and specific plans for assisting the client-family-

community to achieve these will be taught.  

 Initially the curriculum will emphasize social casework as the 

principal helping method, but instruction in social groupwork, 

community organization, social work administration and research will 

be given, in every instance planned and developed to utilize and 

reinforce the over-all objectives sketched above. 

Field Instruction 
 

One of the issues related to the opening of the School was that the 

School’s orientation to practice did not follow that of the 

Pennsylvania School which was dominant in the area. In his usual 

politic but unyielding way Verl put it this way at the end of the first 

volume of the 1962 accreditation report: 



Some agencies and some practitioners have expressed reservations 

about some of the School’s objectives and some of its methods. For 

the greater part these reflect a recognition of differences between 

the School’s program—particularly the stress on student learning 

rather than on agency service in field instruction—and the 

accustomed practice of more distant schools in substantially 

delegating field instruction to experienced staff members.   

In the 1966 accreditation report he said: 

From the beginning, the School has been clear about its responsibility 

for the development and administration of field instruction. As was 

noted in the report of the evaluation team, this and other 

educational issues upon which the School’s position differed from 

the practice that had characterized the long-standing close 

relationship of one very important agency with another school 

resulted in tensions that were the more important because of the 

large proportion of the School’s students (9 of 32) placed there for 

field instruction. Such tensions continue to characterize the School’s 

relationships with that agency, but their severity has lessened and 

their importance has diminished in relation to the School’s overall 

operation.  

 

What this meant can be seen in the listing of  field placements and 

instructors in the  1964-1966 catalog  Crownsville State Hospital with 

two field instructors is the only state mental hospital that had 

students.  It was the family agencies that took up the slack. The 

Jewish Family and Children’s service had five field instructors, the 

Family and Children’s Society had four, Family Service Bureau of York 

and the Child Study Center each had two.    

The Department of Social Services had four field instructors. This was 

a result of the lessened tension that Dean Lewis mentioned. A major 

reason for this lies with the School’s growth and the diminished 



proportion of students in the Baltimore City DSS (8 of 83 in 1964-

1965 and (3 of 115 in 1965-1966). The ending of the Community 

research funded field instructor position helped reduce the numbers.  

If he could have been replaced the reduction would not have been 

quite so drastic. Another thing that helped with DSS was that they 

changed their rule that required employees on leave with financial 

support to be placed in a local office of the state agency. The School 

wanted two different placements not in the person’s original job 

assignment. This became policy but it was not always easily held to. 

The School’s first accreditation report took note of its public agency 

focus. On page p.5 it says that, “The School places a substantial 

emphasis upon public social welfare services in its curriculum.  It has 

moved to participate in the work-study program of the State Welfare 

Department. The School also made recommendations which the 

State accepted that would facilitate employees attending school on 

work study.” The part time program that Verl Lewis initiated was a 

ground breaking effort in social work education. 

 

 Given the social conditions existing when the school opened the first 

students were not only pioneers but they lived through situations in 

their life and practice that made social work values come alive. At 

end of first year students on work study took “senior caseworker” 

exam. All passed. Not all students from other schools taking the 

exam achieved this record. The budget for the first year, from  July 

1961 to June 1962  was $57, 672 20. Maryland never had a better 

educational bargain.  During the year Joseph F. Toll   directed a field 

unit at the Baltimore Department of Public Welfare. He was funder 

through a grant from the Community Research Associates. The 

incomparable Dr. Ephraim T. Lisansky a part of the school from the 

beginning.  



The school lost little time in getting active in working with city 

problems and emphasizing the importance of public services.  Dean 

Lewis participated in the preparation of the proposal for the 

Baltimore’s Office of Economic Opportunity 

 

 

 

 

 


