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The education committee of the A.S. W. knew that in promoting 
this Conference it was taking a risk. The vital question was-could 
we in such a short space of time identify sufficient common elements 
and common concerns to make this Conference meaningful? We 
knew that we would have at the Conference considerable diversity 
in the establishments represented and in the roles played by 
members in relation to these establishments. ~f::thi8 pamphlet 
wjl1 m:- how greflt dlis diversity was:} It was not easy for people 
concerned with prisons to communicate effectively with those from 
children's homes; and we are all familiar with the problems of 
communication which arise from the different roles of fieldworker. 
administrator and residential worker. Our intention was not to gloss 
over differences which indeed we hoped would emerge; but there 
would have been no point in having a Conference if the aims or 
significance of different forms of institutional care could find no 
common ground beyond vague generalisations. 

0nlj !he meRlBeTS 9f tRI; C90fMeaee eM say if 
There are certainly a number of factors which make it difficult to 
think generically about institutions. Two such factors of importance 
are differences in size and complexity of organisations. A third 
factor which makes for difficulty in generalising about institutions 
is concerned with the degree of their totality and of their com­
munication with the outside world. This makes it hard, for instance, 
for wardens of hostels to identify with the world of the hospital or 
prison. A fourth is concerned with the aims of the institution. 
Within one institution one may find a number of different aims, 
some complementary, some antagonistic. Amongst the aims discussed 
at the Conference were: custody; treatment (or therapy in its widest 
sense); rehabilitation; and the 'holding' or 'caring' aim which 
seemed especially applicable to the aged and to children. Listening 
to the discussions, it has seemed that we can see all institutions as 
combining these elements in varying degrees and we do not find too 
much difficulty in establishing genuine communication. Much more 
painful and problematic is the question of a punitive aim. It is 
clear that an unconscious need to punish may be expressed in many 
different kinds of institution by certain individuals, whether they 
are working in children's homes, hostels, old people's homes or 
anything you care to name. But the conscious expression of punitive 
aims by society generally has largely disappeared in relation to all 
institutions except those concerned with adult criminals. (A possible 
addition is a category of juvenile offenders labelled as tough, not in 
need of welfare, and sent to detention centres). Of course, those 
who claim enlightenment seek 'the reform' and 'the rehabilitation' 
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of the offender, not his punishment. But it would be dishonest not 
to admit that in the minds of a substantial section of the community 
prisons are, at least partly, for punishment. These same citizens 
would not now say the same of mental hospitals as compared with 
their ancestors in the days of Bedlam. 

This in my view made it more difficult to get the prison into our 
conceptual framework about institutions at the Conference. Nobody 
at the Conference would have consciously subscribed to a punitive 
aim for prisons. But those who work in them and for them are 
constantly exposed to the conflict and tension of openly incompatible 
objectives. The history of institutions shows very clearly our need 
to lock the bad and the dangerous parts of ourselves away from 
sight. Perhaps the prison is the last bastion of institutionalised hate. 

In what ways, nevertheless, did we find common ground? We 
found it, not so much in an intellectual frame of reference despite 
the real intellectual content of many of the papers-as in an 
emotional frame of reference. For this was in many ways a confer­
ence highly charged with emotion because of the profound feelings 
the theme stirred within us. We did not talk a great deal about 
administration or organisation; we did not study at any depth 
problems of hierarchy, communication or delegation-on any of 
which we might have chosen profitably to focus our attention. 
Therefore it is upon feelings that I wish to centre most of my 
summing up. I believe that it is in understanding of them that we 
will find our common ground, whether we are thinking about 
children's homes or prisons. 

Reference was made continually I) g 5 r h dus to ambivalence 
about institutions; on the one hand to idealisation-longings for 
perfect institutions which care in the way the community cannot 
care; on the other hand to denigration-to the institution repre­
senting the harsh, angry side of human nature and a denial of 
human rights. Why are we so conflicted? 

We are conflicted because the institution symbolises in a most 
dramatic fonn longings and fears which go to the roots of our 
being. 

One such longing is for freedom. The institution may represent 
a final threat to freedom. This is obvious enough in prisons, but 
what of the children's homes where benign overprotection and lack 
of privacy may act as a similar, but hidden, threat. I am reminded 
of The Bridgeburn Days by Lucy Sinclair,l an account of life in 
the old cottage homes, where duty and rigidity were the framework 
within which the children's lives were confined. 

.. Besides all the work in Matron's house and the ooys' and girls' 
oottages, there were the mats to be made. Miles of knitting they must 
have done in their day when the other jobs were finished, and miles 
and miles of clippings they must have cut up and prodded into the 
hessian with its nasty bitter smell. Ah, the tedium of spending the 
school holidays at this hated task. In our house we had the most, the 
thickest and the newest mats of all. But what a price they oost in 
weariness and sad longing to be free. Fr~ to rush about and play, 
free in a dozen little things that make for gladness, like the runaway 
horses belonging to a fanner in the village which every now and then 
would break loose and come galloping round the cottage homes, till, 
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with manes fiyin" they would dash away up the hill road, the soWld 
of their going like strange, exotic music, a joyous tattoo that ~oed 
and re-echoed long after the horses were lost to sight. It was the 
mulic of the wild and free. Our Ma alone remained Wlmoved by 
their comina and aoing. But the girls would return to their work with 
sparkling eyes and happy hearts, and when the next morning Clime 
there was always one 10 say wistfully, ' I wish this was yesterday when 
Ihe houes came!'" 

The symbols of freedom to Lucy Sinclair were the horsts; it 
seems that to many they have heen birds. Anna Frank watched the 
seagulls circling above the house in which she was hiding, and spoke 
of freedom; we know of the • Birdman of Alcatraz' and of other 
prisons where the care of seabirds has become a major preoccupation 
of prisoners. I recall an incident when a student was visiting a school 
for seriously physically handicapped children. She was invited, 
amidst secrecy and excitement, to visit their den. Inside the hut, 
on a shelf, as a kind of altar, was a model of a bird ; a bird which 
epitomised the physical freedom which these children could not 
achieve. Perhaps it is not only the outsider looking in, nor the 
• captive be he prisoner or child, but the residential staff also who 
fear this vital dimension to their lives. k her talk; V<,- of the fantasy some residential child care staff 
may of field staff: freedom to drive away and 
leave their problems behind. Yet we know that true freedom is not 
finally and inextricably bound up with places, with bricks and 
mortar, although within some institutions the integrity of the self 
may be threatened . We know that outside the walls we may be 
captives of our own inner drives and compulsions and that freedom 
is for 'many of us illusory. We choose our own symbols of fr~dom ; 
birds, wide open spaces, holidays. For all of us then the institution 
is a symbol of a threat to freedom, in part a projection on to bricks 
and monu of our inner fear. Yet we know that limiu on freedom 
are necessary for everyone and that, for some, external constraint 
is necessary because internal constraint has not btu adequately 
established. We desirt freedom and yet we do not desire it. For 
we also desire dependence. 

The institution offers great and frightening possibilities of 
dependence; in this lies attraction and revulsion. Will increased 
comfort and amenities in institutional care make its inmates reluctant 
to leave it? Will (he arms of the institution embrace so wannly that 
the baby wHi have no incentive to grow up? It is not without 
significance that one discussion group at the Conference was moved 
to talk of the provisions of the welfare state generally, which carries 
similar overtones about dependency. Yet we want the institution 
to provide for some a caring experience, we want it for some to be 
an asylum. 

The dictionary gives alternative definitions of the word. The first 
and earliest is: "a sanctuary for criminals and debtors from which 
they cannot be taken forcibly without sacrilege". At first glance, 
this is less relevant to our purposes, yet the definition is not without 
some applicability to counter the more extreme forms of community 
care. The second definition is worth learning by heart as a constant 
reminder of one purpose of our institutions: "an asylum is a 
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benevolent institution affording shelter and support to some class of 
the afflicted, the unfortunate or the destitute " . In all our talk of 
treatment and rehabilitation we should recognise this continuing 
function of shelter and support. In V entllTeS in Professional Co­
operatum,2 Dr. Hayward wrote of mental hospitals:-

" We must always remember ... that it is desirable that they shou1d 
not only be places in which palients can get betler bUI also placel:l in 
which they can be ill and can be supported in their illness, until SLlch 
lime as they arc able (or nOI able) 10 allow lhemselves 10 get 
better . . ." 

In order to tolerate the dependency which this implies, we have 
to understand something of our own attitudes to dependency so that 
we do not re ject out of fear those who need, temporarily or 
pennanently, to be dependent on the institution. 

Turn over the coin of dependence, however, and we find power. 
For the dependence of others on us means our power over them. 
This is yet another aspect of institutions which we find frightening. 
The word "manipulation" cropped up in the Conference often; 
sometimes apologetically, sometimes with a kind of self-conscious 
assurance. The problem of our power to inBuence or persuade people 
to do certain things, to behave in certain ways is, of course, a 
recurrent theme of social workers; but the nature of institutions and 
the problem which causes the person to live in them, be it old age, 
childhood, mental illness or crime; makes for a peculiar vulnerability 
in the inmates. In L (}'lJe, Power and Justice Tillich 3 writes of 
power : -

"Every encoWlter, whether friendly or hostile, whether benevolent or 
indifferent, is in some way, unconsciously or consciously, a struggle of 
power with power . . . For Ihis b the price which must be paid for 
the c~tivity of life. Such struggles Slart in the individual in Ihe 
momenl of his conception and so on up to the moment of his last 
breath. They pcnneate his relations wilh everything and everybody he 
encounters. . . It is not unjust Ihal in Ihe st ruggle between power 
and power, one of the beings involved shows a superior power of being.. 
The manifestation of this fa ct is nOI unjust but creative. But injustice 
occurs if in this' struggle the superior power uses ils power for the 
reduction or destruction of Ihe inferior power. This can happen in 
all fonns of personal encounters. M ost frtqutm ar, lhost forms in 
which lht pnsonal tneOl/nltr occurs wilhin lhe frame of an imlilut;onal 
SlTUcturt and lhe prrseniation mid 1T0000th of the imtitutio71 give.! the 
pretnt for unjust compulsion" . . . (my ilaHcs) 

What Tillich says is quite fundamental to those of us who are 
concerned with the development of professional skil1 in relationships. 
Caseworkers have begun to make their peace with the idea of 
influencing the people they seek to help and with the inescapable 
"they and us" which this power creates. What we have to assure 
ourselves of-and this is no easy matter-is that the power is being 
used to promote the growth of other hwnan beings. And I would 
use this phrase even in relation to old people's homes, as the old 
prepare for death. There are two strong forces which work against 
such an aim. One is the facility with which we make assumptions 
about what is good, i.e., growth producing, for other people. Our 
obligation is to examine such assumptions with great care in the light 
of growing knowledge about individual and cultural factors in others 
and in ourselves. (The care of the aged poses special problems here; 
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we have not been old, as we have been children. How do we know, 
for example, that they want to be kept busy?) The second, and in 
some ways even more frightening, force which pulls against the 
individual's need for growth, is the need of the organisation to run 
for its own benefit rather than for its inmates. This is particularly 
prone to happen as institutions increase in size ~d the resultant 
• depenonaJisation " of whi~ we a;e now so. consc.lOus, seems so~e­
rimes a product of the machme taklDg on a Jife of liS own and Josmg 
sigbt of its objectives, rather than deliberate inhumanity. Yet even 
in small institutions there is a need foe continual vigilance here; 
lack of sraff, ovenvork and committee demands for high material 
standards. for example, can create situations wh.ere the children ~nd 
the aged become less important than the clearung an~ .t~ routme. 
Those outside who advise and support have a responSibility to help 
staff resist such pressures. Nevertheless we know that the greatest 
dangers lie in the largest institutions-the hQspitals and the prisons. 
The book Penionville 4 by T. and P. Morris is probably the best 
known example of an institution where the machine appeared to 
have taken over the men. 

In these three ideas of freedom, dependence and power lie most 
of our emotional problems about institutions. It is these we can 
surely all share, in these ~e find our comm~n ground of fear an.d 
hope. It is probably for thiS reason that the Idea of the therapeutic 
community, however qualified or diluted, holds its attraction. It 
reduces power, increases freedom and yet permits dependence. But 
all this is still a matter of degrt(:-a fact which the more enthusiastic 
exponents of therapeutic communities have been inclined to gloss 
over. Power is stilt present, fr~om and dependence are not limitless. 

Another theme which was much discussed at the Conference was 
the relation of the • inside' to the • outside ' . It has become a 
commonplace out the barriers the 
and the been 

as it that we should lower 
and the 'outside' and improve communications, .. 

I we must hold to the fact that the institution, whether large or 
small, which is a going concern, does have a dynamic unity of its 
own and the outsider must, by definition, remain outside. The 
outsider has a role which is complementary but must accept that he 
cannOt fulfil that role if he attempts to enter completely into the 
group processes of. the institution. Perhaps .here some fi.eld,:"or~ers 
must deal with their envy of those who work 10 successful Institutions 
in which it is clear the members are sharing a valuable experience. 

This Conference took place before the publication of the Williams' 
Committee,6 although there wen: rumours of its content which have 
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subsequendy proved to be correct. Discussion groups were concerned 
with the question of training and, behind that, with the identification 
of the professional skill involved in residential work. The funda­
mental question was, of course-will the residential worker find his 
professional identity through a shared generic training in the funda­
mentals of institutional care? Or will he find it in service to a 
particular group of clients, alternating between field and residential 
social work? Since this slimming up was given we know the 
Williams' Committee has come down in favour of the former 
solution. The feeling of the Conference was not clear about this. 
One is reminded of the arguments whicb raged fast and furious about 
generic training for casework and it is difficult to. recapture now the 
emotions which that engendered. Nevertheless It does seun that 
there is an even wider gap to be bridged. between institutional 
settings than there was betwee~ social work ag~nci~. Some 'Y0rry 
about the question of motivation for work WIth different clients, 
pointing out that this may differ profoundly ?etween those who 
choose to work with children or old people. ThiS does not seem to 
me to be the central issue. No-one is suggesting that these can or 
should be eliminated, any more than the drive to child care or 
medical social work has been eliminated by generic casework training. 
(Although our motivations can change and mobil~ty is therefore 
desirable.) The central issue is should .the emphaSIS be placed on 
individuals-within-institutions or should It be placed on a phase or 
a problem of human deve!opmem-childr;:n, old age, mental illness, 
crime-in order to give deeper understandmg of the phase or problem 
and enrich co-operation of field and residential staff. This cannot 
be separated from our speculations about the recommendations of the 
Seebohm Committee from which in any case far-reaching changes 
of existing specialisa:ions may result. Thus, for example. it may be 
foolish to think of • Child Care '-whether residential or fieldwork­
as a continuing separate entry. 

Most of us at the Conference took for granted the desirability of 
training for residential work. Nevertheless it is perhaps wonh 
remarking that mixed in with this quite sincere desire there is some 
anxiety about the loss of sp~ntaneity~ of warmth. and involvement 
which may result from an m~se. In self-CO~~lous awareness of 
interpersonal processes. Such anxieties are fanuliar to all of us who 
train social workers and every group of students has to be helped 
with them. They have to be helped to lose and to recover their 
spontaneity as new knowledge of themselves a!ld. othe!s beco.mes 
incorporated. I think it may be that such amaetlts wIll mamfest 
themselves even more strongly in connection with residenti~l t~aining, 
where the direct, day-long contact of pection to person. IS mtegral 
to the situation and in relation particularly to chtldren, the 
spontaneous 'parenting' image dies h~rd. Behind all this I .susp<;ct 
there is a universal mourning for lost moocence. But the reSidential 
worker as the fieldworker, must become professional to offer 
appropriate skilled services to. dis~urbed. and di.stressed people; 
equally important, his profesSiOnalism Will prOVIde a necessary 
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antidote to the bureaucracy which besets institutions and give him the 
courage to ask questions about its procedures. 

In conclusion, I will restate what I believe to be the essentials 
of this Conference. 

Residential work has an intensity all of its own which is brought 
about partly by its very containment within walls within which 
explosive feelings are held and generated. It is brought about also 
by the unconscious processes in which feelings about parents are 
acted out even more strongly than in other situations, because people 
are living under one roof. This reawakens their earlier feelings 
about home and family. This intensity is increased for the inmates 
by their dependency, with its undertones of the infantile state, and 
for the staff by their own feelings about parental authority. The 
residential worker carries also a more direct responsibility than does 
the fieldworker for finding a balance between what Tillich calls 
"proportional justice and creative justice ".3 By this is meant 
fairness in its external sense, 'fair shares for all', and a deeper 
conception of fairness which responds to the peculiar needs of each 
individual. A boy at· a school for maladjusted children said: 
"Fairness is no good to us lot, we each need something different". 
But in a sense, except in a most exceptional community, this is an 
over simplification. The residential worker has to find a mid way­
and this is a daily problem of a practical and pressing nature. 

For all these reasons, and many others, several discussion groups 
asked if people could be expected to do residential work for long 
periods or for a lifetime. One group spent time discussing ways 
out of residential work, whether by fieldwork or by supervisory posts 
or by early retirement. It is true that just as the self of the client 
may be threatened by institutionalisation, so the self of the worker 
may be threatened by the constant emotional invasion. The need 
for physical privacy is important; but behind it lies an even deeper 
need for psychological privacy which practical provision can facilitate 
but.JWt create. 
..,.~t appear, that this summing up has been more concerned with 

the reelings of work.srJj: <,J.Q.ap' ~of inmates, in conclusion we should 
remind ourselves of;Mf~sF1ttcher's J distress when she heard the 
nurses, looking for her medical records, say: "We've lost Fletcher ". 
Perhaps it is enough just to say" Don't let us lose Fletcher ". 

1. Lucy Sinclair; Th e Bridgeburn Days. Gollancz, 1956. 
2. Association of Psychiatric Social Workers: Ventures in Professiotlal 

Co-operation, 1961. 
3. Paul Tillich: Love, Power and Justice. D.U.P., 1954. 
4. T. & P. Morris: Pentonville. Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1963. 
5. Caring for People. "Staffing Residential Homes". Report of Com­

mittee of N.C.S.S. Allen & Unwin. 

STUDY CONFERENCE READING LIST 

R Z. Apte 

R. Balbemie 
B. Behan 
K. Brill & 

R. Thomas 
M. Burns 
D. Clarke 
D. Clemmer 
G. L. Cohen 
W. Elkin 
D. Glaser 

E. GoHman 
J. Heywood 
J. Hitchman 
H. Jones 
K. Jones 

"The Transitional Hostel in the Rehabilitation of the 
Mentally Ill" in Problems and Progress ill M edical 
Care. 2nd series. Published for the Nuffield Provincial 
Hospitals by O.U.P., 1966. 

Residential Work with Children. Pergamon Press, 1967. 
Borstal Boy. Hutchinson, 1958. 

Children in Homes. Gollancz, 1964. 
Mr. Lyward's Amwer. Hamish Hamilton, 1956 . 
Administrative Therapy. Tavistock, 1964. 
Prison Community. Reinhart, 1958. 
What's Wrong with Hospitals? Penguin, 1964. 
The English Penal System. (Chap. 5.) Penguin, 1957. 

/ Effectiveness of a Prison and Parole System. (Chap. 5-6, 
14, 15.) Bobbs-Merrill, 1964. 

Asylums. Anchor Books, 1961. 
Children in Carc. Routledge, 1959. 
King of the Barbaruns. Putnam, 1960. 
Reluctant Rebels. Tavistock, 1960. 
Lunacy, Law and Conscience. (Chap. 2, 4, 5.) Rout­

ledge, 1955. 
D. Martin Adventure in Psychiatry. Cassirer, 1962. 
D. Miller Growth to Freedom. Tavistock, 1964. 
P. Morris Prisoners and their Families. Allen & Unwin, 1965. 
T. & P. Morris Pentonville. Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1963. 
T. Parker 
-. Polsky 
R. Rapaport 
L. Sinclair 
A. Stanton & 

M. Schwartz 
G. Sykes 
P. Townsend 

,\ii. Turner 
C. Winnicott 
The Lancet, 19th 
Human Relations. 

Study in the 
Anxiety ". 

Unknown Citizen. Penguin, 1965. 
Cottage Six. Russell Sage Foundation, New York, 1962. 
Community as DoclOr. Tavistock, 1960. 
The Bridgeburn Days. Gollancz, 1956. 

The Menial HospilOl. Tavistock, 1954. 
Society of Captives. Princeton Univ. Press, 1958. 
The Last Refuge. (Chap. 2.) Routledge & Kegan Paul, 

1962. 
Safe Ladgitlg. Hutchinson, 1961. 
Child Care and Social Wark. Ccdicote Press, 1964. 
November, 1966. "Hostels without Purpose". 

Vol. xiii, No.2. May, 1960. I. Menzies. "A Case 
functioning of Social Sy~tems as a Defence against 

S3 


