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Chapter 1. Introduction

This dissertation is the result of a number of different reseaterests that intersected
with one another to form the finished work. | knew at the outset of this ptbgd not only had
an interest in social history, but that | wanted to work specificalljigfield, and produce a
study that privileged this type of historical analysis. Yet it was ngtsdial history that proved
fascinating to me. | was particularly interested in the subjects oftgared dependence, and in
trying to understand what happened to people in different locations and tioespehen it
came to these issues. | had been exposed to a number of different historiealvshuldi a
graduate student that examined poverty and provisions for the poor duringtthalfiof the
twentieth century. These works considered the professionalization af wock and the women
who were central to shaping the United States’ Children’s Bureau and RiegiEm ideas
about dependence, the increasing participation of twentieth-centurylfeffierals in debates
about dependence, and the actual creation of the modern-day welfair tstatenited States
and England. These works were insightful and illuminating, but my initiehrel into the
secondary literature on poverty and dependence made me want to focus penifitee
nineteenth century. This was the century in which older, colonial uaddisgs of poverty were
changing and being redefined, and in which local public and private provisionseméral to the
options the poor possessed when it came to aid and assistance.

The decision to study nineteenth-century provisions for the poor meant a afmber
different possibilities in terms of the actual subjects of my stiugl{the poor” encompassed so
many individuals during the period in question. | quickly decided to focus on podirechdnd
their families, because of my own interest in the history of children.hiBhary of children and
childhood is a relatively young field of study that emerged in the early 19@0¢hwipublication
of Philippe Aries’ manuscrifdt’'Enfant et la Vie familiale sous I’Ancien Régig@hildhood and

Family Life in Prerevolutionary Frange Aries argued that the concept of childhood did not exist



in the medieval period, that childhood came into existence only in the sixtedntbwamteenth
centuries, and that childhood as well as parent-child relationdmpgied remarkably between
these centuries and the twentieth centuty.the decades following the publication of his work, a
number of historians, including Lloyd DeMause and Linda Pollock explored thee radtparent-
child relationships, and the changes in family structure that have occist@itchlly, and
challenged Aries’ findings. Lloyd DeMause privileged a psychoandhgtisework in his work
The History of Childhogdand argued that childhood much predated the medieval period. He
also posited that children of the past had regularly been subject éxtnagil mistreatment, but
suggested that this treatment had been progressively improving anahgsahge the Classical
period? Linda Pollock posited in her woRorgotten Children: Parent-Child Relations from
1500 to 1900that there had been far fewer changes in parent-child relationshipsthiesn e
DeMause or Aries suggested, that these relationships were charddbgrlzge and emotion
rather than by the lack of such sentiment, and that many children otém past were not, as
DeMause claimed, victims of neglect and abuse.

More recent works in the field have provided significant insight int@atteal lives of
children, as well as the intersections between the public, the private, dathilye | found
myself particularly interested in the works of historians likefERoss and Anna Davin, who
examined the realities of poor urban children and their families imiagteenth and early
twentieth century Londoh.Ellen Ross argued that in poor Victorian and Edwardian families,
mothers went to extraordinary lengths to insure the daily surefthkir families and children,
and their efforts were central to the continued existence of thedeefanf\nna Davin,

meanwhile, focused her study on the intersections between poor families aipaadirey

! Philippe AriesCenturies of Childhood; a social history of faniife, trans. Robert Baldick. (New York: Vintage
Books, 1962).

2 Lloyd DeMause, edThe History of Childhoo@New York: Psychohistory Press, 1974).

3 Linda Pollock Forgotten Children: Parent-Child Relations from 6@ 1900(New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1983).

4 Ellen Rosslove and Toil: Motherhood in Outcast London, 1871-8(New York: Oxford University Press, 1993);
Anna Davin,Growing Up Poor: Home, School, and Street in Landi870-1914London: Rivers Oram Press, 1996).
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English educational system. Davin demonstrated that in these pooefaithié sexual division
of labor emerged in childhood, and was reinforced not only by the work theseeagielexpected
to engage in within these households, but by the lessons and training treesergivied via the
English educational system. Both of these studies shed light on theflipeor families, and to
different degrees, on the children who resided in them. And both historiayestedjthe
fragility of these families, despite the best and continued effbttseir members to preserve
these units. | found myself intrigued by both of these insightful works, but aisagabout the
poor children that these authors did not examine—the children who lacked parectdhesiae
family unit. | became increasingly interested in poor families, tHiieseof their lives, and
understanding how the youngest members of these units were affected not only byrdspende
but by the economic and social needs of their families and the optiondbk/tilthem. Who
were these children, what was the impact of the provisions madeefar and what were their
experiences?

My interest in the history of children, poverty and dependence, and sstoal lwere
not, however, the only aspects that contributed to the shape of thisadisee My attempts to
familiarize myself with the variety of works that focused on the histbchildhood made clear
to me that there was a real reticence on the part of many historianaguorthis field to engage
in comparative study. This seemed problematic to me, especially iofitfte historic links
between England and the United States when it came to understandings of anoingréighe
poor. Migrants from England brought over beliefs about dependence and time tteait the
poor to the American colonies with them, and these ideas contributed teakierc of poor laws
and the establishment of institutions in the United States in the paafsltowed that were quite
similar to those that existed in England as well; in this respeayttems of poor relief and aid
available to poor citizens in both countries were remarkably alikespi2 this, | could locate no
works that interrogated how provisions for the poor in the United Statdsreyhand were
comparable or dissimilar. Engaging in a comparative evaluation ofsiiesiaseemed not only
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logical because of the links that existed between poverty provisions iodoitries, but
necessary in light of the absence of works that privileged this type rofreation.

With all of these issues and interests in mind, | formulated the fochs digsertation. |
wanted to explore the local provisions that were made for American angdtecigjldren during
the nineteenth century, particularly the institutional relief essiséance that was available to this
population of dependents. Yet | also understood that this type of analysis cautegios
challenges in terms of scope. | made two very deliberate choices irioliaet the comparative
size of the project. First, | determined that the analytical foctiedalissertation would be one
type of institution. | decided to examine orphanages, as these were thonstithat provided
for the largest number of US children during the nineteenth century, andihoasg English
children during this period as well. | also deliberately chose to focusmaities, one in the
United States, and one in England. | fixed specifically on Baltimore, Maty&nd Liverpool,
England, as these two cities. My choice of Baltimore and Liverpool was gliberdte; these
cities were comparable to one another in the nineteenth century, andmtedeived little
attention from scholars who study the urban poor and who have privileged istgaclities
like New York and London in their studies.

The decision to evaluate orphanages also reflected my desire to examgnegate
institutions, rather than other types of provisions that were made focpitdnen. There was,
after all, a variety of institutions and organizations that careddor children in Europe during
the nineteenth century. In Catholic countries like Spain, France andj&@ofoundling
hospitals, “became the most important form of public welfare for fasiitiom the eighteenth
through the end of the nineteenth centurfeé\$ historian Rachel Fuchs notes, however, these
institutions were never central to the public provisions that Englistiadffimade for poor

children. Indeed, in Protestant countries like England, the emphasis was orntipgethe state

5 Rachel Fuchs, “Charity and Welfare,”Tie History of the European Family: Volume II, Fgnhife in the Long
Nineteenth Century1789-1913, eds. David Kertzer and Marzio Barb@déiw Haven: Yale University Press, 2002),
p. 157-160.

4



and local residents from having to provide for needy children, and officgltarey engaged in
paternity searches, in the hopes that these investigations wouldyidiathtérs or other relatives
who would assume financial responsibility for childfeBespite English poor officials’ efforts,
many poor children did become dependent on local parishes and their residemdis urvival,

a large number of dependent children ended up in publically-funded English woikhouse
Thousands of other poor English children resided in privately-funded &tfaries and
institutions, including orphanages. It was this latter population of poairehjland these private
orphan asylums, that | chose to analyze in the dissertation.

The choice to focus specifically on congregate institutions, andydarticon
orphanages, reflected my decision as well not to focus on child emigedforts in England or
the United States. Many of the studies that have focused on provisioesfahgdren in recent
years have examined the history of these movements, and the work of thgapAncerican
advocate of this approach, Charles Loring Brace, and his English count®rpatiomas
Barnardo’. These men argued against the institutionalization of children dugrigteh
nineteenth century on the grounds that orphan asylums stultified the cliidyehoused,
deprived them of all individuality, and subjected youngsters to rigorous morfofbingse anti-
institutionalists argued instead that poor children should be removed fremaritl placed in
country homes, and they were responsible for the transport of thousands afafnogiildren to
the Western United States and thousands of English children to Canada s Rhadesia, and
New Zealand. Though the studies of the organizations that Brace and Baeeadd hnd the

tactics they employed in their campaigns to remove urban poor childrewitiesnare invaluable

® Ibid.

" Marilyn Irvin Holt, The Orphan Trains: Placing Out in Ameri¢iaincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1992);
Stephen O’ConnoQrphan trains: The Story of Charles Loring Bragelghe Children he Saved and Fail@bston:
Houghton Mifflin, 2001); Joy Part,abouring Children: British Immigrant Apprentices Canada, 1869-1924
London: Croom Helm, 1980; Philip Bean and Joy MiglyLost Children of the Empire: The Untold Story of
Britain’s Child Migrants(London: Unwin Hyman, 1989); Lydia Murdodmagined Orphans: Poor Families, Child
Welfare, and Contested Citizenship in Lon@dew Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 2006).

8 Michael Katz,In the Shadow of the Poorhouse: A Social Histdtyelfare in AmericgNew York: Basic Books,
1986), p. 118.
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for what they reveal about child emigration and the lives of the ehildho were transported via
these efforts, they do not consider the institutions that cared ftargest number of children in
the United States during the nineteenth century and for many Englisrenhdls well:
orphanages.

The first orphanages in the United States were established in lieseith century.
These institutions remained limited in number until the 1830s, when a choleeanépravaged
much of the Eastern United States, left many children without theingsaeand resulted in the
establishment of many new orphan asylums. Nationwide cholera epidemic4d 84fsand
1850s meant the creation of more orphanages, and between the Civil War and 189@bire
of United States’ orphan asylums tripled. By 1890, there were 50,000 Americdnec!i
orphan asylums, and during the first thirty years of the twentieth centorg American children
were cared for by orphanages than ever béfdFae history of orphanages in England is less
clear because few studies have actually examined the rise of theéatans and the realities
associated with them. Yet it is certain that many orphanages existeétieenitn-century
England, and that these institutions provided care for thousands oftEctgldren in a variety of
locations.

When one considers the cadre of childcare reformers who argued agphastages in
the late 1800s and early 1900s, it is clear that orphanages demonstrataddrenstaying-
power when it came to their enduring presence in the landscape of profasitmespoor. These
institutions and their officials weathered challenges during the lateteenth century from anti-
institutionalists like Brace and Barnardo, and during the early yedns tiventieth century from
Progressive-Era reformers who argued that foster homes were thesbiesd flor dealing with

the children orphanages hous@dyet the number of works focusing on orphanages and the

% Timothy HacsiSecond Home: Orphan Asylums and Poor Familieserca(Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1997), p. 11-13.

19 For more on the challenges to orphanages thatrestitutionalists voiced, refer to: Holthe Orphan Trains;
Stephen O’ConnoQrphan Trains: The Story of Charles Loring Braceldahe Children He Saved and Failgdy
Parr,Labouring Children Philip Bean and Joy Melvilld,ost Children of the Empird.ydia Murdoch Imagined
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assistance they provided to poor children throughout the nineteenth andveatlgth century
remains limited, despite the fact that, as historian Timothy Hbaests out, these institutions
were responsible for affecting more dependent children in the Unitexs Setween the 1830s
and 1920s than “any other American social institution except public schools anHeshtir
This oversight is surprising, in light of the significant findings a nunoberphanage-centered
works have produced. The earliest of these orphanage studies appdaeeibBs and
challenged previous understandings of asylums that earlier histdikarlavid Rothman, had
advocated. In his workhe Discovery of the AsylyiRothman argued that the tremendous
economic and religious changes that occurred in Jacksonian Americadesaltturn to a
variety of institutions; these institutions were used as a method wbc@mnd were supposed to
train those children and adults in their care to be productive citifehe New Republit?
Priscilla Ferguson Clement examined two Protestant orphanages and on& Ggthah asylum
in New Orleans between 1817 and 1914, and found that these institutions emergesiasnse
to the fallout from disease and immigration. She argued against Rothnzam stet childcare
institutions became more custodial as the nineteenth century progressddnaonstrated that
all three of these New Orleans orphanages were not custodialsbabay did not attempt to
replace children’s parents in importance and cut children off fromftmailies, but ultimately
dismissed the children they cared for to their families of offgiBusan Porter, meanwhile,
argued that the female reformers who were in charge of the Bost@ie=&aylum ran it
according to a model that was distinct from Rothman’s well-ordered asyhdal and from the

romantic reform institution model. According to Porter, the BFA was #dyfanodeled

Orphans Priscilla Ferguson Clemern®rowing Pains: Children in the Industrial Age, I88890(New York: Twayne
Publishers, 1997), p. 197-200. For the historrfgressive Era reformers, their opposition to anglges, and their
support for foster homes or cottage-home basedaoagies, see: LeRoy Ashisndangered Children: Dependency,
Neglect, and Abuse in American HistgNew York: Twayne Publishers, 1997), p. 79-10€.sHacsiSecond Home
p. 4, 37-38; LeRoy Ashbysaving the Waifs: Reformers and Dependent Childr880-1917Philadelphia: Temple
University Press, 1984).

1 Hacsi,Second Home. 1.

12 David RothmanThe Discovery of the Asylum: Social Order and Bisoin the New Republi@Boston: Little,
Brown and Company, 1971).

13 priscilla Ferguson Clement, “Children and Chari@rphanages in New Orleans, 1817-1914lisiana History
Volume 27, No. 4, Fall 1984: 337-51.
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institution that was, during the early decades of the nineteenth certomyitted to the
apprenticeship of its female wards as domeétida. 1988, Judith Dulberger refuted the
contention that orphanages were institutions that imposed social contrelrotlignts; she made
clear in her analysis of the Albany Orphan Asylum in New York statehitbdamilies of poor
children used orphanages according to their own needs and goals, and thantiieserfare not
the passive subjects of asylum reformers and their plans for chifdre

More works on orphanages appeared in the 1990s, thanks to the cultural acel polit
debates that occurred during that decade about poverty and dependent children irethe Unit
States, and to a few prominent politicians’ calls for a return to orphandigesit came to the
care of these children. These dissertations, articles and othe&sstodiinued to further
historians’ understandings of nineteenth-and twentieth-century orphamabi® aare they
offered to poor children. A number of these works investigated Jewish orphaanagdjes
highlighted the conflicts between the more-established Germastlesformers who regularly
controlled Jewish orphan asylums and the newer Russian-Jewish immignases children were
often inhabitants of these orphanages. Gary Polster examined the innelgw/orfithe
Cleveland Jewish Orphan Asylum between 1868 and 1924 and argued that Gerntan Jewis
reformers at that institution tried to Americanize the Eadieiropean children in their care, and
strip these youngsters of their parents’ beliefs, values and agffukeena Sigman Friedman
echoed Polster’s findings in her comparative study of the Hebrew Orphan AsfyNiewv York,
Jewish Foster Home of Philadelphia, and Cleveland Jewish Orphan AsyluniluSteted the

manner in which these institutions attempted to Americanize theiritahtd) and argued that

14 Susan Lynne Porter, “The Benevolent Asylum—ImageReality: The Care and Training of Female Orplians
Boston, 1800-1840" (Ph.D. dissertation, Boston l@rsity, 1984).

15 Judith Ann Dulberger, “Refuge or repressor: Tale of the orphan asylum in the lives of poor dhélland their
families in late-nineteenth-century America” (Phdissertation, Carnegie-Mellon University, 1988pr other works
from the 1980s that examine a single orphanageooe that one orphanage in the same city, refdraddllowing:
Susan Whitelaw Downs and Michael W. Sherraden, ‘Ohghan Asylum in the Nineteenth Centurgdcial Service
Review June 1983: 272-90; Gary C. Jenkins, “Almira ®ef and the Steele Home for Needy Childr@iefinessee
Historical Quarterly48, no. 1 (Spring 1989), pp. 29-36; Marian J. Mort‘Homes for Poverty’s Children:
Cleveland’s Orphanages, 1851-1933}iio History Volume 98 (Winter-Spring 1989).

18 Gary Edward Polstemside Looking Out: The Cleveland Jewish Orphayluta, 1868-1924Kent: The Kent State
University Press, 1990).
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these institutions modernized and liberalized their own practicgesjionse to Progressives’
critique of large, congregate orphanatfe¥hese and other works by historians like Timothy
Hacsi and Nurith Zmora provided additional insights into orphanages, buntmriyfor all
intents and purposes, the end of historians’ interest in orphan asylunteed, as the modern-
day political debate over orphanages waned, so too did historians’ seemragtint this subject.
The goal of this dissertation is to continue the historical evaluafiorphanages, to
examine these institutions in more detail, and to produce a study whoserstprivileges an
analysis of local private provisions for the poor. This focus on loozdteriefforts to aid the poor
and their dependents is logical, in light of the limited involvemeneaérdal and national officials
in these matters in both cities between 1840 and 1910. Indeed, as | demonstrateemt@bapt
city administrators in Baltimore and Liverpool attempted to lingirtinvolvement in poor relief
during the nineteenth century. Baltimore did create the House of Refugeindlenshouse
during the nineteenth century in an effort to help the poor, but it was nofitisésgions that
assisted the most children in the city. The publically-funded House of &etuged only white
male children who were between the ages of ten and sixteen, and thus cateved;tselect
group of dependent poor children. The almshouse admitted both male and femada,dhiltdr
reformers were increasingly arguing against the residence of ptayenhin such institutions as
the nineteenth century progressed because of fears that the adult imbalbithese institutions
would corrupt younger residerifs.In nineteenth-century Baltimore, local private charities,

institutions and organizations were central to the care of poor ahildind_iverpool, the focus on

1" Reena Sigman Friedmafhese Are Our Children: Jewish Orphanages in thédd States, 1880-194Blanover:
Brandeis University Press, 1994)

18 Timothy HacsiSecond Homeurith Zmora,Orphanages Reconsidered: Childcare InstitutionBiingressive Era
Baltimore(Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 19949r &dditional works from the 1990s that investigate
orphanages in the nineteenth and twentieth cenéxamine the following: Hyman Bogenhe Luckiest Orphans: A
History of the Hebrew Orphan Asylum of New Y@kbana: University of Illinois Press, 1992); Keth Cmiel A
Home of Another Kind: One Chicago Orphanage amdTtangle of Child WelfargChicago: The University of
Chicago Press, 1995); Judith A. Dulbergbfother Donit fore the Best:” Correspondence of ibteenth-Century
Orphan Asylun{Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1996).

19 Katz, In the Shadow of the Poorhoyge103; Ruth Shackleford, “To Shield Them From Péation: child-saving
Institutions and the children of the underclasSam Francisco, 1850-1910.” Ph.D. Dissertationykiar University,
1991, p. 26..
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local private assistance to the poor also made a great deal of #enlsaake clear in Chapter
two of the dissertation, poor administrators in Liverpool made far maye #fan their
counterparts in Baltimore to provide for poor children who resided in the ©fficials in
Liverpool allowed children to reside in the city’s workhouse, but they alsbchildren out of
England to other countries, boarded children out, placed them in industrial seippoénticed
them, and during the late nineteenth century, cooperated with private imissitand
organizations to provide for children. Yet none of these arrangements prasttsat to the
city’s poor administrators, and it was private institutions and &s#ots that regularly ended up
caring for a large number of the city’s poorest and youngest inhabitants.

Though | wanted to analyze the local private provisions made for poor children in
Baltimore and Liverpool, | also hoped to privilege the poor themselvey digsertation. A
number of the works that have examined nineteenth-century orphanagesroohsitier or not
these asylums were institutions of social control or social wekliaekwhether or not they were
intended to Americanize their occupants or to protect these childmrstich changes. Yetin
many of these works, the analysis proceeds from the top-downwards, so fahtied-view of
asylum authorities and their institutional goals are the principal fecusthe recipients of aid are
of only secondary importance. It was my hope that | would be able to illumneatiaily lives of
the individuals who inhabited these institutions, and it was the tarrgifllides of these children
and their families that | wanted to consider in my work.

| was able to realize some, but not all of my objectives. | was able te b&arge
volume of records from private Protestant orphanages in Baltimore agighaol, and to engage
in a comparative analysis of these institutions and their clienkéteus throughout my study on
two Baltimore orphanages and three Liverpool orphan asylums, all of wkiehprivately
established, Protestant institutions. The two Baltimore orphanagé®Kaamine are the Home
of the Friendless of Baltimore City (HOF), which was established in 1884ha Baltimore
Orphan Asylum (BOA). The latter was known as the Female Humane Assiodduarity

10



School (FHACS) at the time of its incorporation in 1801. Six years later X 18®as re-
incorporated as the Orphaline Charity School (OCS). It was renamedltineoBaiFemale
Orphan Asylum (BFOA) in 1826, and finally became known as the BOA in 1849. Though the
HOF and the BOA were two distinct entities that originated segdgrfabm one another, they
merged with one another in 1931 and subsequently became known as the Children’s Home of
Baltimore. In Liverpool, the three orphanages that | explore are Liverpo@l&®rphan
Asylum (LFOA), the Liverpool Asylum for Orphan Boys (LAOB), and the Liverpocanf
Orphan Asylum (LIOA). The LFOA was the oldest of these three orphareagkgas created in
1840 specifically to provide for girls in Liverpool who had lost both parenlisofiphans). The
LAOB opened ten years after the LFOA (1850) as an institution for orphavegbldlian boys.
The LIOA was created in 1858, and admitted male and female children whgouveger than
eight years of age and were full orphans. These three orphanages deseaiz®te institutions
until they merged in 1913, and were renamed the Liverpool Orphans Asylum. Though
documents from these three orphanages are central to my analysis of orjras asg their
populations in Liverpool, | also examined some annual reports and correspondeniteefrom
Royal Liverpool Seaman’s Orphan Institution (RLSOI), which was creat&869 to house and
educate the orphaned children of British seaman. In the dissertation, | footi&ié RL
information when it is pertinent to my analysis.

The population of children that | evaluate in Baltimore is larger thagrbup of
orphanage inhabitants | focus on in Liverpool, primarily because of the H&-atse
contemporary source suggested the HOF was the largest Protestantgephdha state of
Maryland, and my own research reveals it admitted more children betweenntB1918 than
did all four of the other orphanages put togetfidvly Baltimore population of children is

comprised of 3239 HOF children and 1303 BOA inhabitants, and though this accourgarty

20 Members of Johns Hopkins University and othbtaryland: Its Resources, Industries and Institn§@Baltimore:
The Sun Job Printing Office, 1893), p. 455.
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all of the children who entered these orphanages during this period, | haveedxaisihall

number of children whose admission records were illegible. | have alsedimy population of
Baltimore orphan asylum residents when it comes to a group of HOF childcewert repeat
inhabitants of that asylum. The first time that each of the childrdmsimapeat-group entered the
orphanage, | incorporated their biographical data. | did not re-count them, however, when the
entered the HOF for a second and third time, as this would have skevweddbime of my

analysis and inflated results in a number of different categories. énplawel, | also excluded
children whose admission records were illegible. But in Liverpool, the méiicuttif was not
indecipherable records, but rather the time constraints of raging's During my stay in the city,

| was able to transcribe all of the LFOA and LIOA admission records résulted in a total of
1191 girls at the LFOA, and 214 children at the LIOA. My evaluation of LAOB b@agsmore
limited. |included all the boys who entered the orphanage between 1866 and 18B8nand t
included every fourth admission entry, which resulted in a population of 142 LAOB bbgs

only time | consider a larger population of LAOB boys occurs in the lattetarisap/hen |

evaluate the dismissal arrangements made for asylum inhabitantgoilnp of dismissed LAOB
boys totals 363. | possess enough information about the boys in this group to know where these
boys were sent, but not enough demographic information about them to incotipenaiato the
other types of analysis in which | engage throughout the dissertation.

There were, however, limits to the types of analysis that | was@b@when it came to
the dissertation. | was not able to engage in the type of bottom-up analysisaped would be
possible. Nearly all of the surviving source material that | locatédth cities was originally
produced by orphanage officials, and reflected the concerns, desires, ancdb#iese men and
women. These sources made it extremely difficult to get at tHeewal children’s lives, as
well as the lives of their parents and families. | was also unabj@ivire surviving Catholic
orphanage records for St. Mary’s Female Orphan Asylum, St. Elizalb&ihie for Colored
Infants and Children, St. Vincent's Infants Home, St. Mary’s Industrial Sébo8loys, St.
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Anthony’s Orphan Asylum, St. Francis Orphanage for Colored Children, and St.ddamedor
Boys, that are held by the Associated Catholic Charities of Baltimoregabed in repeated
requests to officials at this agency in an effort to win access te teesrds, and even contacted
the-then Cardinal of Baltimore, Cardinal Keeler, to no avail. Thigdd the type of comparative
analysis that | was able to engage in and the overall scope of my proghdttlzes absence in
Liverpool of any records relating to orphanages that housed children of color.

Yet not all Catholic orphanages in Baltimore proved off-limits to me. f@imale-
religious order known as the Oblate Sisters of Providence (OSP) grantat@ss to its records,
which are housed at Our Lady of Mount Providence Convent in Baltimore. The O3 has t
distinction of being the oldest Catholic religious order for Africanedican women in the
United States, and was created in 1829, after Father James Hector Nichuilart proposed the
formation of a sisterhood for women of color that would educate and care fionddals black
children. The OSP established a Catholic school for girls in Baltiarotend the same time the
order was founded, and in the years that followed, the Oblates’ continuguhtaleheir
educational and charitable efforts in the city. The one that is mostgméitio this study is St.
Francis Orphan Asylum (SFOA), which is the orphanage for African-Amegirls that the OSP
established in 1866. Though the Associated Catholic Charities retains comb@dt of the
records related to SFOA, the OSP Archives does possess finaacialg, as well as some
information about early-twentieth-century asylum inhabitants and pamédence related to
SFOA administration. Though these records are quite limited insitepe, they do provide
some insight into at least one of the city’s many Catholic orphanagéshave footnoted
information from the SFOA whenever it relates to my examination.

Though the dissertation reflects the limits of my sources, my study prongigists into
the realities of Protestant orphanages in Baltimore and Liverpaaighout the period in which
orphan asylums represented the primary means of caring for poor childrethithe United
States and England. My findings challenge the conclusions of a number of héstahnia have
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worked in this field and argued that most nineteenth-century orphan asylumanteahiere
half-orphans who had one living parent. My own research demonstrates théynodjori
Baltimore orphanage inhabitants were children who had living mothers antsfaahd makes
clear that nearly all the children in the Liverpool orphan asylums wérerphans who had lost
both parents to death. Many Baltimore orphan asylum inhabitants came fromsfamat
turned, as other historians studying American orphanages have demonstraesk to t
institutions because of unexpected developments that threatened thesfamiyval, and the
largest number returned, as did most American children who resided in aypbdmedween the
antebellum period and the 1930s, to their own families. The same canadad bélsverpool
orphans, the overwhelming majority of whom ended up in the homes of unrelated thasl part
once they left the city’s orphanages. And asylum officials in both gitmsed remarkably
different from the majority of asylum administrators in other citiesnwheame to their
persistent commitment to the practice of indenture, or to an indentwed-tyape of labor
arrangement. Indeed, orphanage authorities in both cities continued to empigyelas
placement long after other orphanages had abandoned the practice. e &stlum
authorities in both cities continued to use this type of placemergrnosdi children from the
orphanages suggests similar understandings on the part of these ret@nereiscame to the
roles and occupations that were proper for dependent poor children, and perhaps eve
existence of a trans-Atlantic belief system when it came to thEseness.

The organizational structure of the dissertation reflects the cotivesi@cus of my
investigation, as well as the problems | encountered in my efforts tgeeirgauch an analysis.
Chapter two explores the social, economic, religious and demographiesezlimineteenth- and
twentieth-century Baltimore and Liverpool, and makes clear the sitieikaand the differences
that existed between these two great ports. In Chapters three and four, | dgagetie a
comparative analysis, but rather devote one chapter each to the exanahttefamilies of
Baltimore and Liverpool orphan asylum inhabitants. This separate considexbfamilies in
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each city reflects the limits of my evidentiary sources. Asyldmiaistrators in Baltimore and
Liverpool privileged particular types of information when it came to ol families of
origins, and collected data about these families that was markefdiyedif Chapter three
focuses on the families that Baltimore asylum inhabitants came from|juanihates the internal
problems that led to the break-up of many of these families, the impantifisatg fathers had
on their children and wives, and the burden that the mothers of many asyldirarchbre when
it came to their efforts to keep the family together. Chapter fourdsmsshe Liverpool
orphanage residents’ families, and focuses specifically on parentaladehloss, as well as on
the efforts that children’s kin made to provide for children who had loshisar€hapter five
utilizes those points of comparison orphan asylum admission records do makéepassi
reveals that significant commonalities existed between the Baétiand Liverpool orphanage
residents. In this chapter | engage in a demographic analysis, and | alsectresrole health
played in children’s admission into and dismissal from the orphan asylumsll@s children’s
responses to their residence in the orphanages, and whether or not otlfitoeial
organizations, and institutions played any role in the entrance of aslyiladiren in both cities
into the orphan asylums in question.

The remainder of the dissertation explores the Baltimore and Liverggwmages, their
treatment of asylum inmates, and the dismissal arrangements thigggdnstmade for their
former inhabitants. Chapter six evaluates the orphanages asiorsiand issues of
administration, discipline, and funding, as well as the secular and religgiusction provided to
children in residence, and the leisure activities asylum offigiedvided to these children. The
last three chapters of the dissertation consider the dismisgaldren from orphanages in both
cities. Chapter seven focuses on the Baltimore and Liverpool orphan asyhllumisng use of
indenture as a means of dismissal and explores issues of eligibéitsotial norms that
informed the indentures of children, and the terms of these arrangerdmatster eight analyzes
the actual experiences of former asylum residents in Baltimore anghaotevho were
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indentured or sent out to live with adults who were not their kin. Chapteexjih@res what

happened to children who were dismissed from the orphanages to thetbaierefatives.

16



Chapter 2. Baltimore and Liverpool
Around the mid-nineteenth-century, three travelers recorded mgiessions of the

cities in which they had recently arrived. Of Baltimore, the Scottishpegyesman Alexander
Mackay commented,

The portion of the town which adjoins the harbour is dirty and

unattractive enough, but as you recede from the wharves and

gain more elevated ground, its aspect improves very much,

the streets being spacious, and regularly laid out—well paved,

and tastefully built.
Englishwoman Matilda Charlotte Houstoun echoed Mackay’s mostly posi@heagion of the
city, and seemed surprised at the lack of poverty she encountered. In 1850 HoustouiNooted, “
one lookspoor at Baltimore, nor have we seen a single mendicant in the town. Beggaeare r
everywhere in America—but | remember thatdig see a very few in the streets of
Philadelphia.? Both of these accounts of Baltimore differ dramatically from ttserijation of
another great Atlantic port that Nathaniel Hawthorne encountered dhisrgame period.
Hawthorne arrived in Liverpool in 1853 as the new American Consul to themitheareported
unhappily that,

Liverpool is a most detestable place as a residence that ever my

lot was cast in—smoky, noisy, dirty, pestilential; and the

consulate is situated in the most detestable part of the city. The

streets swarm with beggars by day and by night. You never saw

the like, and | pray you may never see it in Amefica.

! Raphael SemmeBaltimore: As Seen By Visitors, 1783-18Baltimore: Maryland Historical Society, 1953).,
145. Mackay visited Baltimore in 1846.

2 bid., p. 155.

3 James O’Donald May$/r. Hawthorne Goes to England: The Adventures Reluctant ConsulRingwood,
Hampshire: New Forest Leaves, 1983), p. 58. &easiFranklin Pierce appointed Hawthorne to thisitmm.
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If these travelers’ observations of Liverpool and Baltimore are to besbd|ithese two
nineteenth-century cities could not have been more different from one mnoteefilth,
overcrowding and indigence that flourished in Liverpool were in complete itippas the well-
planned, relatively pleasant, and poverty-free city that was Baéimor

But nineteenth-century Baltimore and Liverpool were far more sinalané another
than these accounts actually suggest. Both cities were home to rapidiyggpmpulations, and
ranked throughout the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries amonigsgése cities in their
respective countries. Immigrants and migrants flooded into Baltimoreie@gbaol throughout
this period, changing the population dynamics of both cities repeatedly, andimpgdiiem with
ethnic, racial, and religious diversity that both would otherwise lzked. And it was not only
in these respects that the two were remarkably alike. Bothk bitieame commercial giants
during the nineteenth century, and possessed economies in which trade anthite@gnowth
fueled not only economic success, but the aforementioned diversity of theiajmmibs well.
The growth that occurred in Baltimore and Liverpool throughout this period foaghaysically
similar cities as well, with both experiencing sanitation, health, and hopibtems that
resulted from the combination of rapid development and inadequate cityridftases. Though
the cities bore the physical impressions of this growth, Baltimoreahkigerpudlians endured
the repercussions of poor sanitation, disease, and insufficient housikg sted both cities were
home to large cohorts of poor inhabitants who looked to local public and privatgestfari
assistance and relief. This is not to say there were no differeneehdBaltimore and
Liverpool; there were some particulars that varied between the twse witien it came to poor
relief, population, economics, religion, immigration, migration, and physeedities. Yet at the
larger macro-level, Baltimore and Liverpool were two ports on oppsisiés of the Atlantic that

were remarkably comparable.
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Demographics

Baltimore and Liverpool experienced significant population growth througheut t
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, though Baltimore’s percentadatjmpgrowth
continually exceeded Liverpool’s between 1800 and 1910. Yet Liverpool remainedgire
city overall, and higher in its country’s national size rankings thamiak was in those for the
United States. (See Table 2.1) Between 1800 and 1840, Baltimore’s populatioinagn
26,514 to 102,313, which represented a 285.9% increase in overall growth. Liverpool’s
population also skyrocketed during these years, from 77,653 at the time of the 1BB Brit
Census, to 286,427 by the time of the 1841 census; though more people entered Liivenpool
they did Baltimore, Liverpool’s overall population increase was smaflé&t68.9% (208,834).
Baltimore continued as well throughout the rest of the nineteenth geéatwmamp Liverpool
when it came to overall growth. Between 1840 and 1880, there was a 224.8% (230,00@® increas
in Baltimore’s population and the city’s total population more than triplederpool’s increase
during this same period was dramatically less at 92.9% (266,201), though the@apwylation
had increased significantly from 286,487 to 552 50¢his trend continued as well between 1880
and 1911, though there was a significant drop in the amount of change occurring indsth cit
growth. Baltimore’s population increased 68.1% overall between 1880 and 1910, while
Liverpool’s population increased overall by 35.1% in the years between 1881 drd 191
Baltimore’s overall population growth outpaced Liverpool’s not only durirglést interval, but

throughout the entirety of the nineteenth century as well, but Liverpoaimeththe larger city.

4 Gibson, “Population of the 100 Largest Cities, blea7, Population of the 100 Largest Urban Plat840; Table 11,
Population of the 100 Largest Urban Places, 188@lin Pooley, “Migration, mobility and residentiateas in
nineteenth-century Liverpool” (Ph.D. dissertatibmiversity of Liverpool, 1978), 63.

5bid., Table 11, Population of the 100 LargestairtPlaces, 1880; Table 14, Population of the 108dst Urban
Places, 1910; Pooley, “Migration, mobility andidesitial areas,” 63.

19



Table 2.1 Population size, Baltimore and Liverpool

American Census Baltimore Population British Census Liverpool Population
Date Growth (%) Date Growth (%)
1800 26,514 1801 77,653

1840 102,313 285.9 1841 286,427 268.9
1880 332,313 224.8 1881 552,508 929
1910 558,485 68.1 1911 746,421 351

Sources: The population information for Baltimore comes from: Campbell Gibson, “Population of the 100 Largest
Cities and Other Urban Places in the United States: 1790-1990.” Population Division, U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Washington D.C., June 1998, Table 3, Population of the 33 Urban Places, 1800; Table 4, Population of the 46 Urban
Places, 1810; Table 5, Population of the 61 Urban Places, 1820; Table 6, Population of the 90 Urban Places; Table 7,
Population of the 100 Largest Urban Places, 1840. The source of the Liverpool population information is: Colin
Pooley, “Migration, mobility and residential areas in nineteenth-century Liverpool” (Ph.D. dissertation, University
of Liverpool, 1978), 63.

During the nineteenth century, Baltimore and Liverpool became the secgest leities
in their respective countries, yet only Liverpool was able to mairti@nanking into the early
twentieth century. Baltimore became the second largest American &80, while Liverpool
became the second largest English city behind London in®1&&ltimore remained second to
New York City in terms of population for the next thirty years, until in 18@@llito fourth place
nationally behind New York City, Philadelphia, and Brooklyn. Between 1870 and 191Qythe ci
fluctuated in terms of size between sixth and seventh place nationally, 48d®)its population
of 558,485 made Baltimore the seventh largest US city behind New York, ChicagaoleRitila,
St. Louis, Boston, and Clevelahdvieanwhile, Liverpool remained England’s second largest city
throughout the second half of the nineteenth century, and in the earliestfydsarsventieth

century. It was not until 1911 that Birmingham’s population of 840,000 surpassed Liigerpoo

5 New York was the largest city in the country, 02,589 inhabitants, and Baltimore was the sebiggest
American city with 80,620 residents; see GibsompiHation of the 100 Largest Cities,” Table 6, Plaian of the 90
Urban Places. In 1851, London’s population wa82,800, and the five largest cities in England wemedon,
Liverpool (375,955), Manchester (303,000), Birmiagh(233,000), and Bristol (137,000); B.R. Mitchell,
International Historical Statistics: Europe 175@838 (New York: Stockton Press, 1992), p. 72-4.

" Gibson, “Population of the 100 Largest Cities,blea9, Population of the 100 Largest Urban Plads80: Table 10,
Population of the 100 Largest Urban Places: 18@bje 11, Population of the 100 Largest Urban Rlads380; Table
12, Population of the 100 Largest Urban PlacesQ;188ble 13, Population of the 100 Largest Urbat&d, 1900;
Table 14, Population of the 100 Largest Urban Rlat210. In 1910, New York had 4,766,883 resideditscago’s
population was 2,185,283, Philadelphia had 1,54®i00abitants. The populations of St. Louis (628)0 Boston
(670,585), and Cleveland (560,663) had not yetredone million.

20



753,000 residents, and Liverpool became the third largest Engli¢h Eiiys Liverpool retained
its position as the second largest city in England for a far longer perimaeatitan did Baltimore
in the United States.

Children who resided in Baltimore between 1840 and 1910 faced significantglange
when it came to mortality and disease, though there were improvements in botecirtes
during the last thirty years of the century. According to Sherry Olson, 44,d86:ahperished
between 1837 and 1860 in Baltimore, and the highest infant and child mortalitycitythe
history occurred between 1838 and 1865, with one-half of the deaths that occurreditin the
involving children younger than five years of dg&hese statistics certainly reinforce the
tangible health threats facing children living in the city, and as of 1870, 53,9%6) of all
deaths in the Baltimore involved children under ten years of’afyethe last three decades of the
nineteenth-century, there was a reversal in infant and child mottaligs in the city that was
directly connected to decreasing occurrences of childhood diseases. bisripgriod “the rate
for cholera infantum, or diarrhea of children under two years of age wadtmoreut in half,”
while deaths from contagious diseases “such as smallpox, chicken ptet, fevar, and measles,
and from influenza, whooping cough, and diphtheria, diseases which attack egpbddin
under ten years of age, were also greatly reduced in proportion to tigedopulation.”™ As the
result of these changes, the percentage of all deaths in Baltimbiavolved children younger
than five years of age fell to 37.6% (4,020) in 1800.

Children who resided in Liverpool during the nineteenth century aled fagnificant

health dangers. As of 1844, almost 50,000 of every 100,000 children in the city diedthejor

8 By 1911, the five largest cities in England weondon (7,256,000), Birmingham, Liverpool, Manche§td 4,000),
and Sheffield (465,000). See Mitchéfiternational Historical Statisticg. 72-4.

® Sherry H. OlsonBaltimore: The Building of an American Cifaltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press,
1997), p. 130.

10 william Travis Howard, Jr.Public Health Administration and the Natural Hisgoof Disease in Baltimore,
Maryland, 1797-192@Washington: Carnegie Institution of Washingtd®24), p. 521.

11 Charles HirschfeldBaltimore, 1870-1900: Studies in Social SciefBaitimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1941),
p. 17-8.

12 Howard,Public Health Administrationp. 522.
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reached the age of t&h.Children who resided in the city’s central and dockside neighborhoods
were most at risk for death, though all children in the city faced the pagsibicontracting a
variety of diseases that regularly plagued the young, including sfewdst measles, whooping
cough, diphtheria, measles, and diarrfeAs Anthony McCabe reveals, infant and young child
mortality remained high in Liverpool between 1851 and 1880. Between 1851 and 1860, children
one year of age and under accounted for 24.7% of all deaths in Liverpool, aneinchgdd five
and under comprised 49.5% of the city’s total dedtHs.the decades that followed, infants
continued to comprise a high percentage of all deaths in Liverpool. Indeedebet®61 and
1880 children one year of age and younger represented just under 23% ohaliméa city.
Children who were under the age of five constituted an even higher pescehtsgaths in
Liverpool. These children made up 45.0% of deaths for the period between 1861 and 1870, and
42.5% of total city deaths between 1871 and 188Dhe youngest of these Liverpudlian children
had a greater chance of dying than their counterparts in other large Eigishlodeed, by
1892, infant mortality in Liverpool was 189 out of every 1000 infants, as compared to 145 in
London, 145 in Bristol, and 139 in Portsmotith.

Liverpool was notable, not only for the population growth the city experiethaéig the
nineteenth-century, but for being the ‘Black Spot on the Mersey,” beoaiisehigh mortality
rate and low life expectancy. Between 1841 and 1850, the average death radepodlivas 36

per 1000, as compared to 33 in Manchester, 30 in Leeds, 28 in Salford, 27 in Neavhstle

13 Sheila MarrinerThe Economic and Social Development of Merseysioiedon: Croom Helm, 1982), p. 80.

4 Colin G. Pooley, “Living in Liverpool: The Modef@ity,” in Liverpool 800: Culture, Character & Historgd.
John Belchem (Liverpool: Liverpool University Pse2006), p. 225.

15 Between 1851 and 1860, an average of 282.8 of &@40 infants in Liverpool died, as did 132 ouewséry 1000
children five and under. These averages spik@&dfoand 139 respectively between 1861 and 1870 wieecity was
hit by particularly virulent cholera and typhus lmgtaks, though they decreased between 1871 andtd 23@.5 out of
every 1000 infants and 119 out of every 1000 childages five and under. For additional informatiarinfant and
child mortality during this period in Liverpool,gdse see Anthony T. McCabe, “The Standard of Liuingverpool
and Merseyside, 18501-1875.” M.Litt, Universitylafncaster, 1975, p. 35.

18 McCabe, “The Standard of Living in Liverpool ancefeyside,” p. 35.

17 pamela HornThe Victorian Town Chil@New York: New York University Press, 1997), B-4. According to
Richard Lawton, Liverpool’s infant mortality ratdsrring the late-nineteenth century were still thiges the national
level; see Richard Lawton, “The Components of Deraplgic Change in a Rapidly Growing Port-City: Thase of
Liverpool in the Nineteenth Century,” Population and Society in Western European Porie€ijtc. 1650-193%d.
Richard Lawton and Robert Lee, (Liverpool: LiveoptJniversity Press, 2002), p. 108.
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Sheffield, 26 in Birmingham, and 22 in England and Wales overall. This averkige3eiper
1000 between 1851 and 1860, but rose to 39 between 1861 and I8iing this latter period,
the mean life expectancy in Liverpool was only 30 years of age. This figas close to
Manchester's mean life expectancy of 31, but significantly less thamirigjham’s average of 37,
London’s mean of 38, and Portsmouth’s mean df4Phough statistics from 1871 through 1901
reveal improvements in Liverpool's average death rate and meaxpiéetancy, Liverpudlians
continued to face greater dangers than most other English city inhsbi@imblera struck the city
in 1833, 1849, 1854 and 1866, typhus epidemics occurred in 1847 and between 1863 and 1866,
and other diseases, including tuberculosis (phthisis), whooping cough, smallpoaranelsdand
dysentery flourished in nineteenth-century LiverpGoBetween 1871 and 1880, the city’s death
rate fell to 33.6, and between 1891 and 1901, Liverpool’'s mean life expectancy, edltnaat
birth increased to 38 years.These figures are comparable to those in Manchester, but are
significantly different from a number of other British cities. ljyeol still had a far higher
average death rate than Leeds, Sheffield, Newcastle, Birmingham and Saifbits residents

had a much lower life expectancy than inhabitants of Birmingham, London, and ®ahém

18 McCabe, “The Standard of Living in Liverpool anceMeyside,” p. 203.

19 Pooley, “Living in Liverpool: The Modern City,”.[224.

20 For information on these cholera epidemics, $deCabe, “The Standard of Living in Liverpool and ideyside,”
p. 23-25. McCabe provides the most in-depth exatian of the impact that typhus, tuberculosis, ehmland other
diseases had on the city and its inhabitants duhisgperiod; see McCabe, “The Standard of Livimd.iverpool and
Merseyside,” “Chapter 2: Mortality and Medicaldities,” p. 19-48. For more on disease in Livespduring this
period, see: Marrineihe Economic and social Development of Merseysid@0. See John Belchelrish, Catholic
and Scouse: The History of the Liverpool-IrishQQ&8939(Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2007),60-2, for
the threat typhus posed to the city, its residetd,for the manner in which medical reformers iiied the Irish as
the root of these problems.

21 McCabe, “The Standard of Living in Liverpool anceMeyside, p. 203; Pooley, “Living in Liverpoolthd Modern
City” p. 224.

22 Manchester’s average death rate between 187188@vias 32.9 per 1000, and its mean life expecthatyeen
1891 and 1901 was, like Liverpool’s, 38 years adf.aBetween 1871 and 1880, the Newcastle’s avetagth rate was
28.9 per 1000, Salford’s was 27.7, Sheffield’s @@}, Leeds’ was 26.0, and Birmingham was 25.8n#t®nal
average death rate for England and Wales durisgstirhe period was considerably less, and was 2t .B000.
Between 1891 and 1901, mean life expectancy in iBgham, London and Portsmouth was 42, 44 and 46 yéage
respectively. For these average death rate figgees McCabe, “The Standard of Living in Liverpand
Merseyside,” p. 203. Please examine Pooley, “igumLiverpool: The Modern City” p. 224, for ststits on mean
life expectancy between 1891 and 1901.
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Immigration, Migration, Race, and Ethnicity

Large numbers of people entered Baltimore and Liverpool between the 1848 and t
1860s, though the sources of these influxes differed. In Baltimore, foreigjgiation from the
countries of Western Europe, especially Germany and Ireland, was of aapwaknce. In
Liverpool, migration from within England and the British Isles shaped tlkewupaof the city’s
population. The composition of antebellum Baltimore reflected the impaciubeessive waves
of Western European immigration had on the city. German-speakers cahgmesfifth of
Baltimore’s population in 1839, and by the end of that same decade, the city bachagt|
several cohorts of immigrants including those from England, Germarmgndrahd
Scandinavia® Between 1840 and 1860, this influx of immigrants increased dramat@asily
almost 170,000 foreigners entered Baltimore. Though not all of these imtsigeaained in the
city, almost 28.0% (40,000) of the city’s 140,000 residents were foreign-born by 1850.
Throughout these decades, Germans constituted the largest communigygofeicr in
Baltimore, though “during the [Irish] famine years of the late 1840s angd ¥&80s the number
of immigrants from Ireland rose until they comprised nearly one-halfeoyearly
immigration.®® This era of continued and sizeable foreign immigration into Baltinvase
followed by a period in which the arrival of foreigners into the city neadgeg. The outbreak
of the American Civil War in 1861 effectively ended foreign immigmainto Baltimore, and this
pattern continued until after the cessation of the®Warhough immigration into Baltimore did
resume in the period following the war, the numbers of Europeans arriving itytheer
reached the same levels that they had during the antebellum period.

Liverpool’s population was also impacted by an influx of new arrivals lestulee 1840s

and the 1860s, though it was not foreign immigration that was central, but starntedi

2 Dieter CunzThe Maryland Germans: A Histofrinceton: Princeton University Press, 19483%9; Olson,
Baltimore: The Building of an American Gity. 91.

24 Gary Lawson BrowneBaltimore in the Nation, 1789-18§Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pre4980),
p. 191; Christopher Phillipgreedom’s Port: The African-American CommunitBaftimore, 1790-186QUrbana:
University of lllinois Press, 1997), p. 195.

% Olson,Baltimore: The Building of an American Gify. 145.
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migration from within England and migration from the British Isles thaped the composition
of the city’s population. As of 1851, Liverpool’s foreign-born contingent totaled oAb
(5,252) of the city’s entire population, as compared to the 17.1% of thereijdents from the
parts of Lancashire other than Liverpool and the counties adjacemni¢adtare, and the 31.4%
(118,134) of Liverpool’s population that hailed from Ireland, Wales, and 8ddflaThis British
Isles-born cohort further augmented Liverpool’s growing ethnic divetsigycity had a Jewish
community in the mid-1800s that was the second only in size to that of London| as @el
settled Greek community, and a group of German immigrants in reside@¢ghe British-Isles-
born migrants, the Irish-born cohort was the largest, and comprised 22.3% (&8,813)
Liverpool’s populace by 185%. The high percentage of Irish-born migrants in the city reflects
the impact that the Irish Famine Migration had on Liverpool during thel@d@s when
thousands fled Ireland and entered the city. As of 1841, Liverpool’s Irishgopulation had
been only 49,63% The Irish dominated in terms of sheer numbers, but by 1852 Liverpool was
also home to a sizeable Welsh-and Scots-born population, in which the formeiseonsp4%
(20,262) of the city’s population and the latter represented 3.7% (14°049).

During the later decades of the nineteenth century, there were arsingneamber of
residents in Baltimore and Liverpool who were originally from the citysoclbsest regions, and
decreases in the numbers of immigrants and migrants who had entereig$ha arge numbers
in earlier decades of the century. There was, however, a crucial différemezen the two cities
when it came to foreign immigration, which was decreasing in Baltimorenarehsing in
Liverpool. Between 1870 and 1900, Baltimore’s foreign-born population decreased, in siz

though foreign immigration from Southern and Eastern Europe increased |asadlin-

2 pooley, “Living in Liverpool: The Modern City,”.[184.

27 John Belchem and Donald M. MacRaild, “Cosmopolitarerpool,” in Liverpool 800: Culture, Character &
History, ed. John Belchem (Liverpool: Liverpool Univeystress, 2006), p.358-67.

28| awton, “The Components of Demographic ChangeRapidly Growing Port-City,” p. 115.

2 Frank NealSectarian Violence: The Liverpool Experience, 18294, An aspect of Anglo-Irish history
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1988)..p

%0 Lawton, “The Components of Demographic ChangeRapidly Growing Port-City,” p. 115.
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migration into the city. The percentage of the population that Bakisésreign-born
inhabitants comprised decreased dramatically during these threesidoamie?1.1% (56,484),
in the former, to 13.5% (68,600) in the latter. This decline meant that amoten tlaegest cities
in the United States, Baltimore had the smallest population of fobeignresidentd'

The city’s traditional immigrant groups suffered the greatesedses. Baltimore’s
German-born community shrunk from 62.6% of the city’s population in 1870 to 48.4% in 1900,
while its Irish-born community decreased from 27.0% in 1870 to 14.1% in 1900. Foreign
immigration did not cease, however but rather shifted in focus from YWdsteope to the
countries of Southern and Eastern EurSp¥et it was American-born local migration into the
city that was outpacing foreign immigration between 1870 and 1900. Duringetiosl, there
was a 47.5% (114,000) rise in Baltimore's American-born population. The majbthese
American-born migrants were white, and 70% (nearly 57,000) of them were fewyhalkid>
As this evidence suggests, local migration of native-born Americanpddiforeign immigration
in terms of importance in late-nineteenth-century Baltimore, and signilycaltered the
composition of the city’s population.

The most striking changes in Liverpool’s population during the late-mint#teentury
involved the growing percentage of the population that hailed from Liverpoathadparts of
Lancashire, the increasing numbers of foreign-born immigrants entkargity during this
period, and the decrease in Liverpool’s British-Isles-born contingerdording to the 1871
Census, Lancashire-born inhabitants comprised 58.7% (289,693) of Liverpool's 493,405

residents; this cohort had represented only 42.4% of the city’s inhakital®51. This

3! Hirschfeld,Baltimore, 1870-1900p. 23; James B. CrookBoplitics and Progress: The Rise of Urban Progreissn
in Baltimore 1895 to 191(@Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Pre988}, p. 6.

%2 Hirschfeld,Baltimore: 1870-1900p. 24-5. Russian-born Jews experienced thestagtowth when it came to
these new arrivals; they constituted 5.9% of Baities population in 1890 and 15.3% of the city’sabitants in
1900. The percentage of Austrian-born (includingsthia, Hungary and Bohemia) and Polish-born red&lim
Baltimore also increased during this period. [@@8L.8% of the city’s population was from Austridhis percentage
increased to 2.6% in 1880, 4.0% in 1890, and 56%90D0. It was not until 1890 that a Polish-basmponent of
Baltimore was identified; as of this year the Polimrn residents comprised 1.4% of the city’s papoh. This
increased to 4.2% in 1900.

33 Hirschfeld,Baltimore: 1870-1900p. 20-21.
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percentage continued to increase during the next thirty years, and by 1901, 72.3% (4$5,013)
Liverpool’s populace of 684,958 was originally from Lancastir&he city’s foreign-born
population was also on the rise during this period, after having nearly doublextbeit861 and
1871. As of 1871, foreigners represented 1.9% (9,300) of Liverpool’s population,sand thi
growth continued, so that by 1901 there were 14,959 (2.2%) foreigners inhabiting.the cit
Though the number of foreign- and local-born residents in Liverpool was imiyetere was a
significant decrease in the number of city residents who hailed Fefritish Isles. The
amount of the city’s overall population that this latter contingent comprisggheld significantly
between 1871 and 1901, from 24.0% (118,387) to 12.2% (83,378). The decrease in the size of
the city’s Irish-born community during these three decades was pargaeséehsive: Irish-born
residents made up 15.6% (76,761) of the city’s populace in 1871 and only 6.7% (45,673) of
Liverpool’s residents in 190%. The drop in numbers represented a significant decrease in one of
the city’s most established and traditional migrant groups, and reidftireémportance of local
migrants and foreign immigrants to the city’s population at the end of tierge

The influx of foreign immigrants into Baltimore and British Islegrants into Liverpool
produced the ethnic diversity that existed in both of these cities dhangrteteenth century. It
was not only ethnicity, however, that shaped the demographic composition ofitbeSttantic
ports, but race as well. Nineteenth-century Baltimore had a larga#fAmerican population
throughout the century, and though Liverpool’s black and Chinese community never
approximated this population in size, these groups grew significantly duritege@neteenth
and early twentieth centuries. The roots of Baltimore’s black commdaigd back to the late-
eighteenth century, when there were 1,578 black inhabitants ofyheTtiis limited population
gave way during the first decades of the 1800s to extraordinary growth, and by 1810,000

African Americans resided in the city. By 1840, free blacks and staraprised 20.6% of

3 pooley, “Migration, mobility and residential ar¢'gs. 66.
% |pid.
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Baltimore’s total population, and by the 1850s there were more free bhzcksiti Baltimore
than in any other American city. Indeed, the black population in Baltimore was, by the mid-
nineteenth century, an established community with its own lodges, churchies, fpatual aid
groups and insurance societfésThere was a temporary decline in this community’s growth
between 1850 and 1860, when the percentage of Baltimore’s African-Americaatpoptdll to
13.1% (27,898). This was short-lived, however, as black migrants floodedentihttiollowing
Emancipation and the American Civil WarBy 1870, African-Americans comprised 14.8%
(39,558) of the city’s population, and during the last three decades of theycahnhost 40,000
more African-Americans entered Baltimore in search of urban job opgatmigher wages
and to be in closer proximity to relativ€sTen years before the end of the century, Baltimore
was home to an African-American population that was so significant thasitarger than any
one immigrant group and second nationally only to that of Washington D.C.
Nineteenth-century Liverpool’s black community was never as sieatBaltimore’s,

though its roots were equally deep. The city’s black population actually datetblzhe

7 Of the 1578 African Americans who inhabited Batiii®in 1790, 1255 were slaves and 323 were frezk$laln
1810, there were 10,343 African Americans who iitiealthe city; of this population, 4672 were slaaes 5671 were
free blacks. See Phillipgreedom’s Portp. 15-6, for a comprehensive table assessingnBaik’s population, its
white, slave, and free black populations betweed0lahd 1860. Phillips does incorrectly identifg ttity’s overall
population in 1840 as 102,513, rather than 102, 3&8 more on the African-American community inltBaore prior
to the Civil War, see: Barbara Jeanne FieRlayery and Freedom on the Middle Ground: Marylandng the
Nineteenth CenturgfNew Haven: Yale University Press, 1985), p. 20-6

%8 For information on the Baltimore African-Americaommunity, its institutions, and establishmentsapk examine:
Robert J. BruggeMaryland: A Middle Temperament, 1634-198altimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1988)
p. 264-65; PhillipsFreedom’s Port“Chapter 6: The Maturation of a Black Commuriity, 146-76.

39 Baltimore’s slave population had been falling sitize 1820s, but its free black population hadinaet to grow
significantly until 1850. As Christopher Phillighows, economic downturns, state laws and the gxclwf African
Americans from particular occupations all had @diimpact on the growth of Baltimore’s black conmity between
1850 and 1860. The number of free blacks resitfirige city increased less than 1% during thisquefiom 25,442 to
25,680, and this change, combined with the contidexrease in the city's slave population, resuheth overall
decrease in Baltimore’s black population betwees0land 1860. For more on this decline please exathie
following: Phillips,Freedom’s Portp. 15; 27; 135; Field§lavery and Freedom on the Middle Groupd44; 62.
See also Richard Paul Fulkeyperfect Equality: African Americans and the éoe$ of white racial attitudes in post-
emancipation MarylandNew York: Fordham University Press, 1999), R2.1The free black community, as well as
Baltimore Quakers and the Baltimore City Trusteethe Poor attempted to assist black migrants,ghaity officials
were severely hampered in these efforts by thadamielief to which they had access, and by thh higmber of
requests for aid that were made during the perodediately following the Civil War. See “Chapter Baltimore” of
Fuke's work for more on this period, the influxldack migrants, and the efforts to assist these arewals.

40 Fuke,Imperfect Equalityp. 113; Sherry OlsorBaltimore: The Building of an American Gity. 214-15. For
additional information on this late-nineteenth eentinflux of African Americans into Baltimore, seélirschfield,
Baltimore, 1870-190@. 20; CrooksPolitics & Progressp. 7.
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eighteenth century, when black slaves, servants, runaways, sailoeagarérs, and foreign-born
black students inhabited Liverpool. As lan Law and June Henfrey argue, howexaes not

until the mid-nineteenth century that a “distinct black communityémged in Liverpoof! This
population increased in size from the 1860s, and by 1871, Liverpool's Afro-Asian community
was second only in size to that of London’s. Intermarriage and the afriksd African sailors
who worked for Elder Dempster in Liverpool fueled this growth, and by 1911, theee3y@®0
black inhabitants of Liverpodf. In addition to this growing black community, there was a small
group of late-nineteenth-century Chinese residents in Liverpool. Thisgentiremained quite
limited between 1881, when there were reportedly fifteen Chinese residéntsrpool and
Birkenhead, and 1901, when the Chinese-born population in Liverpool totaled sexentssi
there was a notable increase in this population during the first dectidetaientieth century,

and by 1911, there were 403 Chinese residents of th& cltjese populations continued to grow
as well in the decades that followed, and to develop communities witliests, churches, and
aid groups; this growth was remarkably similar in scope to that whi¢imBa¢’s nineteenth-

century African-American community experienced fifty years before.

Religion
It is impossible to engage in a comparative analysis of nineteenth-c8attingore and
Liverpool and not address the religious makeup of the two cities. Bothvegresprimarily

Protestant, though they were also religiously diverse, and home to RomandCathalewish

41 This group of students was comprised of Africardents and noblemen, as well as the children aft\vielian
planters and black women. For more informationhenblack community in mid-nineteenth century Lp@ol, please
examine: lan Law and June HenfrdyHistory of Race and Racism in Liverpdbiverpool: Merseyside Community
Relations Council, 1981), p. 18.

“2 Elder Dempster was the Liverpool shipping compityay obtained control of the main shipping tradg\test Africa
in the late nineteenth century. The company engadaynumber of West African sailors and seamanesafrwvhom
moved to Liverpool permanently. See LawHistory of Race and Racism in Liverpopl 24. For an insightful
analysis of the West African (Kru) community in eiypool during the late-nineteenth century and figdf of the
twentieth century, refer to Diane Fro#{prk and Community among West African Migrant Wierkece the
Nineteenth CenturfLiverpool: Liverpool University Press, 1999),487-230.

43 Maria Lin Wong,Chinese LiverpudliangBirkenhead: Liver Press, 1989), p. 4. Wong'skis the most thorough
examination of the Chinese community in Liverpabgugh lan Law does consider them in his studyell for
additional information, see Law, History of Race and Racism in Liverpopl 23-4.
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populations, the former of which was largest in Liverpool, and the latiex sizeable in

Baltimore. Between 1840 and 1910, Baltimore was home to a variety of relignonghtit was
Christianity that was dominant in the city. According to Jessica EliienBaltimore was of

particular importance to American Christianity, as it was the bintiepdd American Methodism,

and had “long been a center of Presbyterians and Episcopalian activity arty atrenghold of
Quakers and Baptisté® Baltimore was also home to Lutherans, Unitarians, Methodists, German
Reformed, United Brethren, Universalists, and a variety of Protestang@ials:® The city’s
religious makeup encompassed more, however, than a variety of ProtagiantBaltimore was
home to the earliest diocese of the Roman Catholic Church in the Unites| Siatdoy 1789,

18,000 of the 25,000 Roman Catholics residing in the United States lived indaltifhis
community grew throughout the nineteenth century, and as of 1890, 77,047 of the city’s 434,439
inhabitants were Roman Catholics. This population included German, Bohemiah, Falian,

Irish and African American congregarifsBaltimore’s Jewish community also expanded during
the period, from approximately 200 families in 1840 to 700 families in 1850, asaGdewish
migrants arrived in the aftermath of the failed 1848 Revoldfiohhe most dramatic increases in
the Jewish community, however, occurred between 1880 and 1900, as Russian and Polish Jew
fled European persecution and migrated to a number of eastern USmifieding Baltimore'®

Though Protestants continued to outnumber Catholic and Jewish inhabitantsityf #tehe end

44 Jessica |. ElfenbeifThe Making of a Modern City: Philanthropy, Civillfure and the Baltimore YMCA
(Gainesville: University Press of Florida, 2004.)9.

4 J. Thomas Scharfjistory of Baltimore City and Countfaltimore: Regional Publishing Company, 1971hagter
XXIII: Religious Denominations, p. 517-92. SesalLawrence C. Wroth, “Churches and Religious Qegdions in
Baltimore,” inBaltimore: Its History and Its People. Volume listdry, ed. Clayton Colman Hall, (New York:
Lewis Historical Publishing, 1912), p. 678-94.

46 Wroth, “Churches and Religious Organizations ittiBere,” p. 686; William Lloyd Fox, “Social-Cultat
Developments from the Civil War to 1920,” Maryland: A History, 1632-1974d. Richard Walsh and William
Lloyd Fox, (Baltimore: Maryland Historical Societi974), p. 553; Reverend Louis O’'Donovan, “The Ram
Catholic Archdiocese,” iBaltimore: Its History and Its People. Volume l4istdry, ed. Clayton Colman Hall (New
York: Lewis Historical Publishing, 1912), p. 70Qtson,Baltimore: The Building of an American Gify. 123-25.

47 Olson,Baltimore: The Building of an American Gity. 125. As Olson points out, Baltimore’s Jewdsimmunity
was sizeable enough to establish five synagoguteinity before the start of the Civil War. Sésoailliam Lloyd
Fox, “Social-Cultural Developments from the Civilawto 1920,” p. 556.

8 |bid., p. 279.
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of the nineteenth-century, religious diversity continued to be therrialtimore, rather than the
exception.

Liverpool was remarkably similar to Baltimore in terms of religi diversity and the
primacy of Christianity, though Liverpool's Catholic minority was larged its Jewish
population smaller. By 1849, there were already Anglican, Methodist, PresbhyRaiatist,
Quaker, Calvinist, Unitarian, Catholic, and Jewish places of worshijwémgdool*® The March
30, 1851, census of religion, which documented the church attendance of 45.2% (168,859) of
Liverpool’s population, suggested Christianity was numerically dominaohgiese religions.
According to the census, “40.7 (68,725) per cent of those enumerated attendechao€hurc
England [Anglican] service, 32.5 (54,879) per cent were [Roman] Cathaoliawast of the
remainder attending a range of nonconformist [Protestant, non-Angticarghes® There also
was a sizeable Catholic population that had increased dramatioakyl833, when the
estimated Catholic presence in the city had been 24'15Be approximately 586,563 Irish
paupers who fled the Irish Famine and landed in Liverpool between 1847 and 1853 gatye la
responsible for this growth. Though not all of these mostly Catholic mggramtained in the
city, those who did augmented the city’s Catholic population. By 1855, the iCdtisbitute put
the number of Roman Catholics in the city at 90,000; Baltimore’s Catholicgimpuhad not
even reached this level as of 188Q.iverpool’s Jewish community was, however, significantly
smaller than that of Baltimore. Though the city had the largessld@eontingent outside of

London by the mid-nineteenth century, the community itself numbered only 7,000 by’ 11905.

4®The Stranger in Liverpool; or, An Historical and §eiptive View of the Town of Liverpool and its Eons
(Liverpool: Thomas Kaye, 1849), p. 5-7.

0 pooley, “Living in Liverpool: The Modern City,”.|242. No national effort was made to record felig affiliation
in Great Britain until 2001, and thus it remain§idilt to know Liverpool’'s exact religious comptisin during the
nineteenth-century.

51 See Belchenrish,Catholic and Scouse. 7, for estimates of the number of Catholice®wdsided in Liverpool
during the early decades of the nineteenth century

52 Neal,Sectarian Violenge. 11; 81-2. For more on the Irish Famine andrifiex of Irish Catholics into Liverpool,
see J. Matthew Gallmagyin’s Children: Philadelphia, Liverpool, and tHesh Famine Migration, 1845-1855
(Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Bss 2000), “Chapter Two: Migration and Receptiqn,28-32.

%3 N. KokosalakisEthnic Identity and Religion: Tradition and CharipeLiverpool JewryWashington D.C.:
University Press of America, 1982), p. 154. Acdogdo Kokosalakis, a small Jewish population wasesidence in
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spite of these differences, the presence of Judaism, Roman Gatho#ind Protestant
Christianity in Liverpool reinforced the larger similarities thasted between it and Baltimore

when it came to nineteenth-century religious composition.

Economic realities of both cities

During the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, trade grew exaly in
Baltimore and Liverpool, dominated the economies of both cities, and remaineal teetheir
economic successes. There were, however, notable differences bémgsecities’ economies
when it came to industry and manufacturing, and Liverpool’s industrial developnmerg this
period was far more restricted than was Baltimore’s. Commerce wiaglcerBaltimore’s
transformation from a small village of a few buildings in 1750 to a premhtrading center, and
to the city’s economy between 1840 and 1318y 1843, the city’s imports totaled more than
$3.6 million and its exports amounted to more than $4.7 million, even though the city was
coming out of a prolonged trade depression. The city’s foreign trade expandedichbyrin
the decades that followed, to include not only the more established Eurogkearotrizs, but
also the countries of South America and the newly accessible Brigishrgarkef® Trade with
South America proved especially profitable, with flour, pork, grain, staertiles, and beef
leaving Baltimore for Brazil, Peru and other South American countridsgaano, coffee, and
copper, returning back to Baltimore. Overall, the city’s foreign traceased in value from $33
million in 1870 to over $96 million in 1880 and more than $131 million in £&0mhe city’s

domestic trade increased as well, and by the late 1850s, Baltimoré’'sdouaerce included a

Liverpool by the middle of the eighteenth centdhgugh the Jewish presence in the city may havdapee this
period.

>4 For more on Baltimore’s rapid economic developnimsiween 1750 and the early 1800s, please exatine
following: James Weston Livingoo@he Philadelphia-Baltimore Trade Rivalry 1780-188&w York: Arno Press,
1970), p. 13-5; Phillipgreedom’s Portp. 10-3; FieldsSlavery and Freedom on the Middle Groums 40-3;
Brugger,Maryland: A Middle Temperamer. 132-33.

%5 The abolition of the British Corn Laws in 1846 opd up the English grain trade to American merchdat more
on this see Browndaltimore in the Nation, 1789-186f. 162-63; Pearle Blood, “Factors in the Economic
Development of Baltimore, MarylandEconomic Geographyol. 13, No. 2(April 1937), p. 190-91.

56 For the 1870 figure, please see Hirschfglaltimore, 1870-190(). 32. For more information on the city’s foreign
trade in 1880, 1900, and 1910, please examineanBleStephens Bruchey, “The Business Elite in Balte, 1880-
1914” (Ph.D. dissertation, The Johns Hopkins UrsiirgPress, 1967), 8-9.
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local trade in luxury items, a bay trade in which shellfish and foodstufiedao Baltimore, and

a coastal trade with other southern citfehis southern trade proved particularly profitable in
the years following the Civil War, and by the end of the century, BaltimodeN&sv York,
Philadelphia, and Boston in supplying the South with dry goods and notions, wearing apparel
all kinds, and provisions and groceries.” The exact value of this anesthef the city’s

domestic trade remains unclear, though a 1902 estimate suggests it haoafssesiiforeign

trade to reach $175 milliofi.

Though commerce dominated Baltimore’s economy throughout the nineteenth century,
the city boasted a growing manufacturing sector during the last thragedeaf the nineteenth
century that produced many of the goods the city exported. The number of mamgactu
establishments in Baltimore tripled between 1870 and 1900, as steam power and othe
technological innovations affected a number of the city’s industriesidimg) cigar making,
clothing, oyster packing and shoe producfibrtlong with these goods, the city’s manufacturers
also produced a number of other items, including canned fruits and vegetablesrfeotton
duck, ironware, tinware, copperware, bread and other baked goods, tobacco, marble and
stonework, and foundry and machine shop prodicBaltimore’s industrial growth was such
that by 1880, the city was the eighth largest U.S. manufacturing center, @aathalsg the top
six cities nationally when it came to the production of copper, tin, and sheetiiepiek and
tile, marble and stonework, saddlery and harness, bread and other bakery gatsdsiotiéng,
tobacco and shigs. This expansion was also evident in terms of the percentage ofytse cit

population employed in manufacturing, which rose from 37.5% (35,338) in 1870 to 38.6%

57 Olson,Baltimore: The Building of an American Gify. 110.

%8 Hirschfeld,Baltimore, 1870-1900p. 33.

% |bid., p. 37; OlsonBaltimore: The Building of an American Gity. 150; 175.

50 E. Emmet Reid, “Commerce and Manufactures of Balte,” inBaltimore: Its History and Its People. Volume |—
History, ed. Clayton Colman Hall, (New York: Lewis Histal Publishing Company, 1912), p. 513-525; Hirstdhf
Baltimore, 1870-1900p. 42-3; Bruchey. “The Business Elite in Balti®d p. 5. Helen D. Bentley and F. Key Kidder,
The Great Port of Baltimore: Its First 300 YeafBaltimore: Media Two, Inc, 2006), p. 33-4;

51 Bruchey, “The Business Elite in Baltimore, 188Qk49 p. 32.
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(71,097) in 18967 Though this was not a phenomenal increase, it does demonstrate the growth
that was occurring in Baltimore’s manufacturing sector during the ila¢¢eenth century, and
suggested as well the city’s economy was slowly diversifying durisgptiriod.

Trade was the essential component of Liverpool’'s economy as well, anal they t
economic growth that occurred in the city during the nineteenth centunheBaté eighteenth
century, Liverpool was Britain’s leading slave port, yet trade witlahigstill accounted for more
than all of Liverpool’s trade with North America, West Africa, andwWest Indies combined.
This pattern reversed itself in the early nineteenth century, &itytsetraders and merchants
explored previously inaccessible markets such as India, China, and Souibared as of
1850, 4.0 million tons of shipping was passing through thé'tiBy 1857, Liverpool’s export
trade was equal to “approximately 45 per cent of the United Kingdom’s' tatal the city’'s
import trade was also flourishing, as oils, grain, tobacco, rum, sugar, timbégmddavestock,
and especially American cotton landed at the Liverpool d&cRsade continued to power

Liverpool’'s economy in the decades that followed, and the city’s foreidrdamestic commerce

52 Hirschfeld,Baltimore, 1870-1900p. 39-40.

53 |iverpool was a principal participant in the tripsar trade, in which slaves were sent from Aftiz&orth America
and the West Indies, and sugar and tobacco wetdreemthose regions back to Liverpool. For monetioe slave
trade, please examine Jane Longmore, “Civic Liverpd680-1800,” irLiverpool 800: Culture Character & History
ed. John Belchem (Liverpool: Liverpool UniversRyess, 2006), p. 132-34; M.J. Power, “The Growthiweérpool,”
in Popular Politics, Riot and Labour: Essays in Lipeol History, 1790-1940=d. John Belchem (Liverpool:
Liverpool University Press, 1992), p. 23; Stuarlik&tHeeg, “From World City to Pariah City? Livergdand the
Global Economy, 1850-2000,” Reinventing the City: Liverpool in Comparative Sgective ed. Ronaldo Munck
(Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2003);40; Marriner,The Ecoonomic and Social Development of
Merseysidep. 37-8; D.P. Lamb, “Volume and tonnage of theekpool slave trade,” ihiverpool, the African Slave
Trade, and Abolition: Essays to illustrate currémbwledge and researchd. Roger Anstey and P.E.H. Hair,
(Liverpool: Historic Society of Lancashire and Ghige, 1976), p. 91-112. See Power, “The Growthiwdrpool, p.
23; Longmore, “Civic Liverpool: 1680-1800,” p. 1290, for discussions of the city’s trade with &edi.

54 For more on the opening up of these markets, €zaeme J. Milne, “Maritime Liverpool,” ihiverpool 800:
Culture, Character & Historyed. John Belchem (Liverpool: Liverpool Univeydrress, 2006), p. 259; F.E. Hyde,
Liverpool and the Mersey: An economic history pbat, 1700-197{Newton Abbott: David & Charles, 1971), p. 42.
Please examine M.J. Power “The Growth of Liverggml 23, for early nineteenth-century Liverpooltsgping
tonnage statistics.

% Hyde, Liverpool and the Mersep. 97; Milne, “Maritime Liverpool,” p. 262. Cath was a commodity that arrived
in Liverpool during the eighteenth and nineteerghtaries, though the importation of this item ittie city expanded
dramatically during the first half of the nineteeentury. According to F.E. Hyde, the majoritycotton which
arrived in Liverpool prior to 1801 came from the 8¥/&ndies, though there was also cotton which ediperiodically
from the Mediterranean before the start of the teimeth century. The United States replaced thd Weies in the
early 1800s as the primary source of Liverpool'g#@g and continued in this capacity throughoutrtimeteenth
century. By 1850 the city was handling 85% of&H@ritain’s total annual import of 1.75 milliontbon bales. For
more on the cotton trade and its significance et@enth-century Liverpool, see Marrin€he Economic and Social
Development of Merseyside 39; Milne, “Maritime Liverpool,” p. 259; Wilksleeg, “From World City to Pariah
City?” p. 40.
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expanded dramatically as Liverpool became a major steamship port in thefpawing the
American Civil War?®® Between 1850 and 1913, the volume of exports the city was sending to
places like India, Mexico, South America and South Africa “increased nearfipld in value

and nearly fivefold in volume,” while the imports Liverpool was handlindedin value and

“the volumes increased between three and four tiffeA& this evidence demonstrates,
commerce continued to be of fundamental importance to the majority of hectaomic
exchanges and realities of Liverpool, and principal to the city’s l@g@momic fortunes
throughout the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.

Between 1840 and 1910, manufacturing and industry in Liverpool remained limited in
their scope, and though growth did occur, there were also impediments thetedesidustrial
development. Much of the manufacturing that occurred in nineteentmgéntarpool was
related to the raw materials imported into the city, which wereé'gdly too bulky to be
processed cheaply elsewhere.” The arrival of large quantities af, $algacco, and grain thus
led to the construction of a number of mills, sugar refineries and tobacceginoceenters in the
city.®® Liverpool was also home during this period to soap-making works, oilroakég
factories, spirit distilleries, and to firms that produced “alkddiabhing materials and other
chemicals.®® There were, however, significant hindrances to the city’s iridugtowth.
Liverpool’'s merchants cared little about production, and “so the town’s metatihg base was
small throughout the nineteenth centufy. Those attempts that were made to establish industry
in Liverpool were themselves not always successful either; pagtiosition to the pollution

associated with soda manufactories forced industrialists to move éhgiiacies to St. Helens,

% Milne, “Maritime Liverpool,” p. 260-61. Milne arges that the American Civil War opened up new (hilits for
Liverpool’'s Atlantic steam firms. The US merchéleet was removed from sea travel during the waraas unable
to recover in the years that followed. Liverpodigantic steam firms were able to capitalize ois,tand expand in
their own right. According to Milne, this was thtart of an economy that was transatlantic, améé this economy
that radically altered Liverpool’s role in the ntarie world.

57 Hyde, Liverpool and the Mersey. 100.

%8 | awrence Feehan, “Charitable effort, statutonarities, and the poor in Liverpool, ¢.1850-191Bh(D.
dissertation, University of Liverpool, 1987), 5.

% Ibid., p. 5; MarrinerThe Economic and Social Development of Merseygid&8

° Feehan, “Charitable effort, statutory authoriteesd the poor in Liverpool,” p. 4.
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located some thirteen miles to the northeast of Liverfodhere were as well, problems for the
older craft industries of pottery, glass, watch production and clock manurfig¢ctihich declined
in the face of increased nineteenth-century competition, and Livesmgdopbuilding industry
waned as production shifted to Birkenhéad hese declines, as well as the hindrances that
merchants and even town residents posed to manufacturing and industry in Livenpoiel;ex
the little growth that did occur in these sectors during the ninbteentury, and reinforced

Liverpool's inferiority to Baltimore when it came to industrial deyenent during this period.

The Physical Environment

The infrastructure in Baltimore and Liverpool was unable to keep pacéheitiapid
growth and development occurring in both nineteenth-century cities, andtiftameooth cities
was an unsanitary, dangerous physical reality. Officials in botls €itigaged in campaigns to
improve habitable conditions, and to protect residents from the dangersitiance in these
two great urban centers posed, but with only limited success. When EngliskineanPairpoint
visited Baltimore in 1855, he cautioned that “in hot weather, it [Bah&jhmust be far from
healthy, from lying low, and being frequently visited by fevers of the SSuitRairpoint’s
assessment actually underestimated the sanitary dangers ninet@ntly Baltimore posed to its
inhabitants. Baltimore was the largest unsewered American city dhémirteteenth century,
and this was its most significant physical fl&wThe city’s haphazard drainage system led to
continual problems, especially for the poor, who depended on public wells that wiueeth
from surface drainage, privies, and defective sewers or coverathstieBaltimore’s sewage

problems also fostered outbreaks of disease, including smallpox in 1845, 1861, 1865, 1871 and

" Marriner, The Economic and Social Development of Merseysid&8.

2 _awton, “The Components of Demographic ChangeRapidly Growing Port-City,” p. 93.

¥ SemmesBaltimore: As Seen by Visitors. 167.

74 Charlotte C. Rhines, “A City and its Social Prabe Poverty, Health and Crime in Baltimore, 18&853” (Ph.D.
dissertation, University of Maryland, 1975), 9.eS#so CrooksPolitics & Progressp. 8.
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1882; cholera in 1849 and 1866; and a series of fevers that struck the city in th& 1B86s
city’s irregular, dirty, and regularly unpaved streets further compouihése problems, and
contributed to “the unhealthiness of the city,” as did the slums ehiagteenth century East and
West Baltimoré? In the congested Fells Point neighborhood, Polish immigrants were crowded
into single dwellings that had six to eight families in residence. ddweding was rampant as
well in the Hughes Street District, where African-Americamesercrammed into small houses,
many of which were built back-to-back and poorly ventilated, and on the EasbBtrakJones
Falls, where recent immigrants to Baltimore lived in houses that had lledinided to
accommodate too many inhabitafftsThese housing realities, as well as a city infrastructure that
was not only incomplete but unsanitary, made nineteenth-century Baltimofeea unpleasant
and regularly dangerous place to live.

Public officials in Baltimore engaged in a series of reforms beginning iathé&840s, in
an effort to reduce disease and improve the city’s sanitation. Theseaflibese reforms
involved the construction of an emergency quarantine hospital, and the agmdiofrane
physician to each city ward to provide Baltimoreans with free smallpoxnadions and to
“report instances of unsanitary conditions and contagious diseases watldeoBHealth.”® City
officials turned their attention as well to Baltimore’s streetdgemnsupply, and continuing
drainage problems. Administrators hired a cadre of street scrapegarage-cart drivers in

1852 to remove refuse from the city in an orderly fashion, and by 1866 the city’s Bosedlth

S Olson,Baltimore: The Building of an American City, 131-32; BrowneBaltimore in the Nation, 1789-186f.
200. As Browne notes, the death rates for thesmvallpox epidemics were as high as seventy-eighsarenty-nine
per 100,000. An assortment of fevers hit Baltimiarthe 1850s, including yellow fever in 1853, andlignant fevers
in 1854 and 1858.

"8 \When it came to city streets, Baltimore reliedpsivate petitions from property owners for pavingla
improvements to occur. See Rhines, “A City and@itsial Problems,” p. 11. City officials claimdtht Baltimore was
devoid of tenements and the housing problems @thrarican cities suffered from, even though landsardthe city
regularly constructed houses back-to back at agltes to Baltimore streets and along the city&yal This process
was known as in-filling, and resulted in interi@mucts and houses that were only accessible via fronse
passageways. Though these houses were not tersgpeersay, they were certainly problematic and @torpoor
lighting, ventilation, and other sanitary problersse Garrett Power, “Deconstructing the Slums dtiBare,” in

From Mobtown to Charm City: New Perspectives oftiBare’s Past ed. Jessica Elfenbein, John R. Briehan, and
Thomas L. Hollowak (Baltimore: Maryland Historicabciety, 2002), p. 52.

" Power, “Deconstructing the Slums of Baltimore,’58-5.

"8 For more on these sanitary improvements, seewiBFBaltimore in the Nation, 1789-186p. 200; Rhines, “A
City and its Social Problems,” p. 190.
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had established municipally organized garbage colle€tidn.an effort to improve the city’s
water supply Baltimore purchased the water company that furnishedtovétercity, extended
the supply so that half of Baltimore’s population had access to it, appoiotednaission to
investigate and recommend improvements to the city’s “storm draindggaaitary drainage,”
and authorized the improvement of the city’s water supply with the cotstrad the
Gunpowder work&’ City officials’ efforts to expand the city’s water supply, improwg ci
cleanliness, and reduce the outbreak of illness in Baltimore in the seconéithalhineteenth
century marked tangible attempts to improve Baltimoreans’ quality of life

There were, however, real limits to the changes Baltimore city alffigtere able to
effect before the end of the nineteenth century, especially whamé o disease and the city’s
sewer problems. There was no systematic or planned effort in ninetesttny Baltimore to
limit and control the spread of contagion, despite the fact that the logglth inspectors had the
legal authority to isolate, disinfect, and hospitalize in the case ofaanmuanicable illness. This
was true even in the case of smallpox, which remained the sole focushehtttedepartment.
As a result of this inaction, epidemics such as cholera, typhoid and sxiadipiinued to
originate in the city and cause fatalitfésThe city’s sewage problems continued as well, despite
repeated investigations into the city’s sewage problems in 1859, 1881, and 1893repbets
yielded suggestions about how to resolve Baltimore’s sewer difisubut Baltimore
administrators failed to act on these reports or construct a samiteages system for the city.
By the end of the nineteenth century, indoor plumbing, population growth, and an expanded
water supply made Baltimore’s sewage issue far more hazardaous hlaa been at mid-century.
The city’s cesspools and streams were heavily polluted, and in Balsnotater neighborhoods,

it was not uncommon for the ground to become completely saturated from wastaghatable

® Olson,Baltimore: The Building of an American Gity. 131; Rhines, “A City and its Social Problenys,236.

80 Qlson,Baltimore: The Building of an American City, 136; 138-39; Rhines, “A City and its Social [flems,” p.
264-65.

81 Rhines, “A City and its Social Problems,” p. 19722 Cholera struck Baltimore in 1866, a typh@ider outbreak
happened in 1870, and smallpox epidemics occurrd@71 and 1882.

38



to drain. It was not until after the 1904 Baltimore fire, which destroyedbidgg blocks, 1,526
buildings, and more than 2,500 business enterprises,” that construction actyatyobea proper
sewage system for the cff}/.As this evidence suggests, life in Baltimore remained problematic
for its inhabitants, despite city officials’ efforts to improvsidents’ health and the physical
realities of the city throughout the nineteenth century.

Attention was drawn to the unsanitary nature of Liverpool during the 1848s
developing English health movement, and the result was a harsh critiquecity tned the
dangers it posed to its inhabitants. Liverpool's housing problems weeglalapparent as early
as 1801, when “17.3 per cent of all city residences housed more than one family. . . ah8GImos
per cent of front houses accommodated six or more peplEie city’s residents bore the brunt
of this overcrowding in the decades that followed, and a significant muwhbéa/erpudlians
ended up in those most unsanitary of dwellings, courts and ¢11Bys1843 Dr. WH Duncan
estimated that Liverpool's “1982 courts contained 10,692 houses and 55,534 inhabitants, or more
than a third of the parish’s working class,” and he identified an@M@68 people as inhabitants
of the parish’s 6,294 cellaf3. National investigators reinforced these findings, and labeled

Liverpool “one of the worst towns in the country for over-crowding, cellar dvgsl] unhealthy

82 Crooks,Politics & Progressp. 133-35, 141. For more on the February 19@ifi Baltimore, the city’s
reconstruction, and the construction of Baltimossgsvage system, please see: OlBaftjmore: The Building of an
American City p. 246-54, Crooksolitics & Progressp. 146-49.

8 pooley, “Living in Liverpool,” p. 209.

8 The best description of the courts and cellarslthave found occurs in J. Matthew Gallman’s wBsceiving
Erin’s Children p. 115, which features an excerpt of a paper@habuncan presented to the Literary and
Philosophical Society in Liverpool. According taiican, the courts consisted “usually of two rowbaifises placed
opposite to each other, with an intervening spddmm 9 to 15 feet, and having two to six or eigbuses in each
row. The court communicates with the street basspge or archway about 3 feet wide—in the oldertsdouilt up
overhead; and the farther end being also in mastamtes closed...the court forms in facudde saavith a narrow
opening. Such an arrangement almost bids defi@ntteeentranceof air.” Duncan’s description of the cellars was
equally as informative; they were he noted, “1@®feet square...frequently having only the bare darth floor, --
and sometimes less than six feet in height. Tisdirequently no window, so that light and air ¢gin access to the
cellar only by the door, the top of which is oftest higher than the level of the street....They arecafrse dark; and
from the defective drainage, they are also veryegaly damp.”

8 For additional information about the investigasdhat Dr. WH Duncan and other local investigatansducted into
Liverpool’'s housing and sanitary conditions durthig period, please examine Gallm&gceiving Erin’s Childrenp.
114-17; E. C. MidwinterSocial Administration in Lancashire, 1830-1860: oPtaw, Public Health and Police
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1969j2p
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courts, and insanitary streef§."Public health officials focused as well on the problems related to
the city’s housing, especially Liverpool’s infamously high mortalitgsatReformers were

horrified at the typhus, flu and scarlatina outbreaks that strucktyhie 4847, killing 21,129
residents, and by the city’s 1849 cholera outbreak, which increased th# dgath rate in the
borough from an appalling 35.6 per 1000 in 1848 to a staggering 47.6 ifi’ 1B46se deaths
served as further proof of the need for reform in nineteenth-centueypdul, and highlighted

the tangible perils that many of its citizens faced on a daily basis.

Liverpool city officials moved quickly in the wake of the criticismd&d at Liverpool to
improve sanitation, health, and living arrangements in the city, yet theedimés to the
changes that these reformers, like their Baltimore counterpares abvler to effect. In 1846, city
officials passed a Sanitary Act which was

the first piece of comprehensive Health legislation passed in
England. It made the Town Council responsible for draining,
paving, sewerage and cleaning, it permitted the appointment
of a Borough Engineer, an Inspector of Nuisance and the

first-ever Medical Officer of Healtf

During this same period, the Liverpool Council focused on purchasing the priaizte
companies providing Liverpool with water, expanding the city’s water supply,daiigeto the
Corporation’s drainage and sewer syst&mBetween 1848 and 1858, the Liverpool Health

Committee spent £630,000 on paving and flagging, £210,000 on nuisance removal, and £300,000

86 Marriner, The Economic and Social Development of Merseypidé3; MidwinterSocial Administration in
Lancashire p. 71-9, for information on national investigaisointo Liverpool and Lancashire during this period

87 McCabe, “The Standard of Living in Liverpool anceMeyside,” p. 19-24. Typhus epidemics occurrddviarpool
in 1847 and between 1863 and 1866, and choleraiemkb happened once each decade between 1830601dHe
dates of the latter epidemics were 1833, 1849, 1&8d 1866. For more on the city’s high mortadihd disease in
Liverpool, see the following: GallmaReceiving Erin’s Childrenp. 114-17; Midwinter, p. 90-102.

8 Midwinter, Social Administration in Lancashir@. 84. For an informative consideration of effaat sanitary reform
and improvement in Liverpool during this periodegde see: GallmaRgceiving Erin’s Childrenp. 90-6, 121-26.

8 Marriner, The Economic and Social Development of Merseypidgl.

40



on the city’s sewers, as part of their campaign to better sanitarytioosdi Despite these
improvements, Liverpool continued to experience a number of health crisesyesiis that
followed. Cholera epidemics occurred in 1854 and 1866, and typhus outbreaks happened in
Liverpool’'s poor neighborhoods in 1863 and 187T.he city’s housing woes continued as well;
the 1864 City Engineer’s Report estimated that 3,173 courts still exidieel aity, that these
courts contained 18,610 houses, and that on average each house contained more thae. six peopl
Liverpool officials attempted to rectify this situation with the 1864 Sayifct that allowed for
slum clearance, and with the construction of the first corporation housinglemBinyet as
geographer Colin Pooley has illustrated, Liverpool corporation housing aeddononly 6.5%

of all new buildings in the city prior to 1918, and “rarely provided homes for thoséin

need.?? As this evidence suggests, there was no quick fix in either LiverpoalltmBre when

it came to the serious sanitation and health problems that plagued les#tldeiing this period.

Charitable Efforts--Public Assistance

There were major differences in the nature and scope of the aid thtaenthecentury
Baltimore and Liverpool provided their inhabitants. Baltimore offidiatited the relief the city
provided to its residents to indoor aid (assistance contingent omBadans’ residence within
particular institutions), restricted the number of city-sponsored institito two throughout this
period, and preferred sponsorship of private charity to the expansion of pdblar

administrators in Liverpool weathered challenges to their authoritggltitis period that their

% McCabe, “The Standard of Living on Merseyside,d-8875,” p. 49-50.

1 For more on the 1847 typhus epidemic, please aegdn, “The Components of Demographic Change imgidRy
Growing Port-City,” p. 108; McCabe, “The Standafd.iving on Merseyside, 1850-1875,” p. 20-1. Actdimg to
McCabe, 2,810 Liverpudlians died as the resulhef1847 typhus epidemic. For more on cholera ealts in
nineteenth-century Liverpool see: GallmBReceiving Erin’s Childrenp. 87, 94-6; MidwinterSocial Administration
in Lancashire, 1830-1860p. 70-1; McCabe, “The Standard of Living on Mersiele, 1850-1875,” p. 23-4.
Midwinter reports that the 1849 cholera epidemieseal 8,184 deaths in Lancashire, and that 5,3@8eé& occurred
in Liverpool.

92 Pooley’s analysis of housing in nineteenth-centiverpool and the influence housing realitiesréa@ on residents
of the city is extensive in its scope. For moiferimation on these topics, please examine: ColiR@ley, “Chapter
8: Choice and Constraint in the Nineteenth Cen@ity: A Basis for Residential Differentiationfi The Structure of
Nineteenth-Century Citiegd. James H. Johnson and Colin G. Pooley (New:YSt. Martin's Press, 1982), p. 199-
233.
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counterparts in Baltimore never experienced. They offered Liverpudfidaseri (aid dependent
on inhabitants’ residence in the Liverpool workhouse) and outdoor refiahfial aid that did
not require entrance into the city’s workhouse), and they engaged in a nurdiffareht
strategies to assist the city’s poor children that city officialsaltifdore never committed to, yet
like their counterparts in Baltimore, they too expected private chartiglp with poor relief.
Nineteenth-century Baltimore offered poor residents seeking fediefthe city few
options when it came to aid, and no possibility of any kind of assistance othardbanaid.
The Almshouse and the House of Refuge (HOR) were the only two public iosstthat the
city fully supported during the nineteenth century, and both of these &xcditl provide aid to
children in Baltimore. The Trustees of the Poor (TOP) managed thénddises, which was
actually part-almshouse, part-workhouse; the city’s poor resided inntisb@lise, while its
“vagrants and other offenders” inhabited the workhdtisghildren and adults were allowed
entrance, and it was not uncommon for foundlings and children born in the AiImshous#ito inha
the institution. The admission of children was problematic, however, a©Rédd the power
“to bind out children under their care, giving a preference to tradesmen, andgthiig
applicant to sign an indenture,” and on other usual terms.” This aythoritoubt deterred some
parents from going into the Almshouse with their children, though many poomBegtans had
little choice but to enter, as their need was simply too gteBaltimoreans who appealed to the
city for aid continued to be expected to enter the Almshouse throughout theminetentury.
By the 1860s the new almshouse at Bayview was receiving 2,000 poor inmatesr pange

though many engaged in only brief stays, there were also 800 inmates ingesitlall times.

9 The Maryland Assembly established the Trustee¢sePoor in 1773, in order to make and govern gioms to the
poor in Baltimore. For more on this, see: Doug@a<arroll, Jr., and Blanche D. Coll, “The BaltirmcAlmshouse:
An Early History,” inMaryland Historical Magazing66 (1971): 135-52; Clyde C. Rohr, “Charities &ftaritable
Institutions,” inBaltimore: Its History and Its People. Volume listdry, ed. Clayton Colman Hall (New York:
Lewis Historical Publishing Company, 1912), p. 69he site of Baltimore’s AlImshouse changed twtbe;first
change occurred in 1822, when the Alimshouse maveddrger building in Calverton, and the secongpleaed in the
1866, when a new facility known as Bayview was thioilserve as the city’s Almshouse. For more endarly years
of the Baltimore Almshouse, see Blanche D. ColhéBaltimore Society for the Prevention of Paumeyis820-
1822,"The American Historical Reviewol. 61, No. 1 (October 1955): 77-87.

9 carroll and Coll, “The Baltimore Aimshouse,” p.214
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American-born Baltimoreans comprised over one-half of the Bayviesidengts, though newly-
arrived immigrants, especially those who were German and Irish by birtihanggntered the
almshouse as wet.

The only other charitable institution in nineteenth-century Baltirtteeewas fully
funded by the city was the reform institution known as the House of Refugeke tthi
Baltimore Almshouse, which provided for Baltimoreans of all ages, the W&Ropen only to
white male children between ten and sixteen years of age. The/fapgimed in 1855, housed on
average 350 to 400 boys, and by 1869 had accommodated 1,248 BeySherry Olson
demonstrates, the creation of the HOR intersected with the incrggsapyllar mid-nineteenth-
century belief that foreigners were causing a number of social ills notroBhltimore, but in
other large American cities. Supporters understood the HOR as aigertec¢his problem.
Children, including those of foreign-born parents, would be prevented from eradult
burdens on the city by entering the institution, receiving instructiosu@h branches of useful
knowledge as may be suitable to their years and experience,” and being bound owraseppr
to suitable trade¥. A variety of boys inhabited the HOR, including children whose behaviors
were understood as vicious or incorrigible. Yet most of the boys who regithedinstitution
were half- or full orphans, and three-fourths were what officials testfas ‘offspring of

intemperance.®

% Rhines, “A City and its Social Problems,” p.88-9.

% The House of Refuge owed its existence to theapgifunding Baltimorean George Brown provided dredgublic
funds the city submitted for the creation of thmstitution, though its annual support was provibdgdhe city of
Baltimore alone. The House of Refuge continuelibation in its original location until 1904, whérrelocated and
shifted from functioning as one institution to dtage system of living for boys in residence. #swenamed the
Maryland Training School at this point, and in 19t& state became solely responsible for thigtrnisin; the school
was subsequently renamed the Maryland Training &dbo Boys, and admitted only white boys. For tigtory of
the HOR, please see: John McGrain, “Baltimore @psiHouse of Refuge.History Trains: Historical Society of
Baltimore CountyWinter 2005-2006) Volume 38, No. 1 and 2: 5;ddlsBaltimore: The Building of an American
City, p. 141-42.

97 Olson,Baltimore: The Building of an American City, 142; McGrain, “Baltimore County’s House of Rgé’ p. 1.
% Rhines, “A City and its Social Problems,” p. 92s@h, Baltimore: The Building of an American Gify. 142. For
more on the population in residence at the Houseefifige, please see: “The Stranger in Baltimdtew Handbook
containing Sketches of the Early History and Pre€amdition of Baltimore, with a Description of iotable
Localities, and other Information useful to bothifgins and Strangers,” (Baltimore: JF Weishamjrel 1869), p.
115-16.
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The existence of the HOR and the Almshouse reinforces the limited qmgio poor
relief in nineteenth-century Baltimore. Indeed, as Charlotte Rhinessairgber examination of
nineteenth-century Baltimore’s social ills, city administratoefgared to provide municipal
subsidies to private institutions, rather than create and operateangr&hensive and well
organized public institution®® In the antebellum period, these city subsidies were limited
primarily to medical dispensaries and were irregular and small ajgdrops. By 1864 the city
was providing a group of private relief agencies with public monies, and dueirfiglidwing
decade, “contributions to private groups for the support of the ‘dependentfantiveeclasses’
became established municipal poli¢§?” The subsidies continued to be erratic in the post-war
period, with some institutions receiving aid one year and getting nothing theifglannum.

Yet the amount of public monies the city was providing to these privdtiioss was

increasing. Baltimore provided seven institutions with $22,000 in 1870 toczaygphans, the
sick, and the poor, and fifteen groups with $100,000 in 1880 to support the charitablbeyork t
performed in the city’® This funding certainly aided the work conducted by private charities in
Baltimore, yet city officials made no efforts to extend their efforj®bd this occasional

funding, or to expand their own public activities when it came to Baltimore’s pdwr cily

lacked a comprehensive, ordered plan to assist its dependents, and cigntagikes regularly
expected the private sector to deal with city inhabitants in need.

In nineteenth-century Liverpool and Baltimore, control of public poor redgtied with
local officials. Yet it was only in Liverpool that the larger statgegnment attempted to replace
local control of this relief with national regulation. In Liverpool, tledeSt Vestry was appointed
to regulate the aid provided to city residents, per the 1601 ElizabetharP@ald).aw, which had
empowered each parish in England to determine how relief was distributeititnte seeking

relief. The Select Vestry was particularly strict in its psavis during the early nineteenth

% Rhines, “A City and its Social Problems,” p. 93.
100 hid., p. 93-94.
191 Brugger Maryland: A Middle Temperamer. 395.
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century, with outdoor relief granted only “in emergencies,” and the magifrappeals awarded
indoor relief in the Liverpool Workhous&. It continued to control poor relief distribution in
Liverpool after national debates over costs, distribution, and reformieff gelminated in the
passage of the Poor Law Amendment Act of 1834, which was more commonly ré&feassithe
New Poor Law® This was true despite provisions in the New Poor Law that trapdfpaor
relief control to newly established Poor Law Unions that were admirddiarally, but were
ultimately subject to a national Poor Law CommissfniNot only did Liverpool city officials
delay their adherence to this New Poor Law, but when they did finadkly #ile city to become a
poor law union in 1841, they almost immediately “petitioned for speciabpaghtary
dispensation, claiming the new system was more cumbersome than the olaiin&arli
subsequently granted this request, and though the reinstated Selegtiwés supposed to be
“subject to the oversight of the national Poor Law Commissioners,”¢sgw and by extension
local officials, ultimately retained daily control of poor relief ivéipool!%®

The Liverpool Select Vestry continued to determine the relief prdvinlénhe city’s poor
between 1842 and 1930, and this assistance assumed a variety of forms, incligtimg pawval,

outdoor relief, and indoor relief. The Select Vestry actually transgoens of thousands of poor

Irish migrants out of the city during the Irish Famine, in an effort to rethecsteep financial

192 Gallman,Receiving Erin’s Childrenp. 54. Those individuals who accepted indodeféh early-nineteenth-
century Liverpool were regularly expected to engageakum-picking while in residence in the fagilitOakum
picking was a particularly onerous and unpleasge of work that involved the unraveling of rop&iseparate fibers
by hand. These fibers could then be sold for ngkeé maritime industries. See Midwint8gcial Administration in
Lancashire p. 13-4 for more on the Select Vestry and thgorous investigations of applicants seeking petief in
the early-nineteenth-century.

193 For a history of opposition to the Old Poor LavEingland and the poor relief reform movement tadttb the
creation of the New Poor Law in 1834, please exarttie following: Peter Woodoverty and the Workhouse in
Victorian Britain (Wolfeboro Falls: Alan Sutton, 1991), p. 52-Mdnder the New Poor Law, the old, sick and infirm
remained eligible for outdoor relief as they hademthe Elizabethan (Old) Poor Law, but able-bodgividuals

were only to be provided with indoor relief in twerkhouse.

104 According to E.C. Midwinter, it was this estahlisent of a central Poor Law authority that wasef kmportance
to British poor relief; for more information on shaspect of the New Poor Law and its other fasees Midwinter,
Social Administration in Lancashire. 7-62.

195 Gallman,Receiving Erin’s Childrenp. 54. For additional information on this petitiand the campaign Liverpool
officials engaged in to revert back to the Seleestvy system, please examine Midwin®ogcial Administration in
Lancashire p. 17-8. Gallman provides a succinct and infaivesoverview of English poor relief throughoutghi
period; sedReceiving Erin’s Childrenp. 52-5.
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burden the migrants were placing on the HtyThis removal of Irish migrants was a unique
poor relief provision, and it was far more common throughout this period for #iey\fe make
awards of outdoor and indoor relief to the poor in Liverpool. The principglieats of outdoor
relief between 1859 and 1914 were “able bodied females, children under sirtéeonaable
bodied females,” and many of these beneficiaries were actually poor widdwseanchildren®’
Indoor relief continued to be provided to adults in the Brownlow Hill Workhoubkich
underwent an expansion in the late 1840s, so that it was the largest mrkedwse in
England'® The Parish increasingly favored indoor relief during the 1870s and aftistwar
arguing that “indiscriminate or inadequately investigated outrelieinwasnly wasteful—it was
demoralizing and a manufacturer of life long paupers.” This belief, assvélle idea that
private charities augmented outdoor relief totals, allowed Parisletdfio keep outdoor relief
expenditures down, and actually led to an unstated arrangement in which priviiesclvare
central to outdoor poor relief as it was practiced in LiverpSoThis unofficial arrangement
between private charities and public relief was somewhat akin to Bedtiafficials’ efforts to
subsidize private relief in that city, though the Select Vestry didgeawore types of poor relief
for Liverpool’s paupers than did their counterparts in Baltimore.

When it came to the many children receiving indoor relief in ninete@mttugy
Liverpool, the Vestry employed a variety of different strategiedydiveg industrial schools,
boarding out, emigration, employment, and even cooperation with local privaiteesharhe
Kirkdale Industrial Schools were established in 1845, as an attempt to sadvpdal’s youth

problem and a response to the increasingly popular belief that workhouse e sideit

morally contaminate children. The industrial schools provided healthy pahifgken in the

198 For an examination of the manner in which the tpo®| Select Vestry responded to the Irish Famirigration,
please examine GallmaRgceiving Erin’s Childrenp. 65-7.

107 Feehan, “Charitable effort, statutory authoritisg the poor in Liverpool, c. 1850-1914" p. 427.

198 See Table 5.2: Parish of Liverpool 1856-186@\iarriner, The Economic and Social Development of Merseyside
p. 85. There were nearly 3,600 people in residéntiee Liverpool Workhouse by 1866.

199 Feehan, “Charitable effort, statutory authoritesg the poor in Liverpool, ¢.1850-1914,” p. 400-27
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parish with vocational instruction, but made no provision for sick parish chitfréduring the
late 1860s and early 1870s, the Vestry addressed public criticism of thiialdesools and
also broadened its efforts to reduce poor relief costs by implementirdjrigpaut and child
emigration. Historian Lawrence Feehan argues that neither of thetegg@roved highly
successful. Parish authorities were not able to board out many Cathalierchiecause there
were few Catholic families able to take these children, andatseyfound it difficult to find
suitable adults to serve as monitors of boarded-out children or as tbdians of these
children!** The emigration of children, meanwhile, raised the ire of many locah{sarand this
opposition, in conjunction with parish officials own criticism of the pragtied to a ban on the
practice between 1875 and 1883. Though the parish did allow child emigration beB8éden 1
and 1891, “the Vestry lost interest” in the practice after this pétfod.

The Liverpool Vestry did not, however, confine its efforts to reducing pdief costs
for children to only boarding-out and emigration. Indeed, between the 1860s andyti€2@s,
parish officials also turned their attention to obtaining employment fastpehildren via legal
apprenticeships. During these decades, parish authorities arrangeatiapghips for poor boys
and girls that they understood as gender appropriate. Indentured parislegrient out as
domestic servants or as factory workers, while their male counterpargé primarily bound out
as factory and colliery workers. These apprentices were legally bowddlts “who provided
them with board and lodging, but did not have to pay them during their apprenticeshi.” T
practice became unsustainable for boys in the 1890s, as day waged-labor joinsgraer

and traditional apprenticeships declined, and the Vestry soon decided tooaibwtarities to

110 Belchem/rish, Catholic and Scous@. 78-9. Sick parish children were expected toaia in the Brownlow Hill
Workhouse with adult paupers, despite popular fabosit the corruption of workhouse children byadidelts in
residence in these facilities.

111 | jverpool parish authorities boarded out 369dreih between 1870 and 1913. For more informatiothis
practice in Liverpool, please examine Feehan, “{Eiale effort, statutory authorities, and the piwokiverpool, c.
1850-1914," p. 358-59.

112 protestant parish children who were sent to Camaate with Maria Rye, while Catholic parish childrerent
through the Catholic Children’s Protection Sociatyl Father Nugent. The Liverpool Vestry sent 54Tshachildren
to Canada between 1869 and 1891. See Feehan,tabiaeffort, statutory authorities, and the pwokiverpool,
€.1850-1914,” p. 360-62.
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provide lodging to older male parish children and to supplement boys’ earningsgerdixteen.
This decision to cooperate with the city’s private charitiegcedlthe evolution of local poor law
policy when it came to Liverpool’s youngest depend&ntst also reinforces the difficulty
Liverpool poor law officials experienced; the Vestry never found one gnlthiat entirely

resolved the dilemma that the care of Liverpool’s poor children posed tavhgesector.

Charitable Efforts—Private Assistance

Religion was central to much of the private philanthropy that occurredéierinth-
century Baltimore and Liverpool. Protestant, Catholic, and in Baltimorestiegformers
engaged in efforts to expand private assistance to the poor, though in botheitasis of these
efforts was increasingly the children of the poor. Orphanages were teggatanethod of care
for these children for much of the nineteenth century, though in both locationsviwese
contingent of reformers who supported not the institutionalization of ehildwt rather
emigration. Though public aid in early-nineteenth-century Baltimordimésd to the
Almshouse, there was a large contingent of private charities to Wisigiobr had recourse.
Institutions such as the Baltimore General Dispensary (founded in 1801) nthéFdéumane
Association Charity School (FHACS) (1801), St. Mary’s Female Orpharus{l818), the
Baltimore Infirmary (1823), St. Vincent de Paul's Male Orphanage (1840),taRét8ck’s
Orphanage (1847), marked the early efforts of philanthropists in Balttmg@m@vide the city’s
d]:14

poor with ai A number of these institutions were significant for their connestio

113 Feehan, “Charitable effort, statutory authoritasg the poor in Liverpool,” p. 362-68.

114 Other private charities established in Baltimdueing the late-eighteenth and early nineteenttucgincluded:
the Charitable Marine Society (1796), St. Paul’pl@nage (1799), St. Peter’s School and Orphan As{l805), the
Baltimore Eastern Dispensary (1817), St. Francesidémy for Colored Girls (1828), the Baltimore Mahuabor
School (1840), Christ Church Asylum (1840), StePstAsylum for Female Children (1845), and the Wes
Dispensary (1846), and the Baltimore Southern Dispey (1847). See Schatfistory of Baltimore City and County
p. 592-95, for the histories of the Charitable MarSociety, the Female Humane Association Chadio8l, and St.
Mary’s Female Orphan Asylum. For additional infation on these charities and on the Baltimore rimdiry, examine
Rohr, “Charities and Charitable Institutions,” 56677. For more information on the Christ Churdylim, the
Baltimore Manual Labor School, St. Vincent de Paiiiale Orphanage, the Baltimore General Dispensaxy the
Baltimore Eastern Dispensary, see Department off@eme and Labor, Bureau of the Cen®enevolent Institutions
1904 (Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 33(. 76-8, 152. The Baltimore Manual Labor Sdheas
an institution in which boys resided and receiveaducation, until they were of age to be appredtio trades and
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Baltimore’s religious communities. Of the nine orphanages establistBzadtimore between
1800 and 1855, four were Protestant institutions and four were Catholic efatifide

FHACS, which would eventually become the Baltimore Orphan Asylum, was somewhat
among this early group, as it was an “inter-denominational venture” vgpgerters hailed from
a variety of faithg!® Yet the FHACS was no different from many other early-nineteenthugent
private charities in Baltimore in terms of its close ties to thesaieligious groups.

Between 1850 and 1900, activists in Baltimore proved even more successfil in the
efforts to establish benevolent institutions and private charities. Aeuofh these facilities,
including the Union Protestant Infirmary (1855), St. Joseph’s German Hq4j8iéd), the
Maryland Eye and Ear Institute (1868), the Hospital for Women of Marylan@),188d the
Home for Incurables (1884), aimed at assisting Baltimoreans who were isgdnor in poor

health!'” Another contingent of these charities provided aid to older Baltimoveamsvere

businesses that administrators deemed acceptibtenore on this institution, see: “Nineteenth &ejf the
Directors of the Baltimore Manual Labor School fiedigent Boys to the Annual Subscribers of theitasbn and the
Public,” (Baltimore: The Home, 1864), p. 2-12.rgcounts of St. Peter’s School and Orphan AsydanhSt. Peter’s
Asylum for Female Children, examine the followidgurnal of the One Hundred and Fourth Annual Cotiverof the
Protestant Episcopal Church of the Diocese of Manyl(Baltimore: The Convention of the Protestgriséopal
Church of the Diocese of Maryland, 1887), p. 214-85. Frances’ Academy for Colored Girls was dihed by the
Oblate Sisters of Providence. This Sisters of lence are the oldest African-American Catholiceorid the United
States; see Vernon Polite, “Making a Way Out of\May: The Oblate Sisters of Providence and St.deascademy
in Baltimore, Maryland, 1828 to the Present,Growing Up African American in Catholic Schootsl. Jacqueline
Jordan Irvine and Michele Foster (New York: Teasheollege Press, 1996): 62-73. Nurith Zmora dises the
formation of St. Patrick’s Orphanage in her workasphanages in Baltimore during the Progressive Pilaase see:
Nurith Zmora,Orphanages Reconsidered: Child Care InstitutionBiogressive Era BaltimorgPhiladelphia:
Temple University Press, 1994), p. 32. For mor¢haenestablishment of the Western Dispensary am@éftimore
Southern Dispensary, please reference the follawldtudin Russell QuinaMedical Annals of Baltimore from 1608 to
1880, including Events, Men and Literature, to whic added a Subject Index and Record of Publivi&ss
(Baltimore: Press of Isaac Friedenwald, 188438&.

115 5t. Paul's Orphanage, St. Peter’s School and @rpisglum, the Christ Church Asylum and St. Petégylum for
Female Children were Protestant charities; BaltetsoEpiscopalian community established all fouthafse
institutions. The four Catholic orphanages we®é: Mary’'s Female Orphan Asylum, St. Frances’ Acayléor
Colored Girls, St. Vincent de Paul's Male Orphanagel St. Patrick’s Orphanage.

118 The FHACS' Trustees included Methodists, Episciapal, Presbyterians, Roman Catholics, Lutheranshddists,
and United Brethrens; see Terry D. Bilhattizban Religion and the Second Great Awakening: réthand Society in
Early National BaltimorgRutherford: Farleigh Dickinson Press, 19865%. The FHACS underwent several
transformations during the first half of the nirexteh century; it was reincorporated as the Orpkaliharity School in
1807, and in 1826, the FHCAS became known as tharidae Female Orphan Asylum. In 1846, the orplygnaas
authorized to care for male and female orphansjrati49, the institution became known as the Balte Orphan
Asylum. See Woodbourne Collection, Baltimore OrpAaglum, “Acts of Incorporation, By-Laws and Rulfes the
Government of the Asylum,” (Baltimore: Press dfid@. Bridges & Co., 1917), for this history.

17 The private medical facilities and charities elshied in Baltimore between 1850 and 1900 alsauihed the
Church Home and Hospital (1855-1856), the Prestaytdtye, Ear and Throat Charity Hospital (1878, Baltimore
Eye, Ear and Throat Charity Hospital (1882), arel@ity Hospital (1890. The history of the Uniorofesstant
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unable to support themselves. Amongst these facilities were the Agednidtaene (1850),

the Aged Men and Women’s Home for Colored People (1870), and the General German Age
Peoples’ Home (1882§2 A third group of the city’s private charities proposed not only the care
of their residents as did the institutions for the city’s elderly &g ut inhabitants’ reformation

as well. These included the Maryland Inebriate Asylum (1859), the Homalfen ®Vomen

(1869), the Florence Crittenden Home (1896), and the National Temperané@lHifsp

Baltimore (1898)° These reformatories, hospitals, and aged peoples’ homes demonstrate city
reformers’ sustained commitment to provisions for the poor and needy. Btenegiof

institutions such as the House of the Good Shepherd for White Women (1864), the Johns Hopki
Hospital (1889), the Hebrew Friendly Inn and Aged Home (1890), and the Sheppard Asylum
(1891) also reveal the continued centrality of religion to Baltimorési@ charities, as all of

these institutions were created by religious reformers or in asacrdth a particular

religion?

Infirmary can be found in: Rohr, “Charities anda@itable Institutions,” p. 665. For more on Stsejgh’'s German
Hospital, the Union Protestant Infirmary and therfjftand Eye and Ear Institute, refer to Quinktedical Annals of
Baltimore from 1608 to 188®. 40, 43, 253. For information on the HospitalWomen of Maryland, see Department
of Commerce and Labor, Bureau of the CenBesevolent Institutions1904. 154. See Eugene F. Cordg&le
Medical Annals of Maryland, 1799-18%Baltimore: Williams & Wilkins Company, 1903), p20; 723, for the
creation of the Home for Incurables.

118 Other facilities created for elderly Baltimoreansluded the Aged Men’s Home (1865) and the Hometfe Aged
of the Methodist Episcopal Church (1867), and thelt®r for Aged and Infirm Colored Persons of Batire City
(1881). For more on these institutions and thedAg®mmen’s Home, and the German Aged People’s Hpiease
examine ScharHlistory of Baltimore City and Countp. 604.

119 See George Washington Howafdhe Monumental City: Its Past History and Preseasource¢Baltimore: J. D.
Ehlers & Co., 1873), p. 340, for an account ofMaryland Inebriate Asylum. For information on tHeme for Fallen
Women, see the following: Schalfistory of Baltimore City and Countp. 597; Rohr, “Charities and Charitable
Institutions,” p. 666. See Rohr, “Charities and thale Institutions,” p. 666, for details on thatinal Temperance
Hospital of Baltimore and the Florence Crittendesmnié as well.

120 please examine Rohr, “Charities and Charitatdétiriions,” p. 666, for the history of the Houdetee Good
Shepherd for White Women. For information on tblens Hopkins Hospital, please refer to: Cordetle Medical
Annals of Maryland, 1799-189f. 720; 723, S.Z. Ammen, “History of Baltimore&375-1896,” inBaltimore: Its
History and Its People, Volume |—Histoad. Clayton Colman Hall (New York: Lewis Hidtal Publishing
Company, 1912), p. 274. For more on the Hebreenfaty Inn and Aged Home, please refer to Henrfgttald(Ed.),
The American Jewish Year book 5668, Septembei0d, tb8September 25, 190Bhiladelphia: The Jewish
Publication Society of America, 1907), p. 196. AaRer merchant by the name of Moses Sheppard isétadbithe
Sheppard Asylum in 1857, though his orders conngrtiie financial management of the Asylum preveittédm
opening for another thirty-four years; se@e American Practitioner and News: A Bi-Weeklyrdal of Medicine and
Surgery Volumes X and IX, 18%@. D.W. Yandell, M.D. and H.A. Cottell, M.D. (Laviille: John P. Morton and
Company, 1890), p. 424.
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During the early nineteenth century reformers in Liverpool, like tleeinterparts in
Baltimore, were busy establishing a number of different private st assist the city’s poor.
Institutions such as the Welsh Charitable Society (1804), the Deaf and Dunu) @&25), the
Liverpool City Mission (1829), the Liverpool Night Asylum for the Houseless PI&80), the
Lying-In Hospital and Dispensary for the Diseases of Women and Children (184 1jea
Liverpool Foreigners Mission (1844) were created during this period in an tefidegl with
issues of poverty and need in Liverp&dl.Several of these charities were explicitly Protestant in
their foundations and their support, especially those institutions #ratemgaged in visiting the
local poor. Yet Protestant reformers were not the only Liverpudliansablieh charities during
this period. Though the poverty of Liverpool Catholics restricted the numisbaafies they
were able to establish and the actual amount of assistance theseshatuilil convey, the city’'s
Catholics were able during this period to organize a Catholic Benevaleietys create a
Catholic Orphan Asylum in 1820, and begin a local branch of the Society of St. Vindesutlde
in 1845 As these examples demonstrate, religion and reform were linkedsartreemanner
in early-nineteenth- century Liverpool as they were in Baltimorewitheame to provisions for

each city’s poor residents.

Charitable Efforts—Private Assistance for Children: Child dgation

Though reformers in Liverpool and Baltimore created numerous institutiotisefaity’s

poor inhabitants between 1850 and 1900, it was both cities’ youngest residertsaame the

121 The private charitable institutions establishediirerpool during the first half of the nineteerténtury actually
marked the second wave of such philanthropy ircitye The earliest private charities in the citgre created during
the eighteenth century, and included the Blue Gaabol and Hospital (1718), the Strangers Frieradebp(1789),
the Liverpool Infirmary (1749), the Seaman’s Hoap{fL752), the Liverpool Dispensary (1778), the@zHor the
Blind (1791), and the Ladies Charity (1796); forrmon these eighteenth-century philanthropies splexamine:
Margaret SimeyCharitable Effort In Liverpool in the Nineteenthr@ery (Liverpool : Liverpool University Press,
1951), p. 19-32; George Chandleiverpool(London: B.T. Batsford Ltd., 1957), p. 371-418ndda.ongmore, “Civil
Liverpool: 1680-1800,” p. 149, 151-53. Other Lipveol charities that were created between 18001850 were: the
Female Penitentiary (1809), the Liverpool CharigaBbciety (1823), the District Provident Societ§Z2), and the Eye
and Ear Infirmary (1841) For information on earlpeteenth century charities in Liverpool, refer ithe Stranger in
Liverpool “The Charities,” p. 197-217; Sime@haritable Effort in Liverpoqlp. 25-31; GallmarReceiving Erin’s
Children p. 58-9.

122 Gallman,Receiving Erin’s Childrenp. 60. The data on the Catholic Orphan Asylupeaps irThe Stranger in
Liverpool p. 210.
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focus of each city’s reformers. The presence of poor children inddeéimcreasingly drew the
attention not only of reformers, but also of visitors, local offsceid local residents. When the
French historian Hippolyte Taine visited Liverpool in the 1860s and exploreel aiotime poorer
guarters of the city, he was amazed by the number of children in residence:

Every stairway swarms with children, five or six to a step, the

eldest nursing the baby; their faces are pale, their hair whitish

and tousled, the rags they wear are full of holes, they have

neither shoes nor stockings and they are all vilely dirty. Their

faces and limbs seemed to be encrusted with dust and soot. In

one street alone there must have been about two hundred

children sprawling or fightind®
Taine was certainly shocked by the extreme poverty in which these chadrded, and was
sympathetic to their plight. Yet other observers were less compassiandtposited instead the
dangerous nature of the Liverpool children who were such a public pres¢heeity. As early
as 1839, Liverpool Mayor Sir Joshua Walmsley warned government affibet Liverpool
teemed with

hundreds [of poor children] who had been brought to live by

plunder; they herded together in cellars twenty or more in a

place without a bed to lie on, and sallied forth from these

dens at all hours to pilfer or steal what they could ffid.
Walmsley suggested many Liverpool youngsters were not children at attheit criminals who
preyed on their fellow city dwellers. This sentiment was echoed by théahapthe Liverpool
Borough Prison and by local newspaperman Hugh Shimmin who intimated some children

cultivated the appearance of poverty and were actually professionar®egwp simply took

123 Hippolyte TaineTaine’s Notes on Englantrans. Edward Hyams. (London: Thames & Hud468y7), p. 225.
124 Malcolm Fielding and Michael Winstanley, “Lancash¢hildren in the nineteenth century,"Working Children in
Nineteenth-Century Lancashjred. Michael Winstanley (Preston: Lancashire @p&ooks, 1995), p. 10.
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advantage of the unsuspecting in Liverp@dlPronouncements such as these only reinforced the
image of the city as a place of unchecked and uncontrolled youth run amok.

The testimony of locals and visitors alike certainly buttresseddtien that nineteenth-
century Liverpool was a place with an unchecked youth problem, yet it wasdhemic realities
of Liverpool that truly encouraged this vision of the city. Liverpool wasmmercial center, and
there was a “lack of regular industrial employment” available to i@nldvhose economic
contributions assisted in their families’ survivdl. Thus, poor boys and girls who resided in the
city turned to the casual labor market that flourished in Liverps@ source of employment.
Many of these children worked as street traders or even beggars, asdhieiv daily physical
presence on the streets of Liverpool that drew so much attention from tiysvés1d local
residents. The version of childhood that these children presented to obsert&nly did not
correspond with the increasingly popular English middle-class beliethitdten were to be
sheltered and protected during childhood, no matter what their class memi@ér&topr
children in Liverpool were visible, tangible examples of urban childhood gooregw The
spectacle of these children intersected with middle-class concepfierhat a proper childhood
should entail, and prompted a surge during the second half of the nineteerntj icethigl
number of private organizations and institutions in Liverpool targeting poairehil

Though there was a rise in the number of organizations focusing on assisting poor
children, one cohort of the childcare charities created in Liverpool ariien garts of England
during this period actually rejected the convention of institutionstheame to dependent

children. The Protestant and Catholic reformers who establishedtigesézations posited

125 Hugh ShimminLiverpool Life, The Courts and Alleys of Liverpgdew York: Garland Publishing, Inc, 1985), p.
43. Shimmin was perhaps the most famous journalisiverpool during this period in terms of the myasocial
critiques and commentaries he wrote on the cityienpopulation. For the history of his life, aogbies of his work,
refer to John K. Walton and Alastair Wilcdxpw Life and Moral Improvement in Victorian Englandiverpool
through the journalism of Hugh Shimmn{idew York: Leicester University Press, 1991).

126 Barbara Copeland and Gavin Thompson, “The ‘BoydiatiProblem’ in Lancashire,” iworking Children in
Nineteenth-Century Lancashjred. Michael Winstanley (Preston: Lancashire @p&ooks, 1995), p. 111. See also
Simey,Charitable Effort in Liverpoglp. 10.

27 Anna Davin,Growing Up Poor: Home, School and Street in Londi87A0-1914 (London: Rivers Oram Press,
1996), p. 4.
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emigration as the only real solution to the child problem that existeigénpool and other
English cities. These child emigration supporters establishediéscib house children
temporarily and then sent them abroad to Canada or other parts oftisie Bmipire. Between
1868 and 1925, 80,000 children, most of whom were younger than fourteen, were dispatched
from England to Canada in such a manner, and thousands of poor English children camtinued t
be sent out after World War Il to Canada, as well as to Rhodesia, Aystralidlew Zealantf®
Of the Liverpool child emigration societies, Maria Rye’s Emigratiamid for Destitute Little
Girls (1869) was the oldest, though it was not the only Protestant childagiongorganization in
operation in the city; the Liverpool Sheltering Home for Orphan and Destituigr&h (1873),
and the local branch of Dr. Barnardo’s Home (1892) were also prominent in clgicheom
efforts in Liverpool®® Catholic children were sent out by these organizations, though the
Catholic Society for the Protection of Children was established erjhool in 1881, in order to
protect Catholic children from proselytization and the rumored kidnappingssknot child
emigration societies engaged in when it came to these children. éamisiohn Belchem notes,
this Catholic organization operated in the same fashion as itstBnttegonsored peers, and by
June 1886 it had emigrated 605 children from Liverpool to Calfada.

A similar split occurred between childcare reformers in the Uniteg§ with anti-
institutionalist reformers who argued against placing children in orpkar@aygone side, and

supporters of orphanages and other institutions on the other. Anti-inaaligie claimed that

128 30y Parrlabouring Children: British Immigrant Apprenticas Canada, 1869-1924London: Croom Helm,
1980. P. 11; Philip Bean and Joy Melvillest Children of the Empire: The Untold Story otdn’s Child Migrants
(London: Unwin Hyman, 1989), p. 97-135. The migjoof children sent out of England during the rigenth century
via child emigration schemes went to Canada, thaaghe of the earliest child emigrants were trartspdio the
Caribbean, to Bermuda and the West Indies. Afftercbmpletion of World War Il, the emigration ofgsahildren
from England resumed, and actually continued &7, when the last children arrived in Australia.

129 For more information on English child emigratidmaria Rye’s efforts, Dr. Barnardo’s, and the Liveop
Sheltering Home, which Louisa Birt established &73, please see: Joy Parapouring Childrenp. 27-44. See also
Sir C.S. Loch;The Charities Register and Digest: being a clasdifiegister of charities in or available for the
Metropolis, together with a digest of informatia@specting the legal, voluntary, and other meansHerprevention
and relief of distress and the improvement of treaddion of the poofLondon: Longmans, Green & Co., 1890), p.
618; Liverpool Sheltering Home, Annual Reports, 38&nnual Report, 1874 Annual Report, 1875 Annugbdte and
1877 Annual Report; Bean and Melvillsst Children of the Empire

130 BelchemIrish, Catholic and Scouse. 85-6.
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orphanages were often overcrowded and that they failed to allow childrevetopglas
individuals™' The most famous American anti-institutionalist, Charles Loring Brdagned

the indenture agreements allowed by some private institutions stoppirémchiibm leaving
unhappy situations, prevented reformers from stepping in, and “emphasitsiotheslationship
between children and families rather than the emotional ties bethves.”** Brace established
the Children’s Aid Society (CAS) in New York City in 1853, and he soon becanpeitiogoal
advocate of the “Emigration Plan,” which called for the removal oficdnil from cities to the
countryside to reside with foster families, and which had by 1910, placed over 110|86&hch
in this mannet®® The number of organizations engaged in this scheme increased in the following
decades, and there was even a Children’s Aid Society in Baltimore thasw84860, dedicated
to obtaining for children “comfortable homes in the country, where théypeviprovided for.***
By the 1890s, however, the practice of placing out was highly contested. Cathdlicada
charged that the CAS was “stealing and converting” Catholic childremtegtantism. Other
critics charged the CAS burdened rural parts of the United States &ithyYNrk's most

delinquent and troublesome children, that CAS operatives obtained childrafiyillegd that

parents’ rights were being violated. Laws were passed in setaes 8 limit, control or

131 Hacsi,Second Homa. 72; David |. MacleodThe Age of the Child: Children in America, 189®Q@9New York:
Twayne Publishers, 1998), p. 17.

132 Clement,Growing Painsp. 197.

133 As Marilyn Holt notes in her work on Brace, the §4and the children this organization transporBdce
portrayed the idea of placing children out in seahanner as if it was his own, and as if it existedo other country
throughout the world. Yet in the United States) tether men by the names of Robert M. Hartley atuh Earl
Williams promoted placing out during the same petas Brace. Hartley worked for the New York Asation for
Improving the Condition of the Poor, which eventyateated the New York Juvenile Asylum that supgdiplacing
out. Williams was employed by the Boston Childseilission, and he became the director of its placg#mrogram
in 1850. Unlike the CAS, the Boston Children’s Bam only placed children within Massachusettse $jstem also
existed outside the United States as well, mosthipin England, and as Priscilla Ferguson Clemeitits out, in
Germany. For more on Brace, the CAS, and its isffeee: HoltThe Orphan Trains: Placing Out in Amerjca
O’Connor,Orphan Trains: The Story of Charles Loring Bracelahe Children He Saved and Faijdéeerguson,
Growing Paing’ p. 197-200; Linda Gordofi,he Great Arizona Orphan Abductig@ambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1999).

134 Henry Watson Children’s Aid Society, Annual RegoReport for the year ending October 1, 1861, pide CAS
remained the primary organization involved in thagration of children, and between 1854 and 192@iitt
approximately 250,000 children to live with fostemilies throughout the Unites States. Anotheraization
participating in child emigration was the New Ydt&undling Hospital, which placed 30,000 childrertie American
West; see O’'ConnofQrphan Trains p. xviii; Linda GordonThe Great Arizona Orphan Abductig@ambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1999). For more on tidiferation of these societies, see: Hole Orphan Trainsp. 80-
117; FergusonGrowing Painsp. 200.
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prevent placing out, and Progressive Era reformers increasingly dathar@lacement of children

into local foster families over their removal to the Wést.

Charitable Efforts—Private Assistance for Children: Orphasag

Though there was growing support for child emigration in both countries during the
second half of the nineteenth century, there were a large number ¢ pnsttutions established
in both cities during this period that were formed to house poor children, and itz thie
focus of this study. In Baltimore, the largest group of these private at@lohsditutions was
comprised of orphanages like the Home of the Friendless of BaltimgréHGOi), that were
created for children whose parents were dead, destitute, or ctaemable to care for thelfs.
There were at least twenty-three orphanages created iriytltrigng this period, all of which
were private. Though Protestants created the majority of these orphaBatiimore’s Jewish
community collectively established the Hebrew Orphan Asylum in 1873 for Gelevash
children®” The city’s Catholics engaged in an even more successful campaigrtuaity ac

created two reformatories and nine orphanages between 1850 arid®1D6€iing Catholic

135 Eor information on the criticism leveled at thaghg out movement, see: Hdlthe Orphan Trais, p. 118-55;
Gordon,The Great Arizona Orphan Abductigm 11; FergusorGrowing Painsp. 199. For the new ideas that
characterized the child saving movement duringPtegressive period, please see O’Con@ophan Trainsp. 288-
309; MacleodThe Age of the Chilg. 17.

136 See the Woodbourne Collection (hereafter cited/&3, The Home of the Friendless of Baltimore Chigreafter
cited as HOF), Annual Reports, 1854-1858, First#airiReport for the year ending November 23, 1858, for the
creation of this orphanage. The other orphanagesged in Baltimore between 1850 and 1900 wereAr@hony’s
[German] Orphan Asylum (1852), St. Vincent's Infasylum (1856), the German-Protestant Orphan Asy(Li&63),
the Association for the Shelter of Colored Orphand Friendless Colored Children (1865), the Unioph@n Asylum
(1866), St. Frances’ Orphan Asylum (1866), St. Mamydustrial School for Boys (1866), the Hebrewpfan Asylum
(1872), the Dolan Children’s Aid Society (1874) thelso Home for Orphans of the Methodist Episc@piairch
(1874), the Johns Hopkins Colored Orphan AsylunY§)8the Protestant Infant Asylum (1875), St. JarHesne for
Boys (1878), the Egenton Female Orphan Asylum (},880 Mary’s Home for Little Colored Boys (188@}.
Katherine’s Home for Colored Girls, St. Mary’s Horfoe Little Colored Boys (1880), St. Elizabeth’s ide for
Colored Infants and Children (1881), St. John’siammage for Boys (1884), the Samuel Ready Schodidorale
Orphans (1887), the Maryland Baptist Orphanagetorde for Colored Children (1895), and the Maryl&fame for
Friendless Colored Children (1899).

137 As Nurith Zmora argues in her examination of Pesgive-era orphanages in Baltimore, the creatidghisf
orphanage resulted from cooperation between thegdeBenevolent Society, Jewish religious officidlewish
businessmen, and the larger Jewish community.Z8ega,Orphanages Reconsidergd 19-20.

138 The House of the Good Shepherd (1864) and thedHofuthe Good Shepherd for Colored Girls (1892)enke
two Catholic reformatories in nineteenth-centurjtiBere. For the histories of these two institasorefer to: Board
of World’s Fair Managerdylaryland, Its Resources, Industries and InstitusioRrepared for the Board of World's
Fair Managers of Maryland by Members of Johns Hopkiniversity and Other@altimore: The Sun Job Printing
Office, 1893), p. 469. For more on the House ef@ood Shepherd, please see: John G. $hidastory of the
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efforts was the belief that these orphanages would protect young Cattwtidhe
proselytization that might occur in Protestant benevolent institutionspitBése separate
institutions for different faiths, there were some striking siritiéss between Baltimore’s Catholic
and Protestant orphanages. Which children resided in each orphanagéyrdgptmded not
only on religion, but also on the applicant’s race, ethnicity, age, and sex, and argrit¢hea
asylum administrators deemed significant when it came to admis3ioNs. matter what their
religious affiliation was, these childcare institutions tagdetery select and segregated

populations of poor children to assist.

Catholic Church Within the Limits of the United 8& From the First Attempted Colonization to tliegent Time
(Rahway: The Mershon Company Press, 1892), p. 8€4arf History of Baltimore City and Countp. 596-97. The
Catholic orphanages created in Baltimore betwe&® B8id 1900 were: St. Vincent’s Infant Asylum, 8ary’s
Industrial School for Boys, St. Anthony’s Orphanysn, the Dolan Children’s Aid Society, St. Elizadbhs Home for
Colored Infants and Children, and St. Frances Qrpgtsylum. For more on St. Vincent de Paul’s, Stthony’s, the
Dolan Children’s Aid Society, St. Patrick’s, Stn¢ent’s Infant Asylum, and St. Frances’ orphanages; Board of
World’s Fair Managerdylaryland, Its Resources, Industries and Institutjpp. 456. A detailed history of St. Mary’s
Industrial School for Boys can be found in John @@y, Catholic Charities in the United Stat@idew York: Arno
Press, 1971). 118-20. Information on St. Elizabeth’s Home barfound in the following: Department of
Commerce and Labor, Bureau of the CenBesievolent Institutions1904. 78. Please see Sister Theresa
Willingham, “Notice of the Establishment of St. Reas Orphan Asylum,” St. Frances Orphan Asylum K
Motherhouse Record Group, Box 18, Folder 11, forenam the history of St. Frances’ Orphan Asylunme Two
Catholic orphanages that housed children who veer@kd for other orphanages were St. Joseph’s Holiswlustry
(1865) and St. James’ Home for Boys (1878). Forenimformation both of these institutions, pleasansine: Rohr,
“Charities and Charitable Institutions,” p. 665,766-or more on St. Joseph’s, see also Rhines,ityAadd its Social
Problems,” p. 168; Department of Commerce and LaBoreau of the CensuBenevolent Institutions1904. 78.
Nurith Zmora discusses the late 1940s evaluatidedtimore Catholic orphanages that the Child Welfaeague of
America conducted, and she provides more insigbtthre mid-twentieth-century realities of St. Jahté@me; Zmora,
Orphanages Reconsidergal 190-91.

139Zmora,Orphanages Reconsidergnl 19. Zmora reinforces the point that all tghanages in Baltimore were
private, and she examines the Samuel Ready SahedDolan Children’s Aid Society, and the Hebrevplanm
Asylum. Baltimore was home to nine African-Americarphanages. The African-American Catholic orpatugas
were St. Frances’ Asylum for Orphans (1866), andEftabeth’s Home for Colored Infants and Child(@880); see
Sister Theresa Willingham, “Notice of the Estaliignt of St. Frances Orphan Asylum,” for more onftrer, and
Department of Commerce and Labor, Bureau of thes@eBenevolent Institutions 190g. 78, for information on the
latter. The Protestant orphanages for African Acaer children were: the Association for the ShadfeColored
Orphans and Friendless Colored Children (1865))ttes Hopkins Colored Orphan Asylum (1875), theylad
Baptist Orphanage and Home for Colored Childre®§)8St. Mary's Home for Little Colored Boys (188@hd St.
Katherine’s Home for Colored Girls. For the histofyThe Association for the Shelter of Colored Gapé and
Friendless Colored Children, please see: Rhie§ity and its Social Problems,” p. 121-22. In 58The
Association for the Shelter of Colored Orphans dgke Johns Hopkins Hospital Board of TrusteesiefHospital
(JHHBT) if the latter would take over the Assoaatifor the Shelter of Colored Orphans and runisétution until
the new Johns Hopkins Colored Orphan Asylum bugdims completed. The Association for the Shelt€alored
Orphans was in desperate financial straits, anttidtself not continue to operate without assisean¢he JHHBT
agreed to this arrangement, and the JHCOA opemeddme year; see: Johns Hopkins Colored Orphginhs
Hospital Board of Trustees Minutes, 1870-1976, heedf January 18, 1875, p. 25. For informatiorttom Maryland
Baptist Orphanage and Home for Colored Children@indlary’s Home for Little Colored Boys, see Depant of
Commerce and Labor, Bureau of the CenBesevolent Institutions190p. 78. A Protestant Episcopal religious
order known as The All Saints’ Sisters of the Pestablished St. Mary’s and St. Katherine’s. Itaém unclear
exactly what year St. Katherine’s was founded, ¢foimformation suggests it came into being arotmedsame time as
St. Mary'’s.
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Religion was also central to the contingent of child-welfare ungiits established in
Liverpool between 1850 and 1900, and to which children were admitted into which orphanage or
industrial school. Liverpool’'s Catholics mobilized during this period and fobitimeir own
institutions, after Protestants refused to provide Catholics in the eity'khouses and industrial
schools with access to their religion. Institutions such as the AseaamitProvidence for the
Protection of Orphan and Destitute Boys (1864), St. Anne’s Industrial School (186Heand t
Female Orphanage (1868) provided poor Catholic youngsters in Liverpool witr simel
vocational instruction, and protected them against possible Pratesiaalytizatiort*°
Liverpool’s Protestant reformers busied themselves with theamezfta variety of childcare
institutions as well during this period. Most of these Protestant-sponsorédesharcluding
orphanages like the Liverpool Asylum for Orphan Boys (LAOB) (1850), therpool Infant
Orphan Asylum (LIOA) (1860), and the Liverpool Seaman’s Orphan Institution(1869), and
industrial schools like the Liverpool Industrial School (1875), and the Lieétpdustrial
School for Girls (1885), were like the majority of their Catholiciegjents, traditional in their
approache$!" These facilities aimed to house, care for and educate the childtesiri
residences for extended periods of time before their dismissal, flewded the continued
commitment many Protestant and Catholic Liverpudlian reformers demedsivanstitutions as

the proper way in which to deal with poor children.

140 This group of Catholic charities included thesstitntions, as well as St. George’s Industrial $tt{h861), St.
Elizabeth’s Certified Industrial School (1861), tBlarence(1864), the Boys’ Orphanage Industrial School (3868d
the Boys Refuge Industrial School (1869). THarencewas a somewhat unigue institution, as it was driew
training ships that existed in nineteenth-centuxetpool. These ships provided boys with the ingion necessary to
become seafarers, or in the case oHHMS Conwayfuture Merchant Navy officers. Thékbarand thdndefatigable
were the other two ships, and both of these westeBtant-supported institutions. Both tidbarand theClarence
were reformatory ships, and housed boys who hadirtal records; according to John Belchem, the lomymard the
Clarencewere taught shoemaking, tailoring, carpenterimgl, ®amanship, and were also provided with relgiou
instruction; see Belcherrjsh, Catholic and Scousg. 80. For more on thelarenceand on Liverpool’s Catholic
industrial schools and the Female Orphanage, pkasmine: Sir C.S. Locfhe Charities Register and Digept

502, 512, and 519. Father James Nugent establiskeiissociation of Providence for the Protectib@gphan and
Destitute Boys, and the boys in residence receiading in shoe-making, printing, tailoring, andpgr-bag making.
For more on Father Nugent and this organizatiosag®# see John Belchdnmish, Catholic and Scouse. 81.

141 This cohort of Protestant child welfare facilitialso included the following: thkbar(1856), thendefatigable
(1865), and the Preventative Home for Young Git&76). For a consideration of these institutiaes: LochThe
Charities Register and Digegt. 328-29, 363, 501-02, 512, 519. For additianf@irmation on the Liverpool Seaman’s
Orphan Institution, please refer to: Royal LivespSeaman’s Orphan Institution, Annual Reports, e |1 1869-
1874, Report for the year ending December 1866;1d.
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Conclusion

Nineteenth-century Baltimore and Liverpool were separated by shexjpanse of the
Atlantic Ocean, located on different continents and in different coanaral had their own daily
realities. Yet economic, religious, and demographic developments during treenthatentury
transformed the two into remarkably similar places. BaltinamceLiverpool gained prominence
as large urban Atlantic ports that were religiously, ethnically aridliadiverse, and were
dominated by trade, and gained infamy for the negative transformationsahettic nineteenth-
century demographic and social changes had wrought in each. Officials intiestkergaged in
efforts to improve the city’s infrastructure and provide citizenk witblic assistance, though this
public relief remained much more limited in its scope in Baltimore th&iverpool. Yet in both
cities it was private philanthropy that was central to charitetbtets to assist the poor, especially
poor children. It was to these private charities, and especially to Loleapd Baltimore’s
orphanages, that many poor families with children turned for aid and aesisi@tween 1840

and 1910.
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Chapter Three: The Families They Came From: Baite

Children who entered the Baltimore orphanages came from families ih adgce type
of internal disruption had occurred that made it impossible for all faméimbers to remain
together as a unit. The majority of these children were from householdgmfatiers though
living, were either physically absent, or incapacitated. Mothers fae less likely than their
male spouses to be physically separated from their children, though some daiddnaxe
mothers who were responsible for behaving in ways that resulted in thieitibesof the family
unit, or came from homes in which judicial officials deemed both parerdsisfastory and so
committed children to the orphanages. In the many instances in which woneepresent in
the family unit, their presence was not always enough to guarantee tisingnfiamily members
would remain together as a unit. Indeed, the mothers of Baltimore asylunechibtt a greater
chance than their male counterparts of being poor, having intemperate spewsggs, b
unemployed, and losing spouses to death, jail, and desertion. Missing hushzardaffigant
these women faced difficult decisions when it came to the survivaédamily’s remaining
members, and that even their best attempts to maintain the family ghitlmi compromised by
poverty, illness, unemployment, and even employment itself. Despite thesvaressures that
the mothers and fathers of Baltimore asylum children faced, parepéahen, divorce, and
domestic violence remained relatively uncommon in these families, argeactamtingent of The
Home of the Friendless of Baltimore City (HOF) parents actuatyrgited to make board

payments that would insure their continued rights to their children.

Parental realities for asylum children

Though many of the children who inhabited the HOF and the Baltimore Orphan Asylum
(BOA) were half-orphans who came from homes in which only one parent wasekbcidwe

residence of full orphans in the HOF was rare, and that asylum’s populaisoprimarily
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composed of poor children who had both parents living. Of the 3239 children admiibtéukei
HOF between 1854 and 1910, 45.7% had both parents living at the time of their adrff&s2on.
Graph 3.1) Half-orphans comprised the second largest group of HOF residemgthisrperiod,
and accounted for 33.7% of the asylum’s inhabitants. These half-orphans had erolesoft
fathers prior to their admission into the asylum than they had mothers; 55.00¢dfdf-
orphans had deceased fathers and 45.0% had mothers who were dead at the hieoathe
HOF residents. There was a notable difference between the large swhbtleitfdren who had
both parents living or were half-orphans and the very small group of full ap¥temresided in
the asylum; only 2.4% of HOF inhabitants were actually full orphans. Thenmem&91

(18.2%) HOF residents were children for whom HOF officials possessed riontted amount

of information when it came to their parentage.
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BPL=Both parents living

ML, FNL=Mother living, Father not living

FL, MNL=Father living, Mother not living

PNL=Parents not living

NIP=No information about parents

ML, NIF=Mother living, No information about father

FL, NIM=Father living, No information about mother
MNL, NIF=Mother not living, No information about father
FNL, NIM=Father not living, No information about mother
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In contrast at the BOA, orphans dominated numerically prior to the 1870s, half orphans
comprised the second largest group of residents, and very few childnemvaritiving parents
were admitted until the end of the nineteenth century. The original purptieeBOA was to
house female children who had lost both parents, and until November 1846, BOAsby-law
forbade the entry of any children who did not meet this critéridhough full-orphans and half-
orphans of both sexes were made eligible for admission as of this date gbtégriof the 189
children admitted between January 1850 and December 1859 were half-Grphahe.1870s,
the numbers of BOA half-orphans rose and continued to increase during theelastettades of
the nineteenth century, while the population of full orphans decreasedtidediynsand became a
minority populatior? This trend continued as well in the early years of the twentieth ger@ir
the 109 BOA children in residence in 1908, eighteen were full orphans, twesgykiiad both

parents living, and sixty-eight were half-orphéns.

Desertion
Nearly 16% of HOF residents came from households in which parentaliaie sed
occurred, and 85.8% (441) of these cases involved fathers who desertéahthigis® When

Bertha and Arabella Seymour’s mother sought their admission into therH&E March 1863,

! The original resolution can be found in the falilog: WC, The Orphaline Society, Board Minutes)ulery 1819-
January 1857, Meeting of October 23, 1846. Sexe\WI§, Baltimore Orphan Asylum (from this point onda
abbreviated BOA), “Acts of Incorporation, By-Laves)d Rules for the Government of the Asylum,” 1984t the
specific changes made in November 1846, see WC,,BAds of Incorporation,”A supplement to an act for
incorporating a society to maintain and educate paghan and other destitute female children, by tlame of the
Orphaline Charity School, and to repeal the achs$embly therein mentioned, passed February 15-1847,
chapter 54.

2WC, BOA, Admission Books, Book 3, Girls AdmittetB46-1898, and Book 4, Boy's Book, 1847-1893.

3 Of the 101 BOA inhabitants in resident in the B@AL871, forty-six were full orphans, and sixtydiwere half-
orphans. As of 1885, there were 107 children iithmgpbthe BOA; eighty were half-orphans, twent-omere full
orphans, and six children had both parents liviBg.1896, only thirteen of the ninety-one childiermresidence at the
BOA were full orphans. Of the remaining seventyheichildren, seventy-four were half-orphans, and had both
mothers and fathers living. See WC, BOA, Annuap®&ts for the years between 1860 and 1930, 18TiLi&dn
Report; 1885 Annual Report; 1896 Annual Report.

4WC, BOA, Annual Reports, 1908 Annual Report.

5 WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864; Regis®emk 2, Admissions, March 1861-March 1870; RegsstBook
3, Admissions and Dismissions, April 1871-April B3 Registers, Book 5, Admissions, May 1875-Novenits31;
Registers, Book 6, Admissions and Discharges, 1I882; Registers, Book 7, Admissions, Dismissions, ionthly
Reports, 1892-1895; Registers, Book 8, AdmissianisMonthly Reports, 1896-1902; Registers, Book1BD3-1910
(from this point onward known as Master File, 18%10). These 514 children represented 15.9% cisleim’s
total population.
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she provided HOF officials with an archetypal tale of paternal abandonme#igibky ill Mrs.
Seymour said her husband was worthless and that he had deserted her sixtesibenomet She
had heard that he had joined the army, but had received no other news from him anctia finan
support from him during the entirety of his absence. HOF administratorsmessed by her
effort “through the past winter to support her children by her needle,tedsgidelicate health,
and by her “respectable conditiof's They were also affected by her story of female
abandonment and they quickly admitted both her daughters into the asylum. Ireithesdaat
followed, the mothers of David and Florence Proudfoot, Theodore Bakerdorf, Lduiviag
Chaffer, George Dahl and many other children, provided accounts to HOBargjateses that
were remarkably similar to the history Mrs. Seymour had relafBdese stories varied
somewhat when it came to details about each mother’s health, the numberrehchlel was
responsible for, and the extent of the family’s poverty. Yet what aasnon in all of these

cases was the husband’s abandonment of his wife and his cHildren.

5 WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1&78ses of Bertha and Arabella Seymour.

" Ibid., Records of David and Florence ProudfootyiBers, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, Case of Bdere
Bakerdorf; Registers, Book 5, May 1875-Novemberll @xample of Louis and Irving Chaffer; Registdepk 7,
1892-1895, Record of George William Dahl.

8 For additional examples of children who had battepts living and fathers who deserted the farséyg: WC, HOF,
Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Histories of RosalliéaiEmma, Susan, Mary and Jane Johnson; Virginia
Chamberlain; Anna and Kate Lee; Sarah Ellen anchelafweedle; Mary and Helen Dobbin; Alice Ameliéiz&beth
Williams, and Mary Prescott; Mary Mulliken; Jeni@atlin; ; Laura N. Jackson; Fannie and Florencevhay, Elisa
Neagle; Annie M. Riley; Registers, Book 2, Marct618Varch 1870, Accounts of Lydia Fanny Hughes; Niid a
Georgianna Parsons; Samuel Mills; Crithander H.rARgtta Clementine and David Ferdinand Gardnéa; E
Elizabeth and Sarah Ida Brown; Charles Rising; Gieona and Emma Virginia Turner; William C. EmersBrank
Dosch; Louisa and Fannie Bennett; Charlie AlerizZRfVurster; Virginia; Mary E. and Caroline Dankedssters, Book
3, April 1871-April 1875, Cases of John Wesley BashHattie Cary; Robert and Felix Von Breisan; @eoR. and
Frederic Lacey; John Henry Beck; Charles and Haanning; Ardne, Flavins, and Sarah Frances Speiaggie
Bender; Gertrude More; Kate Detrick; George andHdgins; William Bell; Alex McCullough; Edward Fgiey;

Mary Ellen and Lillie May La Count; Annie PurseaRegisters, Book 5, May 1875-November 1881, Enfaehomas
and George Stone; Willie Russell; Willie Middlekfidlbert Oliver and Ivy May King; Ella Thomas; Rgrand Maud
Stewart; Maggie and Louis Rhinehart; Frank and yBespeaux; Isabella, Sarah, and Rosa McMainsgeR&signer;
Maggie and James Waldman; Annie Glazier; Benjamirakd Vernon W. Billmire; Mabel Harris; Louis antbfa
Jenkins; Theodore, Adolph and Lillian Weixalbauwseph Weidel; Frank, Naomi and Alvina Cowan; Williodges;
Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Examples of Dalldmres and Slemons Birckhead; Maud and Ethel Lentie,
John, Eugenia and Willie Blume; Harry J. Strah@mnie, Sallie and Nettie Fetherstone; Harry E.ddutVinfield
Atchinson; Charles F. Dougarre; Bessie Elton; ArtRath; Edward Wells and Harvey Connor Butler; TlasmAnnie
and Howard Withelon; Willie Eccleson; Emily May Kagt; Frieda and Josephine Hueggelmeyer; WilliameRiodnd
Harry Edward Nebb; Ellen May and William H. Huntétaggie and Carrie Hirschman; Eva, Helen, Irene Bmaimas
Wingrone; Mamie McMillan; Registers, Book 7, 189295, Accounts of Hattie and Irine Harrison; Elietlh John
and William James Redmond; Raymond and Abbie NGhsrles, John G. and Margaret Holland; Oscar affreéé\l
Helbig; Nina and Blanche Wheeler; John Edward Ledésinie, Dora and Mary Henry; Alice Maude Johngaeprge,
Edgar and Mary Hester Briggs; George Brown; Coildarry McCleary; Andrew and George Rehbein; John
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Only seventy-three of 3239 HOF children entered the asylum from familielich
maternal desertion had occurred, which meant that maternal deserbantadcfor only 14.2%
of all desertion cases at the orphanaghen the father of Martha, Hannah, and Jane Kerr
brought the girls to the asylum late in 1860, officials noted ten-year-olthdsnowed the “want
of a mother’s care and training,” and that thirteen-month-old Hannah wasrfweh afflicted
and wasted away for the want of proper nourishment and YaMr” Kerr complained his wife
was intemperate, and officials clearly believed the woman wag g#ithistreating her children.
It was neither Mrs. Kerr’s drinking nor her supposed neglect, howevehrthaght her husband
to the HOF. Indeed, Mr. Kerr came to the asylum seeking assistance onshaftieserted him
and their five children and went to Pennsylvania. Mrs. Kerr’'s desertiantrttee family unit had
lost the individual primarily responsible for childcare. Her dutigeraatically transferred over
to her husband, who found himself unable to satisfy this additional burden. Othézdlese
fathers, including Mr. Sleeper, Mr. Hammett, Mr. Hildebrand, and Mr. Crismagle clear Mr.
Kerr's experience was not unique, and suggested their wives’ desertiguitpteditheir turn to

the HOF for assistance.

Raymond Miller; Luther Mashim; Ellen, Anne and Whk8penker; Joseph and Anne Crest; Elizabeth afredil
Wolfram; Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Historie€bé and Martha Fleischer; Naomi Gibson; Stanted leeroy
Johnson; Mirl Kelly; John C. Bloom; Susan Alicidféeson; Mary Agnes and Laura Virginia McNally; &lIRobert
Milton, and Ada Swann Iceman; Louisa and Normamtidy Holt; Cornelius, Marie and Michael JosephAuiiffe;
Ruth May Force; Theresa, Frank and Amiel Gregarrdfice and Helen Reifsnider; Thomas Elmer and Grasla
Wright; Walter S. Endler; EImer and Minnie Duggéijlie and Carl Brynes; Katie Vragel; Fannie andaEv
Myronwitch; Florence Eva, Walter, Myrtle and All&rown; Samuel J. Travis; Helen, Alice, Margueritel &rank
Rosensteel; Elsie M. and Elizabeth Boswell; ChatleSchram; Susan and Ernestine M. Younce; EdithGirarles
Hamlin; John Thomas and Lindsey Wolfe; Virgie arld Eowman; Elsie Miller; Ralph Leach; Sadie Bedled
Hobson Gale; Registers, Book 10, 1903-1910, Entoiekloward Scott; Margaret Callen; G. Frederickl &firiam
Gardner; Clyde Stephens; Mabel and Nancy Virgin@ey] Elsie M. McClenlland; Francis William Dickens;
Caroline Schriver; Minnie L. and Alice May Warnéfarie and Rosalie Robinson; James Arthur Cole;ttEStone;
Nellie May and Melvin William Ramsburg; Mary Frarscand Elizabeth L. Spencer.

9WC, HOF, Master File, 1854-1910. See the follayfor the histories of these two HOF half-orphaW¢C, HOF,
Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Recordlafy Jane Halton; Registers, Book 8, 1896-19023eCH
Florence Margaret Garrish.

owce, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, EntriedMartha Jane, Hannah K., and Agnes E. Kerr.

1 wc, HOF, Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 187Z%counts of Lena and Charlie Sleeper; RegistenskBs,
1881-1892, History of Blanche Hammett; Book 7,2-8895, Example of Harry Hildebrandt; RegisterspB8,
1896-1902, Accounts of Les, James and Susan CrisRmrthe files of other HOF children who camenfrtamilies in
which both parents were living and mothers desettent families, examine: WC, HOF, Registers, B@olarch
1861-March 1870, Cases of Mary Jane Kerns; Rathala, Samuel and Alexander Connolly; Emma Virgihiewis
W., and Ida Kennard; Registers, Book 3, April 18%dril 1875, Histories of Joseph and Fannie Fremsdac and
Willie Lanner; Charles, Annie and Fred MagrudergRters, Book 6, 1881-1892, Records of Addie May @harles
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The population of deserted children who inhabited the BOA was virtually iw#glig
when compared to that at the HOF. Only fifteen deserted children enter@@#hbetween
1840 and 1910; eleven children had fathers who had abandoned them, and four had mothers who
had deserted theth. The limited number of these children suggests the BOA catered to a
somewhat different clientele than did the HOF, and indicates many adulifimdse knew
BOA officials were willing to accept half-orphans, but were far mosit#et to admit children
who had both parents living. Though the Board did admit more children whose falder
deserted them, they also rejected some appeals during the late 1880s at8b@arthat
involved paternal desertion. BOA officials were clearly moved by. Burgem'’s “pitiable story
of bad usage non-support and final desertion by a Catholic husband,” and Mrs. Wasmag' ac
of a husband who had “deserted her leaving her with four children to support.” Ydettimed
these requests and that of Mrs. Agnew, and referred these women to thé BOK.officials
suggested in Mrs. Agnew’s case that they were worried about the fdartgeuble from her
husband,” and it may have been the fear that Mr. Wasmas and Mr. Burgem nauldsat the
asylum, assert their parental rights, and demand the return of nhidtded to their rejection of

those applications as wéfl. There is no evidence, however, that the Board was uniformly

A. Plummer; Eugene Madden; Ella Hepple; Williammtr Mamie and Willie Dawes; Charles H., Edwin &nd
Arthur Matt Abrams; Frederick W. Tenuic; RegistaBspk 7, 1892-1895, Examples of Emina May, Chadward,
and Blanche Susan Reinhart; Blanche and Albertofalarry Hildebrandt; Daisy Virginia Stevens; R&grs, Book
8, 1896-1902, Cases of Katie and Frederick Betgerje, Frederick W., and Annie Hohlbein; Katie LiswRosa and
Pauline Goldman; Samuel George Chalk; James AdtmertDorothy Jane Rink; John and Willie Padgettdail
Edward, Benjamin Perry, Annie, and Eva Van Orsdaléy Lavery; Irwin Eli Feucht; Registers, Book 1803-1910,
Entries for Mabel Viola King; Grace R. and Willidreonard Beauchamp; Stanley Baker; Rosa, Georgdamu
Bowersox; Gladys and Walter William Houck; Leonat@ele Anthony,

12wce, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb8b1Bleeting of February 4, 1884, Discussion of \&falt
Emory, Lucy and Della Gosnell; Meeting of April B886, History of Mrs. Burgem; Meeting of May 2, 738
Discussion of Mrs. Wayson and her children Georgshhgton and Emma Genevieve Wayson; Admission ook
Book 6, Males 1887-1898, Case of Louis Albert Cgnfamission Books, Book 13, Female Admission, 1:9@13,
Account of Dora Amelia Boyer; Marion Nixon and Eil@hillips Marling; Elsie E. Blunt. For the accasiof BOA
mothers who deserted their children, examine: WOF, Board Minutes, June 1895-October 1897, Meaiing
November 1895, Focus on Lottie and Joseph Siegihigsion Books, Book 12, Male Group, 1901-1913rfur
Roland Leslie Gannon; Admission Books, Book 13, &enidmissions, 1901-1913, Case of Hazel L. Baxter.
13wc, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-April 189&eting of April 5, 1886, Minutes concerning Mrs.
Burgem; Meeting of October 3, 1887, Notes on Mraswias.

14 |bid., Meeting of March 2, 1891, Discussion of M@&ecilia Agnew.
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opposed to accepting children whose fathers had deserted them, or that thmeseddnotieject
appeals from mothers whose husbands had deserted them after the early 1890s.

The anxiety BOA officials expressed about the possible reappearanogissiag parent
who suddenly turned up to claim a child was not unwarranted. BOA officials eacediat least
two cases like this in the 1880s, after they discovered mothers had prthede with false
histories. When Annie Howard’s mother appealed to have the girl admittatyih884, she told
the BOA Board that Annie’s father was dead. BOA officials were lgreatprised, therefore,
when Amos Howard appeared at the asylum two months later, told Board Membedrs thdt t
had been placed in the BOA without his knowledge, and asked to have his daughtett teturne
him. Mr. Howard eventually agreed to leave the girl in the BOA, but dtdy lae was “assured
by the ladies that she would not be given to her mothieFdur-and-a-half years later, BOA
officials found themselves mediating again between warring parents alimhdeith a female
applicant’s deliberate dishonesty after Mr. Hazelip appeared at tAeaB® claimed his
daughters Blanche and Daisy had been admitted five and a half years befou¢ wih
consent® The investigation that followed made clear Mrs. Hazelip had truthifigiytified
herself as a married woman with a living husband, but also demonstrated sleel hadhe BOA
Board about her husband’s knowledge and support of the application. BOA qffieéaswhile,
offered no insight into where Mr. Hazelip had been for the five and géal$ his daughters had
been in residence at the asylum. Blanche and Daisy Hazelip were sooed-ébuireir father,
and the Board proved far more cautious in the decade that followed when ibdemale

applicants and their motivations.

15 Ibid., Meetings of September 1, 1884; October8B4t February 2, 1885. See also BOA, Admissionk8pBook 5,
Girls Only, 1882-1900, Example of Annie M. Howard.

18 For information on Blanche and Daisy Hazelip, régethe following: WC, BOA, Board Minutes, Septeen 1881-
December 1895, Meeting of May 7, 1883; Meeting of/dmber 5, 1883; Meeting of December 3, 1888; Adinis
Books, Book 5, Admitted, Girls Only, 1882, Entrfes Blanche and Daisy Hazelip.
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Economic distress and poverty

Maternal poverty occurred far more frequently than did paternal gawvettie families
of the children who used the Baltimore asylums. Four-hundred and three (12.4%hnahikthes
HOF had parents whom asylum officials identified as poor, and in 313 (77.7%) ®ttuss, it
was children’s mothers who were recognized as destitute. HOF issidéndeceased fathers
more commonly had mothers who were destitute than did children who came fras imom
which both parents were living; ninety-two (18.8%) of the 490 HOF half-orphanewhathers
were living had mothers who were poor, as compared to 163 (11.0%) of childréwaevlthing
parents, and twenty-one (7.4%) of the 283 children for whom mothersiwegetut no
information was available on fathefsYet these women'’s histories also reinforce there was little
difference among mothers whose husbands or partners were living, deadjray, misen it
came to the difficulties they faced. Widows like Mrs. Dodd and Mrs. Maanried women like
Mrs. Fowler and Mrs. Bassett, and mothers like Mrs. Beach and Mrs. Cochran,owvitzgr
HOF officials with no insight about their children’s fathers, were alblento support themselves

and their families when they asked HOF officials for assisténéany of these women were

" please examine the following for examples of leatfhans whose mothers were living and destitut€, YWOF,
Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Records of Elizaad.Mary E. England; Martha J. Sancho; Stephen Rdybo
Georgianna, Emma Jane, Ida and Catherine BrogégljdEand Kate Clark; Laura and Ellen Webb; Ellm&ead and
Anna Cora Robinson; James White; Registers, Bodkazch 1861-March 1870, Cases of Bridget and Catber
Sprangin; Laura Virginia and Anna Eliza Williamsdviary and Willie Moore; Laura Virginia and Mary Siely
Walton; Margaret Rogers; John Francis Biggs; NelSonnor; Homer and Lawrence Johnson; John, Uridvéaggie
John; Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, Bets of Elizabeth Harrison; Oliver R. Whalen; Leomé&ly;
Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 1881, Enfoedlary and Elvira Dougherty; Amanda Walt; C. Hadiand
Ida Dodd; Alverda Leach; Mary Agnes and Annie Rtd€Hark; Fannie Hopkins; Registers, Book 6, 188921
Examples of Lizzie and Willie Clark; Otto AcchoRpsa, Mamie and Willie Scrout; Eugene and Georgengp
Willie and Bertha McNealus; Elizabeth P., RosaC&pitola and Maggie Wheeler; Registers, Book 7218395,
Histories of Bessie Lewis; Nelson Weglet; Bessié ®fillie Pearman; Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902,cAtts of
Harry and Roy Stebbing; Ethia Eugenia and AverytévaBShockley; Marie Elizabeth Volkman; Georgeanreyéfs;
Walter and Lillie Lentz; Ella, Mary E. and Emma Ro®n; Grace Maud and Nannie Norma Main; Lee Sr@itfurgie
Estella and Wesley Edward Brice; Walter Keys; Ehftzaie and Lawrence Winfield Allen; Charles ByronyRelds
Gorsuch; George C. and Myrtle A. Watson; Bernawd \Afilliam Eichelberger; Charles Robert, John Leaod
Edward Russell Doyle; Registers, Book 10, 1903-1#istory of Therra A. Kitzmiller. For the histes of children
for whom no information was available on fatheng, their mothers were living and poor, see: WC H;1Qegisters,
Book 2, Accounts of Nannie, Hattie and Ella Beddra and Susan Cochran; Ida, Charles, and LebAstitock;
Lizzie Vogler; Lizzie and Emma Fendall; Walter alahn French; Eleanora and Mary Ortl; Registers kBfyd.881-
1892, Entry for Joseph Henry Carbis; Registers kBdl892-1895, Case of Charles Price; Carrie TremmpGeorge
Tracey; Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Records wfvbbd Frazier; Florence C. Fernandez.

BwC, HOF, Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 18 ecords of C. Howard and Ida Dodd; Registers, Bydk896-
1902, Accounts of Grace Maud and Nannie Norma Méiformation on Mrs. Fowler and Mrs. Bassett isated in
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also remarkably similar to one another when it came to the famgialrdances that had
contributed to their poverty. Poor widows had lost husbands to death, and many pmal marr
women had husbands who, though living, were missing, intemperate, jailed, or sitlie 168
children with living parents and destitute mothers, seventy-six (46.6%) caménbdmes in
which fathers had deserted their families, seventeen (10.4%) had fatheewere intemperate,
seventeen (10.4%) had sick fathers, and ten (6.1%) had incarcerated'fafffezsabsence of
fathers, whether because of death, illness, incarceration or desertiorgléadimpact on
women and their economic fortunes when it came to the families using the HOF

Maternal poverty was a significant problem as well among the widowsushedt to the
BOA for aid, with women like Mrs. Martindale and Mrs. Sprewell informingBi®A Managers
about the significant economic difficulties they endured. Asylum affi@dmitted Fielder and
Wallace Martindale after their mother demonstrated to asylumaiffim October 1881 that she
was “unable to provide” for these boys, and the “extreme poverty” of Mrs. Spoaneinced
them in December 1883 to admit her four-year-old son, despite the fact thas lyeunger than
the children usually allowed into the orphandbén other instances, outside parties made clear
the level of destitution mothers endured as widows. The Board receieteran February 1884
from a clergyman in Woodberry who testified that Mrs. Green could not suppadiier

Frederic and Frances Green, and the Managers made the two boys BOA rdsiticarné

the following: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 5, May 58¥Movember 1881, Cases of Thomas Albert and Carmeli
Edward Bassett. For the records involving Mrs.deand Mrs. Cochran, refer to: WC, HOF, RegistBoxk 2,
March 1861-March 1870, Examples of Nannie, Hattieé Blla Beach; Laura and Susan Cochran. For ctsss
involving destitute married women, widows, and warfer whom fathers might or not be present, seeC, WOF,
Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Entried_fiura Virginia and Anna Eliza Williamson; Book 1881-
1892, Examples of Eleanor and Leonard Stidel; eizzid Willie Parker; For more cases in which desbin and
widowhood are discussed, please see: WC, HOFstegji Book 1, 1854-1864, History of Eliza J. anar\VE.
England; Martha Sancho; Laura and Ellen Webb; RegisBook 2, March 1861-March 1870, Entries foryand
Willie Moore; Margaret Rogers; Nelson Connor; Horaed Lawrence Johnson; Registers, Book 3, Aprill18&ril
1875, Example of Elizabeth Harrison; Registers,lBooMay 1875-November 1881, History of Fanny Haoyski
Registers. Book 6, 1881-1892, Cases of Rosa, MamdaWillie Scrout; Eugene and George Young; Regisi&ook
7, 1892-1895, Records for Bessie Lewis; Nelson Weglessie and Willie Pearman; Registers, Book88611902,
Entries for Harry and Roy Stebbing; Georgeanna MgyWalter and Lillie Lentz; Ella, Mary E. and EmmRassman;
Lee Smith; Georgie Estella and Wesley Edward Biealter Keys; Bernard and William Eichelberger.

¥wcC, HOF, Master File, 1854-1910.

20WcC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb8b1Bleeting of October 3, 1881, Discussion of Mera
Martindale; Meeting of December 3, 1883, Notes as.Msarah Sprewell.
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month. Max, Charles and William Dibbern entered the asylum in a simitdoffieisi October
1890, when one of the BOA Managers, a Miss Williams, informed her countetpautstiaeir
mother’s plight. Miss Williams noted that the children were “ofrfier parentage” and their
widowed mother was alive, but was unable to provide for herself, the thregamayher
daughte! These cases illustrate destitution was a reality for a number wiothers who
turned to the Baltimore asylums for assistance, and reinforce ahatdthé absence of a
husband and the family’s primary breadwinner played a significantrelemen’s descent into
poverty.

Relatively few children entered the Baltimore asylums from homes ichvaternal
poverty occurred, or from families in which both parents were idesht@#fgespoor. Between 1854
and 1910, HOF officials identified fifty-three (1.6%) children as thspofiig of poor fathers, and
recognized another thirty-seven (1.1%) children as the offspring of poor matiifathers’
Widowers comprised a larger percentage of these poor fathers dhaseliwvhose wives were
still living; thirty (6.1%) widowers were poor, while sixteen (1.1%) metihwving spouses were
destitute. Though these figures verify fathers in Baltimore were meulated from poverty
than their female counterparts, destitution was certainly not unknown é&ah@nd HOF

fathers. Mr. Hoss told BOA officials in October 1882 that he was “unable pmdups child,”

21 |bid., Meeting of October 6, 1890, Discussiontw Dibbern Family; Admission Registers, Book 4, Bdgook,
1847-1893, Accounts of Max Hans Henry Dibbern, @Gsa€alvert Dibbern, and William George Dibbern.

22 For the cases of children whose fathers weretdestiexamine: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 185841 &ecords
of Dora Rhinehart; Maria McCaskery; Registers, Bapklarch 1861-March 1870, Entries for Margarets&uand
Willie Kenly; Annie Klater; Christopher Columbus 8m Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, Histes of Ann
Lucretia, Jane Ellen and Susan Adelaide Baileyjfes, Book 5, May 1875-November 1881, Recordalivéd,
Sophia and Bessie Wilson; Amelia and Ida Millerrigt&ing; Lottie Wilson; Linda Mary and Annie Lows
Nettleship; Herbert Lindman; Registers, Book 6,1-8892, Cases of Jennie, Margaret, Katherine arsg Roetmyer;
Hugh and Harry Layton; James, Bessie, and CardevBr Registers, Book 7, 1892-1895, Records of Edwad
Bertie Sheffield; Earl, Hester and Myrtle Valentidehn and William Stricker; Registers, Book 8, 88902, Entries
of Frank A. and Lillian L. Ebberts; Frederick W.ca®liver Cannoles; Lillie and Kate Walters; HenmyrBess and
Samuel Spencer Greenwood; Lizzie, Frederick W.Asmde Hohlbein. See the following for example<hiidren
whose parents, though living, were both identifiscboor: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864e€af Maria
Ollenberger; Clara and Elisabeth Rother; Mary astthH. Todd; Sarah Ellen and Emily Rebecca Jodeppisters,
Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Records of Mary Aasia and Teresa Coletart; Registers, Book 5, Map41
November 1881, Accounts of Emma Adams; Maggie alt Albert Robinson; Rose, Lizzie and Conrad Wiegan
James Reilly; Edith Hanson; Registers, Book 6, 18832, Examples of Clarence, Irvey, and Richarccélés; Mary
Bassett; Laura Virginia Gibson; Frank Zenanski;lideTall; Leo Cole; Lewis Schientrumpf; Fredericikc®antley;
Freddie Dargerth; Registers, Book 7, 1892-1895tariss of Margaret D. and Rachel H. Warfield; Resyis, Book 8,
1896-1902, Records of Gertrude and George Pardohs;Morgan; Bessie Harmon.
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and Mr. Lewis articulated similar sentiments when he asked the BOA Boadiriit his three
children in December 1888. These histories confirm at least a few BOA fathers were i
economically at the time of their turn to the orphanage, though some H@Fsfappear to have
been in even more dire economic straits than were their BOA peers. Wh8mlr, Mr.
Wilson, and Mr. Brown appealed to HOF officials for assistance in Octolzér, My 1875, and
June 1883, their poverty was pronounced. HOF authorities described Mr. Snmithreskidied
laborer who lived in “very destitute conditions,” Mr. Wilson as the yvadigent” head of a
family of seven, and Mr. Brown as a father of five and soon-to-be-widoweing&only $1.07 a
day.®* As these accounts suggest, these men were extremely poor, and wereasestaf Mr.
Wilson and Mr. Brown, made even more destitute by the presence of a large number of

dependents.

Mothers who entered the orphanages

Perhaps one of the most surprising aspects of asylum records in Baltimorneerpddl
is the presence at the HOF of a small group of women who entered the asylgrwidh their
children. Twenty-nine women were allowed into the HOF in this mannerharalis no
evidence that this practice occurred at the BOA or the Liverpool orpbsnaigthat men entered

any of the asylums with their children. Some of these women, including Mrs. Rate, Mr

2WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-April 189feting of October 3, 1881, Notes on Mr. J.J. Hoss
Meeting of December 3, 1888, Minutes focusing on Mmwis. Officials allowed the two oldest Lewisildhnen, Stella
and Elce, into the BOA, but the youngest child wader age, and thus ineligible for admission; forenon these two
children, see WC, BOA, Admission Books, Book 6, &al887-1898, Entry for Elce Lewis; Admission Bad&keok
5, Girls Only, 1882-1890, Account of Stella LewiSor the example of other destitute BOA fatherierrio: WC,
BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-December 183%tig of January 3, 1892, Notes on Mr. Bollinsliilegs
of May 7, 1894 and June 4, 1894, Discussions ofNMgle and his daughters Ruth and Sadie Nagle.

24\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1&&mple of Christopher Columbus Smith; RegistBomk
5, May 1875-November 1881, Entries for Lottie, Aty Sophia, and Bessie Wilson; Registers, Bool88111892,
Records of James, Carrie and Bessie Brown. Fadtiamal records of HOF fathers who were poor, ptesse: WC,
HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Cases of Mac&astkery; Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1&&%es
of Margaret, Susan and Willie Kenly; Annie KlatRegisters, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, Recordshon
Lucretia, Jane Ellen, Susan Adelaide Bailey; RegistBook 5, Admissions, May 1875-November 1881ri&nfor
Linda Mary and Annie Louisa Nettleship; Harry Kingnelia and Ida Miller; Harry Lindman; Registerspdk 6,
1881-1892, Files on Jennie, Margaret, KatherineRoge Dietmyer; Hugh and Harry Layton; RegistesiB7,
1892-1895, Examples of Edward and Bertie Sheffiétdyl, Hester, Myrtle Valentine; Registers, Bogk896-1902,
Accounts of Frank A. and Lillian L. Ebberts; Lizzierederick W., and Annie Hohlbein; Frederick WdadDliver
Cannoles; Henry Burgess and Samuel Spencer GreenWate and Lillie Walters.
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Ranckell, and Mrs. McCall were HOF workers who lived in the asyluimgltineir tenure as
employee$® Yet the majority of these women were mothers who had experienced the same
types of familial disruptions as many of their HOF peers and appeaveddeen in even more
dire economic straits than their counterparts. Several of these worladirig Mrs. Bender,

Mrs. Bell and Mrs. Weidel, entered the HOF after their husbands dedetednd left them the
sole providers for their children. Mrs. Bender and Mrs. Weidel were loo&mgniiployment but
had yet to experience any success, and Mrs. Bell was unable to work béeasiséesed from
severe rheumatism in her hands which prevented her from doffig3tber women like Mrs.
Schaible and Mrs. Sheckells were equally as destitute when theydmitted into the HOF.
Mrs. Schaible appeared at the HOF in March 1860 “in a great deal of slsteg®egged that she
might be admitted with her children.” She said she had three young childtemertimsband
was dissipated and mentally unsound, and she informed HOF officials thaheidl“bbusehold
effects had been sold for rent” the day before. Mrs. Sheckells convejymadaa story in
November 1881, when she said that she and her husband were indigent and thag shigntwia
a home or any means of suppdtt.These stories suggest the extreme destitution that affected
some mothers, and also reinforce the uniqueness of the HOF and itésoffluga it came to

admitting desperately-in-need women into the asylum along with thédrexi

B \WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 18¥@&ount of Mary and Annie Rote. For the histokésther
mothers who were HOF employees and resided in @E &t the same time as their children, please examiVC,
HOF, Registers, Book 7, 1892-1895, Entries fomlrCuster, and Herbert Ranckell; Registers, Bdak1D03-1910,
File of Robert Johnnson; Robert Roland JohnsonyMérand Sydney Rozelle McCall.

26\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 18 Hiistories of Maggie Bender; William Bell; RegigteBook 5,
May 1875-November 1881, Record of Joseph Weidet.okher examples of women whose husbands hadteéser
them, and were in residence in the HOF along wéthdhildren, see: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 6, 18892,
Examples of Maud and Ethel Lyon; George Swann.

2T\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 1&3s of Maggie, Lizzie and Willie Schaible; Retgirs,
Book 6, 1881-1892, Accounts of Clarence, Ivey, Richard Sheckells. For other examples in whiakas suggested
mothers were suffering economically, see: WC, HReEgisters, Book 5, May 1875-November 1881, Exampfe
Howard Wroten; Eleanora, August, and Frederickehtid
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Work and Unemployment

Nearly 25% of all the children who resided in the HOF between 1854 and 1910 had
mothers who were working at the time of their admission into the as§liMtidows comprised
the largest percentage of HOF working mothers. 46% of HOF residéhtaidowed mothers
had mothers employed, as compared to 29% of HOF inhabitants who had both pangrasi¢iv
mothers who were employed, and 27% of HOF children for whom no information on fatlsers wa
available’ The absence of husbands appears to have once again been particolfidgrig
when it came to mothers’ decisions to work. Indeed, in addition to the 276 women in the
contingent of working mothers who had lost husbands to death, 291 working motherspgncludi
Mrs. Shipley, Mrs. Dernniock, Mrs. Heinbuck, and Mrs. Seiler, had husbands whd) thaog,
had deserted them, were in jail, or were away from their faniflide fact that so many HOF
children with working mothers came from homes in which fathers were tempanari
permanently missing reinforces the centrality of paternalngies® the health of the family
economy, and to women'’s need to enter the paid workforce.

Though only 226 (7.0%) children who entered the HOF came from homes in which
mothers were unemployed, the histories of these children illustrate tireenia which young

children seriously complicated some mothers’ ability to find workrs. York was searching

28 A total of 784 children in the HOF had mothers wiere employed when these children entered theasyhis
group of children comprised 24.2% of the asylurotsitpopulace. See WC, HOF, Master File, 1854-1910

2% Of the 600 HOF residents who were half-orphank Viing mothers, 276 had mothers working. Of 1479 HOF
inhabitants who had both parents living, 431 hathers who were employed. A total of seventy-sed@ft children
came from homes in which no information was avédatbout fathers and mothers were working. Fardhita, please
examine: WC, HOF, Master File, 1854-1910.

30 Of these 291 women, 158 had lost husbands totéesesixty-eight had intemperate husbands, twehige had
husbands who were both intemperate and had deskemer twenty-two had husbands who were incarcerated
twenty had husbands who were geographically segrhfeam the family. For the histories of these weonmplease
refer to WC, HOF, Master File, 1854-1910. Forétvamples of Mrs. Shipley, Mrs. Dernniock, Mrs. Hriok, and
Mrs. Seiler, examine the following: WC, HOF, Regis, Book 1, 1854-1864, Registers, Book 5, May5t87
November 1881, Histories of Nellie and Rebie Devokj Entry for Anna Shipley; Registers, Book 7, 28895,
Accounts of William and George Heinbuck; Regist&sok 10, 1903-1910, Cases of George ChristianJantes
Frank Seiler.

31 For cases involving HOF maternal unemploymentnema the following: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1548
1864, Records of Mary McPoland; Edilla M., Frantasme, and Helena M. Hoffman; Sarah Ellen and Haiimatedle;
Sarah Lavinia Evans; Alice Amelia, Elizabeth Witlia and Mary Prescott; John T. Norton; Anna BrawariwAgnes
Wards; Isadore and Margaret Buck; Isabella KeyseHéorrison; Elizabeth Benzley; Anna and Mary Agiilier;
Estella and Kate Clark; Mary Reynolds; Sarah Ekhtand Ella Jane Foster; Anna E. Walker; Unnameahition
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for a service position when she placed her daughter Rosa in the HOF in O8@hearid was
still looking for this type of work three months later when she returnedini er daughter
Rachel. Mrs. York’s continued unemployment, and her own declaration that she éxpdirte
work as soon as she gave up both children, illustrates the difficulttggotivag children could
pose to mothers searching for employniénitdrs. Rhinehart told HOF authorities a similar tale
in December 1876; she noted that she was responsible for her daughter Maggpe, ltouis,
and an infant, and that she was “unable to leave the children to go out to Wysk.Rhinehart
had managed to sustain her family for five months with the help of her neigblibby the time
of her appeal she believed she had no other choice but to place her two otlen ¢chithe
asylum, in the hopes that she might at least be able to get a situation eheoelsl keep her
baby with hef® As these examples demonstrate, some mothers had little option but to dives

themselves of their children if they hoped to improve their employment tojpigices.

sisters; Laura and Ellen Webb; Laura Bowman; Mawy @eorge Maxwell; Lydia Sewell; Registers, Bookarch
1861-March 1870, Cases of Alphonsus Beiler; Bridget Catherine Sprangin; Rachel Ann and Rosa Ydeky
Lizzie and Henry Haupt; Laura Virginia and Annazal\Williamson; Sarah and Mary Ellen Taylor; Marydinia
Clark; Rosabel, Emma, and Mary G. League; Thomamarhend; William Ricper; Samuel Mills; James Escott;
Georgianna Margery Cline; Crithander H. Axer; Sarabbs; Virginia Johnson; Charles Rising; Mary Blieth and
Charles Simms; Georgianna and Emma Virginia Taytorence Anderson; Carrie Durfey; Franklin Baggfdtginia
and Rose Isabella Straney; David J. Walderfordnifdebecca Fendall; Nannie and Lilian Bailey; Riegss Book 3,
April 1871-April 1875, Histories of Mary and Lottidéoxen; Mary Agnes and Lloyd Julius Willard; Roband Felix
Von Breisan; George R. and Frederic Lacey; Josagharry Squires; Eliza and Harry Mansfield; Ardmel Flavins
Spencer; Thomas Fletcher Cooper; Mary Ann and Rédgn; Lily May Farr; Maggie Bender; Orlando Smiktate
and James Carter; Edward Frigley; Sally, Elize ldndman Steigelman; Annie Fradd; Registers, Bodd&y 1875-
November 1881, Accounts of George, David and ARnissell; Frank and Mattie Bean; Susie Eck; John and
Columbus McComas; Maggie and Louis Rhinehart; @saf). and George Dannelly; Mary and Maggie Shoitmd
and Ramsey Merrick; Willie Day; Pierre Coale; Bessnd Thomas Lawrence; Registers, Book 6, 1881;188ords
of Dallas, Charles and Slemons Birckhead; Lizziésble Harry J. Strahan; Alice and Ella Hines; GimiWWoolford;
Jennie, Sallie, and Nettie Fetherstone; Charlesdffe@y; Louisa and Charles Stephens; Joseph addenSmith;
Mary Ann Smith; Mary Ellen Macken; Clara, Georgey/ond and Charles Wilson; Willie and Claudie Dqlitisra
and George Kimball; Ella and Tilden Story; LauraBordley; George Frederick and Edward Henry Allagsamie
English; Nellie May and Harry Clinton Bloom; Regist, Book 7, 1892-1895, Histories of Maggie May Adet; Alice
Maude Johnson; George C. and Walter Hoffman; HatehJohn Banon; Eva, Robert N., and Walter Haxiswood
and Mamie Folk; Christina, Virginia and Harry Solom Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Entries for M&adie and
Leroy Peacock; Ella and Martha Fleischer; Harry Rog Stebbing; Stanton and Leroy Johnson; Eva Nlagmas
Jessop and Millie May Phillips; Clara Stella andi€ICain; Walter and Willie Beckett; Bessie, Magaiel Nellie
Rehbein; Charles William Janzer; Rena and ClaraBibber; Louisa H. and George F. Herzog; MamieMinnie E.
and George Hodges; Jeanette Catherine Hammondy Migdbel Gibson; Ella, Rosa, Loretta and Charlest&naesse
Hayden; John Maurice Wilson; Maria Julia and Cleafle Clarke; Joseph R. Butler; Bernard and William
Eichelberger; Carrie A. and Emma B. Sittig; Louis®herson, John H., [da May, and Leonard Wood Rallma
S2\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1&7&ses of Rachel Ann and Rosa Ann York.

33 WC, HOF, Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 1884tories of Maggie and Louis Rhinehart.
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Even if women in Baltimore obtained regular work, the paucity of wages ptidno
meant there was no guarantee they would be financially secure enough toekeepiltdren with
them. Annie Kline’s widowed mother was unable to stretch the earningsagteeas a washer
woman to support herself and her five childferOther HOF mothers who worked as
laundresses, seamstresses, and even domestic servants complaméargireblems when they
brought their children to the asylum. Mrs. Ensor informed HOF authoritiesriJune 1883
interview with them that she earned only four dollars for her work avargeand that she was
unable to support herself and her three children on such Wages.it was not only women who
worked in these trades who found themselves unable to satisfy theieBmdonomic needs.
Mothers like Mrs. McNally and Mrs. Miller, who were employed in factooemore industrial
settings also made clear to HOF authorities the problems they expdrietieir efforts to
provide financially for their families. Mrs. McNally earned 4aétan one dollar per day” for her
work in machine rooms, and Mrs. Miller labored in a shirt factory and earned onty caws for
each twelve shirts she complef&dit would have been difficult enough for Mrs. McNally and
Mrs. Miller try to sustain themselves on these wages, and it wagtdutripossible for them,
each of whom had two children, to provide for the entire family on such low wabese

women, as well as other employed mothers who turned to the HOF, simply couletabt thteir

% WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Accountmiie Kline.

35 Surviving HOF documents do not make clear whelilisr Ensor earned four dollars per week or per maior the
history of this woman, see: WC, HOF, RegistersiB6, 1881-1892, Account of Albert and Freddie Endeor the
histories of other women who worked as laundresssnstresses and domestic servants and were tnabjgport
their families on their earnings, refer to: WC, HQRegisters, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Rezofdda
Miller; Mary and Henry Eifert; Registers, Book 3p#l 1871-April 1875, Cases of Lewis and Minnie \fpBegisters,
Book 5, May 1875-November 1881, Accounts of Framit Blarry Despeaux; Henry Lee Christopher; Feliand
Clarence E. Granger; William F. and Joseph M. Hurtlrence and Alfred Migart; John and Mollie Mark
Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Records of Lewis iand George Franklin Holland Registers, Book B2:8895,
Cases of Charles, John G. and Margaret Hollandiskeg, Book 8, 1896-1902, Examples of Louisa, Eriet and
Katie Vogedes; Ethia Eugenia and Avery Walton SkeyckRegisters, Book 10, 1903-1910, files of Rolaexd John
Leroy Doyle.

%8 \WC, HOF, Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Recorddary Agnes and Laura Virginia McNally; John and Tiras
Linwood Miller. For additional cases involving tdrien whose mothers were employed in factoriescadhehot earn
enough to provide for them, examine the followingyC, HOF, Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Historie&eorgia
and Josie Roberts; Elizabeth P., Rose S., CapitaldMaggie Wheeler; Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902yHor Edna
Marie and Lawrence Winfield Allen.
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meager earnings far enough to meet the economic needs of their fAmitidsed, because
women'’s labor was chronically low-paid and undervalued, even the most hardworkimey in
Baltimore could find her efforts to sustain her family economicaity keep its members united
thwarted.

There was a notable imbalance between the numbers of HOF children wiiorkind
mothers and fathers; only 471 (14.5%) HOF children had fathers who were ganiployed®
Of the children in this contingent, 156 (33.1%) had both parents living and only fathréiag,
seventy-eight (16.5%) had both parents living and both parents working, 229 (48 &hgaife
orphans and seven (1.5%) were children for whom information was only avababiefathers?
These cases reveal the significant impact that a mother’s alisancapacitation played in cases
involving working fathers. In the 156 cases in which both spouses were livingtheis faere
the only parent working, thirty-six (22.9%) had wives who were sick, twenty(hB&8%) men
had wives who had deserted their families, twenty-three (14.6%) hatbiettate wives, eleven

(7.0%) had wives who had lost their minds, and five (3.2%) had wives.ffi jaliese cases, as

37 For additional histories of HOF mothers who hagkayment, but found themselves unable to finangiptbvide
for all family members, please see: WC, HOF, Regis Book 1, 1854-1864, Account of Stephen RayiR&disters,
Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Examples of Ellz#lieth and Sarah Ida Brown; Registers, Book 5, M&p-
November 1881, Cases of Georgianna and Ella Massadie and Irving Chaffer; Mabel Harris; Willie Vdges;
Registers, Book 7, 1892-1895, Entries for LuthesMm; Charles and Beulah Laughlin; Registers, B&ok896-
1902; Histories of Nellie May and Ida Bell Bakegrfhie and Eva Myronwitch; Charles C. Schram; Sasah
Ernestine M. Younce.

%8 WC, HOF, Master File, 1854-1910.

3% For children who had unemployed mothers and uteyep fathers, see: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 5y V&¥75-
November 1881, Cases of Mary E. and Laura Whitdljd\Roberts; Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Recofd3aisy,
Louis, and D. Stephens; Registers, Book 7, 1895188ses of Edna F., Malinda J., Howard M., andrA(C.
Wharton.

40WcC, HOF, Master File, 1854-1910. See the follapior cases in which fathers were working and wiwese sick:
WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, Example of Mary ConvRggisters, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Recofds
Thomas Tracy; Maggie Sutton; Christopher Columbmittg Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, @asf
William Lang; Registers, Book 5, May 1875-Novemi881, Accounts of Eddie Minich; Augustus B. Watskdith
Hanson; Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Historiedafy and Carrie Simmons; Marion, Chriton and Jakivedters;
Joseph Fletcher; Willie Albright; Registers, Bogkl892-1895, Example of Smith baby; Registers, B&ok986-
1902, Entries for Harry Warfield, Davis Chew anchizgh W. Taylor; Daniel and Joseph Sweetser; MagnEes, Pearl
Irene, William Henry and John Edward Herpel; RegistBook 10, 1903-1910, Accounts of Louis McPhersohn
H., Ida May, and Leonard Wood Rollman; May, LouBdward and Robert Seibert; Henry and Earley R@&ses
involving working fathers whose wives deserted tteam be found in the following: WC, HOF, Registd3eok 2,
March 1861-March 1870, History of Mary Jane KeRegisters, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, Admissifiles of
Charles, Annie and Fred Magruder; Registers, Bqdi881-1892, Accounts of Ella Hepple; Charles Hiwkl R., and
Arthur Matt Abrams; Registers, Book 7, 1892-189%téties of Blanche and Albert Talbot; RegisterspB 8, 1896-
1902, Entries for Katie Lewis; James Aibert andd@y Jane Rink; Lee, James, and Susan Crismeividtiward,
Benjamin Perry, Anie and Eva Van Orsdale; Lulu rgy&egisters, Book 10, 1903-1910, Accounts of @f@cand
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well as the 229 involving widowers who were working reveals that in natidases in which
working fathers appealed to the HOF for assistance with their aildire key element was
mothers’ temporary or permanent absence from the home, or their physipakitaiion. When
women were unable to care for their children because of death, desatémpérance, sickness
or incarceration, many working husbands turned to the HOF for assistance.

The number of HOF inhabitants who had unemployed fathers was also siglyificant
smaller than the number of children with unemployed mothers; only sevemety{24%)
children came from households in which fathers were unempfdy@tiis difference suggests
unemployment was a far less significant problem for the fathers of thédechand makes
clear unemployment prompted far fewer men to turn to the asylum than womeneséet th
histories also confirm it was not only women in Baltimore who encountereceprsih finding
work and meeting the economic needs of their families. By the time the vdddwéall turned
to the HOF in September 1861 he had been searching for carpentry work for six noamohs, t
avail. He had three daughters and himself to provide for, and he was simplytor@aénue to

shoulder this burden without some type of assisténédr. Colburn’s situation was even more

William Leonard Beauchamp Jr.; Rosa, John and @GeBayversox; Walter William Houck; Leona GertrudetiAany.
The following are examples of HOF fathers who wargloyed and had intemperate wives: WC, HOF, e,
Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, Records of Josephayland Thomas Connaway; Registers, Book 6, 1882;18ases
of John Fickenscher Jr; Gertrude and Ivory BelleRés. For cases in which both parents were liathers were
working, and mothers lost their minds, see: WCH;Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 1881, Exarop
William G. Dixon; Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Bets of Ethel May and Sarah Frances Wheeler; M Nagy
Deitrick; Registers, Book 7, 1892-1895, Historié€aristian and Henry Bluske; Registers, Book 862902,
Entries for Pearl and Robert Thorington; Abel Fread; Registers, Book 10, 1903-1910, Case of Henkevers.
See the following for HOF fathers who were workamgl had jailed wives: WC, HOF, Registers, Booklarch
1861-March 1870, Files on Mary Jane, ElizabethBer@sa Brown; Registers, Book 3, April 1871-Ap8I75, Files of
Edith and Thomas Maguire.

41 please examine the following for HOF fathers wresewunemployed: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 185841
Entries for Florence Virginia and Alice Taylor; Retgrs, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, History df IBlunt;
Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, ExamptdHarry Ways; William, Albert and Frances Knightpward W.
and Irvin Martin; Registers, Book 5, May 1875-Nov®n 1881, Files of Henry Buraft; Mary E. and Lawhite;
Nellie O’'Neil; James Lewis; Amanda LietmagrotzeréeE. and Martha A. Clinton; Harry Lee Butts; JuiseMary,
Daisy, Freddie, and Rosie Ward; Annie Lee WellgjiRters, Book 6, 1881-1892, Accounts of Jennieady
Ghiselin; Henry Dile; Willie and Albert Sorensemplbert and Carrie Cooksey; Bessie and Lillie Whee&oank and
Kemp Middlekauff; Kate, Barbara, Sophie and Willat; William Degg; Registers, Book 7, 1892-189%54€s of
Willie and Laurence Burnt; Margaret D. and RacheWarfield; Edna F., Malinda J., Howard M. and All@.
Wharton; Annie Margaret Lambert; Ruth Naylor; Régis, Book 8, 1896-1902, Records of Theresa andiaAme
Naple; Grace May and Eldred Watson Householder;liamalice and Edward Fink; Registers, Book 10, 39®10,
Histories of Ethel A. Langley; Fred Clark; Franky®a

2\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Files ofyWairginia, Anna Elisa and Catherine ElisabethIBal
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desperate. He had six children to support and was “in the West seeking enmpjoinr@ctober
1868 after having been unable to locate suitable employment for himselfimaalt® Mr.
Colburn’s account reveals the physical lengths some fathers weed forgo to in their search
for employment, and other fathers including Mr. France, Mr. Mosher, andadhrgan, endured
similar searches for work that took them away from their fasdied the city in the decades that
followed** These cases and those of other men who were looking for work, but had yet to find it,
reinforce parents of either sex could find the obtainment of employmemtateanth-century
Baltimore a difficult prospect.

BOA officials did not regularly record information on maternal andrpateccupations,
or lack thereof, yet a few BOA histories illustrate a group of BOwemta faced problems similar
to their HOF peers. A few BOA widowers like Mr. Edgerton and Mr. Bratlleyed to BOA for
assistance because the death and absence of their wives had leftthmrmamyone to care for
their children. They were in this regard quite like that group of working HOEfawho turned
to the HOF for similar reasofis.Yet most of the cases at the BOA involved mothers like Mrs.
Bailey, Mrs. Falk, and Mrs. Kroyman, who struggled to find employment or stretadiemea
earnings far enough to support themselves and their children, as did a wofithieér HOF peers,
or mothers like Mrs. Wayson and Mrs. Bradley, who confronted the same prable@ny of
their HOF counterparts: how to concurrently fulfill the roles of ecaadmmeadwinner and
primary caretake!> Mrs. Wayson and Mrs. Bradley were lucky enough, even with the presence

of young children to find outside employment, as a store worker in Mrs.difaysase and as a

43\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1&&mple of Estelle Colburn.

44 bid., Records of Kate and Anna Virginia FrancegRters, Book 7, 1892-1895, Histories of Nettid Atellie
Mosher; Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Case of Damlawlay Bachman. For other instances in whichefatiwvere
unemployed and left Baltimore in their quest forkysee: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 5, May 1875-Nolver 1881,
Records of Willie Roberts; Frank Clay.

4 WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb8b1Bieeting of March 6, 1893, Discussion of Mr. Edgn
and his children; Meeting of January 7, 1895, Fagudir. Bradley.

48 Mrs. Bailey was searching for employment whendéidren were admitted into the BOA; see WC, BOAaRl
Minutes, September 1881-December 1895, Meetingpoil A, 1887, Focus on Stuart and Custer Bailéyrs. Falk
and Mrs. Kroyman had work, though they earned \@mywages on which they found it impossible to supgheir
children. For the histories of these women, pleafsr to: WC, HOF, Board Minutes, September 1B&tember
1895, Meeting of April 6, 1891, Case of Mrs. Falkeeting of February 5, 1894, Account of Mrs. Kroyma
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domestic servant in Mrs. Bradley’s. Yet this employment meant both woerenplysically
absent from their homes and in Mrs. Wayson'’s case, her children spent “hthelt tme on the
street.*’ This was an untenable situation for both these BOA mothers, who were agsaigee
many HOF mothers who worked as domestic servants or in other employhamesmoved
them from their homes, to work and guarantee their children were caréuefpsimply could

not be in two places at once.

liiness and disability

lliness played a conspicuous role in the families of Baltimore asythiidren, with the
mothers of these children particularly hard-hit by sickness and diseasehurared thirty-four
(13.4%) HOF inhabitants had parents incapacitated by iliness, and of tilidsen¢ 326 (75.1%)
had ill mothers, ninety-two (21.2%) had fathers who were ill, and sixteen)8at¥e from
homes in which both parents had health problems. Though these statistica aomfé children
had sick mothers than fathers, an exact breakdown of how many parents wetedrbyahe
smallpox epidemics that occurred in the city in 1858, 1861, 1864, and 1864, or the outbreaks of
yellow fever, scarlet fever, cholera, and typhus fever that imp&zkimore during this period
remains impossible due to HOF officials’ irregular identificationvbht ailed parents. Indeed,
though HOF officials did sometimes enumerate the exact type of illnesgpavere suffering
from, the HOF registers are full of multiple entries in which motheesMks. France, Mrs. Kyle,
and Mrs. Roth are described only as very sick or ill and in which fatkersir. Craft and Mr.

Price are simply said to be in delicate hedlth.

47 |bid., Meeting of April 4, 1887, Notes on StuantaCuster Bailey; March 4, 1889, Discussion of Mi&gverley.

48 \WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 18&Hl&s on Kate and Anna Virginia France; RegistBmok 5,
May 1875-November 1881, Accounts of Minnie Cradtm&s Watkins and Jennie B. Kyle; Registers, Bodi881-
1892, Case of Charles Price; Registers, Book 721895, Histories of William and Mamie Roth. Faldiional
cases in which mothers’ and fathers’ illnessesxacehealth problems went unnamed, please examn®liowing:
WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, ExampleSrmfa, Susan, Mary and Jane Johnson; Elisa Neagiejavet
Ellis; Anna Rogan; Martha Rapp; James White; N&tiewn; Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1878s€3 of
Kate and Jackson Parlett; Mary Stewart; Christo@wumbus Smith; Georgianna McComas; Maggie Johesie
Jackson Spradling; John Kerr; John and Margareéh@raRegisters, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, Ees for John
Wesley Bushaw; Annie Bosley; William Lang; Williaamd John Christopher; Laura and Agnes Newton; NEary
Fisher; Virginia and Nannie Archer; Charles andlMfih Fulton; Robert W., James M., and John J. BarRegisters,
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What is quite clear from the HOF records is that many of these HOtersand fathers
were seriously ill with tuberculosis (consumption). Of the children who casnehpuseholds in
which both parents were living and one parent was sick, twenty-nine (13.1.%)edi0énts had
mothers who were ill with consumption, and fifteen (24.6%) had fathers who haduioisis®
When it came to half orphans, eleven (11.3%) youngsters had widowed mothersrelsictve
with consumption, but only one child (3.3%) had a widowed father suffering from thiseis
Consumption itself was a progressive wasting disease of the lungsghkirly proved fatal to
those who contracted it, and children entered the HOF at a variety oédiffeints in their
mothers’ and fathers’ illnesses. Some children like Mary Mullikertlaadrields brothers
became HOF inhabitants after consumptive parents were admitted aitonkitutions like the
Protestant Infirmary and St. Agnes Hospital, while others, like the Cblikgs became HOF

inhabitants prior to a tubercular parent’s hospitalizatiofhere was a notable difference though

Book 5, May 1875-November 1881, Histories of Witiand George LaCount; Virginia Gilbert; Rose, Lizand
Conrad Wiegand; Eddie Minich; Edith Hanson; WillleClintock; August and John Boehmer; Isadore Sobiginey
Blankner; Connor Brockwell; Florence, Ferdinand afithonso Provost; Thomas Albert and Cornelius Edwa
Bassett; Brevell, Howard and Homer Cann; Registuosk 6, 1881-1892, Records for Mary and Carrier8ams;
Virginia Buckle; Kate, Barbara, Willie and SophiétHJoseph Fletcher; Edward Herzog; Willie andtBarMcNealus;
Goldy Parks; Mary Bassett; Clinton Woolford; Fraside Probino; Registers, Book 7, 1892-1895, Exampfe
Unnamed Smith baby; George, Edgar and Mary Hesigg® Samuel Marks; Wilbur, Lillian Gertrude, Wéin
Calvin and Elmer P. Hershey; Registers, Book 861B%02, Cases of Harry Warfield, Davis Chew, andiBlaV.
Taylor; Irma and Inez Qualey; Daniel and Josephefses; Rosa and Pauline Goldman; Anna Josie Sdkitiam
Ackerman; Registers, Book 10, 1903-1910, Entriesftie, Willie and Roland Betz; Edna May, Georgeu@ and
Howard James Wheeler; Edna Flowers; Dorothy, Rayhielvin, and Bernard Tracey.

4 \WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, AccountSarah Hamlek; Mary Mulliken; Mary Conway; Susarir§h
Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, Historiet George and Ida Higgins; Registers, Book 5y Ma75-
November 1881, Examples of Arthur and Harry Thompgagustus B. Watson; James Lewis; Registers, Book
1881-1892, Cases of Eliza and James Cowan; Mdtibnton and James Waters; James, Bessie and Gaonien;
Zobedia Baugher; Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Risdor Alberta Miller; Mary Frances, Pearl Ireiilliam
Henry and John Edwin Herpel; Registers, Book 10319910, Examples of John and Wesley Wilson; Fretllauisa
Clark; Sydney Carlisle; Emma Virginia and Mary Coki¢y. For the examples of children with both pasdiving
and fathers who were tubercular, please see: WG, IR@gisters, Book 1, 1854-1864, Example of AnreBr,
Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, CasesJaffferson and James Hawkins; Peter and EddiesFiRkelisters,
Book 5, May 1875-November 1881, Records for Janma8el Alverda, Ira and Mamie Cook; Registers, B8oK896-
1902, Examples of Irma, John and Raymond QualegisRas, Book 10, 1903-1910, Histories of Ernest Rhilip
May; William A. Reed.

S0wcC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Accourlafy Ruff; Eleanora Hipkins; Registers, Book 3, AiB871-
April 1875, Entry for Mary Elder; Registers, BookMay 1875-November 1881,Cases of Kate Hinkley;efd\a
Leach; Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Accounts laf Erawford; Sophie Hirt; Wallie Iglehart; RegisteBook 8,
1896-1902, Example of Samuel Boyd; Registers, Bkl 903-1910, Histories of Hattie and Elsie Magaur Annie
Klater was the only half-orphan HOF officials idifiet] as having a tubercular widowed father; see, \WOF,
Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Casersfid\Klater.

51 Mary Mulliken entered the HOF in November 1861tgPand Eddie Fields were admitted into the orpbaria
February 1874, and Mamie, Alverda, and Ira CoolabexHOF residents in January 1879. For the caserigis of
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in the numbers of children who entered the asylum when their mothers weedast stages of
consumption, and those who became HOF residents when their fathers werénaltstages of
the diseas& Irma, John and Raymond Qualey were the only HOF inmates who became
residents while their father was “dying of consumption of the bowels,Man@ualey was still
alive two years after this diagnoStsThe fact that far more children were entered when mothers
were deathly ill with consumption than fathers makes evident how sgwesebrnal illness could
incapacitate the family unit.

It remains unclear whether or not sickness was as common among BOAgwwttier
fathers as it was at the HOF, as BOA officials did not regularly dggarental health
information. Yet a few histories reveal sickness did play a role iadtression of some BOA
inhabitants. When Louisa and Rosina Probine entered the BOA in September 1883, asylum
administrators described their widowed father as too sick to cattesfor BOA authorities spoke
in similar terms about Mr. Whalen, who was “in delicate health” and in noteamtl» care for
his five-year-old son, and about Mr. Barnes, who was “so delicate that he cammiatimthe
family.”> These cases reinforce the role that poor health played in some vstlives, and
indicate that for some children in Baltimore who had already lost one pawr@p4sibility of

losing another to sickness was quite high.

these children, see WC, HOF, Registers, Book 14154, Example of Mary Mulliken; Registers, Bogkpril
1871-1875, Entries for Peter and Eddie Fields; ®ers, Book 5, May 1875-November 1881, Examplddanhie,
Alverda, and Ira Cook. For accounts of other akifidwho became HOF residents after a consumptinenpkeft the
family home, see: WC, Registers, Book 5, May 18Itkember 1881, Histories of Arthur and Harry Thoops

52 For children whose mothers were in the final stafietuberculosis at the time they became HOF e refer to
the following: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 185448Cases of Mary Conway; Susan Shirk; RegisterekB,
April 1871-April 1875, Entries for George and Id&@ggins; WC, HOF, Registers, Book 6, 1881-1893, iestfor
James, Bessie, Carrie, Maggie and Ellen Brown; ftegi, Book 8, 1896-1902, Case of Laura VirginiaNelity;
Registers, Book 10, 1903-1910, Entries for John\&edley Wilson.

%3 Irma, John and Raymond Qualey entered the asyluBtiober 1896, when they were six, three and ®ers/old
respectively; See WC, HOF, Registers, Book 8, 183B2 for the histories of these children.

54 WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-DecemB851Meeting of September 3, 1883. See also, WIA,B
Admission Books, Book 5, Girls Only, 1882-1898, iad for Rosina Johnson and Louisa H. Probine. th®case of
William Whalen, see WC, BOA, Board Minutes, Septemb881-April 1895, Meeting of October 5, 1885.e &éso
WC, BOA, Admission Books, Book 6, Males, 1882-18%&r the Board’s discussion of Mr. Barnes, see BGA,
Board Minutes, September 1881-December 1895, Meefifrebruary 2, 1886. Please examine the follgviam other
examples of widowed fathers who were quite ill: VBBOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-December 1885¢ of
Mr. Barnes; Board Minutes, June 1895-October 188ting of March 2, 1896, History of Mr. Bayles.
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Accounts involving BOA widows demonstrate the impact sickness had on women
turning to the BOA as well. Albert McDaniel's mother was sick inGherrch Home with a
terminal tumor at the time of his February 1892 admission, and Alexander apdvRiglintyre’s
mother was ill in the Church Home with an undisclosed ailment when they ente&0Aha
the fall of 1895> Though these were the only two instances in which BOA widows were
identified as ill, it seems highly improbable that no other childrenreshtbe BOA from homes
in which widowed mothers were in poor health. Poor health clearly prompted pzrbaoth
sexes to seek help from officials at the BOA as well as the HOF, andlze tite asylums when
sickness impinged on their ability to care for children.

For some parents in Baltimore, a crisis in health involved disability, thoughildis led
to far fewer admissions overall that did parental illness. Between 1854940, only twenty-
seven (0.8%) of the children admitted into HOF had parents who wereedisabtl BOA
officials discussed only one application that was tied to parental digalgdf the twenty-one
children in this group who had both parents living, fifteen had disabled fathesx had
disabled mother¥. Three half-orphans had disabled widowed fathers, and three HOF inhabitants
came from homes in which nothing was known about one parent, but the other wasl tfisable

According to HOF officials, blindness, rheumatism, paralysis, and in thet&sgbers, job-

5SWc, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-April 189feting of February 1, 1892, Account of Albert Maridel,
Board Minutes, June 1895-December 1897, Meetingovember 1895, Records of Alexander and Philip Macé.
%6 Mrs. Miller asked the BOA Board in September 1882dmit the three daughters of an unnamed widtveeause
he was blind, and in no physical condition to darethe children For this case, see WC, BOA, Bdddutes,
September 1881-December 1895, Meeting of Septemlds382, Discussion of Mrs. Miller. The Board abd Mrs.
Miller to try to get these girls admitted into telso Home for Methodist Children, which was lochie North
Baltimore, as the family had some connection toMie¢hodist Church. For more on the Kelso Homeagderefer to:
Maryland, Its Resources, Industries and Institusi@®altimore: The Sun Job Printing Office, 1893)4p8; Walter
Kirwan, History—Kelso Home for Orphans of the MethodistsEppal Church Incorporated, Towson, Maryland
(1948); Lorraine J. Bess and Dorothy M. Smitlistory of the Board of Child Care Auxilia(2003).

5 For half-orphans with disabled fathers, referWC, HOF, Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 18 ecord of
Susan Ellis Morris; Registers, Book 8, 1896-190&riEs for Grace May and Eldred Watson Householdée three
children who came from homes in which nothing waswn about one parent, but the other was knownffersfrom
a disability were: Josephine Blake and Herbert@ladence Zeigler. Josephine Blake’'s mother waskded, and
nothing was known about her father, while the Zsirothers had a disabled father and a mothea#lystim officials
possessed no intelligence about. For these exangde: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864yHot
Josephine Blake; Book 6, 1881-1892, Histories ablde and Clarence Zeigler.
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related injuries were the types of disabilities that affectesetfparent€. In several of these
cases, HOF authorities suggested how precarious the survival of the hdusehdlbecome
when fathers were disabled. Matilda Keyser’s father’s injurgnmnbe was “confined to his bed
most of the time,” which prevented him from working; the poverty thattezbulas physically
visible on the bodies of his children, whom HOF officials described as “commgarsel] Mr.
Joseph’s family endured an equally uncertain existence after henjigedion the job from a
horse kick” and his ability to work depended on how well or unwell he felt from ont® diag
next® These case histories reveal the intensely negative regersuisat a father’s disability
could have on his dependents, and on their ability to remain a cohesive family unit

HOF cases involving parental sickness and disability are isigmifas well because they
reveal the financial burden that paternal illness had on manydansliggest the impact that
maternal illness had on households in which men were intemperate or awaysttata the
manner in which women used the asylums for short-term care, and provide igstgtiainsight
into the arrangements unwell widows tried to make for children in caselithept survive their
illnesses. A number of HOF mothers presented asylum officials with tangglal and oral

evidence of the poverty that the loss of a breadwinner could occasion fie$aand they

58 For cases in which mothers were disabled and béikamine: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1&@mples
of Margaret Ellis; Anna Rogin; Mary Lanahan; Regiist Book 7, 1892-1895, Entry for Sarah Elizabetiohd.
Information on the debilitating rheumatism that Naih Bell's mother had can be found in WC, HOF, Regs, Book
3, April 1871-April 1875. For information on Thomand Andrew Tracy’s mother’s paralysis, see: \R€gisters,
Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Histories of Thoraad Andrew Tracy. For accounts of children whadbdrs
were disabled to due to job-related injuries, s&C, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, EntriesSarah Ellen and
Emily Rebecca Joseph; Registers, Book 7, 1892-1R688ords for Christina, Harry and Virginia Solomaohccording
to the HOF registers, Mr. Tyson and Mr. Clark wieoth paralyzed; see WC, HOF, Registers, Book 611892,
Examples of Maggie and Willie Tyson; Registers, B&0, 1903-1910, Accounts of Fred and Louisa Cla@te father
of Fannie and Annie Sparks was blind; see WC, HRdgisters, Book 5, May 1875-November 1881 for thees of
these sisters.

S wWcC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864. Other exampf disabled fathers included the following: WHDF,
Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Records of Saramm Bihel Emily Rebecca Joseph; Registers, Book 2, iME861-
March 1870, Case of Thomas Hammond; Registers, Boday 1875-November 1881, Records for Fannie/famiie
Sparks; Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Entries faglyle and Willie Tyson; Register Book 7, 1892-189&ses of
Christina, Harry, and Virginia Solomon; Regist8spk 8, 1896-1902, History of Dora Brashears; Regss Book 10,
1903-1910, Entries for Louisa and Fred Clark.

50WcC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, RecordS#mah Ellen and Emily Rebecca Joseph.
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regularly described these women as “very destittitedhna Brawn’s mother made clear her
husband'’s inability to work had caused the family’s economic situation toatate so much
that she had no choice but to split the family up. Anna would stay in the HOFBidven
would obtain work as a domestic servant, and Mrs. Brawn’s son would remain wsilckher
husband? These actions would allow Mrs. Brawn to support herself, her husband and her son,
and to guarantee her daughter’s survival until the family’s finhsitisation improved. Yet this
course of action would have remained unnecessary had Mrs. Brawn’s husbamnedemeaithy.
The same was true in the case of Mrs. Cann, who in October 1877 asked permisster her
three children into the asylum. She explained that her husband was in dedeltite and that
she had decided to go “to servié&.Her story served as further evidence of the difficult
decisions facing many HOF mothers whose husbands were living but unwell, amstiated
how women in such positions used the asylum to alleviate the crisis the feamifacing as the
result of a father’s illness.

Of the 222 HOF children from two-parent households with sick mothers, 109 (49.1%
came from families in which mothers were sick and fathers wemapatete or physically away
from the home. Male intemperance and desertion accounted for over thres-tdurese cases,
though incarceration, parental separation, job-related duties, and everedixere also cited as
explanations for why fathers were absent from these h&hiElsese cases indicate that illness
could easily undercut any stability a mother may have re-establishetheftess of a husband,

and that despite women’s best efforts to keep their children with thensach a loss, they

51\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 18 Fntries for Robert W., James M., and John J. Barfeor
other examples in which HOF representatives madifspeeference to the poverty of these women heirtfinancial
problems, please see: WC, HOF, Registers, Bodpal, 1871-April 1875, Records for Annie and Alverdluck;
Charles and William Fulton; Registers, Book 5, M&y5-November 1881, Entries for Thomas Albert andh€lius
Edward Bassett; James Tottle; Registers, Book 11892, Cases of Mary Bassett; Clinton WoolfordgRters,
Book 8, 1896-1902, Examples of Charlotte, Harry ¥irdinia Solomon.

52\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Case ofa®Brawn.

53WC, HOF, Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 1&8cords of Brevell, Homer, and Howard Cann.
54WC, HOF, Master File, 1854-1910. Forty-eightteége children came from homes in which fathers were
intemperate, and thirty-eight were the offsprindathers who had deserted their families. Fourtdaghese children
had jailed mothers, eight had fathers who were athage had parents who were divorced, and twaoplaaeints who
were separated.
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sometimes required the type of assistance that an institutiomékeé®@F could offer to theff.
Many of these women utilized the HOF as a stand-in for their missing husbklaedsheir health
became impaired, and then removed their children when they were well agaith made
alternative arrangements. This was the course of action Mrs. Janhgaotied when she had her
four daughters admitted into the asylum. She entered the children in Novi8BBerhen she

was ill and “had to go to the Infirmary to be cared for,” and she removed thegmssths

later, after she recovered from her illn&sdvrs. Johnson was not unique in terms of her actions,
and in the decades that followed, other women including Mrs. France, Mrsf@thkdad Mrs.
Clinedinst reclaimed their children once their situations had improved botlcglhyand
economically’’

Widows who had their children admitted into the HOF also used the orphamage
short-term care provider for the duration of their medical emergentles earliest of these cases
occurred in the 1860s, when the mothers of Nettie Brown and Maggie Jones hdsl ffzece
these girls in the HOF. Mrs. Brown was sick in the hospital at the tilNettie’s May 1864
admission, and Mrs. Jones was soon to enter the Union Protestant Whivhear Maggie entered
the HOF in March 1867. Both women returned immediately after they recovenedhieir
unspecified ilinesses to reclaim their daughters. Mrs. Brown appearedlH4OF ten weeks after

Nettie entered the HOF and Mrs. Jones appeared thirty-eight day®lafigie’s admission to

5 For examples like these, refer to: WC, HOF, Regss Book 1, 1854-1864, Entries for Mary Mullikéflisa
Neagle; Mary Conway; Registers, Book 2, March 18&ireh 1870, Case histories of Fritz Wurster; RegsstBook
3, April 1871-April 1875; Cases of George and Idgdihs; James Watkins and Jennie B. Kyle; Willie dfes;
Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, History of SeifertétaEllen May and William H. Hunter; Registers,dkd, 1892-
1895, Cases of Ralph and George Proctor; FloremagMyrtle, Walter, and Allan Brown; Laura VirginMcNally;
Registers, Book 10, 1903-1910, Examples of Ednwéils; Elsie M. McClenlland; Florence M. Smith.

5 \WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Recordsmifna, Susan, Mary and Jane Johnson.

57WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 18¥@&ounts of Kate and Anna Virginia France; Mans&u
Tracy; Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875,tkes for Lillie and Betty Stableford; Registersydk 8, 1896-1902,
Histories of Rosalie Jack and Flora Mattie ClinstlinFor other examples of mothers who followedrdlar course of
action, see the following children’s entries: WHDF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Records for Atatand Bertha
Seymour; Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1&%e of Mary Susan Tracy; Registers, Book 3, A@W1-April
1875, Case of Hattie Cary; Registers, Book 5, M@¥5tNovember 1881, Entries for Charles and HarrgrAst
William and George La Count; Edith Hanson; JohrliBki Harry Haynes; Lewis Jenkins; Willie Ecclesdtegisters,
Book 6, 1881-1892, Examples of Frieda and Joseptiueggelmeyer; Mary and Carrie Simmons; Regis&osk 7,
1892-1895, Records for George and Edgar BriggsisiReg, Book 8, 1896-1902, Histories of Ida Elizhbend Julia
Marguerite Wett; Registers, Book 10, 1903-1910,rapia@s of George and John E. Tudor; Irene Kitz; Brorp
Raymond Melvin, and Bernard Tracey; George Keys.
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ask for the return of these giffs.Mrs. Stein employed a similar course of action in October
1882, when she had a family friend admit eight-year-old Herain, severmige8amuel and four-
year old-Lawrence into the asylum. Mrs. Stein was “very sick witheskind of fever” at the
time the children became asylum residents, but her use of the asylum westgrdyary.

Indeed, she appeared at the November 1882 BOA Board Meeting after having fiplgreged
from her fever, in order to reclaim her childf&nOther widows, including the mothers of Mollie
Malone, Amelia and Mary Jackson, and Clarence Weisner continued todrién HOF as a
substitute caretaker throughout the 1880s and 1890s when their health was impatedstana
for their children when they were physically well enough to care once fayahem’’

Yet not all ailing mothers in Baltimore returned to the orphanagekdordffspring after
their health improved. A group of sick mothers whose children entered thead®gt least one
who turned to the BOA, were fatally ill. By the time children like Soplnie¢ Jacob Harvey,
Mary Ruff and Samuel Boyd entered the HOF, their mothers’ were termilhallth cancer and
consumptiorf! Some of these mothers seemed to realize the severity of theirginass their
turn to the HOF suggests their efforts to ensure care for thairehibfter their deaths. In a few
of these cases, sick mothers who lacked a male partner because ofadgaitinrg intemperance,
or some other unspecified reason went so far as to stipulate the custodgments they

intended for their children after their deaths. Mrs. Harvey gave @fe pérmanent custody of

88 \WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Case ofiélBrown; Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870
Example of Maggie Jones. For the records of othi@ows who employed the HOF in this manner durlmg period,
refer to: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 186arbh 1870, Entry for Henry C. Palmer; RegisteriB8, April
1871-April 1875, Account of Annie Eck.

5 \WC, HOF, Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Accountsl@rfain, Samuel, and Lawrence Stein. Mrs. Stailaimed
Samuel and Lawrence in November 1882. Her oldestiserain, had run away from the asylum six ddies ais
entry, and had returned to his mother’s place sifience.

® For other cases involving mothers who utilizeddeglum in this manner in the 1880s and afterwazels, WC,
HOF, Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Records for EdWeebster Frigate; Mollie Malone; Minnie and Addeftie)
Carter; Harry Johanson; Amelia and Mary Jacksowgisters, Book 7, 1892-1895, Example of Clarenceswési;
Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Entries for GeorgkaBand William Carroll Whitelock; Clarence anddasWhite.
"1 Sophie and Jacob Harvey were admitted into the HQWay 1864, Mary Ruff entered the orphanage i60,&nd
Samuel Boyd became a HOF resident in February 18@&. WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Enfde
Sophie and Jacob Harvey; Mary Ruff; Registers,iB8al896-1902, Account of Samuel C. Boyd. SeddHewing
as well for another group of siblings whose mothas seriously ill: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 7, 28895,
Examples of Wilbur, Lillian Gertrude, William Catviand Elmer P. Hershey. HOF officials did not idfgrthe exact
nature of Mrs. Hershey's sickness, though they hetdliness was serious enough that they did xpeet her to live.
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her children when they were admitted in May 1864 because of the severityillifdss;, and

Henry Kaufman'’s “very ill” mother had him “given to the HOF” as wellamJdary 1877, shortly
before her own deatf. Yet not all dying mothers without male partners opted for the same type
of custody arrangements. Mary Elder's mother allowed the HOF only termpoistody of her
daughter, until the girl was “old enough to be transferred to St. PetersoRaiOrphan

Asylum” in Baltimore” Arrangements such as these were intended to guarantee the security of
children who were soon to lose their only remaining parent, and reflectediataise of the
asylums on the part of these dying mothers, many of whom possessed few optiofitscatme

to their children’s futures.

Intemperance

Children did enter the Baltimore orphanages from homes in which intenggevacurred
and was a serious problem, though parental intemperance appears to have eeamman at
the HOF, where nearly twelve per-cent of all children had parents whaniemgerate, than it
was at the BOA? Paternal intemperance accounted for the majority of these cases, thoegh s
children did have mothers with drinking problems or were unfortunate enoughetot@yv
intemperate parents. Indeed, of the children in this group, 267 (71.2%) had interfgtbeas,
seventy-one (18.9%) had mothers who drank and thirty-seven were thengftsipiitemperate

mothers and fathers. Paternal intemperance clearly affected the largest number®f HO

2\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Exampl8apfhie and Jacob Harvey; Registers, Book 5, Map-187
November 1881, Record of Henry Kaufman.

™ HOF authorities honored the agreement they matteMary Elder’s mother, and sent the girl to StePs
Episcopal Orphan Asylum in August 1876; see WC, HRé&gisters, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, Entgr Mary
Elder.

4 A total of 375 HOF inhabitants between 1854 antiOl8ad parents who were identified as intempethate;
represents 11.6% of the asylum'’s total populatiae WC, HOF, Master File, 1854-1910.

S For the accounts of HOF inhabitants who had ipnate fathers, refer to: WC, HOF, Registers, Bbok854-
1864, Cases of Rosa Marble; Caroline, Mary andaD@&thilling; Frederica and Lizzie Jourdan; Edward Mary E.
McWilliams; Lizzie Douglass; Mary M. and Anna BawpMary McPoland; Edith M., Francis Jane, and Hal&h
Hoffman; Hannah and Elizabeth Dukunst; Hannah \pkitts; Mary D. and Henrietta Miller; Margaret Elasd Anna
Rogan; Laura Legmans; Anna Rogan; Mary Ann LanaAana M. Riley; Margaret Isabella Gibson; Sarate&land
Emily Rebecca Johnson; Susan Shirk; George Duhdioisit H., Martha Anna and Margaret Isabella Chridigry
and John Goodwater; Eliza, Alice and Rudolph Cattstlla Magdalena Garrison; Registers, Book 2, dWick861-
March 1870, Histories of Anna Maria Reilley; Mary, Bane and Thomas Smith; Lewis and William Stolrth;
Miller; Alexander McNaughton; Maggie O’Neill; Joliithomas and William B. Conolly; Louisa and Fanny Bett;
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residents, and HOF administrators appear to have understood these méingtc@ sliding
scale in which their drinking and their efforts to provide for their fasiere linked. Some
fathers, like Mr. Handly and Mr. Johnson were simply labeled “intempévatéde others, like
those of the Christy and Kauffman siblings were identified as jpeeste but were also
recognized for the “economic contributions they made to their famifie§He harshest criticism
was directed at men like Mr. Buckman, who had “done nothing to support the chitdrefiss]

wife’s death” and Mr. Barrow who provided no support for his four childrernandaife.””

Fanny Rebecca Fendall; Margaret, Susan and Wibiely§ Maggie Cartier; Jennie, Maggie and Thomastigriioyd
Owens and Etta Lee Whiteford; Jennie Gamble; RergisBook 3, April 1871-April 1875, Examples of Glea,
Sarah, and James Dauvis; Richard Allen; CharledHardy Bowers; James, David and George Heighe; Jaiiiam
and Michael Nolan; William Airey; Sarah and WilliaDoyon; Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 1&8itries
for Thomas and George Stone; B. Franklin Wilson Bhdmas Wilson Schoolden; Annie, Emma and Williasst
Loulie and Irving Chaffer; Ida E. Luter; Maida MarCrask; Georgiann, Mary Susan and Kate TippetisRag, Book
6, 1881-1892, Cases of Thomas SJ Stewart; AnniggegdAnnie and Lily Helfresh; Fannie, Blanch arabld Leike;
Charlie and Lettie Kopp; Willie Aud; May and Willieewis; Charlotte E. and Katie W. Hill; Willie antbseph Boyed,;
Laura C. Bordley; Maggie Hurdle; Lewis F and Fredgiver; Christine and Lizzie Birmingham; Regist&sok 8,
1896-1902, Example of Frederick Rowe; RegistergkBa 1892-1895, Cases of William and George Heatkbdohn
W., Anne and Maggie Clarke; Harry E. and Eva MayitBniNorwood and Mamie Folk; Registers, Book 8, 88902,
Entries for Mary, Sadie and Leroy Peacock; Jamd®MFisher; Mary Lilian and Sarah Elizabeth Paylgtary
Worthington; Charles William Janzer; Louisa H. d&ebrge F. Herzog; John and Thomas Linwood Milleanhie E.,
Minnie E. and George Hodges; Lillian, Ruth and Ediv@lorius; Walter S. Endler; Joseph Charles arh Eimer
Klappenberger; Elmer and Minnie Dungan; Katie Viag#a, Rosa, Loretta and Charles Coates; MaryRiuthard
Eugene McCulloh; Renshaw and Ruth Cook; ClarendeEmer Williams; Mary Jane, John Irving and Maidie
Murphy; Katie M. and Harry Wolf; Alexander and Mitt Taylor; Registers, Book 10, 1903-1910, HistoaEklenry
Haines Bossom; Walter Edwin; Katie, Willie and RalaBetz; Howard Belt; Estole White; Nellie, Amy akthggie
Atmenspacher; Charles M. and Arthur John JoneseSusttie, Margaret, Earnest and Lillian G. CouMgrgaret
Callan; Lillie M. Walker; Elsie W., Edith and Emm&. Arnold; Doris and Eleanora Fallon; James @l @hlliam
Arthur Bunce; Wilbur, Roy, Walter and Russell Bat@Geneva, Preston and Anita Chilcoat; Elmer Lenog Wilbur
Afton Warner; Mary A. and Rebecca Herbst; Marie &usalie Robinson; Andrew Henry and Conrad Geiss Jr
Charlotte AC Allen. For the accounts of HOF intiabts who had both parents living and intemperaéase see:
WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Example¥aofes Brannan; Mary Jamieson; Mary Wilen; Unnamed
Gallagher siblings; Mary Norton; Mary Wright; Maiyiartin T., and Patrick Battin; Kate McQuillan; lah Virginia
Hayes; Virginia Geddes; Registers, Book 2, Marcé1tBlarch 1870, Examples of Mary Anastatia and Teres
Coletart; John Franklin and Charles McKeever; Regis Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, Entries fonArew and
Peter Conly; James and Willie Fallon; RegistergiBs, May 1875-November 1881, Cases of Luke Ferelhie and
Nellie McConnell; Maggie, Albert, and Ida Robinsdtegisters, Book 6, 1884-1892, Examples of ThondaSt8wart;
Christian and John Wagner; Registers, Book 10311991 0, Histories of Lillie J., Margaret and EmmaRost; Lillie
M. Walker; Doris and Eleanora Fallon; Tobias, ResiBophia and Leonard Dietzel.

8 Mr. Handly was the father or Mary and Anna Hangho were placed in the asylum in December 1857 mEm
Johnson was admitted into the HOF in May 1858 \W8€s HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, AccountAruia E.
and Mary Handly; Emma Johnson. Mr. Christy wasfétleer of seven-year-old Margaret, three-yearhédtha, and
seven-month-old John Christy; see WC, HOF, Regisiook 1, 1854-1864, Records of Margaret IsabblEtha
Anne and John H. Christy. Catherine, Mary and Buad&auffman became HOF residents in April 186ar F
information on these girls and their father, see,\WOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864. For othees&svolving
intemperate fathers, please see: WC, HOF, Regjidek 1, 1854-1864, Examples of Mary Jones; Eige and
Rudolph Constadt; Registers, Book 2, March 1861ekd870, Histories of Margaret, Susan and Willieke
Maggie Cartier; Jane Lanahan; Jennie, Maggie amaniak Smith; Registers, Book 5, May 1875-Novemb@&118
Histories of Howard, Walter and Lester Smith; Géamg, Mary Susan and Kate Tippet; Registers, Bqdl861-1892,
Account of Mary Hurdle; Registers, Book 10, 1903:09Cases of Andrew Henry Geiss and Conrad Geiss Jr
TWC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, ExampleNeatfie and Ida Buckman; Mary M. and Anna Barrdvar
other histories in which intemperate fathers wéraracterized in the same manner as Mr. Buckmarvarghaffer,
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These men were viewed as the worst of the lot when it came to insmfathers, because they
failed to fulfill their economic responsibilities to their fdi@s, and often caused the dissolution
of the family unit.

Though paternal intemperance occurred more frequently than did matéengdénance,
a small group of HOF residents did come from homes in which mothers weiiéedeag having
drinking problems® Some of these women, including Mrs. Kerr, Mrs. Kerns, Mrs. Reinhart, and
Mrs. Hildebrand deserted their families, or ended up “worthless much of gentitme Alms
House,” as did Mrs. Harrigd. Yet it was more common for intemperate mothers to remain in
the household, but be so incapacitated by their drinking that they couldfillathieir maternal
responsibilities. Mr. Connaway told asylum officials in May 1873 that his wés “almost
constantly intoxicated,” and was physically unable to care for thiéddreh, and Kate and Ellie

Jones’ father sent them to the HOF in April 1874 because his wife’'smyinkndered her

please see: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1B6tties for Edward McWilliams; Mary McPoland; HdiM.,
Francis Jane and Helena M. Hoffman; Hannah Dukiisiabeth and Laura V. Potect; Laura Legmans; &aur
Seymour; Susan Shirk; Josephine and Julia Kellg l@hgdalena Garrison; Registers, Book 2, MarchLig@@rch
1870, Records of Anna Maria Reilley; Floyd Owend &tta Lee Whiteford; Registers, Book 3, April 18Xgril

1875, Accounts of Sarah and William Doyon; Regist&ook 7, 1892-1895, Examples of William and Georg
Heinbuck; Harry E., and Eva May Smith; RegisterspB8, 1896-1902, Histories of Frederick Rowe; Aleder and
Milton Taylor; Registers, Book 10, 1903-1910, His#s of Katie, Willie and Roland Betz; Marie anddRlie
Robinson.

8 See the following records for HOF inhabitants vifttemperate mothers: WC, HOF, Registers, Bodk854-1864,
Accounts of Mary Ball and Hannah Troy; John Modttiza Stewart; Sarah Rebecca Kelly; Martha Janenda K.,
and Agnes E. Kerr; Susie Harrigan; Jennie CatlimaE. Walker; Jennie Gutties; Agnes Moore; Katk ldary M.
Dowling; Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 18#ftries for Margaret Apersberger; Mary Jane Kekfis;and
Georgianna Parsons; Thomas and Davis Bevan; RegjiBeok 3, April 1871-April 1875, Histories of MaE. Smith;
Joseph, Mary and Thomas Connaway; Edith and Thofagsiire; Mollie Johnson; George Evatt; Kate L ariieE
May Jones; Registers, Book 5, May 1875-Novembef 1B&cords of Thomas and Kate Welsh; Henry Roddarsgs
and Ray Murray; Augustus, John and Charles MatiMasy, Elizabeth, William, and Margaret RuppertnRe Blair;
Mary Harris; Gertrude and Ivory Bell Noakes; JotimkEenscher Jr.; Mary Ellen, Florence Lillie and HeRurple;
Registers, Book 7, 1892-1895, Cases of Emina Magyl€s Edward and Blanche Susan Reinhart; HargelHiandt;
George William Dahl; Emma Rirsch; Registers, Bopok@&6-1902, Example of Carroll Homes; Willie amdhid
Langstrom; Charles L. Schoppert; William, Georgd anne Miller; Registers, Book 10, 1903-1910, Esdrior Henry
Cyples; Henry Gerwig; Katie Pearson; Ruben A. aatié B. Pitcher; Willie and John Langstrom.

"9 Martha Jane, Agnes E., and Hannah K. Kerr wergéans old, seven years old, and thirteen monthsasipectively
when their father admitted them into HOF. Offisialoted that Mrs. Kerr was “very intemperate” amat she had
gone to Pennsylvania to stay with friends afterddserted her husband and her five children. SEeNOF,
Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864., for more informatorthis family. For more information on Mrs. KerriMrs.
Reinhart, and Mrs. Hildebrand, please examine: WQF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870,drRetof
Mary Jane Kerns; Registers, Book 7, 1892-1895 i&nfor Emina May, Charles Edward, and Blanche Susa
Reinhart; Harry Hildebrandt. For the example oEM#arrigan, refer to: WC, HOF, Registers, Book854-1864,
Example of Susie Harrigan.
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“incapable” of providing her two daughters with the care they reqtfirénla few of these cases,
it was not parents or relatives who judged intemperate women to be unphbeitle care to
their offspring, but local Justices of the Peace. The children of\Wathias and Mrs. Ruppert
were actually committed to the HOF in October 1881 because of their widooihers’
intemperancél. The histories of these women, and the entrance of their children into the HOF
demonstrate the destabilizing impact that not only paternal intemperancegtbrrtah
intemperance could have on the family unit.

Perhaps one of the most interesting aspects of HOF cases involvingenaamce was
parents who used the HOF to protect their children from their spousef®asm. Mrs. Potect
sought the admission of her two daughters and herself into the HOF in April 1861 ritoorde
keep them from her husband’s intemperance and his “abuse of his f&miliadugh Mrs. Potect
left the asylum after a month, she continued to keep the girls in the HOBhantiad secured a
place to live away from her husband. Her attempts to shelter her dadigitterger husband’s
violent intemperance confirm her concern not only with their care anccpootebut her
understanding that the HOF might be used in such a manner. Yet it was not only H@Fmot
who employed the HOF this way. Mr. Evatt told HOF authorities in Febd8#$8 that his wife
was regularly intemperate, and that he wished to keep their son Geagé&anw her when she
was in such a state, and Mr. Jones expressed similar sentiments akamtingrbis daughters
Kate and Ellie from their mother in April 1875. These fathers’ motivatioryshage actually
been two-fold. Both men were clearly genuinely concerned about theirechid care, but they
may have also hoped that by denying their wives access to their childyewauld force

changes in their wives’ behavior. Both men eventually removed theirerhificom the HOF

80WC, HOF, Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 18Fntries for Joseph, Mary, and Thomas Connawalgase see
the following case histories for other examplesaafilies in which fathers were working and materinémperance
occurred: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 186Xdd. 870, Example of Mary Jane Kerns; Thomas andsDa
Bevan; Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875,deed for George Evatt; Registers, Book 6, 1881-189fries for
Gertrude and Ivory Belle Noakes; Registers, BooklB03-1910, Cases of Reuben A. and Lottie B. Bitch

81 \WC, HOF, Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 1&ttries for Augustus, John and Charles Mathiasyv
Elizabeth, William and Margaret Ruppert.

8 WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Accouritafinia Potect.
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because their wives drinking had lessened, yet the Jones girls ended uptbadHOF after
their mother resumed her intemperafifc®espite the different outcomes of these cases,
however, the manner in which Mr. Jones and Mr. Evatt utilized the HOFtsetfttesir efforts to
shield their children from intemperate mothers and suggests as well tiigshmmes parent might
derive from a turn to the orphanages if faced with a troubled spouse ompatibldomestic
situation that involved alcohol.

Parental intemperance does not appear to have been the same type of peblésm
1840 and 1910 for BOA families that it was for their HOF counterparts. BOé&iaiffidid note
in the 1870 Annual Report that some of the children the orphanage housed higtoaiTe|
“from homes made worse than desolate by the terrible effects of interapgraut only two
cases of parental intemperance appeared in the BOA records during tdd‘pdite first of
these cases occurred in April 1889, when the female employers of Ida and\ikey mother
presented the children to the Board. Mrs. Wilkes was recently decaaddatiese women
testified it was her last request that her children be placedhiatasylum. These women
reported Mr. Wilkes was “a drinking man habitually,” that he was “uttedstiless,” and that he
was willing to “part” with both Ida and Henry as he had not supported his family for laenurh
years®®> This narrative echoed the most negative of those paternal intepesses presented
to the HOF officials, with Mr. Wilkes portrayed not only as intemperateadman who was
completely useless as both a father and an economic provider. The only s¢hefr ca
intemperance involved the mother of James Levan. James became adsd@itrin June 1894
after a local missionary applied for his admittance; this woman telB@A Managers that Mrs.
Levan drank and was “of bad habits.” The BOA Managers allowed Jatogke asylum, and

they stipulated that his mother was “never to be allowed to come alone’ttoivist the

83WC, HOF, Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 18 Bamples of Kate and Ellie May Jones. For anoéxample
of a father who tried to shield his children froi tvife’s intemperance by placing children into #sylum, see: WC,
HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870,9-@&Thomas and Davis Bevan.

84WC, BOA, Annual Reports, 1870 Annual Report, p. 5.

85WC, BOA, Admission Books, Book 5, Girls Only, 188900, Entry for Ida Wilkes; Admission Books, Bogk
Males, 1887-1898, History of Harry Wilkes.
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orphanage. Though there is no way to know exactly how representative Mrs. Lewdn and
Wilkes were when it came to the cases BOA officials heard involategnperance, these
histories confirm intemperance did affect families who appealdetBOA for aid, and

reinforces that BOA officials were not unfamiliar with intempengarent§®

Committed Children

Though the majority of children who entered the Baltimore asylums were broughbt t
HOF and BOA by their surviving parent, other relatives, or friends of thiyfahere was a
population of children who arrived in the asylums as the result of maagiistelers that they be
committed to the asylum’s care. Local and state judicial offic@snaitted children to both of
the Baltimore orphanages, though the practice occurred far more frecateh#yHOF, where
11.4% (368) of the children entered the asylum in this manner, than it didB®#kevhere only
eleven children were identified as having been committed by *910.

In all cases involving commitment at the HOF, both parents failed tdygaali
satisfactory guardians and so children were sent to the orphanage. &aadtbne of the first
children committed to the HOF, and she arrived in September 1865, aftemaoBaliiustice of
the Peace (JOP) concluded she was “suffering from the extreme ireligfemer parents,” and
ordered her removed from their custdfiyin the years that followed, parental destitution

continued to result in children’s commitments, as did the physical abséao adult guardian,

8 \WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-April 188&eting of April 1, 1889, Discussion of Ida Eugeand
Harry Wilkes.

8" There was also a population of committed childreresidence at the SFOA during the late nineteanthearly
twentieth century as well, though the exact nunabefrican-American girls committed to the asyluemains
unclear. These commitments proved quite simildhése at the HOF and BOA, local judicial officialsd justices of
the peace ordered these girls to enter the SFOA Variety of reasons. Several of these girlsgeadnts who were
neglectful, at least one came from a home in whihguardian was physically abusive, and anothertha daughter
of parents who were guilty of what officials iddi&d as vicious conduct. For the histories of hesmmitted SFOA
girls, refer to: OSP, Motherhouse Record GroupieS&d: Orphan Asylum, Box 18, Folder 2, Commitment
Documents, 1871-1931, Commitments of Naomi and Rofackson; Nannie and Mamie Heard; Willie Agnes
Collins; Martha Emma Collins; Emma Johnson; Maryl Beieen; Sarah E. Wilson; Mamie Garnet; Dorothydbi.

8 WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1&ittyy for Ida Little.
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dissipation, desertion and intemperafic&he number of children committed to the HOF
increased dramatically during the 1880s and afterward, and 350 (95.1%) of theagesba
committed children were actually placed in the institution between 1880 and %6tk of these
placements were identified as state commitments, while othersaidr® be the result of city
and even county commitmerifs Children continued to be committed for the same reasons as
they had in the past, though a large number of children including Samuel Willidinas, Li
Swensen, Annie and Marie Bennett, and Harry and Annie Maxwell, were nowittechbecause
of parental neglect, vicious conduct, or bad habitso real explanation was offered in terms of
what vicious conduct and bad habits actually referred to, however, and it remad@ss wiether

or not these children were entering the HOF from families that veestéy different from those of

8 For children committed because of these reasees, W/C, HOF, Registers, Book 3, April 1871-Ap@i75,
Accounts of Lena and Charles Sleeper; Registersk BoMay 1875-November 1881, History of Luke Flyre
Maggie, Albert and Ida Robinson; Annie and Maryi®et; Rosie Wagner; August, John and Charles Msitiviary,
Elizabeth and William Ruppert; Fannie Hopkins; Régis, Book 6, 1881-1892, Records of Thomas SJdBtehaura
Virginia Gibson; Blanch Bryant; John Szidzek; HatriThomas and Justine Hobbs; John Krall; Franlkadski;
Joseph and Charles Swift; Agnes Tucker; FredericicCahtley; Charles Miller; Arthur Roth.

O WC, HOF, Master File, 1854-1910. There is a sigant difference between the number of committieiticen who
entered the HOF during this period and the poputatif committed children in residence in the laeeteenth-century
orphan asylums Nurith Zmora considered in her wdkthe Dolan’s Home, Samuel Ready School, andéleb
Orphan Asylum, only the Dolan’'s Home had committeddren in residence in the asylum; three of tméyffour
Dolan’s Home residents whose case histories Zntilizes were legally committed to the asylum by ieu For more
information on these children, see: Nurith Zm@gphanages Reconsidered: Childcare InstitutionRiagressive
Era Baltimore(Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1994%1§49.

TWC, HOF, Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Case ofughif. Williams; Lillian C. Swenson; Annie and MaiL.
Bennett; Harry CB1 and Annie Maxwell. For otheildfen whose commitments were explained in this veae:
WC, HOF, Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Files of idarand Josephine Gardner; Henry Smith; ElizabetbtiSMary
Eliza, Levin, and James Richard Day; Annie and &adPfister; George A. and Joseph Fisher; SarahisHamd
unnamed Harris child; Katie, George and Gortsabttierbach; Albert and William Roloff; Harrison Wh@mpson;
Bessie and Samuel Wilson; Maggie and Amelia ObdfadcAmanda V., and Daisy M. Green; Gustav andri&sa
Eye; Florence, Nettie and Frank Easton; Ella May laaura R. Russell; Annie and Effie Hall; Sarah dodeph
Tichnor; Arabella and Joseph Bregel; Registers kBtdl892-1895, Accounts of August, Ernie and Jutahl; Mary
and Margaret Tudor; Viola and Lillie Lee Hardinggl@ie Hudson; Benjamin Wolfe; Willie Rausch; Kaéird Annie
Imhoff; Henry and Anne Briesch; George Evans; Blar¢harles and Lettie Lupus; William and Thomas Bidiv
Engler; Katie Coplan; Harry and Charles McDaniegrly] Frank, and James Fuka; Emma Rirsch; John any H
Reed; Harry Schaum; Registers, Book 8, 1896-190fjds for Lizzie, Annie and Alice Deck; Frederidlexander
Barth; Annie B., John B., Elizabeth E., Bettie &d Daniel J. Krauder; Henry and August Boss; JofthOscar
Archer; Elleanorah, Catherine, Margaret and Wa@erman; Elizabeth and Margaret Verges; William Edga
Cannoles; William and Albert Galloway; Viola Sintga; Harry W., Samuel W., and Grover C. Parr; DAigginia
and John Henry Stephens; Carroll Holmes; WarretyKébseph J.Gibson; George J. Kunkel; CharlesdEd@h;
Charity Eva Smith; Emma, Ella, Rudolph, William abtha Klatt; Clarence and Charles Hartnedy; Challedohn J.,
and Mary E. Sharman; Mabel Graham; Flora Armholdrtiia and Nathan Berliski; Catherine Pearl and Hldaner;
Minnie Fenrich; Henry Gerwig; Cora R. Dobson; ManpDillon; Andrew Raetz; Maggie Demer; Fannie, Edd/and
Mabel Baker; Henry R. and Everett G. Chaffinichy®Mary and Ada Louisa Finnacom; Beatrice V., apithJE.
Parker; Grafton Stinkchcomb; Mary Ellen Brown; AtbEdward, Herman Otto, and Ernest Charles DietGad
McNeal; Grace and Lydia Simmonds; John Charles@ealrge W. Otter; Bessie G. McCubbins; Renshaw ant R
Cook; Registers, Book 10, 1903-1910, Examples beAIF. and Robert E. Riggins; James R. and Maddler;
Parker Hughes.
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earlier HOF residents, or if these families were plagued by the peohlems as earlier HOF
families and were simply subject to increased local and state gometrsorutiny and
intervention.

Though commitment did occur at the BOA as well, no children entered the orphanage in
this way until the first decade of the twentieth century, when a veall group of children
became the orphanage’s first such inhabitants. Four-year-old Chaltievstscommitted to the
BOA in February 1902, by a Garrett County JOP who identified his mother [Miser@e
Male] as “unable to support and care for said minor” because of her Sascpsverty,” and
who ordered that the boy “be kept and retained under care and custody, subjedistopied
regulations, and powers of said institution [the BOX].Of the eleven children committed to the
BOA between 1902 and 1910, Charlie’s commitment was somewhat unique. He way the onl
BOA child not committed by a JOP who was affiliated with Baltimore Gity @ “Magistrate for
Juvenile Causes,” and he was the only child for whom maternal destitusarited as the
reason for his commitment, though he was in this latter regard quitarsiod number of HOF
committed children. The other children committed to the BOA were in residertlce asylum
because they were minors “without any proper place of abode or proper guapdi&hd his
wording confirms children at both the Baltimore orphanages were beingittethbecause their
parents were understood as unsatisfactory guardians, or were unable te firewidvith the
care and sustenance local judicial officials believed they nedjuiT his perhaps suggests broad
similarities existed between BOA and HOF children when it came tathidids they came from,

and the difficulties their parents faced.

92WC, BOA, Admission Books, Book 12, Male Group, 191913, Commitment Certificate for Charles Rudolph
Male.

% |bid., Book 13, Female Admissions, 1901-1913, Ciment Certificate for Emma J. Whalen. See a¢C,
BOA, Admission Books, Book 13, Female Admissior8)1-1913, Commitment Certificate for Edna M. Whalen
Nora Virginia Joiner; Viola Verona Zepp; Dora AnzeBoyer; Leona McKay; Admission Books, Book 12, #al
Group, 1901-1913, Commitment Certificates of EllsiwdVhalen; Watson H. Gates; Robert E. Gates; Jd&xander
McKay.

93



Parental Separation and Divorce

In the families that turned to the Baltimore asylums, parental sepacacurred more
regularly than the final termination of a marriage, and fathers weneattent whose behavior was
most likely to lead to separation. Fifty-seven (1.8%) HOF residents\anB®A inhabitants
came from homes in which parents were separatémla few cases, including those of Kate and
Mary E. Montague, Geneva Overman, Susie Harrigen, children’s motheothgoarents were
identified as having engaged in problematic behavior such as intemperdinmmorality” that
led to the separation of parefitsYet in the largest number of cases, fathers were identified as
the parent who was to blame for these separations. When Mrs. Parrisketidoeisseparation
with a BOA official in June 1892, she noted that she had left her husband bleedtrsated her
most cruelly;” in this manner she implied not only her husband’s physicataif her, but
suggested how that violence might lead to separgtigsi.the HOF, officials discussed no cases
of parental separation involving domestic violence, but they did repoththanothers of
Margaret Gibson, Annie Hodges, and Laura Bordley admitted their childceRI®IE after
having left their intemperate husbands, that the fathers of Laun@8and Emily Weston

refused to provide for their families, and that children like Chatid Louisa Tudor and Charles

94 For HOF inhabitants whose parents were separséed WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Accoaht
Mary E. and Kate Montague; Susie Harrigan; Margesaella Gibson; Emily Weston; Register Book 2 réhal861-
March 1870, Cases of Mary and Cora Larner; Regisiwok 3, April 1871-April 1875, Entries for AnnBosley;
Mary Handmyer; Edward Turner; Registers, Book 5yNI875-November 1881, Histories of George, Chateb
Lizzie Miller; Gertrude Ballard; Felix J. and Claee E. Granger; Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Risdor Annie
Hodges; Ella Edna, Graze Eliza, Harry Howard andl&@eHedges; Registers, Book 7, 1892-1895, Exangildshn
W., Anne and Maggie Clarke; Registers, Book 8, 18962, Entries for Florence Ellen and Grace M. AbElorence
Louisa and Charles Matimore Nash; Joseph Charkkdatmn Elmer Klappenberger; Registers, Book 10311910,
Cases of Grace R., and William Leonard BeauchardpaElowers; Elizabeth, Henry, and Gretchen Stighez
Mills. For information on the BOA inhabitants wieogarents were separated, see the following: W33, Board
Minutes, September 1881-April 1895, Meeting of JGn&892, Minutes on Mrs. Parrish and her childiiilie and
Percy Sanders; Meeting of January 2, 1893, Disonssi Mr. Blessing; Admission Book 5, Girls Only846-1898,
Case of Emma Genevieve Wayson; Admission Book 6e$/14887-1898, Record of George W. Wayson.

% The mothers of Susie Harrigan, and William, Geame Anne Miller were said to be intemperate anthdmal. For
children whose parents were separated, and both saéil to engage in problematic behavior, refettC, BOA,
Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Records of Kate andyME. Montague; Geneva Overman. For the accaints
children whose mothers alone were identified agptbblem, see the following: WC, HOF, RegisterspB1, 1854-
1864, Record of Susie Harrigan; Registers, BodkB886-1902, Accounts of William, George and Anneldfijl
Registers, Book 10, 1903-1910, Case of Edna Flowers

% WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-April 189®eting of June 6, 1892, Discussion of Willie d&efcy
Sanders.
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Parker were the offspring of men who were “worthlé8sThe number of case histories in which
fathers were identified as the problem, as well as the testimofydff@ials gathered about
these cases certainly reinforce in cases in which parentahtepalid occur that fathers played
a critical role in the breakup of these marriages.

It was extremely rare for children in the Baltimore asylums who had boghtpdiving
to come from homes in which parents were divorced. Of the 1479 HOF childremvwiking
parents, only twelve (0.8%) had divorced parents, and at the BOA, only tharechiere said
to have divorced parent’.In all of these cases, mothers applied to have their children admitted
into the orphanages, and asylum officials explained the divorces in tehuashzinds’
unacceptable behavior. When HOF authorities interviewed Mr. Cline ob&c1866, they said
only that he was “worthless.” This negative characterization of digaren continued in the
years that followed, with the fathers of Robert Goldman, Charles J&talph and Emily
Proctor, and Robert Porter all described in exactly the same nfAnd&F officials never
clarified exactly what “worthless” encompassed, though it suggestedanafe to satisfy the
family’s economic needs, and also male participation in unacceptabli¢iextor behaviors. At
the BOA, fathers were also blamed for failed marriages that ended icalivigirs. Wayson

decried her husband in May 1887 for having “never supported me or his childrérigra

97WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Cases afjitat Isabella Gibson; Laura Barnes; Emily Weston;
Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Accounts of Annie ¢ Laurie C. Bordley; Registers, Book 5, May 1:8ltivember
1881, Examples of Charlie and Louisa Tudor; Regist®ook 6, 1881-1892, Entry for Charles Parkeor the
accounts of other children whose parents were aggghand fathers were said to be intemperate, lesghunwilling
to support them, or dissipated, refer to: WC, HREgisters, Book 5, May 1875-November 1881, CakEglix J. and
Clarence E. Granger; Registers, Book 6, 1881-1B22mple of Joseph Jenkins; Willie Aud; RegistersolB7, 1892-
1895, Records of John W., Anne and Maggie Clarlagifters, Book 8, 1896-1902, Histories of Florelbogisa and
Charles Matimore Nash; Mary Lilian and Sarah ElethtParlett; Louisa H. and George F. Herzog; Josidpirles and
John Elmer Klappenberger.

% For examples of children whose parents were dedyrsee: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861ch4870,
Case of Georgianna Margery Cline; Registers, BqdWd&y 1875-November 1881, Example of Harry Haynes;
Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Histories of FrarazesMary Nowlin; Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, stfor
Robert Goldman; Charles William Janzer; Ralph arme&t Proctor; Robert Rolof Porter; Registers, Bbok1903-
1910, Records for James Thornton Smith; Nellie ldiag Melvin William Ramsburg. Information on the BO
inhabitants with divorced parents can be foundvanfollowing: WC, BOA, Board Minutes, SeptembeB18April
1895, Meeting of May 2, 1887, Notes on Mrs. Wayand her children George Washington and Emma Gevevie
Wayson; Meeting of November 4, 1889, DiscussioNdf. Turner.

% WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1&78se of Georgianna Margery Cline. See also: WM@F,
Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Accounts of RobeftiBan, Charles Janzer, Ralph and Emily Proctor,Rwloert
Porter are located in Register Book 8, 1896-1902.
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deserting them, and Mrs. Turner informed BOA officials that her husband’scifisg “habits”

had caused her to divorce the mi%h.

Domestic Violence

Marital discord could devolve into domestic violence, though a turn to viosppmars
to have been even rarer in the families of Baltimore asylum children thsapasental separation.
Between 1854 and 1910, only sixteen HOF inhabitants and three siblings in the ®A w
identified as having resided in homes in which domestic violence occffridtwelve of these
cases, HOF officials identified intemperance and violence as aagumrtandem with one
another, and men as the perpetrators of this violence. Mary CathadiSaeh Jane McCafferty
were said at the time of their March 1858 admission to have an intéenfagheer who was
“brutal to his wife,” and Lizzie Douglass’ intemperate father wgaiirior “beating his wife” at
the time she was admitted in July 1888 Several histories reveal even more startling incidents
of domestic violence involving attempted homicide and maternal murder. kedoan
Goodwater entered the HOF in December 1863 after the “brutal conduct” dhtbaiperate
father resulted in their mother’s death, Mrs. Brown'’s children enged the HOF in June 1864,
after she was jailed “for an assault upon her husband, with intent taakidl,the Stone siblings
became BOA inhabitants in December 1885, one month after their father murdered the

mother!®® These cases were extreme in terms of the violence involved, butsastogian

100w, BOA, Admission Books, Book 3, Girls AdmittetB46-1898, Case of Emma Genevieve Wayson; Admission
Books, Book 6, Males, 1887-1898, Entry for GeorgeWdyson. See also BOA, Board Minutes, Septem&@t.-1
April 1895, Meeting of May 2, 1887 for more infortitan on this family and its difficulties. For spfics on Mrs.
Turner, please see BOA, Board Minutes, Septembgt-2pril 1895, Meeting of November 4, 1889.

101 For these histories, see: WC, HOF, RegisterskBod854-1864, Cases of Mary Catherine and Samaé J
McCafferty; Lizzie Douglass; Lavinia Potect; ManycaJohn Goodwater; Registers, Book 2, March 1861cma870,
Entries of Mary Jane, Elizabeth and Teresa BrowaryMB., Jane M. and Thomas Smith; Registers, Book 5
Admissions, May 1875-November 1881, Histories ohin Emma and Willie Glass; Registers, Book 10,3t9910,
History of John Noyes.

192\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Exampleglafy Catherine and Sarah Jane McCafferty; Lizzie
Douglass. See the following for other historiesviich domestic violence and male intemperance Vigked: WC,
HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Entry for LaaiRiotect; Mary and John Goodwater; Mary B., Janarid.
Thomas Smith; Registers, Book 5, May 1875-Novenid&1, Accounts of Annie, Emma and Willie Glass.
103\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 18¥€cords of Mary Jane, Elizabeth and Teresa Brown;
Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Mary and John GoaglwBIOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-April 188&eting
of December 7, 1885, Discussion of David, Virtiagdulia Stone
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Ellen Ross argues, certainly a tolerated and expected componenkifgacdass marriages

during the nineteenth century. As Ross notes, “all the evidence wehalomestic violence in
this era suggests that its social meaning was different from ttadaf's. If marriage did not

mean trust, sharing, and intimate partnership, then it was far from surphiatragpbflict should
frequently erupt*** Though there appear to have been fewer cases of domestic violence in the
families that used the Baltimore orphanages than there were imefofipoor Londoners Ross
examines in her workove and Toildomestic violence did impact the families of some children

in the Baltimore asylums.

Parental Payment of Board

Approximately 25% of HOF children had parents who promised to make board payments
to asylum officials while their children resided in the orphanagéaperin the hopes these
payments would help them to obtain the dismissal of their children from thenagpd if they
sought their returi®> Parents began to agree to pay board for their children’s stay in theasy
in 1860, and between that date and the early 1900s, mothers comprised the majorégtef par
paying board. Four hundred forty-one (57.7%) of the HOF inhabitants in this group hadsmothe
paying board, 316 (41.4%) had fathers paying board, seven children had mothers am@Father
agreed to make these types of payments, and another twenty-three childaéyn laad relatives
who volunteered to pay board. A number of HOF parents including Mr. Conolly, Mrs. Ryan, M
Eden and Mrs. Bean simply stated they would pay board for children, or would pay board whe

able’® Yet HOF officials expected other parents to pay specific amounts af thadrwere

104 Ellen Rossl.ove and Toil: Motherhood in Outcast London, 18B0:8(New York: Oxford University Press,
1993), p. 84-86. For additional information onetgenth-century-working-class marriages, workiragsl!
understandings about when violence was accepiafdiethe actual occurrence of violence in workirgssimarriages,
examine the following: John Gilli§or Better, For Worse: British Marriages, 1600ttee Presen{New York:

Oxford University Press, 1985), p. 185; 251; Jahl@simertonCruelty and Companionship: Conflict in Nineteenth-
Century-Married Life(New York: Routledge, 1992), p. 34-52; ChristBtansellCity of Women: Sex in Class in
New York, 1789-186QJrbana: University of lllinois Press, 1987),78-83.

105 A total of 764 (23.6%) HOF children had parentovaigreed to pay board; see WC, HOF, Master Filg41®10.
198 \wC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 18¥@&ounts of Rachel, Samuel and Alexander Connolly;
Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, FilesMary Ann and Robert Ryan; Joseph and Frank Edegiskes,
Book 5, May 1875-November 1881, Histories of Frank Mattie Bean. For the cases of other HOF pasmghb
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directly in “proportion to their [parents and relatives] ability &y and which meant for most

fathers higher payments than those that were expected from their femalerparts?” Though

made similar vows to asylum officials, refer to:C\WHOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 18#@riEs for
Henrietta, Margaret and Mary Sowers; Thomas TrRejgecca Sawyer; Margaret Ann and Mary Ellen Kenney;
Andrew Isenbaugh; Thomas and Davis Bevan; IdaeAl@harles Edward and Ann Elizabeth Sard; Maryikiznd
Henry Haupt; Sarah Hobbs; Harvey Wheeler; EdwaodiiStudson; Mary Byrne; Registers, Book 3, Casdé&td,
Alice, and Frederick Urry; William A. Whitman; Isaand Willie Lanner; Alex McCullough; Registers, @05, May
1875-November 1881, Records of Frank and WilliedRilisWalter W., Edward, Verney, Willie S., and I&t&mith;
Annie Louisa Nettleship; Brevell, Howard and Horfiamn; Louis and Irving Chaffer; Charles O., Geofger G.,
and Cary Dannelly; Charles H. and Harry R. Philipank and John Shadel; Harry Lee Butts; BessieTéuothas
Lawrence; Melville Jamison; Willie Wodges; HenrydaBeorge Bradford; Mary, Maggie and Jessie Armgfron
Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Examples of Lurittartdon; Sallie Jemison; Willie Loane; Eugene Maddeharles
and Edgar R. Patterson; Grace L., and John M. DAetse and Lily Helfresh; Lila B. Kipkins; Charl&s., and Phebe
Annetta Roache; Rufus Emory Mallonee; Ethel V.t€niton; Georgia and Josie Roberts; Eva, Helen, Bsand
Irene Wingrone; Charles Casper Schaufelter; RagisBook 7, 1892-1895, Cases of Ida, Albon Blargikselia, and
Mina L. Mason; Raymond and Abbie Nuns; Alfred BtindKate and Frank Dailey; Frederick William andui®M.
Schomm; Willie Smith; Lester Roland; Grace A. BraRggisters, Book 8, 1896-1902, Histories of Katiel
Frederick Berger; Mary, Sadie and Leroy PeacoclraCstella and Elsie Cain; Lula and Annie Earr@atnuel
George Chalk; Russell Lee Carroll; Cora Minola, #smEdward, William Howard and Mary Margaret Metzgie
and Ella Lowman.

107 wc, HOF, Annual Reports, Report for the year rgdilovember 23, 1885. For the histories of otiéidoen
whose parents were to pay specific amounts fordyaae: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861eMd870,
Accounts of Mary Jane, Elizabeth and Teresa Brawnjsa and Caroline Zell; Mary Catherine and Witliddenry
Owens; Alexander Richard Marmaduke Venner; Saradlidel Hobbs; Mary Rebecca Short; John Kerr; Henry
Kessler; Clara and Albert Whittingham; Maria, Maryd Maggie Hunter; Anna Mary Reilley; Nellie Sc@&grah and
Mary Ellen Taylor; Patrick Henry Coyne; Samuel MilAnn Eliza Hoffman; James and Willie Owens; Césrl
Wayne; Joseph Henry Reilly; Rufus Smulling; Henaéd/right; William Butler; Registers, Book 3, ApdiB71-April
1875, Examples of Alice Watts; Harry L. Ways; Wilh, Albert and Frances Knight; lvanora and ChadeBoston;
Cora, Mary Kate, and Willie Montgomery; Joseph, Mand Thomas Connaway; Mary, Kate, Robert, andifrendl
Shettle; William Lang; Charles, Fred, and Annie Matgr; James, William and Michael Nolan; Ellory Bets; Lillie
May Farr; Nellie Findley; Edith and Thomas MaguiRegisters, Book 5, May 1875-November 1881, Histoaf
Arthur and Harry Thompson; Otto, August and Wiliauffman; Mary Nolan; Mary and Elvira Dougherty; M.
and Laura White; George and Willie Smith; George ®@fara V., and John Vickers; Ella Thomas; Peray kiaud
Stewart; J. Bery Budy; Georgianna and Ellen Mas¥®difliam F. and Joseph M. Hunter; Frank Kelly; Eeldilinich;
Mary and Albert Ray; Grace Swan; Mary and Maggier&mn; Charles and Herbert Gosnell; Willie and hatt
DeHannio; Florence, Ferdinand and Alphonso Prowsate Glazer; James Watkins and Jennie B. Kyle; di#agnd
James Waldman; Edward William Schultz; Freda Bedkelix J. and Clarence E. Granger; Rose Esteltelidll;
Harry and Georgie Carlisle; Mary Caines; George Bddie Koenig; Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Eatfie Mary
Poole; Jennie, Mary and Mattie Ghiselin; Addie &mhie Gorsuch; Alexander and Joseph Greer; Edwagtie
Boyd; Mathilde Ingraham; Harry and Charles Howlgrion, Chriton, and James Waters; Hugh and Haaytdn;
Lena Harting; Alice and Ella Hines; Charles E. Bmusadora and Georgie Shafer; Thomas Robert Boldidtie
Kelly; Robert and George Gibson; Charles Otto; M/iMyers; Gussie and Harry Woodrow; Ona and Anraather;
Eva and Ora Laurent; Grace R. and Charles R. Jack¥warles F. Dougarre; Bessie Elton; Willie Wimlgh; Willie
H. Anderson; Walter White; Willie and Albert Sorens Cora and Howard Lenhardt; Robert and Carriek€ag
Samuel Conant; Gertrude and Ivory Belle Noakesidridopp; Florence May Engles; William B., Henryahd Olitie
F. Fowitz; Bessie and Lily Wheedon; Mary, Marthagd @oseph McCubbin; Maggie, Florence and Willierk;iMaud,
Louis and Beulah Stephens; Powhatan Davis; Chedegman; Leopold Fuchs; Mary and Lena Herzog; M&lign
Macken; Mark Weber; John and Carrol James; Emmal@teand Ida Estelle Osenburg; Addie May and @&sah.
Plummer; Joseph and Minnie Colbourn; Ella Heppldli&h Parrott; Ella F., Mildred J., Frederick Gulu and Harry
Schaurn; Chester L. Bowser; Carrie and Olivia Kdligward C. Bolth; Mamie Dawes; Celeste and Arligdiil;
Robert Mercer; Willie Senson; Charles and WilliaoxFGeorge Dolan; Hallie R., and Eugenia McCartriggtherine,
William L., and Isaac Foster Gilley; Raymond Miderm) Herbert and Clarence Zeigler; Viola, Walted Mary
Keys; Joseph Jenkins; James, Louis, and WilliankByc Registers, Book 7, 1892-1895, Histories afafaand
Estelle Julia, and George Raymond Shreck; Hattiel@ame Harrison; Howard Hauser; Reuben and WHlidlivan;
Ernest and Helen Hunter; Kate, John and CharlesgbrdEmma Robinson; Walter Simpson; Joseph Swalan; |
Magness; William and George Heinbuck; Florence Madgie Frey; Maggie Marfield; Elsie Kratz; Paul Kalohn
Lyell; Helen, Matilda, Rose, and Mary Schwartz;efads Ralph and Rose Waltemyer; Frank and Grace Wegona
Celeste and Grace Shirley Boehlein; Mary, Georgd,Frank Benton; Mamie and Lizzie Bauder; RegistBook 8,
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the payment of board to HOF officials for children’s time in the orphadageeased
significantly after the turn of the century, the practice risviree efforts HOF parents made to
maintain their parental rights to their children. As historiaaditla Ferguson Clement points
out, parents making board payments to orphanages were more likely thaohgdtying
counterparts to regain custody of their children from asylum officiatbtlaeir willingness to pay
board can be understood as proof of their efforts to remain connected tofdpeingf®
Perhaps we may also understand it as proof that not all of the familiedaslad their children
in this asylum were equally poor; the families of some asylum inhabittgarly had a level of
economic means that others did not.

There is no indication that as large a number of BOA mothers and fathérdsoard as
did their HOF peers, or even that other relatives engaged in this typermfifilntaansaction
while children were in residence at the BOA. It was not until 1897, when thev&BA
experiencing a severe financial crisis, that the BOA Boardialffiaeversed its opposition to
board payments, and actually began to require monthly board for children who kermplnans,
“feeling sure that it is much better for the parent, [and] also findiag assistance to our

straightened incomé® These payments ranged anywhere from the one dollar per month Mrs.

1896-1902, Examples of Ethia Eugenia and Avery We8hockley; Florence Louisa and Charles Matimaaehyl
Robert Geddes; Pearl and Robert Thorington; WalierWillie Beckett; Robert Goldman; Arthur Fostéfalter and
Lillie Lentz; Ada Smitherman; Mamie E., Minnie, a@orge Hodges; Bertha Mabel Johnson; Helen Matgare
Clark; ElImer and Minnie Dungan; Grace May and Eld¢atson Householder; Ralph and Ernest Proctoddfiek
W. and Oliver Cannoles; George Herman; Estellardaand Lizzie Tyson; George Bailey and Charles MdmaFoy;
Lillie and Kate Walters; Sophia and May Lewis; RadliRolof Marine Porter; Frederick Rowe; Edward Deimgn
Hooper; Edith Jenkins; Amelia Doestsch; Georgerd. Myrtle A. Watson; Herman and Rosa Obender; Jhn
Clatchey; Ettie Hopkins; Irwin Eli Feucht; Mary &ardohn Irving, and Mayfield Murphy; Charles Rotzettl John
Leroy Doyle; Ida Elizabeth and Julia Marguerite YW€arl and Ewall Meyer; Sarah Gertrude Jerome.

198 priscilla Ferguson-ClemerBrowing Pains: Children in the Industrial Age, 185890(New York: Twayne
Publishers, 1997), p. 208-209.

19wce, BOA, Annual Reports, 1900 Annual Report. Ledgrom the SFOA confirm some parents who hadicil
in that orphanage also paid board while their chitdvere in residence. Entries for 1913-1915 ssigo@rents paid as
they could and according to what they could. Indeseme parents like Mrs. Payne and Mrs. Thomasfpe dollars
for the board of two children, while others like dMButler and Mr. Curtis paid five dollars for hagionly one child in
residence. For the histories of SFOA children vehaarents paid board, see: OSP, Box 18, Foldén@ncial/Ledger
1912-1914, Monthly accounts for August 1913; Deceni®13; October 1914; December 1914; January 1915;
February 1915. It should be noted as well thatSR©A also received regular payments of board fitmerNew York
Foundling Hospital for the children the latter et to the SFOA; there is no evidence that arilgebther orphan
asylums in Baltimore or Liverpool received paymensn other organizations or institutions for theees of children
the latter sent to these asylums.
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Ballard began to pay in July 1903 for her daughters Frances’s and Annaiststayrphanage,

to the two dollars per month Mrs. Freed agreed to send for the care of heutitetds Gladys

and Ethel as of September 1901, and the six dollars Mr. Weaver began to jpaiy 1906

towards his son Raymond'’s suppBft.The variety of sums that Mrs. Ballard, Mrs. Freed, and
Mr. Weaver were expected to provide hints that BOA officials erdyagevaluations of

children’s histories as did HOF authorities, and determined sums that botinthéye parents of
these children deemed acceptdbleThese examples suggest as well that there was a gendered
difference when it came to board payments at the BOA, with fatherstede provide more

significant contributions than mothers.

Conclusion

In a number of respects, the families of children who utilized each of ttim&a
asylums between 1840 and 1910 were significantly different. Most BOA ahiliiienot came
from homes in which both parents were living, parental desertion had extcparents were
paying board to asylum officials, or both parents had been identified dy leusdtisfactory
guardians and had their children removed from their care. HOF childremtiast, did come
from families in which mothers and fathers were living, fathers had abahttogiefamilies,

parents were making board payments to orphanage administrators, ansl ipatdost custody of

10 For information on Frances Christina and Anna all&d, as well as Gladys and Ethel Freed, plezamime: WC,
BOA, Admission Books, Book 13, Female Admission81-:9913. For the case of Raymond C. Weaver, see WC,
BOA, Admission Books, Book 12, Male Group 1901-19F®r other BOA residents whose surviving pargneed to
pay board during the child’s stay in the asylune, e following: WC, BOA, Admission Books, Book,Faemale
Admissions 1901-1913, Accounts of Genevieve Sodtiamma and Sophie Meurer; Lollie Hancock; PearKft;
Verlynda Viola Garrison; Bertha Fredericka Philliplelen May Forrester; Evelyn B. Holmes; Cathefindenkins;
Hilda R. Hessler; Viola L. Bernhardt; Sarah Marfkgams; Ethel and Julia Smith; Carrie Butts; Gentrid Hess;
Ruth R. Lynch; Edna Fidler; Alice Matilda Ridgeld3essie M. Plummer; Mary Stahl; Ellen R. and My&leDixon;
Margaret P. Gale; Regina M. and Alice E. West; Haz8axter; Ethel Collins; Lillian Gedes High; Gka
Morsemiller; Annie and May Hoffman; May A. and Etie McGinnis; Mabel C. Grisinger; Ellen R. Dorsey;
Admission Book 12, Male Group 1901-1913, Record€lgtle H. and Charles Eggbert Pitt; Earl Jacksarhér
Bailey; Walter and Washington Winfield Scott; Jas&moot; Orville H. Grisinger; William Albert Fingan; Harry
Weeks; George C. Sewell; August Wick; August St¥illiam Carl Arnold; Walter Hood; Leon Christopher
Frederick Trust; Hayward Roach; Clarence H. TrimBleland Leslie Gannon.

111 Of the forty children from the Dolan Home thatrittu Zmora uses as a sample, fourteen were whatighéifies
as “boarders.” These children, like their courdetpat the BOA and HOF, had parents and relativespaid a
variety of board for their stay in the orphan asyluAccording to Zmora, some of these fourteenretatives who
paid the full amount of four dollars per month foeir stay in the Dolan Home, while others had famiembers who
paid two or three dollars per month; see Zm@nghanages Reconsidergal 51-52.
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their children because the former had been deemed undesirable custodians. Péetahiddth
the Baltimore asylums did come from families that proved remarkabliasto one another in
significant ways. Children at both the Baltimore asylums were feonilies adversely affected
by paternal absence and incapacitation; families in which motheesmae likely than fathers
to be impoverished; families in which work, illness and disability, and exemperance posed
significant daily challenges to the survival of the family as a anit; families in which mothers

were usually the parent responsible for solving these dilemmas.
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Chapter Four: The Families They Came From: Liwetp

Asylum administrators in Baltimore and Liverpool recorded fantilisiories for all of
the children who were candidates for admission into these institufldresinformation that
officials in Liverpool documented about children and their familéfiected a different set of
preoccupations than those of asylum admission records in Baltimore.afSféitthe Liverpool
Female Orphan Asylum (LFOA), the Liverpool Asylum for Orphan Boys (LAOB)thed
Liverpool Infant Orphan Asylum (LIOA) identified children who were fuibloans, born within
seven miles of Liverpool, never admitted into the workhouse, and theingfsgiegally married
parents as the “objects of their charity,” and it was thesequisites that they expected
candidates to meet in order to achieve entrance into these instituffdvesfamily histories
Liverpudlian officials took focused on confirming these prerequisites meteand though they
contain information about parental death and parental marriages, tvigegimited insight into
the realities that characterized these families’ daily limghe period prior to one or both parents’
deaths. The type of analysis that the HOF and BOA records in Baltimareisisimply not
possible in the case of Liverpool families, though orphanage records dmdbternthe ailments
that cost Liverpudlian asylum residents their parents and makenstest of these orphans were
more likely to lose fathers first to death than mothers. Theseadseatso highlight the role that
children’s family members, step-relations and friends played in carthdm after their

parents’ deaths.

1 SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 18##1Report for the year ending February 24, 18832-
1888, Report for the year ending January 31, 18ABual Reports, Boys Asylum, 1851-1860, Reportiieryear
ending February 26, 1851; Report for the year eparch 13, 1854; Report for the year ending Deamdfi, 1900;
Annual Reports, Infant Orphan Asylum, 1879-188%&tefor the year ending January 30, 1880; 188®B18@port
for the year ending January 31, 1890.
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Table 4.1 Causes of parental deaths in Liverpool, 1840-1910

Mothers Fathers
LFOA LAOB LIOA LFOA LAOB LIOA

Respiratory illnesses® 234 59 96 282 72 106

(41.9%)  (41.5%)  (45.1%) (50.4%) (50.7%) (50.2%)
Non-respiratory
communicable 50(9.0%)  14(9.9%) 19 (8.9%) 31(5.5%)  13(9.2%) 21 (10.0%)
diseases’
gﬁ:;ict;rce'ated 33(5.9%) 11(7.7%) 16 (7.5%) 49 (8.8%) 11(7.8%) 13 (6.1%)
'F\)'foubrl‘::\g;ca"re'ated 33(5.9%) 8(5.6%) 15 (7.0%) 47 (8.4%)  7(4.9%)  16(7.5%)
ﬁ;fsrse':(fe“'na' 22(3.9%) 10(7.0%) 15 (7.0%) 24 (43%)  8(5.6%)  9(4.2%)
Pregnancy, childbirth
andguteri:e-related 33 (5.9%) 160 280
ot (11.3%)  (13.1%)
Accidental deaths 4(07%)  1(0.7%) 30 (5.4%)  7(4.9%) 17 (8.1%)
Alcoholism 1(02%)  3(2.1%) 9 (4.2%) 4(0.7%)  12(8.5%) 14 (6.6%)
Cancer 23(4.1%)  8(5.6%)  6(2.8%) 7(1.3%)  3(2.1%)  1(0.5%)
Kidney disease 7(13%)  5(3.5%)  3(1.4%) 19(3.4%) 8(5.6%)  6(2.8%)
Suicide 2 (0.4%) 3 (1.4%) 9(1.6%)  1(07%)  6(2.8%)
Other® 23(4.1%)  6(4.2%)  8(3.8%) 17 (3.0%)  4(2.8%)  5(2.4%)
No information 42(7.5%)  3(2.1%) 4 (1.9%) 39 (7.0%)  6(4.2%) 9 (4.3%)
Living 51(9.1%)
Total 558 142 213 559 142 211

Sources: Salisbury House School Records, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, August 1840-August 1851;
December 1852-August 1865; April 1867-February 1875; November 1882-January 1895; February 1895-April 1907;
April 1907-December 1910; Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1866-August 1880; November
1878-April 1905; April 1905-December 1910; Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, March 1866-August
1873; November 1873-December 1881; December 1881-January 1889; February 1889-April 1902; April 1902-
December 1910.

® Tuberculosis (“consumption”), Pneumonia, Bronchitis, Influenza, Diphtheria, Scarlet fever.
®Cholera, Smallpox, Typhoid fever, Typhus, Yellow fever.

‘ Heart disease (“Morbus cordis”), Cardiac dropsy, “Cardiac dilatation.”

d Gastritis, Peritonitis, Diarrhea, Dysentary and Liver-related diseases.

°Blood-related illnesses, Diabetes, Venereal disease, Dropsy (unspecified), Debility (unspecified), and other
unspecified.

Causes of Parental Death

LFOA administrators successfully identified paternal causegaith for 559 (50.2%) of
the 1117 girls for whom they received admission applications, and maternal chdeath for
558 (50.1%) of these applicants. (See Table 4.1) At the LAOB, there we(@QD42) children

for whom father’s cause of death was provided, and 142 (100%) for whom mothesésaf
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death was listed, and at the LIOA, officials reported maternakaafudeath for 213 (79.2%) of
the applicants seeking admission and paternal cause of death for 211 (781486 ahildren.
Pulmonary ilinesses accounted for the greatest number of parental tieaigh non-respiratory
communicable diseases, cardiac conditions, neurological-related psplledngastrointestinal
diseases also claimed the lives of many of the parents of Liverpool orpHaasnothers of these
children faced additional dangers as well that were associated withefhr@ductive health, and
a small group of these children lost mothers to pregnancy and childiatbe complications, as

well as to uterine-related problems.

Table 4.2 Parental deaths in Liverpool from respiratory illnesses, 1840-1910

Mothers Fathers

LFOA LAOB LIOA LFOA LAOB LIOA
Tuberculosis 137 (58.5%) 42 (71.2%) 69 (71.9%) 151 (53.5%) 42 (583%) 60 (56.6%)
(Consumption)
Pneumonia 41 (17.5%) 9 (15.3%) 11(11.5%) 67 (23.8%) 16 (22.2%) 21 (19.8%)
Bronchitis 39 (16.7%) 3(5.1%) 9 (9.4%) 37 (13.1%) 12 (16.7%) 14 (13.2%)
Unspecified
lung-related 5(2.1%) 3(5.1%) 3(3.1%) 16 (5.7%) 1 (1.4%) 7 (6.6%)
Illness
Influenza 5(2.1%) 1(1.0%) 1(0.4%) 1 (1.4%) 2 (1.9%)
Scarlet Fever 5(2.1%) 1(1.7%) 2 (2.1%) 2 (0.7%) 1(0.9%)
Erysipelas 2 (0.9%) 1(1.7%) 1(1.0%) 6(2.1%) 1(0.9%)
Diphtheria 2 (0.7%)
Total 234 59 96 282 72 106

Sources: Salisbury House School Records, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, August 1840-August 1851;
December 1852-August 1865; April 1867-February 1875; November 1882-January 1895; February 1895-April 1907;
April 1907-December 1910; Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1866-August 1880; November
1878-April 1905; April 1905-December 1910; Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, March 1866-August
1873; November 1873-December 1881; December 1881-January 1889; February 1889-April 1902; April 1902-
December 1910.

Children who were candidates for admission into the Liverpool orphanag®ften
lost mothers and fathers to lung-related diseases, and like many qfe®isrin the Baltimore
asylums, they lost these parents to tuberculosis. (See Table 4.2)culosisrwas the single
largest killer of mothers and fathers when it came to Liverpool orphang, lmaglbeen suggested

that it accounted for “one-third of all deaths [in England] from disease dimgngictorian
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period.” Tuberculosis flourished in densely-populated neighborhoods that had badiventilat
and its impact on these families is not surprising in light of Livetpaslercrowding during this
period; as late as 1881, the city had 106 people per acre of’'spaterculosis killed
comparable numbers of mothers and fathers when it came to these cHilongh, $lightly more
LIOA mothers died from tuberculosis than did LIOA fathers. The hesaf children like Ann
Steen, Isabella Waterson, John McLeod, and Gertrude Huscley shed light on howdstsercul
and variations of the disease could rob children not only of one, but of both par@msitter of
months and years. Ann Steen lost her mother to phthisis (tuberculosis) in May 187 Tounthe
birthday, and her father nearly two years later in April 1879, after he sucdumheerculosis
as well! Mr. and Mrs. Waterson both died from phthisis pulmonalis in 1884 and 1888
respectively, and Mr. and Mrs. McLeod’s deaths in November 1886 and September 887 we
also the result of phthisis. Gertrude Huscley meanwhile, lost her tatphthisis in August

1888 when she was seven, and her mother the following year to galloping consdnifiese

2 Anthony S. WohlEndangered Lives: Public Health in Victorian BritafCambridge: Harvard University Press,
1983), p. 130.

3 Ibid., p. 291.

4 Mosby’s Medical Dictionary defines phthisis as yamasting disease involving all or part of the bosiych as
pulmonary tuberculosis;” sédosby’s Medical Dictionary, Eighth Editiofst. Louis, Missouri: Mosby/Elsevier,
2009), p. 1449. Asylum officials in Liverpool usadrariety of terms when referring to the diseasddentify in the
twentieth-century as tuberculosis, including phighiphthisis pulmonalis, consumption, and gallopingsumption.

5 Ann Steen, Isabella Waterson, and Gertrude Husetzg all LFOA residents. Ann Steen entered tlytuiasin July
1883, when she was ten years old. Isabella Water&ncle placed the girl in the LFOA in Octobei903when she
was nine years old, and Gertrude Huscley was aglhitt October 1894 when she was ten; see SHSR,&tmi
Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, November 1882alarii895, for these records. John McLeod was aeldnihto
the LAOB in May 1893, when he was seven years éldthe time of his father’s death, the boy wasydive months
old, and when his mother died he was only sixteenths old; See SHSR, Admission Registers, Boys @&rgtsylum,
November 1878- April 1905. For additional examméshildren who lost both parents to tuberculosés the
following: SHSR, Admission Registers, Female OrpAaylum, April 1867-February 1875, Entries for Maiane
Richardson; Elizabeth Ann Meredith; Margaret Jaage®?, Sarah Anne Broughton; Augusta Alice Bradbitgry
McMillan; Admission Registers, Female Orphan AsyJiovember 1882-January 1895, Cases of Rhoda
Cunningham; Mary and Sarah Ellen Jones; Eleanom&d&usan Steen; Ellen Prescott; Agnes Smith; Blira
Jopson; Charlotte Sutherland; Ada Annie Harrisothpwssion Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, Februi@@s-April
1907; Histories of Isabella Dunning; Annie Hoosic&lGertrude Mair; Admission Registers, Female @rpAsylum,
April 1907-March 1925, Example of Ellen Bryan; Adision Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1866uAt
1880, Entries for Edward Whitham; Thomas Robinsmin Beattie; Admission Registers, Boys Orphan syl
November 1878-April 1905, Accounts of Ninian Orehd McLeod; Thomas, William and James Bird; Richard
Woods; Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum,il&@05-October 1924, John Martindale; AdmissiorgiReers,
Infant Orphan Asylum, March 1866-August 1873, Rdsdpr Walter Henry Pruitt; Henry Chadwick; Marga&haw;
Thomas Hugh Connolly; William Park Henshall; AdnigsRegisters, Infant Orphan Asylum, November 1873-
December 1881, Accounts of George Edward PortéceAVilson; John Albert Cross; Edward Holt; Elizné
Wardle; Admission Registers, Infant Orphan AsyllDecember 1881-January 1889, Entries for Emma Bebekik;
Robert and Ellen Goodman; Benjamin Timothy Crowlkgimission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, Febyu=889-
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cases demonstrated the destructive impact that tuberculosis exerted quomaiaynilies who
utilized the Liverpool orphanages in the nineteenth and early twentrdtiries, and reinforce
how common it was for children to become full orphans in such a setting.

The second largest number of parental deaths in Liverpool occurred asuti@®f non-
respiratory communicable diseases other than tuberculosis thattkulin urban areas like
Liverpool during the nineteenth century. (See Table 4.1) Cholerapsmatyphoid fever,
scarlet fever, and typhus spread via periodic epidemics in the citgguidnly afflicted the
families of asylum residents. The earliest mention of such contagidrtt@impact they had on
children’s families occurred in 1855, when LFOA officials noted thahtyaew inhabitants had
entered the asylum in a short period of time that year because oteaotpidemic in Liverpool.
Cholera was a brand new disease in nineteenth-century England, and theidoat natbreaks
of the disease that occurred in 1831-1832, 1848-1849, 1853-1854 and 1866-1867, claimed the
lives of approximately 128,000 people total. The disease itssiised by a bacterium known as
vibrio cholerae, and is spread via the ingestion of contaminated waterdor h nineteenth-
century England it was, as historian Anthony Wohl states, “most often spreaatdyy
contaminated by the excreta of cholera victims, or by flies which hatcheddd apén the
diseased excremertt.’Six of the twenty children who entered the LFOA during the 1850s
epidemic lost both parents to cholera, and the other fourteen childréimgiosturviving parent to

the diseasé.In the years following this outbreak, a substantial number of mothefathers

April 1902, Records for Jervis Landiford; James davdHarrison; Mary Birchall; Herbert Robert Newt@xgmission
Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, April 1902-Mard@14, Histories of William Thomas Mair; George Arthu
Fitzsimons.

5 Wohl, Endangered Liveg. 118-121. For more on cholera in Liverpool dgrihis period, please see: Anthony T.
McCabe, “The Standard of Living in Liverpool and ideyside, 18501-1875.” M.Litt, University of Larstar, 1975,
p. 23-5; Colin G. Pooley, “Living in Liverpool: Ae Modern City,” inLiverpool 800: Culture, Character & History
ed. John Belchem (Liverpool: Liverpool UniversRyess, 2006), p. 227-28.

" SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, Repothe year ending February 26, 1855, Page 6.
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continued to contract cholera and other highly infectious illnesses, diwlds the result as of
these contagiors.

Of these non-respiratory illnesses, typhus posed the greatestaticaagrpool parents,
and accounted for sixty parental deaths ov&ralyphus is a bacterial disease that is spread
primarily to humans via lice and their feces, and its occurrence el by overcrowding.
During the second-half of the nineteenth-century, typhus and Liverpool wemysgyous, and
the average annual death rate for typhus in the city was 748 for the period HEB&&865,

652 for the period between 1866 and 1875, 238 for the period between 1876 and 1885, and
twenty-five for the period between 1896 and 180H the majority of cases that occurred

between 1865 and 1910, including those of Sarah Smith and James Gornall, only one parent died
as the result of typhus, and the disease more regularly proved fatah&rsrtbian fathers. Sarah
Smith was three years old and James Gornall was four years old when e#wdinosothers to

typhus in January 1866 and March 1872 respectively. Though both children eventu#tilgitost

fathers as well, these paternal deaths were the result ofwldsiscand not typhus. Yet the

8 For specific examples of girls at the LFOA whosetimers died from cholera, influenza, smallpox, letamnd other
unspecified fevers, see: SHSR, Admission Regiskenale Orphan Asylum, April 1867-February 187ktbfies of
Elizabeth Jones; Catherine Ann Jolly; Ada Elizab&trd; Mary Jane McCormick; Elizabeth Darlingtonaiy Teresa
Mullen; Martha Ellen Naylor; Admission Registergnale Orphan Asylum, November 1882-January 189&o1de
for Annie Eliza Routledge; Margaret and Esther Jaaenell; Hannah Waterhouse; Elizabeth Bushell; ikdsion
Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, February 1895tAp07, Account of Margaret Brough. For exampleEEOA
girls whose fathers died from the same types @fatiss, see: SHSR, Admission Registers, Femalea@dsylum,
April 1867-February 1875, Entries for Mary J. Wélis; Elizabeth Sarah Cavey; Catherine Williams;ddeat and
Mary Crilley; Jane Davies; Catherine Ellen Joneath€rine Williams; Admission Registers, Female @rpAsylum,
November 1882-January 1895, Examples of MargatenhEloster; Abigail and Amelia Edwards; Agnes Jor@§the
thirty-three boys at the LAOB who lost parents ¢mtagious diseases other than tuberculosis, faurtad mothers
who died and nineteen had lost fathers. Of thiyfeeven LIOA children who had parents that diedfrfrinfectious
diseases other than tuberculosis, twenty-threent@tiers who succumbed to these illnesses, andvéray-four lost
fathers to contagions. For the case historiehibdren at the LAOB and LIOA whose mothers diedhiroholera,
influenza, smallpox, scarlet and other unspecifiagrs, please see: SHSR, Admission Registerss Boghan
Asylum, January 1866-August 1880, Records for Johnliffe; William Drysdale; John P. Gorst; Alfredides;
Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, NovemI&#8tApril 1905, Example of William Dodd; Admission
Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, March 1866-Audi&83, History of Henry Jones; Admission Registeriant
Orphan Asylum, November 1873-December 1881, Exawiplehn Gwilym Roberts; Admission Registers, Ifan
Orphan Asylum, February 1889-April 1902, RecordArthur Wellesley Francis

® SHSR, Master File, 1840-1910. These figures neayadly underestimate the actual number of childreie
Liverpool orphanages who lost parents to typhuser& were an additional twenty-two children whoseepts were
said only to have died from fever, and typhus mayehbeen the cause of parental cause of deatkse tases as well.
10 Anthony Wohl,Endangered Livesp. 125. For more on typhus in Liverpool, seéf.AdcCabe, “The Standard of
Living in Liverpool and Merseyside, 1850-1875,"23-25

11 SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylupmil A867-February 1875, Case of Sarah Ann Smith;
Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, NovemI&#8tApril 1905, Entry for James Gornall. Mr. Smitied
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highly contagious nature of typhus meant that between the 1860s and the 1880s, a group of

children that included Alice Turner, Henry Worthington, and Florence andEtiz&Voodhall

were unfortunate enough to have both of their parents die as the rebidtdi$¢ase. Alice

Turner was almost ten when her mother and father contracted typhus in the irh@&8, and

died within five days of one another, Henry Worthington was only nine wheratrests died

from typhus on the same day in May 1876, and the Woodhall siblings were four and ten when

their parents contracted typhus in December 1882 and died soon théfe@ftphus did not

pose as significant a threat to the parents of Liverpudlian asylum chidréid tuberculosis, but

it did exert a tangible and deadly impact on the mothers and fathers of sdreseothildren.
Though infectious epidemics and pulmonary ilinesses were responsible foajtrey

of parental deaths in Liverpool, not all asylum inhabitants lost pakettisse types of

sicknesses. Indeed, the third largest number of parental deaths occtineceaslit of heart-

fifteen months after his wife, and Mr. Gornall digdee years after his wife, in March 1875. Faroamts of children
who lost one parent to typhus, see the followiSgHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylunmil AB67-
February 1875, Histories of Margaret Ellen JoneariMTipley; Elizabeth Breckell; Alice Caldershafkances
Elizabeth Kenyon; Emily Jane Keane; Admission Regss Female Orphan Asylum, November 1882-Januz@$,1
Cases of Margaret Ann Cowen; Ethel and Emily HugR&srence Kelly; Margaret Hughes; Edith Johnsoliceédand
Lily Turner; Alice Brenton; Eliza Banon; Mary Jolors Mary Elizabeth and Louisa Brumfitt; MargaretrAand
Elizabeth Jones Bowden; Harriet Reid; Flora BanBlsie Russell; Admission Registers, Female Orpkaium,
February 1895-April 1907, Records of Eliza JeséiiesBbne; Elsie Dora Mossman; Admission RegistBrg;s Orphan
Asylum, January 1866-August 1880, Entry for Johtiigvn Kirby; Charles Watson; Abraham B. Smith; Adsibn
Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, November 1878-A1805, Files of Joseph Walker; George Mortimer Mdsseph
Calveley; Admission Registers, March 1866-August3,&xamples of Richard Bellion; John Alfred Clallmes
Wood; Henry Fletcher Clays; Admission Registerfarih Orphan Asylum, November 1873-December 188tpRks
of Peter Vickers; Charles Michael Kelly; John Ragé&melia Christina Roberts; Admission Registenfamt Orphan
Asylum, December 1881-January 1889, Files of HughdRtson; Samuel Bellion; Frances Smith; Admission
Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, February 1889-IA18D2, Histories of Thomas Johnston; William Ruis&®illiam
Brumfitt; James Peter Cain; Admission RegisteriaihOrphan Asylum, April 1902-March 1914, CaseRwhard
Alfred Chantler.

12 SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylupmil A867-February 1875, Records of Alice Mary Temn
Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, JanuaB6i8ugust 1880, History of Henry Worthington; Adsien
Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, November 1882alari895, Accounts of Florence and Elizabeth Anrodfall.
For other orphans who lost both parents to typrafer to: SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orpkaitum,
April 1867-February 1875, Entries for Jane Spenégnes Mary Robbins; Caroline Graham; Sarah Ellearias;
Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, NoveriB82-January 1895, History of Elizabeth Jones;a#h€rine
Hankisson Grealey; Sarah Quinn; Ada Georgina Gye&ldmission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, Janu&66-
August 1880, Case of Edward Cannell; Admission &egs, Boys Orphan Asylum, November 1878-April 1905
Records for William Edward Parsonage; Thomas BeEndmas Dennis; Admission Registers, Boys Orphayiuis,
April 1905-October 1924, Examples of George Smitthmission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, Marci6@-8
August 1873, Accounts of Joseph Grigg; Thomas BaA#imission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, Novemb
1873-December 1881, Histories of Mary Harrison; dauMurray; Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asy|
December 1881-January 1889, Entries for Robert &Batteley; William Woodhall; Admission Registelrsfant
Orphan Asylum, April 1902-March 1914, Cases of Bdrnwist; May Poland.
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related conditions. (See Table 4.1) In the majority of these casesdisease was cited as the
specific ailment that led to death. Eighty-two LFOA residents, twieviiy-AOB boys, and
twenty-nine LIOA children had parents who were deceased as the rezailtliaic conditions.
There was a gender disparity at the LFOA when it came to the number afiahatest paternal
deaths that resulted from heart-related conditions, though this waseat the LAOB and
LIOA, where roughly the same number of mothers and fathers died as theoksattiac

conditions. Liverpool orphanage officials often explained these deathsnisi®éa condition

known as “morbus cordis,” which, according to Webster's Medical Dictioisdefined as heart
diseasé’ Sixty-nine of the Liverpudlian children who lost parents to heaatedlailments had
parents who succumbed to heart disease, including Elizabeth Wooldridge, doplar@, John
Meyer and Frank Hudsdf. Asylum authorities occasionally proffered other explanations for
heart-related deaths like cardiac dropsy, “cardiac dilatation,” aartl fadure, yet the largest

number of children in this group lost parents to what was understood asiseasgd

13 Merriam-Webster's Medical Desk Dictionafgpringfield, Massachusetts: Merriam-Webster,,|18605), p. 525.

14 SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylupmil A867-February 1875, History of Elizabeth Watdde;
Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, NovenB82-January 1895, Account of Anne Coopland; Reggis
Boys Orphan Asylum, November 1879-April 1905, Relcoi John J. Meyer; Admission Registers, Boys Onpha
Asylum, April 1905-October 1924, Example of Franilidéims; Frank Hudson. For additional records leildren who
lost parents to heart disease, see: SHSR, Admig&gisters, Female Orphan Asylum, April 1867-Fabrd 875,
Case of Emma Jones; Martha Jane Spencer; ElizBlaglington; Elizabeth Porter; Admission Registé&teyember
1882-Janaury 1895, Accounts of Mary Ellen JeestinaBeth Dunning; Amy Parsonage; Margaret and Mdaayion
Corrin; Mary Jane Spears; Harriet Elizabeth Garmetty Ethel Bradley; Mary Ann Griffiths; Amy Elizadth
McNerney; Eliza Griffiths; Abigail and Amelia Edwds; Emma Mary and Gertrude Tillery; Frances Snikbra
Valena Reichart; Charlotte Eden; Martha Jane Hadléangaret Ethel Pritchard; Sarah Emma and AgnksEl
Jackson; Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asyiahruary 1895-April 1907, Examples of Sarah Elhhlones;
Gladys Horne; Henrietta Evans; Ellen Roberts; Mititepid; Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asyldamuary
1866-August 1880, Entry for John Scott; Admisis@gRters, Boys Orphan Asylum, November 1879-A@03,
Cases of William Edward Parsonage; Richard Smitiljam J. Spears; Peter Griffiths; Thomas Alfrede&¥; Joshua
Brew Lace; Frank Wilkinson; Alfred E. Brame; Charldenry Lynds; John Ferrans; Admission RegisteoysB
Orphan Asylum, April 1905-October 1924, Accounfoénk Williams; Frank Hudson; William Ferrans; Jdbertram
Harbin; John Henry Jones; Admission Registersnin@rphan Asylum, March 1866-August 1873, Example3ames
Wood; John Holcroft; Francis Edward Ellis; AdmigssiRegisters, Infant Orphan Asylum, November 1878dbeber
1881, History of Alice Mary Grace; Admission Regis, Infant Orphan Asylum, December 1881-Janu88@1Files
of Robert Smith; John Gwilyn Roberts; Ellen Coul®ardilla Casson; Admission Registers, Infant @rpAsylum,
December 1881-January 1889, Cases of Frances 8omtission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, Februs889-
April 1902, Records of Henry Albert Grafton; Thoni@snes Job; Frank Robinson; Frederick Blundell; isdimn
Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, April 1902-Mar@i4, Admission records of Robert Joseph Earl MoBlieabeth
Nelson; Joseph Harbin; Alexander Jones.

15 SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylupmil A867-February 1875, Account of Annie Routlefdge
Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, NovenB82-January 1895, Entry for Elizabeth Massey; isdion
Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, April 1905-Octob@?4, Records of Arthur Warren and James Rawlinson.
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A significant number of the children who were considered for admission into the
Liverpool orphanages also had parents for whom neurological conditions prtalecsighty
LFOA qirls, fifteen LAOB boys and thirty-one LIOA residents had parents wdtbafter
suffering from some type of neurological problem. Atthe LAOB and the LIOAytihabers of
mothers and fathers who died because of neurological difficulties was @iepahough at the
LFOA a greater number of fathers died as the result of neurologiedéd problems than did
mothers. Strokes, epilepsy, meningitis, and cerebral hemorrhages wer@sth@mmon
neurological causes of death, though less specific explanations do appekiraasykim
documents® When eight-year-old Thomas Jones entered the LAOB in October 1870, asylum
officials reported only that his mother had died of “congestion of the bimd, bffered no
further clarification in terms of Mrs. Jones’ afflictibh.An equally vague explanation of Mrs.
Rowlands’ death occurred when Helena and Mary Rowlands were admittéukihi6OA in late

1885. Mrs. Rowlands was said to have died from “head disease,” though the exacifrihtsre

16 For parental deaths that resulted from strolefer to: SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orgksyium, April,
1867-February 1875, Entry for Mary Agnes Prestwistimission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, NoverB82-
January 1895, Accounts of Ruth Elmira Stevensame Jaine Hughes; Mary Elizabeth Smeatham; Amy Pagen
Maud and Lilian Clampith; Jane M. Credidio; Margakan Price; Elizabeth and Yirzali Hamblett; Janer@entine
Laurenson; Rachel Stocker; Laura Stott; MargarietrBFazenfield; Admission Registers, Female Orphsyium,
February 1895-April 1907, Records of Eveline Matshy Rosbella lveson; Admission Registers, Inf@rphan
Asylum, March 1866-August 1873, Case of ArchibalikiR Wallace; Admission Registers, Infant Orphaylam,
November 1873-December 1881, Histories of ThomaeyaPemberton; Harold Samuel Morris; Elizabeth Ann
Singleton; Elizabeth Ann Marsh; Admission Registénfant Orphan Asylum, December 1881-January 1889,
Examples of Richard H. Wood; Samuel Price; Willigrhitley Hughes; Stanley James Rogers; AdmissiorisRag,
Infant Orphan Asylum, February 1889-April 1902, Bets of Rudolph Hawkins; Thomas Herbert Swan. dhdldren
whose parents died as the result of epilepsy, SetSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylupmil A867-
February 1875, Case of Louisa Aldborough Philipgmdssion Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, NoverhB8g-
January 1895, Files of Grace Boustead Fraser;ligthalane Cobharn; Esther Ward; Admission RegjdBengs
Orphan Asylum, November 1878-April 1905, Accountlofhua Brew Lace. For parental deaths causecehingitis,
examine: SHSR, Admission Registers, Boys Orphasufts, November 1878-April 1905, History of Samueiffal;
Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, NoveniB82-January 1895, Examples of Sarah Limmack;iSara
Eleanor and Joice Thompson; Admission RegistersakeOrphan Asylum, February 1895-April 1907, Eadrior
Frances A. and Eleanor Slinger; Admission Registafant Orphan Asylum, February 1889-April 1902&d&rd for
John Martindale Thompson. For information on caseslving cerebral hemorrhages, see: Admissiogifters,
Boys Orphan Asylum, November 1878-April 1905, Recimr William Henry Wilson; Admission Registersiale
Orphan Asylum, November 1882-January 1895, Reauirédizabeth, Rebecca and Ann Rogan; Ada Maud Vegjkl
Isabella Percy; Admission Registers, Female Orgkstum, April 1907-March 1925, Example of Ethel MaMartin;
Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, April 1908vember 1924, Entry for Guy Stafford Thompson.

17 SHSR, Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylumudan1866-August 1880, Entry for Thomas Godfreyedon
For other histories in which this was cited asdhese of a parent’s death, please see: SHSR, sidmiRegisters,
Infant Orphan Asylum, March 1866-August 1873, Exismf Mary Ann Hannon and Frederick Tippin; Adrass
Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, November 1873-DeeerhiB81, Record for Harold Samuel Morris.
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disease was never disclos&dThough the exact illnesses or conditions that caused these parents’
deaths remain a mystery, these examples clearly indicate that neysteist related ailments
could lead to death. (See Table 4.1)

Perhaps one of the most surprising aspects of the data orphanageiesiindriverpool
collected about parental causes of death is how many mothers anddatiers the result of
gastrointestinal illnesses. Forty-six LFOA candidates, eighte€B Boys, and twenty-four
LIOA inhabitants were the offspring of adults who died from such disordersxamnieation of
these cases reveals that peritonitis, which involves the inflammaftthe membrane that covers
the abdominal wall and surrounds most of the body’s organs, was the most common
gastrointestinal ailment to afflict mothers and fathers and result in.degbr other parents, the
problem was not peritonitis, but other gastrointestinal problems. Ell¢s B¢her succumbed to
gastritis after a twelve day sickness in October 1867, and intestistatictions killed Margaret
Price’s father in June 1883 and Elizabeth Kelly’s mother in February’1884. Bell's case of
gastritis was an acute one, though chronic gastritis, diarrhea and dysdsderlaimed the lives

of some Liverpudlian parents. Elizabeth, Richard and Yirzali Hamble#t searen, five, and

18 SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan AsyNovember 1882-January 1895, Accounts of HelenaMiamy
Rowlands. For other histories in which parentglieavere explicated in this manner, see this sagister, Entries
for Florence Williams and Annie Hinde.

19 See the following for other cases of peritonitB4SR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylupmil A867-
February 1875, Examples of Mary J. and Catherinéanis; Jane Tippin; Admission Registers, Femalphan
Asylum, November 1882-January 1895, Entries foeJamne Hughes; Hannah, Laura Ann, Amy Jane, anceMab
Harriet Griffith; Maggie Louisa Miller; Emma and KaBlackhurst; Amy Elizabeth Wilson; Admission kstgrs,
Female Orphan Asylum, February 1895-April 1907;&0aisJessie Burman; Admission Registers, Boys Qrpha
Asylum, January 1866-August 1880, Record for WitliRrysdale; Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum
November 1878-January 1905, Histories of GeorgelBlarst; Joseph Calveley; Joseph Lydiate; AdmisBegisters,
Boys Orphan Asylum, April 1905-October 1924; Acctauof Reginald Harrison Keating; Charles Nelsonmas;
Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, Marcleé@-&ugust 1873, Entry for Frederick Tippin; Admizsi
Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, December 1881-dgnii889, History of William Whitley Hughes; Admisa
Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, February 1889-A1802, File of Jane Blackhurst; Annie Dorothy Ardale;
Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, ApriDP9March 1914, Records of Edith Augers; Richard&df
Chantler.

20 SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylupmil A867-February 1875, Case of Ellen Bell; Adrioss
Registers, November 1882-January 1895, Entries&ogaret Price; Elizabeth Kelly. For other hisésrinvolving
parental deaths and intestinal obstructions, §#¢SR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylurorlsey 1895-
April 1907, Entries for Emma Tudor; Admission Regis, Boys Orphan Asylum, November 1878-April 1905,
Example of Thomas Tudor; Admission Registers, In€@rphan Asylum, December 1881-January 1889, Reziord
Samuel Price; Admission Registers, Infant Orphayluxs, February 1889-December 1902, Case of Chaésr;
For another example of acute gastritis that reguiteleath, please see: SHSR, Admission Regidtersale Orphan
Asylum, November 1882-January 1895, History of M&ArWNurry.
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three years old when their father, who worked as a brewer, died from chastriigin
December 1887, and Margaret and Elizabeth Dalton were seven and four yedrsrottieir
father died of chronic dysentery in October 189@.he impact that gastritis, diarrhea and
dysentery had on these parents is not so surprising, in light living condititaise-hineteenth-
century-Liverpool. Despite the sanitary improvements that local @ffieingaged in during the
second half of the century, there were still as of 1871, more than 30,000 housesgod! that
did not have water closets, but possessed instead, shared Privtés.open sewage, along with
a still-contaminated water supply, poor hygiene, overcrowding and a lack oftandérg of the
causes of gastrointestinal diseases meant these illnesses contipogel deadly threats to many
Liverpudlians. (See Table 4.1)

In Liverpool, gastrointestinal sicknesses, heart-related aigmirfiéctious epidemics and
lung-related diseases regularly claimed the lives of working-credhers and fathers, with
neither sex spared. Yet there were notable differences when it capeeifacslangers that
women faced in connection with their reproductive health. 5.9% of LFOA apidjcil.3% of
LAOB boys, and 13.1% of LIOA children had mothers who died from conditions related to
pregnancy and childbirth. At least two mothers died from placenta praediajomen like Mrs.

Joy, and Mrs. Barton, died after experiencing what nineteenth-century doetatified as

21 SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asyluaverhber 1882-January 1895, Records of Elizabeth and
Yirzali Hamblett; Margaret Alice and Elizabeth Dmit Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, Noveni878-
April 1905, File of Richard Hamblett. For othesturies of parents whose deaths resulted from ahgastritis,
please see: SHSR, Admission Registers, Female @rhdum, February 1895-April 1907, Histories ofb#yloyson
and Amelia Jeffrey McClay; Admission RegistersalmfOrphan Asylum, February 1889-April 1902, Exaenpil
Doris Sander McClay. Additional examples of Livedtian orphans who lost parents to dysentery aadltka
include the following: SHSR, Admission Registddsys Orphan Asylum, January 1866-August 1880, Casé#fred
Jones; Thomas Naylor; Admission Registers, Boysh@mpAsylum, November 1878-April 1905, Records cfejin
Bradbury Jones; Daniel McGregor; Admission Regsstapril 1905-October 1924, Boys Orphan Asylum,tblig of
Thomas Mclintyre; Admission Registers, Infant OrpBaglum, March 1866-August 1873, Account of Maryzal
Grimmings; Infant Orphan Asylum, February 1889-Af802, Case of James Peter Cain; Frederick Bliin@ebrge
Jordan; Jane Brown McGregor.

22\Wohl, Endangered Live®. 108. For additional information about theitsion problems that continued to plague
Liverpool during the second half of the nineteerghtury, despite the massive campaign to improniatin in the
city, please examine the following: McCabe, “Tharf8lard of Living in Liverpool and Merseyside,” li@pter Three:
Sanitation, Housing and Overcrowding,” p. 49-79.
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“puerperal convulsions,” and is now referred to as eclanipsther women including Mrs.
Bradley, Mrs. Cunningham, and Mrs. Blackhurst suffered unspecified problemg dhildbirth

that proved fatal* Many of the women in this group however, managed to survive childbirth, but
died relatively soon after giving birth. Puerperal fever killed NHudson and Mrs. Bond, Mrs.
Corrin perished as the result of “puerperal septicemia,” Mrs. Bemkd Mrs. Edwards

succumbed to “puerperal peritonitis” and Mrs. Shepherd died from “gangrethelofiferus

mucus membran€” In all of these cases, the agent responsible for motherssiisesd deaths
appears to have been puerperal fever, which is a bacterial infectlonwtktus that follows

childbirth, and which was, according to historian Anthony Wohl, one of the maiasatithe

2 According toMosby’s Dictionary of Medicine, Nursing and Healfttofessionsplacenta previa is “a condition of
pregnancy in which the placenta is implanted abadiynin the uterus so that it impinges on or covbesinternal os of
the uterine cervix. It is the most common causgaifiless bleeding in the third trimester of prewna Its cause is
unknown. If severe hemorrhage occurs, immediagare@n section is usually required to stop thediigeand to save
the mother’s life; it is performed regardless af ttage of fetal maturity.” Sééosby’s Dictionary of Medicine,
Nursing and Health ProfessiorSeventh Edition (St. Louis: Elsevier, 2006), p7Q4 Placenta praevia caused the
deaths of Mrs. Rokie in March 1870, and Mrs. Glediséh November 1884; See SHSR, Admission Regidiefiant
Orphan Asylum, March 1866-August 1873 for the adinis record of Mrs. Rokie’s son Alfred Tate Rolaed
Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, NovenB82-January 1895 for the history of Mrs. Gleds&al
daughter, Mary Beatrice Gledsdale. See SHSR, Adonis®egisters, Infant Orphan Asylum, December 13&1uary
1889, Entry for Elizabeth Ann Joy for specificsMrs. Joy. For information on Mrs. Barton, examidmission
Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, November 1882alari895, Account of Annie Barton.

24 SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asyluavekhber 1882-January 1895, File on Christina Fanny
Bradley; Kate Blackhurst; Admission Registers, mf@rphan Asylum, February 1889-April 1902, Exampie
Beatrice Alice Cunningham. See the following foe history of Mrs. Blackhurst and her children: & Admission
Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, November 1882alari895, Case of Kate Blackhurst; Admission Regsst
Infant Orphan Asylum, February 1889-April 1902, tdiy of Jane Blackhurst; Boys Orphan Asylum, NovemtB878-
April 1905, Account of George Blackhurst. For tkeords of other mothers who were reported to ldiee in
childbirth, and no further information was provideeée the following: SHSR, Admission Registersn&le Orphan
Asylum, November 1882-January 1895, Entries foaB&immack; Christina Fanny Bradley; Elizabeth Marg
Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, Febri88b-April 1907, Examples of Emma and Florenceftéd]
Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, Novemi&#8tApril 1905, Example of Edward Spread; Georgeoto
Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, Novemb®#F3-December 1881, Cases of George Hughes Jdaps;
Heindley; Admission Registers, Admission Registberiant Orphan Asylum, April 1903-March, History darold
George Webster.

% SHSR, Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asyluraydh 1866-August 1873, Entry for Paul Hudson; Adiois
Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, November 1882algriit895, Examples of Elizabeth Bond; Mary Maricori@y;
Lilian and Elizabeth A. Shepherd; Boys Orphan Asyldanuary 1866-August 1880, Examples of Josepm&ko
Beckett and John Edwards. For the histories adrottomen who died from puerperal fever, please m@mSHSR,
Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, NovemB82-January 1895, Record for Sarah Ann Lawrence;
Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, Novemi&#8tApril 1905, Account of James Wildman; Admission
Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, February 1889-K®0D2, Examples of Louisa Lawrence; George Chatlegd.
Mrs. Corrin was the mother of Margaret and Mary iiarCorrin; the admission records for these twésgire located
in SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan AsyNavember 1882-January 1895. Another case of pualp
septicemia appears in Admission Registers, Infaph@n Asylum, April 1902-March 1814, Record of TremHenry
Oates. For other histories of mothers for whonrpel peritonitis proved fatal, see: SHSR, AdnauisdRegisters,
Infant Orphan Asylum, December 1881-January 18&8@pAnt of Laura Ann Giriffith; Admission RegisteFemale
Orphan Asylum, November 1882-January 1895, Reamrdlice Harriet Dickson
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high maternal death rates that occurred during the Victorizfi &rhese cases, as well as those
that involved eclampsia and child-birth related complications, confiemdal danger that
childbirth posed to the mothers of asylum children in Liverpool throughout thiadpand hints
at the limited access to satisfactory medical care and tretatha poor women in Liverpool
possessed.

As the number of cases involving pregnancy and childbirth-related deathsatietes
women faced perils that their male counterparts did not. In turn, fathergenmpaol were
exposed to certain hazards related to their gender-defined workhalekeir female peers were
often able to avoid. Men in Liverpool were far more likely than theiaferoounterparts to die
as the result of accidents. Fifty-nine children in the Liverpool asyhed parents who died in
connection with accidents, and in fifty-four of these cases, it was $ather perished in this
manner’’ Many of these fathers died while working in their chosen professions, whigbsssig
the occupational hazards that working men in Liverpool faced on a daily iasisriection with
their jobs. Men who worked in the maritime trades like Mr. Grundy, Mr. slaarid Mr. Brame
were particularly at risk, and accounted for a large number of acaidisaths. Mr. Grundy was
a seaman who was “accidentally killed while on board ship” in May 1863, Mhilelarris and

Mr. Brame were mariners who drowned in July 1877 and October 1887 respettiFalpers

2 \Wohl, Endangered Live®. 13.

27 See the following for examples of accidental paedeaths: SHSR, Admission Registers, Boys Orgtsgtum,
January 1866-August 1880, History of Thomas JanmsiBAdmission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, Novem
1878-April 1905, Entries for James Wildman; Chatles Harvey; Admission Registers, Female Orphariuksy
April 1867-February 1875, Records for Mary Jane Micfiick; Jane Griffith; Alice W. Robie; Admission &sters,
Female Orphan Asylum, November 1882-January 1885e€£of Mary Ellen Roughley; Margaret Ashton; Ellaae
Hall; Annie Barton; Sarah Hale; Admission Regist&®smale Orphan Asylum, February 1895-December , 1907
Example of Edith Jones; Admission Registers, Infarghan Asylum, November 1873-December 1881, Cafses
George Hughes Jones; Elizabeth Ann Marsh; GeorpéoAs Admission Registers, Infant Orphan AsyluracBmber
1881-January 1889, Entries for Herbert Arthur \&ittis; Alice Maud Dickson; Mary Ellen Roughley; Jalames;
George Frederick Asquith; Edward John McGivernbédia Grisdale.

2 SHSR, Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylumudan1866-August 1880, Record of James Grundy;
Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, Novemb®#F3-December 1881, History of John Richard Harfired
E. Brame was nearly eleven years old when his fattevned. His relatives asked to have him aduhittéo the
LAOB in September 1888, though asylum documentgesiche never actually entered the asylum; see SHSR
Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, Novemi&#8tApril 1905, History of Alfred E. Brame. Forditional
histories of fathers who worked in sea trades aed ith connection with their employments, pleasaneixe: SHSR,
Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, JanuaB6i8ugust 1880, Case of Archibald J. Fulton; Adimoiss
Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, April 1867-Febrd&75, Examples of Sarah A. Naylor; Jane Wilk&imd;
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who worked in other non-maritime professions were not immune either from tioobaelated
dangers. Francis Ellis’ father was working as a bricklayer in Jpd8&9 when he suffered an
“accidental fall from [a] scaffold,” and subsequently died, and Mary Ann dind Biscon’s
father died under the same circumstances some thirteen years ldkyerking as a laborer in
an unspecified trad@. These examples certainly confirm the danger that some fathers in
Liverpool encountered in connection with their work, and reinforce that inatagnly infectious
diseases that threatened the lives of these men and affectathilesfof Liverpool orphans

when it came to paternal death. (See Table 4.1)

Half-orphans

Though the overwhelming majority of children in the Liverpool orphanages came f
homes in which both parents were deceased, there was a group of LFOA girlowdtbthe
exception to this rule, and entered the orphanage as half-, rather tlmaphahs. These girls
gained admittance to the asylum after the LFOA Ladies Committegededci January 1902 to
“admit a limited number of fatherless girls, should there be vacancies indtitetion provided
they reserve at all times a sufficient accommodation for children delpsiieoth parents, who
are the primary objects of the Charit. LFOA officials were clearly not enthusiastic about this
change, but appeared to understand it as necessary, given the continued ideitreasenbers
of admission requests they were receiving that involved full orphans. In thd flowing this
admission policy alteration, fifty-one half orphan girls were suleahitts candidates for
admission into the LFOA, and forty-one entered the asylum. Theseegirésented 3.8% of the

children admitted into the LFOA, and confirm there was a small populatidrildfen in that

Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, NoveniB82-January 1895, Record for Mary Jane Jamesiu@er
Elizabeth Glass; Mabel Adeline Rice; Admission R&gis, Infant Orphan Asylum, March 1866-August 1883ries
for Margaret Curtis; Alfred Tate Rokie; Admissiomdgsters, Infant Orphan Asylum, April 1902-MarchL29
Example of Edith Augers.

2 SHSR, Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylurardh 1866-August 1873, History of Joseph EdwarisEll
Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, NoveniB82-January 1895, Accounts of Mary Ann and AMzud
Discon.

%0 SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, Repothe year ending 1903.
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asylum whose mothers were living. Though these girls were far moredimihumber than
Baltimore asylum children who had living mothers, this population was uniqueiizer riiee

LAOB nor the LIOA admitted half-orphans between 1840 and 1910.

Parents’ Marriages

Asylum representatives in Liverpool were able to successfullyifgespecific maternal
and paternal dates of death in 332 LFOA cases, 128 LAOB cases, and 180 LIOAaases t
occurred between 1866 and 1910. LIOA inhabitants were the most likely to lwdatthers first
to death, LAOB boys were more likely to lose their mothers first to deaththeir fathers, and
LFOA girls had a nearly equal chance of losing mothers or fathers fiest T@le 4.3) At the
LIOA, 51.7% of children came from homes in which paternal death occurredHesemaining
48.3% of asylum residents were from homes in which mothers died prior to fafhersituation
was reversed at the LAOB, where 53.1% of boys were the offspring of gearirawhich
mothers died first, and 46.9% of asylum inhabitants lost fathers to destith Aind at the LFOA,
49.7% of girls had mothers who died first, as compared to 50.3% LFOA inhabitants who had
fathers who died first. Overall, these figures suggest thatr$atié.iverpool asylum children
proved more vulnerable to illness and death than did their female spousdmumidthere were
some husbands in Liverpool who were left solely responsible for thairehiafter a wife's

death, it was more common for a wife to outlive her husband and find herse#f position.
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Table 4.3 Parental mortality rates in Liverpool, mothers versus fathers, 1840-1910

LFOA LAOB LIOA
Mothers died first 165 (49.7%) 68 (53.1%) 87 (48.3%)
Fathers died first 167 (50.3%) 60 (46.9%) 93 (51.7%)
Total 332 128 180

Sources: Salisbury House School Records, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, August 1840-August 1851;
December 1852-August 1865; April 1867-February 1875; November 1882-January 1895; February 1895-April 1907,
April 1907-December 1910; Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1866-August 1880; November
1878-April 1905; April 1905-December 1910; Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, March 1866-August
1873; November 1873-December 1881; December 1881-January 1889; February 1889-April 1902; April 1902-
December 1910.

Though the mothers of Liverpool asylum children were slightly more likely than the
fathers of these children to live longer than their spouses, itxtrasrely uncommon for the
surviving spouse to outlive his or her deceased partner for long. At thB,LiA©@ases in which
the child’s mother died first, the child’s father lived on averagerfotreer 2.7 years after his
wife’s death, while LFOA widowers survived on average 2.4 years longethba deceased
wives. Only at the LIOA was there a notable difference in termsecditnount of time on
average that elapsed between mothers’ deaths and fathers’ deaththersedf LIOA inhabitants
lived on average only 1.7 years longer than their witdsAOB widows who outlasted their
husbands lived 3.4 years longer on average than their deceased husbandguré&ms$
significantly higher than at the LFOA and the LIOA, where surviving mietlieed on average
2.7 and 2.0 years longer than their deceased husHaiitimugh these figures reveal variations in
terms of how much time it took for Liverpudlian asylum children to becomerplians, they
also confirm many parents who managed to survive their spouses digerfor Imany more
years themselves.

There was a population of asylum children at the LFOA and LIOA in Liverpool who lost
both parents to death within a relatively short span of time. At the LF&®#;s@ven children
had mothers and fathers who died within six months of one another. Mothers went the fi

parent to die in thirty-seven of these cases, with fathers dying scersuiimg the six months

31 SHSR, Master File, 1840-1910.
32 |pjd.
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that followed. In the remaining thirty instances, the order was reversechiirén lost fathers
first, and mothers at various points in the ensuing six months. Thesesfadgmonstrate that
17.8% of these LFOA girls went from having both parents living to full orph#ussiathin half

a year. An even higher percentage of LIOA inhabitants experienced this phenomefamend
themselves full orphans within a six month period. Between 1865 and 1910, 20.1% of these
LIOA inhabitants lost both mothers and fathers within half a year of oneafidtThere was a
notable difference between the numbers of children who became full orpitlainsawsix month
period at the LIOA and the LFOA, and those who had such an experience at the LAQB. Onl
7.9% of the LAOB boys in this contingent lost parents in this matiner.

A larger contingent of Liverpool children came from households in whiclparent
passed away, and more than a year passed before the remaining parent succumibeaind dea
left the couple’s children full orphans. 200 (53.1%) LFOA girls, 102 (73.4%)B Aoys and
111 (49.6%) LIOA residents came from households in which parents died more t&m a y

apart® The earliest case to suggest this pattern involved Frances Messemjoccurred in

33 Forty-five LIOA residents became full orphans witl six month period. Of these children, twerftset lost their
mothers first, and twenty-two lost fathers to dda#it. For the histories of some of these chifgreee: SHSR,
Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, Marcie@-&ugust 1873, Accounts of John Alfred Clark; Mdane
Banks; Mary Eliza Grimmings; Frederick Tippin; JpkeBriscoe; Henry Fletcher Clays; Infant Orphan|Asy,
November 1873-December 1881, Records of Mary Harri§acob Yates; John Rodgers; Thomas Price; Idfgpitan
Asylum, December 1881-January 1889, Entries for Raeker; William Woodhall; Elizabeth Ellen BirchliEa Jane
Stone; Infant Orphan Asylum, 1889-1902, Cases tiurWellesley Francis; Louisa Lyon; James Haroldlldte;
Edith Lindop Edwards; Infant Orphan Asylum, 1902:49Examples of Doris Twist; Edith Augers; Robeegitald
Phoenix; Elsie Doran.

%4 This group of boys numbered eleven in total; siysohad mothers who died first, four boys had fatheno died
first, and one LAOB boy had parents who died onstiiae day. Asylum authorities in Liverpool did negularly
record the ages at death when it came to the német fathers of orphans. For the accounts 0éth8©B residents,
examine the following: SHSR, Admission Registersy8Orphan Asylum, January 1866-August 1880, Hissoof
Alfred Jones; John Robert Hough; Henry Worthingtedyward Cannell; Boys Orphan Asylum, November 1878-
January 1905, Records of Thomas Dennis; Edwardslalvilson; Charles Henry Lynds; Joseph Calveley;Boy
Orphan Asylum, April 1905-October 1924, Exampledatin Bertram Harbin; William Albert Perkes; Geo&paith.
35 SHSR, Master File, 1840-1910. See the followinigrses for the case histories of some of these LEiE#
SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylunmil AB67-February 1875, Examples of Ruth MenziesyA
Fletching; Maria Tipley; Charlotte Marten; Mary &klcCormick; Isabella Clara Lewis; Rebecca Withgidm
McCall; Louisa Aldborough Philips; Minnie Margarébster; Mary McMillan; Female Orphan Asylum, Novesnb
1882-January 1895, Accounts of Rhoda Cunninghamy ldliad Sarah Ellen Jones; Harriet Hannah Fostesarsu
Steen; Mary Ellen Jeeson; Helena and Mary RowlaMdsgaret Ashton; Catherine Joseph McMaminan; Annie
Barton; Elizabeth, Ann and Rebecca Rogan; IsalBelay; Emma and Ada Bose; Female Orphan Asylunrugep
1895-April 1907, Entries for Amy Clarke; Annie Hod&len Rickles; Theodora Grafton Drew; Elizabetimd
Westhead; Elsie Dora Mossman; Alice Gertrude Ma@émale Orphan Asylum, April 1907-March 1925, Casfes
Ellen Bryan; Gwendoline Simpson Smith; Nellie Crdake. For the accounts of some LAOB boys and LIOA
inhabitants whose parents died more than a yeat, apfer to: SHSR, Admission Registers, Boys @ipAsylum,
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1843. In December of that year, Frances’ thirty-nine-year-old mother died ras titteof
pulmonary consumption. Frances and her two brothers continued to reside wittiieejrwho
was employed as a master mariner. It was not until thirteen months afteother's death that
Mr. Messenger died, when he accidentally drowned when the ship he was didugpsgta gale
of wind.”*® Frances was thus twenty months old when she and her older brothers became half
orphans, and she was three months shy of her third birthday when her father dietitaed lef
three children full orphans. In the decades that followed, Francesiexpeproved the norm for
most asylum applicants and residents at the LFOA, LAOB and LIOA. MsrGartis’ father
drowned accidentally three days before her birth in September 1864, andther succumbed
to phthisis nearly three years later, while the three Bird siblogjgheir mother to tuberculosis
in January 1892, and their father two years later to the same diSéEtsese children, as well as
others including Catherine Jolly, Thomas Bond, George Sharrock, John Lees, eliel Am

Roberts, entered the Liverpool orphanages from homes in which one paratit sc=urred and

January 1866-August 1880, Entries for Richard Keghraham B. Smith; Andrew Shaw; Joseph Thomas 8ck
Jonathan Haygarth; William H. Lester; Boys Orphayléam, November 1878-April 1905, Records of Petantt. John
Burns; Joseph T. Quigley; Thomas S. and Charle&sitdpson; Joseph Bradbury Jones; William MilletthBad
Hornby; Peter Griffiths; George Mortimer Moss; ObarLee Harvey; Boys Orphan Asylum, April 1905-Quetn 1924,
Accounts of Clucas Edward Quayle; Reginald Harrikeating; John Henry Jones; John Crookdake; Chalééson
Thomas; Infant Orphan Asylum, March 1866-August3 &istories of Jane William Bond; Walter Thomasriday;
Eliza Shane; Ernest Hamilton Basher; Francis Gréeseph Henry Cullen; John Graham; Infant Orphariuds,
November 1873-December 1881, Examples of John @GvRlgberts; Hannah Rowlands; Ellen Coulter; Thonmaddy
Pemberton; Thomas William Helsby; Elizabeth Ann 8fgrAlice Harriet Dickson; Infant Orphan Asylum, é&nber
1881-January 1889, Accounts of Hugh RobertsonaBéth Ann Joy; James Adams; Elizabeth Charnockpbos
Waterson; Infant Orphan Asylum, February 1889-Janif02, Documents for Edward John McGivern; Witlia
Wakefield; Annie Dorothy Arrundale; Ethel Coventigfant Orphan Asylum, April 1902-March 1914, Casé$lary
Violet Maddock; William Thomas Mair; Elsie May PollyéHarold George Webster; Jamie Winifred Ellicdiexander
Crookdake.

%6 SHSR, Certificates, Death, 1845-1913; SHSR, Fe@gidan Asylum Registers, August 1840-August 18&icord
of Frances Messenger; Discharge Registers, Femplea® Asylum, October 1845-September 1858, Hisbbry
Frances Messeger.

87 SHSR, Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asyluraréh 1866-August 1873, Account of Margaret Curfisr the
examples of the Bird brothers, please see theviollg: SHSR, Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylu
November 1878-April 1905, Entries for Thomas, Véifli and James Bird. William and James Bird gaiméchece
into the LAOB in March 1894 and August 1898, bubfitas Bird’'s application for admission was rejectsztause the
boy did not pass the medical exam required foryeritAOB officials noted that he was a delicate lwdyo suffered
from a spinal curvature problem.
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children remained half-orphans for an extended period of time before théirsyparent also

passed away.

Extended Family Involvement

Each time they received an application asking to have a child admittedaritb @A,
LAOB, and LIOA, Liverpool orphanage officials tried to record who had been carirtyeor
child up until that point, and in 716 cases at the LFOA, 134 cases at the LACR Zwcases at
the LIOA, these efforts yielded results. These histories relvaibhce a half-orphan’s
remaining parent perished, it was common for some member of the chiléstike custody of
the newly orphaned child. In many cases, children’s siblings ended up tryimg tantl provide
for these children, but aunts and uncles were the kin most likely to end up ia oharghans in
Liverpool, followed by the children’s grandparents.

At the LFOA, there were a total of 147 (20.5%) children were in the cdheiofaunts
and uncles when asylum officials received their applications for agmisito the orphanage.
Of these children, sixty-two (42.2%) were residing with their unclesnpggfeur (50.3%) had

aunts looking after them, and eleven (7.5%) were identified as in thefchoth aunts and

%8 SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylupnil A867-February 1875, History of Catherine Amtiyl
Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, JanuaB6i8ugust 1880, Entry for Thomas James Bond; Adioiss
Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, November 1878-A805, Example of George Sharrock; Admission Registe
Infant Orphan Asylum, November 1873-December 18&tpunt of John Richard Lees; Amelia Christina Rtde
For the histories of other Liverpool orphan appitsaand residents who lost parents more than seeaths apart,
refer to the following: SHSR, Admission Registdfemale Orphan Asylum, April 1867-February 1875&3a0f
Elizabeth Sarah Cavey; Elizabeth Ann Meredith; sl dripley; Elizabeth Jones; Sarah Ann Shaw; Admissio
Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, November 1882alariit895, Entries for Sarah Limmack; Ann Steen; iarand
Ellen Galilee; Sarah Hane and Elizabeth Wilsonréfloe Frances Amelia Rycroft; Mary E. Nurry; Adrnoss
Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, February 1895tAp07, Histories of May Brownrigg; Sarah Ann Smart
Dorothy Vickers Lipper; Maud Bland Pearson; AdnissRegisters, Female Orphan Asylum, April 1907-Mak825,
Records of Ellen Bryan; Nellie Crookdake; Admissiegisters, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1866-Auf880,
Cases of John P. Gorst; John Beattie; William Hstée Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, Nalver 1878-
April 1905, Accounts of William J. Spears; JohiMéyer; Thomas Stokes; Admission Registers, Boyh@amp
Asylum, April 1905-October 1924, Examples of Geofgenlinson; Thomas Mcintyre; Admission Registergaht
Orphan Asylum, March 1866-August 1873, Cases ofd&dwames Elliott; John Mills; James Mann; Admissio
Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, November 1873-Ddmer 1881, Records of George Edward Porter; JoharAl
Cross; Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylurmc&mber 1881-January 1889, Accounts of SamueldBeliliza
Adams; Albert Joseph Simpson; Admission Registafant Orphan Asylum, February 1889-April 1902, e of
Bertie Chester; Griffith Edwards; Thomas James Dalsis Sander McClay; Admission Registers, Infanpl@n
Asylum, April 1902-March 1914, Examples of Mary YdbMaddock; Alexander Jones; Elizabeth Nelson.
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uncles®® Forty-seven (35.4%) LAOB boys resided with a deceased parent’s sibtingaptieir
admission into that asylum, and of this group, thirty-one (66.0%) boys had wnoégsising
them, fifteen (31.9%) were in the custody of an aunt, and one (2.1%) was said thdedre of
both his aunt and uncf®. At the LIOA, aunts and uncles were watching over seventy-three
(34.3%) children prior to their admission into the asylum; twerdi#g38.4%) of these children
had uncles minding them, thirty-nine came (53.4%) from homes in which their aurdd kftdr
them, and six (8.2%) were living with both aunts and uriclé&he involvement of these relatives
suggests it was customary for parents’ siblings to intervene whenechilere left orphans, and
to provide at least short-term care for them, until alternative anagigts could be made.
Thomas Robinson, William Dodd, Ethel and Emily Hughes, Margaret Ellis, Gemndgn) and
Henry Grafton, all benefited from such a practice, as did numerous other chiltrarsided in

the Liverpool orphanagé$. These cases confirm that not all orphans in Liverpool who found

39 Cases of LFOA girls who lived with the siblingstbéir deceased parents include: SHSR, Admissigisters,
Female Orphan Asylum, April 1867-February 1875, Agtts of Sarah Ann Shaw; Emily Belinda and Ada Miiet
Whitehead; Mary Jane McCormick; Elizabeth Wooldedgdmission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, Ndyam
1882-January 1895, Histories of Anne Hughes; Nadhaynan Mason; Margaret Massey; Amy Aspinall; Violet
Melrose Bate; Ada Chesters; Harriet Reid; Charlétiaie and Esther B. Browning; Admission Regist&eamale
Orphan Asylum, February 1895-April 1907, EntriesMtildred Lepid; Emma Coughlin; Dorothy Vickers lggr;
Elsie Dora Mossman; Admission Registers, Femald@rpAsylum, April 1907-March 1925, Cases of AmyzBheth
Mclntyre; Ellen Bryan; Nellie Crookdake.

40 For examples of LAOB boys who lived with auntscles, or both, please see: SHSR, Admission RegjBeys
Orphan Asylum, January 1866-August 1880, Accouhfthomas Milne; John William Kirby; Andrew Shaw; fééd
Jones; Richard Conway; William Hands Porter; Roleseph McCartney; Admission Registers, Boys Orphan
Asylum, November 1878-April 1905, Entries for Jariéiddman; Peter Lunt; Thomas Beard; William Henry
Barnwall; Thomas Webster; James Thomas; John FRaokin; George Moody; Admission Registers, Boysham
Asylum, April 1905-October 1924, Records for Jolmdkdake; Charles Nelson Thomas.

1 For specific examples of LIOA children who residith the siblings of their deceased parents, S#SR,
Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, Marcle@-&ugust 1873, Cases of Monica Mary Ashley; Feanannie
Wright; Mary Jane Banks; George Bolton; Eliza aada® Ann Shane; Ernest Hamilton Basher; Thomasdre
John Graham; Admission Registers, Infant Orphayluks, November 1873-December 1881, Histories oéPet
Corware; Hannah Rowlands; Charles Cartwright; \afitliGeorge Whale; Thomas Price; Admission Regisiefiant
Orphan Asylum, December 1881-January 1889, Accaafriterbert Arthur Williams; Hugh Robertson; Caihe
Walsh; Robert and Ellen Goodman; Henry Clapham; i&dimn Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, Februar§at8
April 1902, Records for Sidney DiGennaro; Georgeldn; Ann Rogers; Louisa Lyon; Jane Brown McGrefoances
Jane McGuinness; George Stockton; Admission Regjdt&#ant Orphan Asylum, April 1902-March 1914leisiof
Doris Twist; Edith Augers; Robert Reginald Phoediamie Winifred Elliott; Alexander Crookdake.

42 SHSR, Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylumudan1866-August 1880, Accounts of Thomas Robinson;
William H. Dodd; Admission Registers, Female OrplAaylum, November 1882-January 1895, Examples b¢Et
and Emily Hughes; Margaret Ellis; Admission Registénfant Orphan Asylum, February 1889-April 19&2&cords
of George Jordan; Henry Grafton. Additional exaespf children whose aunts and uncles provided teemorary
care include: SHSR, Admission Registers, Femagh@r Asylum, April 1867-February 1875, Historieddrtha
Ellen Naylor; Elizabeth Wooldridge; Admission Rdgis, Female Orphan Asylum, November 1882-Janu2®$,1
Cases of Isabella and Hannah Yates; Anne Hughhs] Bhd Emily Hughes; Helena and Mary Rowlands; Amy
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themselves bereft of their parents were left to fend for theeselithout any aid from their
extended family, and suggest the critical role that aunts and uncles plagedtwame to
parental death and future arrangements involving orphans.

Though parents’ siblings were the extended family members who werdikalysto be
caring for children in the period following their parents’ deaths, one groupldfen had
grandparents acting as their custodians. When four-year-old John Rodgerd tvaed IOA in
October 1879, he moved from his grandfather’s household in Toxteth Park, and when eleven
year-old Rhoda Cunningham became a LFOA resident in February 1883 she arrivethribefr
home of an aunt or uncle, but from her grandmother’s residence in RocK¥Fértptal of 107
of the children whose family members asked to have them adnmttethe Liverpool
orphanages had grandparents who cared for them after they lost theis.parehe majority of
these cases, it was grandmothers who were caring for these childrei gnir admission into
the orphanages (sixty-nine children versus thirty-eight children whe tathe asylums from
their grandfather’s care). Of these children, there were faxdy-FOA girls, three LAOB
residents, and twenty-four LIOA inhabitants whose grandmothers had custbeynfand
twenty-six LFOA girls, three LAOB boys, and nine LIOA children who lived whikirt

grandfather§?

Aspinall; Florence Frances Amelia Rycroft; Violeebse Bate; Elizabeth Worthington; Admission Regis Female
Orphan Asylum, February 1895-April 1907, Entry fdargaret Cooper; Admission Registers, Female Orgtstum,
April 1907-March 1925, Admission of Harriet Ida @st Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, JgnL866-
August 1880, Accounts of John William Kirby; Wélin F. Thompson; William Chadwick; Archibald J. lult John
Robert Hough; William Hands Porter; Admission Régis, Boys Orphan Asylum, November 1878-April 190#es
of Frederick Trotter; William J. Spears; Richardnitdett; Thomas Webster; Daniel McGregor; James Tdgm
Frederick Henry Davies; John Ferrans; Admissioniferg, Boys Orphan Asylum, April 1905-October 1924
Example of Charles Nelson Thomas; Admission Registafant Orphan Asylum, March 1866-August 1878¢c&ds
of Thomas Wilson; Lucy Mason; George Bolton; JohitidylAdmission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, Nawer
1873-December 1881, Example of William George Whatimission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, Decemb
1881-January 1889, Cases of Herbert Arthur Wilig8arah Ellen Yates; Elizabeth Ellen Birch; E@oodman;
Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, Februe889-April 1902, Accounts of Ann Rogers; Henry éib
Grafton; George Stockton; Edith Lindop Edwards; Agion Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, April 19@2+ch
1914, Entry for Edith Augers.

43 SHSR, Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylumy&mber 1873-December 1881, File of John Rodgers;
Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, NovenB82-January 1895, History of Rhoda Cunningham.

44 For accounts of LFOA, LAOB, and LIOA residents whayrandmothers cared for them, refer to the foHgw
SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylummil AB67-February 1875, Histories of Elizabeth @attf
Witham; Annie Routledge; Martha Pinnington; AdmissRegisters, Female Orphan Asylum, November 1882aky
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Older siblings also became responsible for children after thethkis parents; sixty-
three Liverpool orphans had older siblings who cared for them after theflteeir parents.
Sisters were far more likely to end up as Liverpool orphans’ guardians érarbwthers, and
forty-six of these children including Alice Duffey, Richard Gore, Maim&on and Edward
Holt were being cared for by their sisters at the time theiicghins for admission into the

orphanages were received by asylum officlaln a few of these cases, older siblings appear to

1895, Histories of Grace Adeline Lewis; Sarah Mdafee; Mary Elizabeth and Louisa Brumfitt; AdmissiRegisters,
Female Orphan Asylum, February 1895-April 1907,rBpkes of Frances A. Slinger; Doris Doran; Maud Blan
Pearson; Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylamydry 1866-August 1880, Account of Edward Witham;
Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, NovemI&#8tApril 1905, Cases of James Bradbury Jones;dgeor
Capper; Richard Woods; Admission Registers, Infamhan Asylum, March 1866-August 1873, Example3aohes
Wood; Margaret Shaw; Alice Caldershank; Admissi@giRters, Infant Orphan Asylum, November 1873-Ddarym
1881, Files of Ida Shannon; Samuel Ralph John3teamas William Helsby; John Albert Cross; AdmissiRegisters,
Infant Orphan Asylum, December 1881-January 188&iés for Minnie Clyde Higgins; Henry Jarman; Amy
Elizabeth McNerney; John James; Admission Regishefant Orphan Asylum, February 1889-April 1902;cAunts
of Catherine Capper; William Brumfitt; Richard Waydviary Ann Patterson. For the records of LFOAQR\ and
LIOA children whose grandfathers provided them vaidine, see: SHSR, Admission Registers, FemaledDrph
Asylum, April 1867-February 1875, Entries for MargaEllen Jones; Admission Registers, Female Orpg{sytum,
November 1882-January 1895, Records of Mary andiSallen Jones; Admission Registers, Boys Orpharufs
November 1878-April 1905, Examples of Richard Si@keorge Thompson; Thomas Alfred Averill; Admission
Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, March 1866-Audi&i3, Files of John Alfred Clark; Archibald Rankiallace;
Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, Novemb®#F3-December 1881, Entries for George EdwardeP,aibhn
Rodgers; Admission Registers, Infant Orphan AsylDecember 1881-January 1889, Case of George Fekderi
Asquith; Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylurabruary 1889-April 1902, Account of Edward George
McGivern; Louisa Lawrence; Admission RegistersahtfOrphan Asylum, April 1902-March 1914, HistofyRichard
Alfred Chantler.

4 SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asyluetebnhber 1852-August 1865, Example of Alice Duffey;
Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, JanuaB618ugust 1880, Account of Richard Gore; Admission
Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, November 1873-bedmr 1881, Records of Mary Simpson; Edward Hotir the
histories of other Liverpool orphans whose sistegge caring for them in the period following thparents death, see:
SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylunseboer 1852-August 1865, Accounts of Susanna Jé&ifies;
Richardson; Sarah Ann Leary; Alice Ann(Jane) Jodase Humphries; Frances Selina Rowbotham; Susariffighs;
Sarah and Annie Duncan; Mary Emery; Jane Harrieio@y Agnes Benson; Mary C. Fellingham; Admission
Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, April 1867-Febrd&75, Entries for Caroline Graham; Maria Janegrtare;
Elizabeth Breckell; Margaret and Mary Crilley; Adssion Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, Novembe2-188
January 1895, Files of Alice Hibbert; Alice Janéb@it; Janet Highfield; Florence Williams; Elizabetnd Minnie
Hather; Eliza Jane Hall; Florence Annie Alice SyKelsie Miller; Ada Tyrer; Laura Stott; Lillian MgrJane Richards;
Annie Shaw; Elizabeth Bushell; Elsie Russell; Agsion Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, Februarp-£ggil
1907, Accounts of Frederica V. Richards; Mary Hlieth Strickland; Margaret Moss; Sarah Ann Smadrédtice Bell
Anderson; Catherine Irons; Admission Registers,sB0yphan Asylum, January 1866-August 18880, Enfoies
Richard Keely; Joseph Thomas Beckett; Alfed Bildbgyard Cannell; Admission Registers, Boys Orphaylus,
November 1878-April 1905, Cases of George Sharradkward Holt; John Burns; Joseph T. Quigley; Johhldyd;
Albert Kay; James Russell; William Millett; Robé#brnby; Thomas Tudor; John Henry; George Mortimersis}
William Carnighan; Henry Albert Shaw; Admission Regrs, Boys Orphan Asylum, April 1905-October 19R#e of
George Tomlinson; Admission Registers, Infant OrpAaylum, March 1866-August 1873, Histories of Pidutison;
James Mann; Admission Registers, Infant OrphanuxayNovember 1873-December 1881, Records of Mary
Simpson; Thomas Lanley Pemberton; Elizabeth Annsktatacob Yates; Amy Passonage; Edward Holt; AMiteert;
Eliza Jane Wardle; Admission Registers, Infant @rpAsylum, December 1881-January 1889, Entriestmy Ellen
Roughley; Elizabeth Ann Joy; James Adams; ElizamsieRichard John Hall; Clara Williams; For the casé
children whose brothers were providing for thererftarental deaths, refer to: SHSR, Admission Reg, Female
Orphan Asylum, December 1852-August 1865, Histavfdsllen Grigom; Laura Smith; Elizabeth and CatherJohn
Davies; Phoebe Simpson; Jemima and Amelia Haywaady Williams; Mary Alina Gow; Admission Registers,

123



have been trying to maintain the integrity of the family unit by haviagyhor all of their
siblings live with them in one household after their parents’ deaths. yNdiaok all of the
siblings of Edward Simister, Alfred Bibby, Maryanne Sleggles, and Elizaibelson were in
residence with one another for some time after the death of thesutasting parent® Yet in
many more cases, siblings were simply unable to keep all the ragneneimbers of the family
unit together. Indeed, by the time James Russell entered the LAOBamBexc1891, he had
three sisters in service, a brother who was a candidate for admissibA®B, and a younger
sister and brother who were candidates for admission into the fIOA.

Though extended family and immediate blood relatives often became riesptos
children after their parents’ deaths, nearly 8% of the Liverpool orphan®whoestakers were
identified by asylum officials were actually being cared for not by kin, bstéyy-relative§® Of
these children, sixty-two (75.6%) were in the care of their stepmotersn (8.5%) had

stepfathers who were providing for them, nine (11.0%) had stepsisters whesgmasible for

Female Orphan Asylum, April 1867-February 1875,e8as Margaret and Jane Tippin; Agnes Bollard; Emma
Handford; Maryanne Sleggles; Admission Registeesn&le Orphan Asylum, November 1882-January 1895,
Examples of Mary Ellen Rimmer; Jane Anne Hughesnisgion Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, Februd@®pi
April 1907, Entries for Eliza Jessie Plinstone; @deline Healiss; Edith Jones; Admission Registéesnale Orphan
Asylum, April 1907-March 1824, File of Gwendolinerson Smith; Admission Registers, Boys Orphan syl
January 1866-August 1880, Records of Abraham Btt8Miilliam Bayes; Edward Simister; Admission Régfs,
Boys Orphan Asylum, November 1878-April 1905, Fid§homas S. and Charles H. Simpson; AdmissiondReg,
Infant Orphan Asylum, March 1866-August 1873, Cadeé&/alter Thomas Munday; Amelia Clucas; Admission
Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, November 1873-Ddmer 1881, Examples of John Richard Lees; Admission
Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, February 1889-Ddmr 1902, Histories of Charles Tudor; Frank Rafyins

46 SHSR, Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylumudan1866-August 1880, Example of Edward Simistdired
Bibby; Edward Cannell; William Millett; Robert Holoy; Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, IAI867-
February 1875, Record of Maryanne Sleggles; AdmisBiegisters, Female Orphan Asylum, November 1882aly
1895, Account of Elizabeth Bushell; Admission Ré&gyis, Infant Orphan Asylum, April 1902-March 19He of
Elizabeth Nelson.

47 SHSR, Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, élver 1878-April 1905, Case history of James RusEelr
the accounts of other children whose families heehtsimilarly splintered, see: SHSR, Admissioni&egs, Female
Orphan Asylum, April 1867-February 1875, ExampléElizabeth Breckell; Margaret and Jane Tippin; Assion
Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, November 1882alari895, Histories of Elizabeth and Minnie Hathlame Ann
Hughes; Charlotte Eden; Jane Ellen Boothroyd; Retoeker; Mary Ellen Fazenfield; Tamar Honegravierence
Williams; Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asyli@bruary 1895-April 1907, Records of Frederic&Rithards;
Mary Elizabeth Strickland; Margaret Moss; AdmissiRegisters, Boys Orphan Asylum, November 1878-A1805,
Entries for George Sharrock; Edward Holt; HenryétiShaw; Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asyliiarch
1866-August 1873, Entries for Paul Hudson; Jamesnylmfant Orphan Asylum, November 1873-Decemb&118
Files of Richard John Lees; Thomas Lanley PembgEbrabeth Ann Marsh; Edward Holt; Admission Réeis,
Infant Orphan Asylum, December 1881-January 18&20oRls of Mary Ellen Roughley; Elizabeth Ann Jamés
Adams; Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylumrilx1902-March 1914, Case of William Henry Keefe.

48 Eighty-two children were in the care of step-ligket when the latter asked to have these childieniteed to the
Liverpool orphanages; these children represen®&dh of the group of 716 children whose caretakepbamage
officials identified. Please see: SHSR, Mastés,Hi840-1910.
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their care, and four (4.9%) were in the custody of their stepbrdthatsese histories
demonstrate that at least one group of mothers and a few fathers who tuheetiverpool
orphanages for aid were actually second wives and husbands whose spouse&ftitehs |
responsible for children who were not their consanguineal kin. Mrs. dfiodard Mr. Bailey
found themselves in this type of situation, after the former lost her idisb&eart disease in
February 1870 and the latter his wife to tuberculosis in April 1884. Mr. Hokrdtth left his
second wife solely responsible for his four children, and though she nastesigeep several of
these children with her, she had John Holcroft admitted into the LIOA in Mgnabfear® Mr.
Bailey, meanwhile, found himself in a similar situation. He became the custfidhree of his
wife’s children from her first marriage after her death, and evdntplaiced all three in the

Liverpool orphanages.

49 SHSR, Master File, 1840-1910. For the Liverpaphans whose stepsisters and stepbrothers hadrinefthem,
see: SHSR, Admission Registers, Female OrpharuAsyDecember 1852-August 1865, Files of Mary Hdkém
Sarah Ann McCormick; Admission Registers, Femalph@n Asylum, November 1882-January 1895, Histarfes
Elizabeth Williams; Alice Jones; Admission Registdfemale Orphan Asylum, February 1895-April 13&amples
of Ada Ryan; Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylépril 1905-October 1924, Record of John Berttdanbin;
Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, Novenmb®&F3-December 1881, Entry for Mary Harrison; EdWar
Shaw; Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylumcéreber 1881-January 1889, Example of Margaret AsidF;
Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, Februe889-April 1902, History of Thomas James Job; Ashiain
Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, April 1902-Mar@14, Case of Lily Clifford Sweltenham.

0 SHSR, Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, March 186@ust 1873, Example of John Holcroft. It remaimslear
from the LIOA Register where John Holcroft fell whi¢ came to the birth order of his father’s suivéychildren, and
why his stepmother chose to have him in particatamitted into the orphanage.

51 SHSR, Admission; Admission Registers, Female Qnpksylum, November 1882-January 1895, HistorieElthn
Elizabeth and Emily Maud Pimlott. For addition#thries of children whose stepmothers and stepfativere
providing for them, please refer to: SHSR, AdnuasRegisters, Female Orphan Asylum, December 18518t
1865, Examples of Frances Rose McQuistan; Mary Baien; Ruth Smith; Catherine Emily Conin; Mary Agrand
Amelia Swanson Patterson; Margaret and Rose Ariahard; Mary McFee; Ann Jane Mulloy; Admission Rteis,
Female Orphan Asylum, April 1867-February 1875,e8as Sarah Anne Broughton; Admission Registermdie
Orphan Asylum, November 1882-January 1895, Accoofhldargaret Ann Cowen; Alice Harriet Dickson; Mari
Helena York Hughes; Ellen Prescott; Annie Bartomriyaret Ellen Foster; Margaret Atkin; Alice andyLTlurner;
Jane M. Credidio; Alice Brenton; Mary Beatrice Glddle; Janet Hitchell Johnston; Florence WilliaBetah Bird;
Lilian and Gertrude Jones; Ada Annie Harrison; Assion Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, Februar-£g%il
1907, Entries for Amy Clarke; Rebecca Clarke; nlilson; Theodora Grafton Drew; Admission Regist&oys
Orphan Asylum, January 1866-August 1880, Recordhafrles Watson; John Edwards; Jonathan Haygaktr|€s
William Ferrier; Charles E. and George Drenon; TherNaylor; Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum,
November 1878-April 1905, Files of John Martindalénian Ore; Andrew Credidio; Alfred E. Brame; JohrMeyer;
Samuel Peter Thomas; Thomas, William, and Jamek Badmission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, Mat&66-
August 1873, Cases of Margaret Curtis; Francis Edglis; Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asyludovember
1873-December 1881, Accounts of Gardilla Cassompldé&samuel Morris; Alice Mary Grace; Alice HarriBtckson;
Amelia Christina Roberts; Admission Registers, mif@rphan Asylum, December 1881-January 1889, &nfar
Peter Robinson; Benjamin Timothy Crowley; Admissiegisters, Infant Orphan Asylum, February 188914802,
Files of Frances May Credidio; Thomas Johnston,ofaildHawkins; Florence Williams; William Russelérdis
Landiford; James Andrew Harrison.
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Conclusion

Unlike the majority of their counterparts in the Baltimore asylumserpool orphans
regularly came from families in which disease and death had robbed elufdreth of their
parents. Save for a small population of LFOA girls, nearly all piwerorphans came from
households in which mothers as well as fathers had succumbed to illnessascaitdnts that
occurred frequently in large, overcrowded and unsanitary urban centers likgdalduring the
nineteenth century, or to other ailments that in the twenty-firsugeate often avoidable with
the correct course of preventative health care and antibiotics.
Some of these children proved quite similar to other populations of orphansahsthave
studied with regard to initial parental loss; LIOA inhabitants ncor@monly lost fathers first to
death before mothers. Yet evidence from the LAOB and LFOA suggestsrartifieality for
children in residence at those orphanages. Indeed, boys at the LAOB riggl@sgignificant
break with this trend, and were more likely to lose mothers to deatthfirsfathers. Girls at the
LFOA, meanwhile, had an almost equal chance of losing mothers orsféteer There were
clearly a variety of realities when it came to parental lossvarppol, and though paternal loss
did occur first for a number of orphanage residents in the city, this wascesgsarily the norm
for all the children who resided in the city’s orphanages. The dcamsition from half-orphan
to full orphan varied among these children, though only a small contingentespbot orphans
actually lost their parents within a half-year of one another, and itawasdre common for
children to remain half-orphans for several years until their r@ngaparent died as well. Once
children did become full orphans, extended family members and even non-consanguineal k
became temporary custodians and guardians for them, and it was often these meman

who appealed to have these children admitted into the Liverpool orphanages.
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Chapter Five: The Children

Asylum inhabitants in both cities were most often the children of men who worked in
skilled occupations as artisans and tradesmen, or the offspring of unslbtbedrs. The majority
of these children were originally from Baltimore and Liverpool, and healtliye time of their
admission into these asylums, though for a group of children in both ciilesndge meant
exposure to sickness and the possibility of death. In addition, many of theserchitde not the
only members of their families living in the asylums, but actually had iagilol residence there.
Children in Liverpool were older on average at the time of their émttwythe asylums, and
tended to reside in that city’s orphanages for longer periods of timehém peers did in
Baltimore. The population of children in Baltimore meanwhile was unigterms of the
population of abused and illegitimate children present in the asylums,sanid &rms of the
group of children whose entry into the HOF and BOA was facilitated by att&irBaltimore
institutions or police officers’ intervention. Indeed, children such as thesewivtually absent

in the Liverpool institutions.

Table 5.1 Birthplaces of parents of Baltimore asylum children (native/foreign), 1840-1910

Mothers Fathers
HOF BOA HOF BOA
American-born 282 (54.5%) 401 (90.5%) 271 (53.6%) 369 (87.2%)
Foreign-born 235 (45.5%) 36 (8.1%) 235 (46.4%) 44 (10.4%)
Unknown 6 (1.4%) 10 (2.4%)
Total 517 443 506 423

Sources: Woodbourne Collection, Inc., The Home of the Friendless of Baltimore City, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864;
Book 2, March 1861-March 1870; Book 3, April 1871-April 1875; Book 5, May 1875-November 1881; Book 6, 1881-
1892; Book 7, 1892-1895; Book 8, 1896-1902; Book 10, 1903-1910; Baltimore Orphan Asylum, Admission Books,
Book 3, Girls Admitted, 1846-1898; Book 4, Boy’s Book, 1847-1893; Book 5, Girls Only, 1882-1900; Book 6, Males,
1887-1898; Book 12, Male Group, 1901-1913; Book 13, Female Admissions, 1901-1913.

Parental Birthplace

In Baltimore, administrators at the HOF and the BOA asked adults apphyiray¢

children admitted into the asylum about the birthplace of the child’s matikfather, but these
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gueries did not always yield information about parental birthplaces. 3288chéntered the
HOF between 1854 and 1910, and HOF Committee Members identified the motheraf place
origin for only 16.0% of HOF residents and recorded the father’s birthplad® 6% of HOF
children. (See Table 5.1) A total of 1303 children resided in the BOA beti8 and 1910,
and the BOA Managers identified maternal birthplace for 34.0% of thempaternal birthplace
for 32.5% of BOA inhabitants. The majority of children who lived in the Baltérasylums had
mothers and fathers who were American-born, though nearly one-half of HOF rchddrehom
parental birthplaces were known had foreign-born mothers and fatherpofiiation in
residence at the HOF was in this respect, significantly differenttihatrat the BOA, as only a

very few BOA children had foreign-born parents.

Table 5.2 Birthplaces of American-born parents of Baltimore asylum children (state/region), 1840-1910

Mothers Fathers

HOF BOA HOF BOA
Maryland 188 (66.7%) 298 (74.3%) 196 (72.3%) 265 (71.8%)
VA, WV, PA, DE & DC 59 (20.9%) 70 (17.5%) 42 (15.5%) 75 (20.3%)
Ezsrze;?n:ai\t/le:rclztn o 9 (3.2%) 21 (5.2%) 14 (5.2%) 24 (6.5%)
Midwestern states” 6 (2.1%) 11 (2.7%) 5(1.4%)
Western states® 1 (0.2%)
Unspecifiedd 20 (7.1%) 19 (7.0%)
Total 282 401 271 369

Sources: Woodbourne Collection, Inc., The Home of the Friendless of Baltimore City, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864;
Book 2, March 1861-March 1870; Book 3, April 1871-April 1875; Book 5, May 1875-November 1881; Book 6, 1881-
1892; Book 7, 1892-1895; Book 8, 1896-1902; Book 10, 1903-1910; Baltimore Orphan Asylum, Admission Books,
Book 3, Girls Admitted, 1846-1898; Book 4, Boy’s Book, 1847-1893; Book 5, Girls Only, 1882-1900; Book 6, Males,
1887-1898; Book 12, Male Group, 1901-1913; Book 13, Female Admissions, 1901-1913.

®Connecticut, Georgia, North Carolina, New Jersey, New York, Tennessee, and South Carolina.

b|||inois, Michigan, Missouri, and Ohio.

“Colorado.

d e .
Identified only as “American.”
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Table 5.3 American-born parents of Baltimore asylum children, states of origin, 1840-1910

Mothers Fathers
State of birth HOF BOA HOF BOA
CcT 2
DC 5 3 6 10
DE 1 2 2 8
GA 1 2
IL 3
MD 188 298 196 265
Mi 2 2
NC 3 4 4 3
NJ 1 5 4
NY 4 7 4 11
OH 1 6 3 3
PA 24 8 16 22
TN 2 1 2
WV 3 13 3 8
VA 26 44 15 27
SC 4
co 1
MO 6
Unspecified 20 19
Total 282 401 271 369

Sources: Woodbourne Collection, Inc., The Home of the Friendless of Baltimore City, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864;
Book 2, March 1861-March 1870; Book 3, April 1871-April 1875; Book 5, May 1875-November 1881; Book 6, 1881-
1892; Book 7, 1892-1895; Book 8, 1896-1902; Book 10, 1903-1910; Baltimore Orphan Asylum, Admission Books,
Book 3, Girls Admitted, 1846-1898; Book 4, Boy’s Book, 1847-1893; Book 5, Girls Only, 1882-1900; Book 6, Males,
1887-1898; Book 12, Male Group, 1901-1913; Book 13, Female Admissions, 1901-1913.

Most of the children in the Baltimore asylums had Maryland-born paredtaere the
offspring of men and women who hailed from the city of Baltimore, or from the courtesst
to it. (See Tables 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4) Over 60% of HOF and BOA children had mothersngho w
Baltimoreans, and nearly 60% had fathers born in the city. The secorst tangder of children
had parents from Carroll, Baltimore, Howard, Anne Arundel and Harford Couwtiesh were
the counties adjacent to or geographically closest to Baltimoreriyg than one-fifth of HOF
and BOA residents had fathers from these counties, and nearly as maane#i®BA children
had mothers from these areas as well. Parents from the Eastern Sherstatiet comprised the
third-largest contingent of Maryland-born parents, with over 12% of BOAensfrom this
region and slightly smaller percentages of BOA fathers and HOF pardirtg fraim this region.
The counties of Western Maryland accounted for the fourth-largest graviarpfand-born

parents, and though slightly more than 6% of HOF children had fathers born eriwVest
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Maryland, fewer HOF mothers and BOA parents were from these countiegevildst parents
hailed from the counties of Southern Maryland, though there was also a ssnplliojMaryland-
born fathers and mothers whose exact place of birth was unknown, and who werieddeytif

asylum officials as from an unspecified part of the state. (See Tallasd 5.5)

Table 5.4 Maryland birthplaces of parents of Baltimore asylum children, 1840-1910

Mothers Fathers

HOF BOA HOF BOA
Baltimore City 119 (63.3%) 179 (60.1%) 112 (57.1%) 154 (58.1%)
Counties close to . 0 0 0
Baltimore Citya 30 (16.0%) 54 (18.1%) 41 (20.9%) 57 (21.5%)
Eastern Shore 18 (9.6%) 37 (12.4%) 15 (7.7%) 26 (9.8%)
Counties
Western counties® 9 (4.8%) 12 (4.0%) 12 (6.1%) 11 (4.2%)
Southern counties® 3(1.6%) 9 (3.0%) 5(2.6%) 9 (3.4%)
Unspecified MD 9 (4.8%) 7 (2.4%) 11 (5.6%) 8 (3.0%)
location
Total 188 298 196 265

Sources: Woodbourne Collection, Inc., The Home of the Friendless of Baltimore City, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864;
Book 2, March 1861-March 1870; Book 3, April 1871-April 1875; Book 5, May 1875-November 1881; Book 6, 1881-
1892; Book 7, 1892-1895; Book 8, 1896-1902; Book 10, 1903-1910; Baltimore Orphan Asylum, Admission Books,
Book 3, Girls Admitted, 1846-1898; Book 4, Boy’s Book, 1847-1893; Book 5, Girls Only, 1882-1900; Book 6, Males,
1887-1898; Book 12, Male Group, 1901-1913; Book 13, Female Admissions, 1901-1913.

®Baltimore County, Carroll, Harford, Howard, and Anne Arundel.

bCeciI, Kent, Queen Anne’s, Caroline, Talbot, Dorchester, Wicomico, Worcester, and Somerset.

‘Garrett, Allegany, Washington, Frederick, and Montgomery.

9Prince George’s, Charles, Calvert, and St. Mary’s.
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Table 5.5 Maryland county of birth for parents of Baltimore asylum children, 1840-1910

Mothers Fathers

HOF BOA HOF BOA
Anne Arundel 1 3 6 2
Allegany 6 3 2 2
Baltimore City 119 179 112 154
Baltimore County 10 30 18 33
Caroline 1 3 4
Carroll 10 12 10 11
Cecil 4 7 3 5
Charles 1
Calvert 2 4 2 1
Dorchester 1 6 1 3
Frederick 7 4 6 8
Garrett
Harford 2 4 7 7
Howard 7 5 . 4
Kent 1 13 4 12
Montgomery 1
Prince George’s 1 3 3 5
Queen Anne’s 2 4 2
St. Mary’s 2 2
Somerset 4 1
Talbot 5 3 5
Washington 5
Wicomico 2
Worcester
Unspecified part
of Maryland ? 7 11 8
Total 188 298 196 265

Sources: Woodbourne Collection, Inc., The Home of the Friendless of Baltimore City, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864;
Book 2, March 1861-March 1870; Book 3, April 1871-April 1875; Book 5, May 1875-November 1881; Book 6, 1881-
1892; Book 7, 1892-1895; Book 8, 1896-1902; Book 10, 1903-1910; Baltimore Orphan Asylum, Admission Books,
Book 3, Girls Admitted, 1846-1898; Book 4, Boy’s Book, 1847-1893; Book 5, Girls Only, 1882-1900; Book 6, Males,
1887-1898; Book 12, Male Group, 1901-1913; Book 13, Female Admissions, 1901-1913.

Though the majority of all Baltimore asylum children had parents who werei¢ane
born, nearly one-half of HOF inhabitants for whom asylum officials knew pagate of birth
were the offspring of mothers and fathers who were recent immigrangtimd@e. Western and
Central Europe were the places of origin for many HOF parents, and i§ewaa the country of
origin for the largest number of foreign-born parents of either seg. T&@es 5.1 and 5.6) The
British Isles were also particularly well-represented among HOHrehilwith foreign-born
parents’ more than 20% of foreign-born HOF mothers were from Englarahdrebcotland and
Wales, and nearly one-fifth of foreign-born HOF fathers were from thesériesuzas well. More

than one-half of these British-Isles born mothers were originally freland, and nearly as many
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fathers were Irish by birth as well. Perhaps even more significarthtbaizeable contingent of
foreign-born HOF parents, was the near absence of this group at theaB&ge number of
BOA families had been in residence in the United States for atVeasgenerations, unlike their
HOF counterparts. Only 10.4% of BOA children had foreign-born mothers and 8.1%Aof BO
inhabitants had foreign-born fathers. The limited number of foreign-boemgsavho turned to
the BOA may have derived from that asylum’s admission policies. Asgffiarls had enacted
a resolution in 1834 that prohibited the entry of children into the asylum whosesplaae not
“resided in either Baltimore City or County for the space of two yeawsoue™ This regulation
no doubt dissuaded parents who were not native to the United States, or trytedregion,
from appealing to the BOA for assistance, and these parents may haad tosted to other

orphanages that did not have such prohibitions.

Table 5.6 Foreign-born parents of Baltimore asylum children, 1840-1910

Country of Mothers Fathers
Birth HOF BOA HOF BOA

Germany 100(42.6%) 9(25.0%) 109(46.4%) 14(31.8%)
British Isles’ 110(46.8%) 25(69.4%) 89(37.9%) 24(54.5%)
Italy 2(0.8%) 8(3.4%)
Africa 5(2.1%) 5(2.1%)
France 6(2.6%) 4(1.7%)
Czechoslovakia 6(2.6%) 3(1.3%)
Poland 3(1.3%) 3(1.3%)
Canada 1(2.8%) 5(2.1%)
Russia 1(0.4%) 4(1.7%)
Norway 1(0.4%) 4(9.1%)
Sweden 2(0.8%) 1(0.4%) 1(2.3%)
Syria 1(2.8%) 1(2.3%)
Greece 2(0.8%)
Spain 1(0.4%)
Total 235 36 235 44

Sources: Woodbourne Collection, Inc., The Home of the Friendless of Baltimore City, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864;
Book 2, March 1861-March 1870; Book 3, April 1871-April 1875; Book 5, May 1875-November 1881; Book 6, 1881-
1892; Book 7, 1892-1895; Book 8, 1896-1902; Book 10, 1903-1910; Baltimore Orphan Asylum, Admission Books,
Book 3, Girls Admitted, 1846-1898; Book 4, Boy’s Book, 1847-1893; Book 5, Girls Only, 1882-1900; Book 6, Males,
1887-1898; Book 12, Male Group, 1901-1913; Book 13, Female Admissions, 1901-1913

®England, Ireland, Wales and Scotland.

Lwc, The Orphaline Society, January 3, 1819-Janii@by, Meeting of November 3, 1834.
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Table 5.7 Maternal occupations, HOF residents, 1840-1910

Occupation HOF
Service sector” 455 (45.6%)
Unemployed 219 (21.9%)
Sewing trades” 108 (10.8%)
Industry® 71 (7.1%)
Nurses 3 (4.3%)
Occupation not specified 36 (3.6%)
Other® 26 (2.6%)
Laborer® 21 (2.1%)
Retail 13 (1.3%)
White collar® 5(0.5%)
Artisans and trades worker” 2 (0.2%)
Total 999

Sources: Woodbourne Collection, Inc., The Home of the Friendless of Baltimore City, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864;
Book 2, March 1861-March 1870; Book 3, April 1871-April 1875; Book 5, May 1875-November 1881; Book 6, 1881-
1892; Book 7, 1892-1895; Book 8, 1896-1902; Book 10, 1903-1910

aBoarding house landlady, domestic service, cook, cleaner, hair dresser, hospital worker, hotel worker, prostitute,
restaurant worker, and wet nurse.

®Seamstress and weaver.

“Mill worker, factory worker, and oyster industry worker.

dKept house and stewardess.

°Dairy worker, rag and bone picker, packing house worker, and unspecified laborer.
fPaper seller, market seller, and unspecified ritual worker.

¢0ffice worker, teacher, typewriter, and writer.

PShoe-fitter.

Maternal Occupations

Of the orphanage asylum administrators in Baltimore and Liverpool Hibfy Committee
Members attempted to document maternal employment or lack thereof, ancetieegble to
record occupations for 999 mothers. (See Table 5.7) Nearly 46% of thesesmateservice
sector workers, and were employed in a variety of capacities, as cookeys)dmspital
workers, hotel workers, asylum employees, washer women, wet nursesar@staorkers,
prostitutes and even boarding house landladies. Domestic service wasaspege-eémployer of
the women in this group, and the occupation in which the mothers of asylum inhabitants mos

frequently worked; 27.5% of children for whom maternal occupations kvenen had mothers
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in domestic servicé.The second largest group of mothers was unemployed; 21.9% of HOF
children had mothers who were looking for work when they turned to the HOFsistaase with
their children. The HOF admission registers contain limited informatiaut the kinds of jobs
out-of-work mothers were in search of, though some of these women desirdid sgmes of
employment. When HOF officials interviewed the mothers of Sarah L. Evaa$, Slazabeth
and Ella Jane Foster, and Laura and Ellen Webb, these women reported they wantéed to ent
service? Other jobless women, like Mrs. Clark, and Mrs. Haupt, revealed their gmegefor
sewing work, and discussed their attempts to obtain such“@bloese cases indicate some
women favored domestic service and sewing positions, and that, given the saxic div

labor, they understood these jobs as those that were most readlépl@to them. They may

2 Accounts of HOF residents whose mothers were eyeglas domestic servants include the following: ,\\MOF,
Registers, Book 1, Entries for Bridget, Margared &ary Ann Beatty; Mary Elizabeth Griffith; Sarabnks;
Catharine, Susannah and Margaret Dorris; Saratefjdgary Augusta Ward; George King; Elisabeth Rtwoff;
Sarah Rebecca Kelly; Georgianna, Emma Jane, IdaCatherine Brogan; Nora Woody; Annie M. Riley; M#err;
Mary Agnes Bunden; Sarah and Annie Canter; RegisBwok 2, March 1861-March 1870, Accounts of Sarah
Johnson; Mary Marion; Alice Pierpont; Elvira AnndaBessie G. Edwards; Margaret Ann McNinch; ElizanAmd
Nellie Agnes Metz; Registers, Book 3, April 1871+A1875, Histories of Nicholas T. Lawless; Thonzaml
Archibald Thompson; Davis Henry Robinson; John iéBeck; Mina Mangold; Joseph Cook and Rosie Rice;
Leonora Ely; Maria Brown; Registers, Book 5, Mayy%8\November 1881, Examples of Lewis, Jacob and Baisn
Charlie Hagen; Minnie Craft; Frank Kelly; John Nines; Willie H. Porter; Louis Hing; Frank and JoBhadel;
Edward William Schultz; Osborne Kallenberger; Reggis, Book 6, 1881-1892, Cases of Addie and Anmes&h;
Edward Goodwin; Norah Porter; Robert, Theodore/Aamaie Mcintire; Mary, Kate, Annie, Willie and Gratéewitt;
Walter White; Marah Crowley; Asenath and Frank BegcRegisters, Book 7, 1892-1895, Records of ®iiliand
George Heinbuck; Kate and Frank Daily; Elsie Kratan Lyell; Cora and Harry McCleary; Grace A. Brad
Madeline and Frankie Geis; Rosa Stagle; RegidBersk 8, 1896-1902, Histories of George Trulieb; it Roy;
Bertha Mabel Johnson; Theresa, Frank and Amiel @réZarrie Baudenbender; Edward Moore; Marie J@khrge
William Heinlein; Oliver Miller; Daniel David SmithPatty Gaylord Moore; Registers, Book 10, 1903, HEntries
for Earle Reifsnider; Marie L. and Earle J. Hasllg® and Kurt Meisner; Estole White; Harry Edwaati®; Carl and
Ewalt Meyers; Elizabeth Hoodack; Lloyd Jones; Viatal Nora Bensel; Lillian Irene and Mabel VirgiMéeaver.

3 Please see WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1@6#hé accounts of Sarah Lavinia Evans, Sarah ligtraand
Ella Jane Foster, and Laura and Ellen Webb. Faraxamples of cases in which unemployed mothers geeking
domestic service positions, see the following: WOJF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Entry for Ly8&well;
Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Casé®achel Ann and Rosa Ann York; Sarah and Mary Ellaylor;
Crithander H. Axer; Virginia Johnson; Florence Ars; Fanny Rebecca Fendall; Registers, Book 3] Apr1-
April 1875, Examples of Joseph and Harry Squiregi&ers, Book 5, May 1875-November 1881, Entioedsfegister
Book 7, 1892-1895, Case of Alice Maude JohnsonjdReg, Book 8, 1896-1902, Entries for Harry ang Btebbing;
Charles William Janzer; Ella, Rosa, Loretta, andr@s Coates.

4 See WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864 foriipeon the Clark children’s cases. Mrs. Clarkezad four year
old Estella and six year old Kate into the asylarAugust 1862. Please see Registers, Book 2, M88h-March
1870, for the records involving the Haupt childrévirs. Haupt placed her daughter Mary Lizzie anddoe Henry in
the HOF in early March 1865. Additional examplésat of work mothers seeking sewing work can henfbin
Register Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Entriesfaura Virginia and Anna Eliza Williamson; Rosalfemma and
Mary G. League; Georgianna Margery Cline; Nannié kilian Bailey; Registers, Book 3, April 1871-Apfi875,
Examples of Robert and Felix Von Breisan; Registeook 5, May 1875-November 1881, Entry for WilDay;
Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Cases of Clara, @edtgymond, and Charles Wilson.
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have also hoped that these types of employment would allow them to keep one or imeire of t
children with them even while they were employed.

The preference that some women demonstrated for work in the sewing tradbais pet
surprising, considering that 10.8% of HOF children whose mother’s occupation&mweevn had
mothers who were already working as seamstresses or weavers. Sorse ofaimen, like the
mothers of Mary Ann Lanahan, Willie McKenna, and the four Wheeler sisteesalvky to obtain
work outside the home as seamstresses. Mrs. Lanahan told HOF offidialls 11862 that her
work as a seamstress for a Baltimore dressmaker required lyealtince from the home, and
Mrs. McKenna and Mrs. Wheeler made clear that their sewing work towk“théside of the
home” in Mrs. McKenna'’s case, and to a shirt factory in Mrs. Wheé€leY'st not all mothers
employed in the needle trades labored in outside workshops or factoriesg theril860s and
the 1870s, women like Mrs. Bowman and Mrs. Waltemeyer found sewing wotkelgatould
do at home, i.e., outwork. These women may have hoped such employment would allow them
to provide economically for their family members, and also to retain cuetddeir children.

Yet as at least one mother discovered, this strategy did not alwaysyoeless. Mrs. Bowman
told asylum officials in July 1863 that she had experienced real “diffiouljetting work at
home,” and that she had decided to enter her daughter Laura into the HOF ardiiad a
domestic servant, rather than continue with the economic struggles she hadl esdaistay-at-

home-seamstress.

5 WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Historyiairy Ann Lanahan; Registers, Book 3, April 1871-hfB75,
for the case history of Willie McKenna. See Regist Book 6, 1881-1892, for information about Biieth P., Rose
S., Capitola, and Maggie Wheeler.

5 WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Accouritafra Bowman. See WC, HOF, Registers, Book 3,|A1®71-
April 1875 for the case histories of Hester A., 4aa Belle Waltemeyer. The mother of these twisgitaced five-
year-old Hester and three-year-old Ida Belle inakg@um on March 2, 1875.

" bid., Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Entry for taaBowman. During the eighteenth and nineteentiucies,
marrid women and women with children often turnedutwork because it allowed them to remain phylsieegthin
the home, and provided for some flexibility whegame to balancing household and maternal du¥esthe putting-
out system did not provide high wages to the wothahengaged in this type of work. Competitiondatwork
increased during the early nineteenth century ag mvomen turned to this particular type of labaor ¢his in turn,
pushed the already-low wages provided to women evigaged in this type of labor even lower. For niof@rmation
on the putting-out system and the low wage ratefféted to women who took in this work, examiridice Kessler-
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Though the jobs that many working HOF mothers obtained removed them from the
home, or made it impossible for them to keep their children with them, there wageaod
mothers who managed to circumvent these problems. These women were abl¢otusfand
remain in close physical proximity to their children while the laitere HOF inhabitants because
these mothers took jobs in the orphanage. Over 8% of HOF residentheveftspring of
mothers who worked for the asylimA few of these women worked in the more specialized
middle-class positions within the HOF, as teachers or asylum afrators. Elise and Charlotte
Taylor's mother was appointed a HOF teacher in August 1859, Anna and Howagry/'Stanl
mother was made the orphanage’s Superintendent in April 1861, and the mothex ®f Elis
Barnett was hired in June 1880 as the HOF Matrd@ihese cases were rather exceptional, as the
majority of HOF-employed mothers worked in the asylum as domestic servdmese-year-old
John McLean’s mother joined the asylum workforce in May 1866 as a cook, rsohhsas
allowed to enter the asylum after she became an asylum employethe years that followed,
Mrs. Fox, Mrs. Kruiker, Mrs. Ward, Mrs. Marcelette, Mrs. Fiol, and a numbether women
were all were appointed HOF cooks, and their children were subsequeddyHe4r residents.

Over the years, HOF officials hired women to fill other domestic sepgséions besides cook,

Harris,Out to Work: a history of wage-earning women ia thnited StategNew York: Oxford University Press,
1982), p. 30-31.

8 WC, HOF, Master File, 1854-1910.

9 bid., Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Cases ofHdisd Charlotte Taylor; Anna and Howard Stanlegi®ers, Book
5, May 1875-November 1881, Record of Elisa Thoma8tt.

19 |bid., Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1876¢dunt of John McLean.

1 Mrs. Fox was the mother of Freddie and Lizzie ,Reixo were admitted into the HOF in September 1868e WC,
HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870 féorimation on these children’s case histories. . Mrsiker had
five children placed into the asylum in June 18Hlevshe was working as an asylum employee. Plessaine WC,
HOF, Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, HEag for Louisa, Charlie, Julius, William, and Md#l Kruiker.

Mrs. Ward was the mother of Nellie Ward, who erdetee asylum in November 1877; see WC, HOF, RagisBook
5, May 1875-November 1881 for this girl’s recofdoy and Lily Marcelette were the children of Mrsaidelette, who
started working as the HOF Boys’ Home cook in JU8&3. Information on these two siblings can bentbin WC,
HOF, Registers, Book 6, Admissions and Dischar$y@81-1892. Mrs. Fiol was the mother of Frank Fidip became
a HOF inmate in April 1897. His case history isdted in WC, HOF, Registers, Book 6, 1896-1902: dfoer
examples of women who worked as cooks in the HQFesutered their children as asylum inmates dutieq period
of employment, please see: WC, HOF, RegisterskB9od.854-1864, Example of Joseph Cate; Regidhearsk 2,
March 1861-March 1870, Cases of Mary, Maggie, aedrid Hays; Clara Delana and Ella May Shriver; Regss
Book 6, 1881-1892, Records for Howard and Ida Dédtdnk Duney; Maggie Matthews; Registers, Book 8,
Admissions and Monthly Reports, 1896-1902, Exampfddarry and Virgil Dade.
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and it was not uncommon to find the mothers of some HOF inhabitants laboring as
washerwomen, nursery workers, seamstresses, and nurses in the orphaﬁzasyl

Though most HOF mothers were employed in nhon-industrialized trades, 7.1% of HOF
inhabitants had mothers who worked in factories and mills in and around Beltiffilbe mother
of six-year-old George William Cox was one of the first women to identifyeifess a mill
worker, and she did so in conjunction with her October 1870 appeal to have the boydadinitte
the asylum?® Mrs. Cox did not specify the type of mill in which she was employed, though ther
is a great possibility she was a cotton mill employee; cotton atitbsinded in the city and
Baltimore was itself the center of cotton duck and netting production durirsgtbed half of the
nineteenth century. Women who did find work in Baltimore’s cotton mills ve@®ording to
geographer Sherry Olson, along with children, the lowest paid wadrkdrs cotton mills. They
attended to the spooling machines that “cleaned cotton and wrapped it on Sabidrearned
approximately fifty cents for each ten-hour day they workeBuring the next two and a half
decades, women employed as factory or mill workers occasionally contmpkd¢ their
children into the HOF, but the majority of children whose mothers work#tese industries
entered the asylum between 1896 and ¥81Dhe women in this group were employed in a

variety of trades. Mirl Kelly’s mother worked in an overall fagtddarry Earle’s mother was

12 For information on women who worked as washerwofoe the HOF, look at the following registers: \W@OF,
Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Histooie&nnie and Mary Rote; Registers, Book 3, Ap8I71-April
1875, Entries for Henry, Frank, and Lizzie Holderd®egisters, Book 5, May 1875-November 1881, Catetames
Sweeney; Annie Glazier; Registers, Book 7, 189251 8htry for Edward Karst; Registers, Book 10, 19030,
Record for Thomas H. Redgrave. Examples of women worked for the HOF in the nursery departmergs; SNVC,
HOF, Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November, Enfioessamuel and Annie More; Lizzie Wolfenden; Regjist
Book 6, 1881-1892, Examples of Lizzie Morris; Frisddopp; Edna and Willie Ensor; Registers, Book892-1895,
History of Jessie Price; Registers, Book 8, 18962] €ases of Wiliam Thomas and Annie May Scharéfo@e Keys.
BWcC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 18ty for George William Cox.

14 Sherry H. OlsonBaltimore: The Building of an American Cifgaltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press,
1997), p. 177, 238.

15 Between 1871 and 1889, there were six cases ichwhdrking mothers identified themselves as factooykers,
and eight cases in which working mothers told H@eials they worked in mills. For the historiefahildren whose
mothers were factory workers, please see: WC,dRagi Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, Cases of Jaima Mary
DePass; Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 1Bgdmples of Amanda Walt; Andrew GW Schaffer; Regist
Book 6, 1881-1892, Entries for Cora and Howard lazdh Specifics about the children whose mothenked as
mill workers can be found in the following locatonWC, HOF, Registers, Book 5, May 1875-Novemt8311
Records of Charles and Herbert Gosnell; RegisBerek 6, 1881-1892, Cases of Isadora and Dora ShEtfemas,
Howard and Annie Withelon; Robert Wasmut.
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employed in a shirt factory, Madeline and Robert Robertson’s mother laboréabiaicao

factory, and other mothers aided in the production of oysters, cigady, @nd pan¥

Paternal Occupations

Orphanage administrators in both cities engaged in regular efforts tct aoitgmation
from admission applicants about their fathers’ employrieit. order to better understand what
occupations these fathers were concentrated in, | have identified thesduialdirades as subsets
of ten larger occupational categories, and have combined these tradetheseldroader
headings. These categories are: Artisans and tradesmen, Laborers, Ungnf@oyiee sector
workers, Sailors, Armed Forces, Industry workers, White Collar workers, etad Rorkers. |
have also created an additional occupational category to accoungdsratdéhe HOF in which
officials were able to verify fathers were employed, but were unabpetifg the exact
occupation these fathers worked in, or could only identify the criminaegieof the father's
work. | have labeled this category as Other. The largest numbeadtioide and Liverpool
asylum children’s fathers were employed as artisans and tradesman, s@cbiine largest group
of these men worked as laborers. Yet there were notable occupationahdéfeamong these
fathers as well. Baltimore fathers were likely to be employedhasgortation workers, in
industry, in the armed forces, or to be unemployed, and their counterparts in Livegpeahore

often employed in sea-related occupations than were Baltimore father3.gldle 5.8)

16 1bid., Registers, Book 8, Accounts of Mirl Kellarry Earle; Registers, Book 10, 1903-1910, His®nf Madeline
E., and Robert V. Richardson. For the historiesiothers employed as oyster industry workers, $8€., HOF,
Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Entried_fiura Virginia and Mary Sidney Walton; Registd3sok 8,
1896-1902, Accounts of Willie and John LangstroragRters, Book 10, 1903-1910, Histories of Henny Barley
Rush. For mothers who were employed in shirt faeso please see: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 6, 1832,
Examples of Elizabeth P., Rose S., Capitola anddiéag/heeler; Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Casésiufi and
Thomas Linwood Miller; Joseph Charles and John EKtappenberger. Mrs. Livingston labored at a ciigatory,
while Mrs. Brynes was a tobacco factory worker.e Bntries for Willie and Carl Brynes, and Henridfiteingston are
located in Register Book 8. The entries for Edraxiband Lawrence Winfield Allen are in WC, HOF giers,
Book 8, 1896-1902; their mother placed the twoisgd in the HOF in October 1899, and told officiader
communication with them that she was a candy faaarployee. See WC, HOF, Registers, Book 10, 11903 for
the histories of Glenola, Sue and John Carles, @husther worked in a pan factory.

17 LFOA authorities started to record paternal octiopan the early 1850s and their counterparth@ttAOB and
LIOA followed suit in the 1860s. Liverpool asylusfficials recorded paternal professions for 510 &F@thers, 142
LAOB fathers, and 267 LIOA fathers. HOF officiadentified paternal professions for 666 fathers.
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In both cities, the largest group of employed fathers worked as artisanadegirtan,
though the percentages of fathers engaged in these professions nvagkeein Liverpool than
it was in Baltimore. Nearly 30% of HOF fathers, including Mr. PreskbttSard, and Mr.
Abrams worked in twenty-nine skilled trades, and many of these men had no dowatdrecei
extensive training and education in their chosen profes¥ioNgarly two-thirds of the men in
this occupational group were clustered into six types of occupations; 121 had jpdrpenters,
metal workers, shoemakers, machinists, furniture makers, and paintérs other fathers in this
occupational group were employed as paper hangers, tailors, electridickiayers, joiners,
blacksmiths, varnishers, marbleworkers, butchers, livery workersh coakers, bakers,
engineers, plumbers, sail makers, mechanics, wheelwrights and as wotkerfvestock
industry. An even larger contingent of fathers in Liverpool worked ssastand tradesman;
38.6% of LFOA fathers, 33.1% of LAOB fathers, and 35.0% of LIOA fathers whosgpaiions
were known were employed in this manner. Liverpool proved quite similar ionBedt in that
some forms of employment proved more popular among the men in this group than did others.
The majority of fathers worked in seven trades; in 205 cases, fatbeksdnas joiners, painters,
metal workers, shoemakers, masons, woodworkers, blacksmiths, and éddpéete remaining
187 cases in which a father's employment is known, thirty-two other tradegepresented.
Fathers worked as printers, tailors, livery workers, millexgnplers, bricklayers, carpenters,

builders, butchers, bakers and in a number of other skille&]johs.this data suggests,

18 Of the 666 fathers for whom HOF officials idergifi occupations, 194, or 29.1% were artisans adesraen. WC,
HOF, Master File, 1854-1910. Mr. Prescott wasf#itieer of Alice Amelia, Elizabeth Williams and MaPyescott, and
he was employed as a shoemaker; see WC, HOF, BegiBbok 1, 1854-1864. Mr. Sard worked as a cdegpesee
WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 187i8fories of Ida, Alice, Charles Edward and Anrzgbeth
Sard. Mr. Abrams was a mason; see WC, HOF, Regi®eok 6, 1881-1892, Accounts of Charles H., EdRi, and
Arthur Matt Abrams.

19 Of these 121 fathers, thirty-one were carpentersnty-four were metal workers, twenty-one wereeshakers,
seventeen were machinists, fifteen were furnituakers, and thirteen were painters.

20 SHSR, Master File, 1840-1910. The specific numioémen working in these trades was as follovrtytseven
fathers were employed as joiners, thirty-three wdris painters, twenty-nine were metal workersntyveeven were
shoe makers, twenty-five were masons, twenty-one weod workers, seventeen were blacksmiths, ateesi were
coopers.

2 |bid.
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Table 5.8 Paternal occupations, Baltimore and Liverpool orphanage residents, 1840-1910

Occupation HOF LFOA LAOB LIOA
Artisans and tradesmen® 194 (29.1%) 197 (38.6%) 47 (33.1%) 93 (35.0%)
Laborers” 104 (15.6%) 70 (13.7%) 24 (16.9%) 43 (16.2%)
Unemployed 81(12.2%)

Transportand 80 (12.0%) 34 (6.7%) 14 (9.9%) 20 (7.5%)
transportation services

Maritime-related trades® 37 (5.6%) 60 (11.8%) 16 (11.3%) 39 (14.7%)
Service sector® 35 (5.3%) 38 (7.5%) 20 (14.1%) 21 (7.9%)
Armed forces 33 (5.0%) 3 (0.6%) 1(0.7%) 2 (0.8%)
White collar’ 23 (3.5%) 22 (4.3%) 7 (4.9%) 14 (5.3%)
Industrial® 19 (2.9%) 1(0.2%) 1(0.7%) 2 (0.8%)
Retail" 10 (1.5%) 18 (3.5%) 6 (4.2%) 12 (4.5%)
Pensioner 1(0.2%) 1(0.7%)
Other' 50 (7.5%) 8 (1.6%) 2 (1.4%) 5 (1.9%)
No information available 58 (11.4%) 3(2.1%) 15 (5.6%)
Total 666 510 142 266

Sources: Woodbourne Collection, Inc., The Home of the Friendless of Baltimore City, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864;
Book 2, March 1861-March 1870; Book 3, April 1871-April 1875; Book 5, May 1875-November 1881; Book 6, 1881-
1892; Book 7, 1892-1895; Book 8, 1896-1902; Book 10, 1903-1910; Salisbury House School Records, Admission
Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, August 1840-August 1851; December 1852-August 1865; April 1867-February
1875; November 1882-January 1895; February 1895-April 1907; April 1907-December 1910; Admission Registers,
Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1866-August 1880; November 1878-April 1905; April 1905-December 1910;
Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, March 1866-August 1873; November 1873-December 1881; December
1881-January 1889; February 1889-April 1902; April 1902-December 1910.

®Baker, barber, blacksmith, blindmaker, bricklayer, blockmaker, brewer, blacksmith, builder, butcher, carpenter,
carver, claymaker, clothing manufacturer, coach maker cooper, cork manufacturer, electrician, engineer, furniture
maker, class cutter, joiner, livery work, livestock industry, machinist, marble worker, mason, mechanic, metal
worker, miller, painter, paper hanger, plumber, plasterer, printer, piano tuner, ropemaker, shoemaker, tailor,
undertaker, varnisher, watchmaker, weaver, woodworker, wire worker, and wheelwright.
b

Farmer or farm laborer, flagger, foreman, general laborer, and packer.
“Carter, driver, freight handler, and railway worker.

Crabber, dock laborer, fisherman, oyster industry worker, sailor, shipsmith, shipwright, and steward.
Cook, church official, city worker, domestic service, fire engine company worker, fireman, gardener, inspector, inn
keeper, hospital worker, hotel worker, janitor, laundry worker, police officer, porter, publican, and restaurant

worker.

fAccountant, bank teller, bookkeeper, clerk, chemist, customs officer, excise officer, insurance agent, lawyer, office
worker, physician, teacher, and telegraphist.

8Can maker, factory worker, miner, mill worker, and piano factory worker.
h . . - .
Tobacconist worker, travelling salesman, and unspecified retail.

Hustler, gambler, musician, occupation not specified, and performing arts.
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the fathers of asylum children in both cities were most likely to beerdrated in skilled of
asylum children in both cities were most likely to be concentrated Iedskibde work. (See
Table 5.8)

The second largest group of asylum children’s fathers worked as edskilsemi-skilled
laborers. Nearly 16% of HOF fathers were identified as laboreradingl Mr. Sweeney, Mr.
Eynon, Mr. Sweetser and Mr. Redgrave. Six HOF residents had fathers vehfame laborers,
though it remains unclear if most of the fathers in this group wereutigrad workers or if they
labored in more industrial and urban positiéhsn Liverpool, the situation was quite similar;
13.7% of LFOA girls, 16.9% of LAOB boys, and 16.2% of LIOA inhabitants had fathers who

were employed as laboreérs LFOA officials noted in November 1870 that Eliza Coke’s father

22 A total of 104 HOF inhabitants had fathers who kear as laborers, and these men comprised 15.6%HO&
fathers for whom occupation was known. For théohiss of Mr. Sweeney, Mr. Eynon, Mr. Sweetser &rd
Redgrave, see the following: WC, HOF, RegistermiBl, 1854-1864, Case of Mary Sweeney; RegidBarsk 3,
April 1871-April 1875, Records for Daniel, Williamand Maggie Eynon; Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902080ts of
Daniel and Joseph Sweetser; Registers, Book 1@3-1900, Case of Thomas H. Redgrave. For additiexeinples of
children whose fathers worked as laborers, reféneédollowing sources: WC, HOF, Registers, Bopk854-1864,
Records of Anna Cooper; Josephine and Julia Kalytie, John and Henry Sykes; John H., Martha Amh a
Margaret Isabella Christy; Registers, Book 2, Mat861-March 1870, Entries for Henrietta, Mary andriyaret
Sowers; Christopher Columbus Smith; Sarah Adalinbls; Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, Exaes of
William A. Whitman; Alice Watts; Charles, Annie afded Magruder; Registers, Book 5, Examples oftEd@nson;
Mary and Albert Rey; Maggie Baker; Registers, B6p#884-1892, Cases of Fannie and Waldo Bigeloaitét J.
Sternaker; Joseph and Minnie Colbourn; Maggie aiitie\Tyson; James, Louis and William Buckley; Retgrs,
Book 7, 1892-1895, Case of Ida Magness; RegidBersk 8, 1896-1902, Entries for Lizzie Heffner; iglland Kate
Walters; Pearl and Robert Thorington; Lizzie, FredeW., and Annie Hohlbein; Lizzie Heffner; EulaliClementine,
Marguerite, and Octavius Risley; Kate Lewis; Liliad Kate Walters; Edwin Ernest Franklin Blank; R&gs, Book
10, 1903-1910, Histories of John Noyes; Raymontdi@yd; Winifred and Florence Boteler; Minnie L., dalice
Mary Warner; Zola May and Mary Edna Kraft; Georgwi€tian and James Frank Seiler; Catherine and éawer
Dempsey; Walter Sewell Rink; Lillie J., MargaratdsEmma L. Rost; Reuben A. and Lottie B. Pitcheargret
Satterfield; Wilbur, Robert, Walter and Russell ®ar Arthur and John W. Mercer; George Hughes; RaydrMyers;
Dorothy, Raymond Melvin and Bernard Tracey; WaldéHiam Houck; Tobias, Rosine, Sophia and Leonaretzel;
Mary Frances and Elizabeth L. Spencer;

23 SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asyluetenber 1852-August 1862, Record of Elizabeth Sonth
Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, NoveniB82-January 1895, Example of Sarah Bird; Admissio
Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, November 1878-A305, Entries for Thomas, William and James Binflamt
Orphan Asylum, November 1873-December 1881, Histbdoseph Gough. For additional case files incivimio
additional information was provided about spedifiture of fathers employment, save for the fadtttiny were
laborers, please see: SHSR, Admission Registersale Orphan Asylum, December 1852-August 1865¢€ak
Mary Hughes; Alice Ann(Jane) Jones; Elizabeth MatheMary and Ann Jane Smith; Mary Emery; Jane Bélind
Margaret and Dorothy Goss; Elizabeth Thomas; Cateand Mary Jane Williams; Sarah Ann Glades; Qagol
Evans; Mary Agnes Robinson; Admission Registersyate Orphan Asylum, April 1867-February 1875, Aautsuof
Mary J. Williams; Ann Bell; Catherine Williams; Dah Silcock; Martha Jane Spencer; Martha Ellen Nagteen
Moulton; Mary Drunbell; Admission Registers, Fem@ighan Asylum, November 1882-January 1895, Adimissi
files of Mary Ellen Rimmer; Janet Highfield; Safahsebury; Elizabeth Dunning; Lucy Catherine Coolgrila Jane
James; Alice Jones; Annie Hinde; Margaret CorrameJMoore; Margaret Ellen Foster; Alice Maud Disdglargaret
Ada Braithwaite; Jane Ellen Boothroyd; Mary Mari®orrin; Margaret Ellen Fazenfield; Admission Regist Female
Orphan Asylum, February 1895-April 1907, EntriesEvaline Marsh; Ada Ryan; Emma Coughlan; Marggvatte;
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had worked as an agricultural laborer prior to his death, but a fewsef thae histories reveal
more industrial or urban locations as the sites of fathers’ ffoBome of these men including
Mr. Williams, Mr. Blundell, and Mr. Wilson worked as laborers in the varicasehouses that
existed in Liverpoof® Other Liverpool fathers worked in an assortment of capacities agiabo
Mr. Highfield was employed as a quarry man, Mr. Corrin worked as a flounrdeadsistant, and
Mr. Ryan cleaned steam flu&s The fact that so many fathers in Liverpool and Baltimore
worked as general laborers hints at the variety of economic cirauestthat these families were
in prior to the turn to the asylums. Though approximately one-third of asylum eigléame
from families in which fathers worked in skilled trades and earned gooeswémgre was a large
group of children for whom quite the opposite was true, with fathers earniaghtt occupying
unskilled positions.

Fathers in Baltimore were more likely than their Liverpool peersotd i

transportation, and to die or be seriously injured while on the job. Tyweheent of HOF fathers

Edith Jones; Catherine McLarty; Ada Blinkham; M&ijen Johnson; Admission Registers, Female Orphayiun,
April 1907-March 1925, History of Frances Jane Whidmission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, Jana&866-
August 1880, Entries for William Chadwick; Robess@ph McCartney; Admission Registers, Boys Orphsyluin,
November 1878-April 1905, Records of Thomas Deriftmmas Dean; Abraham Smith; Richard Hamblett; Ta®m
Peel; William Carnighan; Henry Albert Shaw; Henttyoas; Admission Registers, Boys Orphan AsylumjlA®05-
October 1924, Examples of George Smith; John Héamgs; Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylurardii
1866-August 1873, Files on Henry Chadwick; Thomasedith; John Wilson; John Graham; Admission Regsst
Infant Orphan Asylum, November 1873-December 1884tories of John Gwilym Robert; Mary Harrison; Gg®e
Edward Porter; Hannah Rowlands; Elizabeth Ann Ma¥shn Rodgers; Admission Registers, Infant Orphsylum,
December 1881-January 1889, Cases of Alice Maudmigatherine Walsh; Elizabeth Charnock; John James
Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, Februe8889-April 1902, Examples of Edward John McGivern;
William Arthur Boothroyd; Louisa Lyon; Hannah Heyad; Henry Albert Grafton; Thomas James Job; Marm An
Patterson; George Charles Floyd; Admission Registefant Orphan Asylum, April 1902-March 1914 dsilof Doris
Twist; Mary Violet Maddock; Robert Reginald Phoemdtexander Jones; Harold George Webster.

24 SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylupnil A867-February 1875, Record of Eliza Coke.

% SHSR, Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asyluehrigary 1889-April 1902, Accounts of Florence Véiftis;
Frederick Blundell; Admission Registers, Boys Omphaylum, November 1878-April 1905, Entry for Wéln Henry
Wilson. For additional examples of children whésthers were employed as warehousemen, examin&RSH
Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, Aprb2-&ebruary 1875, Entries for Emma Jones; Rosar\elgh;
Mary Hume; Catherine Ellen Jones; Ellen Bell; Adsios Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, November 1882
January 1895, Histories of Elizabeth Williams; &liand Lily Turner; Abigail and Amelia Edwards; Adsion
Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, February 1895tAp07, Account of Lilian Wilson; Admission Registe Female
Orphan Asylum, April 1907-March 1925, Example dfyLEEvans; Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asyldamuary
1866-August 1880, Case of Thomas Milne; AdmissiegiRers, Boys Orphan Asylum, November 1878-A@03,
Account of Peter Thompson Lloyd; Admission Registémfant Orphan Asylum, November 1873-Decemberl188
Records for Ellen Coulter.

26 SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asyluaveihber 1882-January 1895, Records of Janet Highfie
Margaret and Mary Marion Corrin; Admission Registdfemale Orphan Asylum, February 1895-April 19d&mple
of Ada Ryan.
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worked as transporters or for transportation services, as compared tof@.F@A fathers, 9.9%
of LAOB fathers, and 7.5% of LIOA fathers. Twenty-eight of these Balenfathers were
employed as drivers, four worked as freight handlers, and forty-eight aievayr workers. The
latter labored in a variety of capacities, including as railway cairne@a, car painters,
brakemen, conductors, flagmen, and even locomotive engineers, primarily faltineoB: and
Ohio Railroad?” These were dangerous jobs, and eleven of these forty-nine childtérisfa
were killed on the job. John and Maggie Harrison’s father was killadVarch 1882 railroad
accident, and other children including Robert Slusser, Powhatan Davis, kol Mde Smith

also lost fathers to railroad-related accidéhts addition to these deadly accidents, HOF
officials were able to identify an additional five children whose fathverg® employed as railroad
workers and were seriously injured because of job-related intsidetarry and Charles Howell’s
widowed father suffered such an injury while working as a railwag@aductor in June 1882, as
did the father of the three Solomon children while he was a railway emptojse 18957
Railway employment clearly posed tangible dangers to the men who wortkes! field, and the
serious injuries and even death that occurred as the result of this wadedepnumber of

families in Baltimore of their primary breadwinner.

27 For cases in which fathers worked as railway epairmen, please see: WC, HOF, Registers, BotRI2-1895,
Entries for Kate, John and Charles Crough. TheefatfiMarion, Chriton, and James Waters paintesd icea
Baltimore & Ohio car shop; see WC, HOF, RegistBagk 6, 1884-1892. The fathers of Jeremiah A. Thubames
Arthur Cole, and Frank Merson were brakemen; see M@F, Registers, Book 10, 1903-1910, for the ant®of
these boys. For the histories of children whosteefa worked as conductors, see: WC, HOF, RegjdBerok 6, 1881-
1892, Examples of Charles and Harry Howell; RegistBook 8, 1896-1902, Entry for Ada SmithermangiReers,
Book 10, 1903-1910, Cases of Mabel and Nancy Viadgiholer. HOF officials were able to name the sfiecailroad
company that fathers worked for in only five of foety-nine cases. Two of these case historiesoaaged in WC,
HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Entries for ARlizabeth Cummings and Margaret Kelly. See WCHAO
Registers, Book 6, Admissions and Discharges, 1882, Examples of Mason, Chriton, and James Wdtarthe
other three cases. The fathers of all of thederem worked for the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad.

Z\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Entrieslfiitn and Maggie Harrison. At the time of theihéa's death,
both children were infants; John was seventeen Imsaoitl, and Maggie was only five weeks old. Ferd¢hse histories
of Robert Slusser, Powhatan Davis, and Wilton Let!§ please refer to WC, HOF, Registers, Book @@l Other
examples of fathers who worked on the railroadsdied as the result of work-related accidents @afobnd in WC,
HOF, Registers, Book 7, 1892-1895, Records of Wijlhillian Gertrude, William Calvin, and Elmer P ekshey;
Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Entries for Georgar@. Myrtle A. Watson.

2 The entries for Harry and Charles Howell are leddh WC, HOF, Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892. Hdiigials
understood this case as quite pressing, as Mr. Hovegle the application immediately before he was tb enter a
Baltimore infirmary in order to recuperate from hixcident. Harry and Virginia Solomon enteredHi@¥F in
December 1895, when they were ten, six, and foarsyeld respectively; see WC, HOF, Registers, Bodl892-
1895, for the case histories of these children.
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Fathers in Baltimore were also more likely than their Liverpool @vpatts to be
industrial workers, enlisted in the armed forces, or unemployed at theheimetildren entered
the orphanages. Nearly 3.0% of HOF inhabitants had fathers working in inidustiy around
Baltimore, and though this suggested how few of these children’s fatheremgl®yed in
factories and industrial establishments, it was considerably highetit®.2% of LFOA fathers,
0.7% of LAOB fathers, and 0.8% of LIOA fathers that were concentratesityfie of
employment in Liverpool. The same was true in the case of enlistedsfeito of HOF
children had fathers serving in the armed forces, as compared to 0.6% of LRe&xA,fat7% of
LAOB fathers, and 0.8% of LIOA fathers. Yet the most significant difiee between fathers in
the two cities may have actually involved the numbers of men in Baltimore wieo we
unemployed. There was in both cities, a contingent of these fathers for whorupatamal
information was available; in Baltimore almost 8.0% of HOF father&eebin unspecified
occupations, while in Liverpool there was no occupational information avaitatild.4% of
LFOA fathers, 2.1% of LAOB fathers, and 5.6% of LIOA fathers. Yet it whsiorBaltimore
that more than 12.0% of HOF children admitted into the asylum was identifieficailycas the
offspring of unemployed fathers. This suggests the problems fathers ind@altimy have
experienced in their search for work, and their efforts to provide forfémeilies.

In Liverpool a significantly greater percentage of men worked in $e@ddrades than
did fathers in Baltimore. 11.8% of LFOA fathers, 11.3% of LAOB fathers, and 14f T9%9A
fathers were employed in maritime professions, as compared to 5.6% obBH®Fsf One of the
earliest children to enter the Liverpool orphanages and have avidtbse occupation was
associated with the sea was Ann Hughes. Ann’s grandmother asked to haveithed admthe

LFOA in May 1856, and at the time of her entrance, asylum administredted #hat her
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deceased father had worked as a marfhém.the years that followed, the offspring of men who
worked as sailors, as did Mr. Styles, Mr. Harris, and Mr. Edwards continuedk@dmission

into the Liverpool orphanages, and to comprise the majority of children whoses fativked in

the maritime professioris. The economy of a port like Liverpool also sustained other sea-related
occupations in addition to that of sailor, and it was not uncommon for theidgfgrdock

laborers, fishermen, riggers, and shipwrights to appeal to the LFOABLAQI LIOA for

assistance as wéfl. There appears to have been far less occupational variety when it came to

30 SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylueteinber 1852-August 1865, Case of Ann Hughes. Ann
Hughes was admitted into LFOA in August 1856, threths after her grandmother’s appeal to placénterthe
LFOA.

31 For the records of these men’s children, seedheviing: SHSR, Admission Registers, Female OrpAaylum,
December 1852-August 1865, Files of Mary and AnyieSt Admission Registers, Infant Orphan AsylumyBiober
1873-December 1881, Example of John Richard Hakdsission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, Febyus889-
April 1902, Case of James William Lewis. For tlses of other Liverpudlian orphans who had saftorfathers, ,
refer to SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphayluin, December 1852-August 1865, Entries for Mamn
Taylor; Sarah Roberts; Elizabeth Deane; Jane Geslitary McFee; Sarah Moseley; Admission RegistEesnale
Orphan Asylum, April 1867-February 1875, ExampléEklizabeth Sarah Cavey; Margaret Ellen Jones;Bara
Naylor; Ann Letterner; Mary Jane Gauks; Admissia@gRters, Female Orphan Asylum, November 1882-Jgnua
1895, Histories of Mary Elizabeth and Emma Parsélise Maud Cutcheon; Mary Elizabeth Hughes; Sapatinn;
Jane M. Credidio; Admission Registers, Female Qupksylum, February 1895-April 1907; Cases of Florri
Molyneux; Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asyldamuary 1866-August 1880, Records for James Grundy;
Archibald J. Fulton; Admission Registers, Boys GmpiAsylum, November 1878-April 1905, Entries fohdo
Martindale; Alfred E. Brame; Admission Registersfaht Orphan Asylum, March 1866-August 1873, His®of
Margaret Jane Cavey; John Alfred Clark; Mary JaaekB; Margaret Curtis; Elizabeth Grimmings; Heroges; John
Mills; Frances Jemima Taylor; Thomas Banks; AdnisdRegisters, November 1873-December 1881; Cashkszhaf
McElroy; Mary Simpson; John Richard Harris; Ameliaristina Roberts; Admission Registers, Infant @pAsylum,
December 1881-January 1889, Record for Clara WiliaAdmission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, Eeby
1889-April 1902, Histories of Frances May CredidRudolph Hawkins; Sidney DiGennaro; James Willizewis;
Griffith Edwards; Samuel Caffal; Admission Registdnfant Orphan Asylum, April 1902-March 1914, Bxdes of
Edith Augers; Elizabeth Nelson.

32 For examples of fathers who were dock laboreeage examine: SHSR, Admission Registers, Femalear
Asylum, December 1852-August 1865, Histories of yWafilliams; Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asy|
February 1867-February 1875, Cases of Mary Pridenidsion Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, April 19D&ober
1924, Case of Charles Nelson Thomas; AdmissiondRagi Infant Orphan Asylum, December 1881-JanLi@8@,
Accounts of James and Eliza Adams. For historid¢atbers who were fishermen, see: SHSR, AdmisBiegisters,
Female Orphan Asylum, December 1852-August 1866pfRis of Martha Perry; Admission Registers, Fer@ajghan
Asylum, November 1882-January 1895, Record of AliraBeth Wilson. See the following for fathers wivorked as
riggers: SHSR, Admission Registers, December 185Qust 1865, Account of Elizabeth Deane; Admission
Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, April 1867-Febrd&75, Histories of Margaret Ellen Jones; Monicari
Ashley; Admission Registers, Female Orphan AsylNiwvember 1882-January 1895, Records of Sarah Likmac
Elsie Miller; Admission Registers, Female Orphayldm, February 1895-April 1907, Entry for Jane Hagh
Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, JanuaB618ugust 1880, Example of John Scott; Admissiogi&ers,
Boys Orphan Asylum, November 1878-April 1905, EiféeThomas Beard. For the accounts of children wHathers
worked as shipwrights, see: SHSR, Admission RexgisFemale Orphan Asylum, December 1852-Augush;186
Entries for Eliza Emery; Ann Watkin; Catherine Eyrtonin; Jane Wylie and Margaret McCall; Isabellen@gley;
Elizabeth Price; Admission Registers, Female Orphaylum, April 1867-February 1875, Examples of Maneg
McCaul; Alice Robie; Admission Registers, Femal@lam Asylum, November 1882-January 1895, RecodAlfce
Harriet Dickson; Eleanor Adams; Hannah GriffithiZbeth Jane Cobharn; Laura Ann Griffith; Harriéz&beth
Garnett; Martha Jane Haslem; Admission RegistesgsBrphan Asylum, January 1866-August 1880, Cakes
William Drysdale; Henry Worthington; Admission Regirs, Boys Orphan Asylum, November 1878-April 1905
Examples of Joseph T. Quigley; John Ferrans; AdanisRegisters, Boys Orphan Asylum, April 1905-O&nh924,
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Baltimore fathers who worked in maritime professions; more than 80% ofrBadtifathers who

worked in sea-related trades were sailors.

Table 5.9 Birthplaces of Baltimore asylum children (native/foreign), 1840-1910

HOF BOA
Girls Boys
American-born 1890 (95.6%) 271 (98.2%) 166 (98.2%)
Foreign-born 88 (4.7%) 5(1.8%) 3(1.8%)
Total 1978 276 169

Sources: Woodbourne Collection, Inc., The Home of the Friendless of Baltimore City, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864;
Book 2, March 1861-March 1870; Book 3, April 1871-April 1875; Book 5, May 1875-November 1881; Book 6, 1881-
1892; Book 7, 1892-1895; Book 8, 1896-1902; Book 10, 1903-1910; Baltimore Orphan Asylum, Admission Books,
Book 3, Girls Admitted, 1846-1898; Book 4, Boy’s Book, 1847-1893; Book 5, Girls Only, 1882-1900; Book 6, Males,
1887-1898; Book 12, Male Group, 1901-1913; Book 13, Female Admissions, 1901-1913.

Children’s birthplaces

The majority of children who resided in the asylums were originediy Baltimore and
Liverpool, or from the areas adjacent to these cities. Of the 1978 H@€mssfor whom the
birthplace is known, 81.0% were from Maryland, and 64.8% of these children wigee nat
Baltimoreans. (See Tables 5.9 and 5.10) In addition to this large Marylanddmimyent, there
was also a sizeable group of HOF inhabitants who were originally fronteties and federal
district that bordered Maryland; 209 (10.6%) HOF inhabitants hailed feamdylvania, West
Virginia, Virginia, Delaware, and Washington D*C At the BOA, there were a higher
percentage of Maryland-born children in residence than at the HOFwmrtdéthese children
were from Baltimoré”? Nearly 90% of BOA girls and 84.0% of BOA boys with known

birthplaces were originally from Maryland, and of these Maryland-borA Bf3idents, 76.1%

Account of William Ferrans; Admission Registersant Orphan Asylum, March 1866-August 1873, Redord
Alfred Tate Rokie; Admission Registers, Infant CapfAsylum, November 1873-December 1881, Entry fareA
Harriet Dickson; Admission Registers, Infant Orpi#eylum, December 1881-January 1889, Examples ofd.ann
Griffith; Edward Whitley Smith..

33 WC, HOF, Master File, 1854-1910.

34WC, BOA, Master File, 1840-1910. Though no oveiglres are available when it comes to the Afigsmerican
girls in residence at St. Francis Orphan AsylurBattimore (SFOA), documents from the early twettie¢ntury
suggest most of that orphanage’s residents wendfrals the Mid-Atlantic. According to the lettdrat Mother Mary
Frances Fieldien sent to the Secretary of the Boi8tate Aid and Charities in November 1915, tiveeee 106
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Table 5.10 Maryland county of birth, Baltimore orphanage residents, 1840-1910

County HOF BOA

Girls Boys
Baltimore City 1281 188 100
Anne Arundel 15 1 1
Allegany 12 1
Baltimore 74 24 23
Caroline 1 4
Carroll 22 2 2
Cecil 10
Charles 4
Calvert 1 1
Dorchester 13 1
Frederick 19 3
Harford 31 2
Howard 25 7 4
Kent 13 3 1
Montgomery 10 2 2
Prince George’s 6 1 1
Queen Anne’s 5 4 1
St. Mary’s 11 1
Somerset 4
Talbot 13
Washington 8 2 3
Wicomico 6 1
Worcester 1
Unspecified county 23 2
Total 1602 247 142

Sources: Woodbourne Collection, Inc., The Home of the Friendless of Baltimore City, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864;
Book 2, March 1861-March 1870; Book 3, April 1871-April 1875; Book 5, May 1875-November 1881; Book 6, 1881-
1892; Book 7, 1892-1895; Book 8, 1896-1902; Book 10, 1903-1910; Baltimore Orphan Asylum, Admission Books,
Book 3, Girls Admitted, 1846-1898; Book 4, Boy’s Book, 1847-1893; Book 5, Girls Only, 1882-1900; Book 6, Males,
1887-1898; Book 12, Male Group, 1901-1913; Book 13, Female Admissions, 1901-1913.

of girls and 59.2% of boys were born in Baltimore City.

inhabitants in the asylum. Of this number, forégan were from Maryland, eight were from DC, fouare/from
Virginia and fourteen hailed from Pennsylvania.r s letter and additional evidence that the mgjof SFOA
residents were from the Mid-Atlantic states, s@late Sisters of Providence (from this point ordss®SP),
Administrative Record Group, Series 2: TwentietntQiry Mother Superiors/Superior Generals, Boxddé&r 2,
Superior General: Fieldien, Frances: Correspotel@rphan and Students, Letter from Mother MarnEea
Fieldien of St. Francis Convent to Mr. William Dangort, Secretary of the Board of State Aid and Giesr
November 2, 1915; Letter from SFOA to The Charibia®ctory Publication Committee, February 28, 19Prhaps
one of the most interesting aspects of the asylypmfrilation were the number of girls who came fidew York; the
SFOA housed thirty-one girls who had been serftéotphanage per an arrangement between the OSRea8isters
of Charity, who ran the New York Foundling Hosptahe OSP had agreed in 1875 to care for the Afrismerican
female orphans that the New York Foundling Hosgitaed for once these children “grew out of babyhbd'he
Sisters of Charity regularly sent girls to Baltirado the OSP and St. Francis’ Orphanage via tlire treese girls were
identifiable by the white name wristbands each wanée travelling. The Sisters of Charity paid mbéo SFOA for
the care of these girls, and this practice contimtdeast until 1915. For more information orsthirangement,
examine: OSP, Sister M. Reginald Gerdes, “Chitdvéthe house, The Catholic RevieWNovember 8, 2001), p. 32;
Motherhouse Record Group, Series 9: Orphan AsyRor,19, Folder 6, New York Foundling Hospital
Correspondence, 1900-1915.
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In Liverpool, the percentage of asylum inhabitants who hailed from th#sgtf/was
greater than in Baltimore. 82.3% of LFOA girls, 81.9% of LAOB boys, and 85.4% of LIOA
children for whom birthplaces were known were born in Liverfdo@in additional 11.3% of
LFOA qgirls, 15.7% of LAOB boys, and 12.7% of LIOA residents were from towngdtresdtly
bordered or were in close proximity to Liverpool, including Birkenhead, Bdéttenborough,
Knowlsey, Seacombe, Southport, Walton, and West Kirby. (See Table 5.11) Tihafact
many of these orphans were from Liverpool and its surrounding areas ispragisg, in light of
the regulation in place at all three of the asylums, that only orphans wadheen in Liverpool,
or within seven miles of the Liverpool Exchange” were eligibleafdmission. Though
adherence to this policy varied at each of the three orphanages, Livdfipoalsaarely allowed
exceptions to this particular regulation. LFOA officials allowedniarity-four girls from outside
this radius, including one girl from Wales, and LAOB officials admitted aldmog in Scotland,
but these twenty-five children were a minority population within the orphadagehe LFOA
was the only orphanage to actually modify the birthplace rule, and iisiattators did so in
1902, when they decided to admit girls born within “ten miles from [the] Livéfpochange or
born of parents permanently resident within such district but tempoassignt therefront”

This relaxation of birthplaces rules positively affected famithat lived at greater distances from
Liverpool, yet the majority of children admitted throughout the second hiddémineteenth

century and early twentieth centuries were from Liverpool or iedlgattowns.

3 Officials at the LIOA and LAOB began to recordldhen’s birthplaces in 1866, and LFOA administrattollowed
suit in 1868. See SHSR, Liverpool Master File,d8410.

36 SHSR, Annual Reports, Infant Orphan Asylum, 18884, Report for the year ending January 30, 1888, [This
rule was also in place at the LFOA and LAOB. SESR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 18447184
Report for the year ending February 24, 1845; AhRagorts, Boys Orphan Asylum, 1851-1860, RepartHe year
ending February 26, 1851.

37 SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, Repogtear ending 1903, p. 6.
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Table 5.11 Birthplaces of Liverpool orphanage inhabitants, 1840-1910

Location LFOA LAOB LIOA
Liverpool 408 104 135
Birkenhead 28 7 9
Bootle 15 5 4
Bromborough 2 1
Chatham 1
Cumbria 1
Unspecified part
of Cheshire 6 2 3
Essex 1
Flintshire 1
Gloucester 1
Knowlsey 2 3
Manchester 1
Northumberland 1
Plymouth 1
Preston 1
Seaforth 1
Seacombe 6 3 2
Southport 1
Southwark 1
Wallasey 2
Walton 1 4
West Kirby 1
Wales 1
Scotland 1
Total 496 127 158

Sources: Salisbury House School Records, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, August 1840-August 1851;
December 1852-August 1865; April 1867-February 1875; November 1882-January 1895; February 1895-April 1907;
April 1907-December 1910; Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1866-August 1880; November
1878-April 1905; April 1905-December 1910; Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, March 1866-August
1873; November 1873-December 1881; December 1881-January 1889; February 1889-April 1902; April 1902-
December 1910.

A small contingent of Baltimore asylum children was foreign-born. There aveotal
of ninety-six such children in the Baltimore asylums, and more than 90% of theitéahhe
HOF. Indeed, only 1.8% of BOA inhabitants were identified as having been bormhedinsi
United States. These children entered the BOA between 1880 and 1910, and camedanoin |

Germany, Canada, Chile and SyfaThe 4.4% of HOF residents who were foreign-born hailed

%8 For the admission records of these children, \tenfollowing: WC, BOA, Admission Books, Book 5,1iOnly,
1882-1900, Accounts of Mary and Ethel Blight; Elizabeth Davis; Martha Haberkorn; Mary McKerverdmission
Books, Book 6, Males, 1887-1898, Entries for FrameBlight; Harry L. Tennison; Admission Books, Bot2, Male
Group, 1901-1913, Examples of William Reinhart; @d$arfood.
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from a variety of countries, but more than three-fourths were from Germdrthe British Isles,

with 43.2% of these children born in Germany and 37.5% from the Britisi*{sTse largest

number of British-born children entered the HOF asylum between 1855 and 188ahehile
greatest influx of German-born children into the HOF occurred betwednat#6189d° The
remaining 18.2% of HOF foreign-born residents came from France, CzechoslovaiwayN

Canada, and an unnamed African country, and the majority of these childreswetted prior

to 1880%" This population of foreign-born children was virtually absent from therpivol
orphanages, and this was no doubt connected to the rarity with which Liverpooh agfitials
accepted children born outside of the seven-mile admission radiug.\ilaams and George
Capper were the only non-English-born orphans admitted between the 1860s and 1910, and bot

of these children hailed from other parts of the British [EleSee Tables 5.9 and 5.12)

39 WC, HOF, Master File, 1854-1910. For the casds@F children born in the UK, please examine th®¥ang:
SHSR, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Recor@idfjet and Margaret Beatty; Mary McCann; Mary A.
McBride; Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 18%€counts of Mary and Maggie Hays; Clara and Albert
Whittingham; Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 28 Examples of James and Andrew McClennan; Roert
James M., and John J. Barron; Registers, Book §,18@5-November 1881, Documents for Conner Brockwel
George and Willie Smith. For the histories of sahthese children, see: WC, HOF, Registers, Bhdk854-1864,
Accounts of Dora Rhinehart; Elisabeth Stankhoffir@land Elisabeth Rother; Registers, Book 2, MaB§1-March
1870, Histories of Mary and Henry Eifert; Regist@sok 3, April 1871-April 1875, Examples of Claviundine;
Theodore Bakerdorf; Registers, Book 5, May 1875-&ober 1881, Records of Amanda Liedmagrotze; \altid
Harrie Seinow; Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Estite John Szidzek; Maggie Meyer.

40 Of the HOF children who were born in the UK, twettiree gained admission into the asylum betwed5 Hhd
1880. Twenty-five of the thirty-nine German-bor@H children entered the institution between 186D E800. The
fact that so many of these foreign-born childremengziginally from Germany and the British Islesii surprising, in
light of the number of German immigrants and immrgs from the British Isles who arrived in the @ditStates
during the second half of the nineteenth centiigr the dominance (in terms of sheer numbers) ofm@e-born and
British-Isles born immigrants between 1850 and 19@@ Campbell J. Gibson and Emily Lennon, “HistrCensus
Statistics on the Foreign-born Population of thété¢hStates: 1850-1900,” (Washington, D.C.: WBSreau of the
Census, 1999), Table 4, Region and Country or Aféirth of the Foreign-born Population, With Geaghic Detail
Shown in Decennial Census Publications of 1930asli¢: 1850 to 1930 and 1960 to 1990. As gedugafSherry
Olson notes, the 1860s and 1870s marked the lardlest of Germans into Baltimore, and though apqimtately two-
thirds of the German-born immigrants who arrive@®aitimore during this period left the city, themaining Germans
formed a community in which the Germanic language German traditions flourished; see OlsdBaltimore: The
Building of an American Cityp. 179-183.

41 Of the sixteen HOF children, five were originditgm France, four were from an unnamed countrfiica, two
were from Norway, three were born in Czechoslovakml two were Canadian by birth. See the follguior
information on these children: WC, HOF, RegistBwsok 1, 1854-1864, Histories of Mary and Delia 8itd; Mary
Elizabeth Fitz; Mary Dougherty; Registers, Bookvarch 1861-March 1870, Cases of John, Francesaseph
Viscochil; Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 187Bntries for Louisa, Charlie, Julius, and Willid¢ruiker;
Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 1881, Exaropifred Wilson; Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Adsions
of Eugene and George Young; Registers, Book 7,-18%35%, Accounts of Pauline and Oscar Laurent.

42 SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylupmil A867-February 1875, Account of Mary J. William
Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, Novemi&#8tApril 1905, History of George Capper. Mary W#ins
was born in Wales and George Capper was origifi@ip Inverness, Scotland.
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Table 5.12 Birthplaces of foreign-born Baltimore orphanage residents, 1840-1910

Country of birth HOF BOA
Girls Boys

Germany 38 1 1
England 26

Ireland 5 1

France 5

Africa 4

Czechoslovakia 3

Norway 3

Canada 2 1

Scotland 2
Chile 2 1
Syria 1
Total 88 5 3

Sources: Woodbourne Collection, Inc., The Home of the Friendless of Baltimore City, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864;
Book 2, March 1861-March 1870; Book 3, April 1871-April 1875; Book 5, May 1875-November 1881; Book 6, 1881-
1892; Book 7, 1892-1895; Book 8, 1896-1902; Book 10, 1903-1910; Baltimore Orphan Asylum, Admission Books,
Book 3, Girls Admitted, 1846-1898; Book 4, Boy’s Book, 1847-1893; Book 5, Girls Only, 1882-1900; Book 6, Males,
1887-1898; Book 12, Male Group, 1901-1913; Book 13, Female Admissions, 1901-1913.

Average age at admittance

When it came to average age of admittance, children in Baltimore wenger than
most of their Liverpool peers, save for LIOA inhabitants. (See Tabl¢ &tBording to the
Baltimore data, the average age at admittance was lowest faeohddtering the HOF at 6.2
years of age, and highest for BOA girls, at 7.2 years of age. Thegavage of admittance for
BOA boys fell between these two extremes, and was 6.4 years Bf Bgéh asylums had
average ages of entry that were less than those which exishedlatee Progressive-Era

Baltimore asylums [the Dolan Home, the Hebrew Orphan Asylum, and the Sanadgl &&hool

43 WC, HOF, Master File, 1854-1910; BOA, Master Fil840-1910. Between 1846 and 1910, 591 BOA goésa
were recorded, while between 1847 and 1910, 666 B&A ages were identified. Though a dearth ofisslon
records from the Johns Hopkins Colored OrphansuisylJHCOA), the Kelso Home for Orphans of the Mdtab
Episcopal Church (KHOMEC), and St. Francis’ Orplaylum (SFOA) make it impossible to know what thverage
ages of admission were for the children who residdbdese Baltimore orphanages, some informati@véslable
about the ages at which children were eligibleafibmission into these asylums. The JHCOA By-LawsRnles
identified girls who were between five and ten geafrage as eligible for admission into that or@w though the
rules did allow for asylum officials to allow chileh who were younger than five or older than téa the asylum in
exceptional cases; see the following for this infation: The Johns Hopkins Hospital Colored OrphEasgum,
Series a. Committee on the Colored Orphan Asyli888-1905, By Laws and Rules of the Johns Hopkivlisr€d
Orphan Asylum, Committee on Admission and DismissRule one. At the KHOMEC, girls who were betwélaea
ages of three and ten were eligible for entrantzetime orphanage; see Kelso Home for Orphans dffétbodist
Episcopal Church, Minutes, 1874-1887, Meeting dirbary 9, 1874. St. Francis Orphan Asylum admigieid who
were between five and twelve years of age; seEr&mcis Orphan Asylum, Motherhouse Record Group, B)
Folder 10, Ledger/Register, 1910-1926, Regulatibitances, and Correspondence Copies, “Policy aactiPe of
Catholic Institutions in the Case of Children.”
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for Orphan Girls] explored by Nurith Zmora in her work, though the average agéry for

BOA girls was only slightly less than the 7.5 years at which Baltiamoohildren entered the
Dolan School, or the 7.4 years at which Jewish children entered the Hetpkan@sylun* A
close examination of BOA asylum records reveals the asylum’s BoMdradgers was directly
responsible for the difference between boys and girls averages aghmnis$ion at that asylum.
Between 1846 and 1910, the BOA Board repeatedly accepted girls into the asylumresho we
older than ten, and ninety-five such girls entered the BOA during this perm dBler than ten
years of age were admitted into the BOA on a much more infrequent legsiasb the Board
remained relatively committed to its 1846 decision to admit only orphan boger‘ten years of
age”; between 1849 and 1910, only thirty-three boys over the age of ten became BOA
inhabitants® Though BOA officials provided no explanation for their relative unwillingries
admit boys who were older than ten into the asylum, annual reports from theah860870s
suggest there were often more boys than girls in the asylum, and thegmolautgdions of boys

may have deterred asylum authorities from admitting additional chdtien into the asylum

44 Nurith Zmora,Orphanages Reconsidered: Child Care Institutian®togressive Era Baltimoréhiladelphia:
Temple University Press, 1994), p. 51. Accordim@mora, the average age of entry was higheseadd#imuel Ready
School, where it was 10.3 years of age.

4SWC, The Orphaline Society, Board Minutes, Jand&19-January 1857, Meeting of November 1846. Fer t
histories of BOA girls who were older than ten yeaf age and were admitted in to the asylum, plesfee to the
following: BOA, Admission Books, Book 3, Girls Adtred, 1846-1898, Histories of Lucinda Rowe; TelenBpied,;
Elberta Gaines; Margaret Adams; Mary F. Poole;&Nurray; Margaret Earl; Cleopatra McKildoe; MaryRhche;
Jane Charles; Sarah E. Jenkins; Elizabeth McChMiryerva Bessy; Adelaide Neale; Cecilia Dobbins; fEnberew;
Susan Ball; Mary Marshall; Susan Tall; Annie Neyi8allie Cantville; Mary J. Hitchison; Alice Sprauty; Mary
Firman; Mary Hickroth; Mary V. Richardson; Minnieigért; Clara Saunders; Fannie Forrest; Lissie $giB@salie
Jange; Clara Price; Clara Hissey; Mary and Floréhaze; Melvina Messer; Edith Potts; Carrie Diekdmission
Books, Book 5, Girls Only, 1882-1900 Accounts ofdnTrazies; Mary and Ethel Blight; Mary Aimee Ce Daughn;
Willie Anna Bell; Lucy Moil; Mary Josephine Swackillie May Ensor; Elizabeth LeMaitre; Susan Oliveé&howith;
H. Melva Eyler; Ethel and Emma Thompson; Susie HdwAda Maud Beardmore; Lizzie Walters; Agnes Etgan
Ames; Helen Wallace; May Cooper; Katie Rosalie #lyipAdmission Books, Book 13, Female Admissiorg)1-
1913, Entries for Emma and Sophie Meurer; May \afilis; Alice and Maggie Hales; Agnes Mill; Catherihie
Lichtenberg; Leona McKay; Mary Ellen Fields; DruailTownsend; Bessie and Ruth Younger; Ethel Sriitbanor
O’'Brien; Louise H. Herzog; Carrie Bultts; Lillian Wers; Edna Fidler; Mary L. Rogers; Beulah and Narfiggs;
Midgie B. Kennard; Genevieve Southard; Myrtle Bee@ertrude Floyd; Margaret P. Gale; Sarah Boyléisinie R.
Brown; Rachel L. Tireedale; Emily E. Nolan; Ethalllths; Lillian Riefsnyder; Minnie Muir; Cecilia Misemiller;
Mabel C. Grisinger; Minnie Hagedorn. For the relsoof boys who entered the BOA when they were theeage of
ten, refer to the following: WC, BOA, Admission 8is, Book 4, Boy's Book, 1847-1893, Examples of dam
Crawford; George S. Iveight; John B. Guilfoyl; JaKivans; George Wroten; Oliver P. Christopher; JaBeWhaley;
Harry Heckrotte; John Jones; Joseph Diamond; Willla Conn; Charles Hopkins; George Baldwin; JohKefer;
Winfield S. Smith; Samuel Thomas; Thomas HP WisdbW P. Harrington; Admission Books, Book 6, M3al&é887-
1898, Cases of John W. Martin; George PattersonidD&razier; Admission Books, Book 12, Boys, 19®113,
Histories of Winfield Washington Scott; Charles Bjpey; Kenneth Jenkins; William R. Cavender; HaBy
Townsend; Walter Hood; Arthur Leroy Ball; John Lirat; Horace E. Hissey; Walter Richter; Melvin Ortma
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who were over the age of admission, at least during these détalies Board’s willingness to
regularly allow in girls who were over the age of ten inflated tleeaage age at which girls were
admitted into the BOA, and resulted in these girls having the oldestggvage of admission

when it came to the Baltimore asylums.

Table 5.13 Average age of admittance to orphanages, Baltimore and Liverpool, 1840-1910

Orphanage Average age (years)
HOF 6.2
BOA Girls 7.2
BOA Boys 6.4
LFOA 8.6
LAOB 9.3
LIOA 5.2

Sources: Woodbourne Collection, Inc., The Home of the Friendless of Baltimore City, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864;
Book 2, March 1861-March 1870; Book 3, April 1871-April 1875; Book 5, May 1875-November 1881; Book 6, 1881-
1892; Book 7, 1892-1895; Book 8, 1896-1902; Book 10, 1903-1910; Baltimore Orphan Asylum, Admission Books,
Book 3, Girls Admitted, 1846-1898; Book 4, Boy’s Book, 1847-1893; Book 5, Girls Only, 1882-1900; Book 6, Males,
1887-1898; Book 12, Male Group, 1901-1913; Book 13, Female Admissions, 1901-1913; Salisbury House School
Records, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, August 1840-August 1851; December 1852-August 1865;
April 1867-February 1875; November 1882-January 1895; February 1895-April 1907; April 1907-December 1910;
Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1866-August 1880; November 1878-April 1905; April 1905-
December 1910; Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, March 1866-August 1873; November 1873-December
1881; December 1881-January 1889; February 1889-April 1902; April 1902-December 1910.

The majority of Liverpool orphan residents were older than their Bakimounterparts
at the time of admission, though children at the LIOA proved a notable mxcepthis
phenomenon. The average age of admittance was 8.6 years of age for LE@A®BL3 years
of age for LAOB boys, but was only 5.2 years of age for LIOA residents. Tate/eel
youthfulness of the LIOA population was directly related to the goals op#natular orphanage

and its admission policies. The LIOA was established in 1858, in ordesvidl@icare for

% 1n 1868, there were sixty-seven boys in residémtiee BOA, and sixty girls. By 1863, the numbefsnale and
female BOA inhabitants was even more heavily wadhbwards boys; seventy-five boys were residingpénasylum,
as compared to fifty-two girls. This trend contauin 1866 as well; sixty-eight boys were identifeess BOA
inhabitants, and only forty girls were in residefntéhe institution. The numbers of boys and givt® lived in the
BOA did fluctuate and even out during the late 1880d early 1870s, though the 1875 and 1879 repoggested
continued instances in which there were far mogesiohabiting the BOA than girls; during 1875 th@8 admitted
fifty-two boys, as compared to only twenty-thredggiand in 1879, there were ninety boys in thdussyand seventy-
six girls. The preponderance of boys in residend¢be asylum during a number of these years mag dssuaded
asylum officials from allowing in any more boysrasidents, especially boys who were older tharatiteptable age
of admission. For more information, see the folligy WC, BOA, Annual Reports, Annual Report foe tyear ending
April 10, 1860; Annual Report for the year endingrih8, 1863; Annual Report for the year ending iNBr 1866;
Annual Report for the year ending April 10, 18687@ Annual Report; 1875 Annual Report; 1879 AnrRieport.
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younger children in Liverpool who were unable to gain entrance into the LFOBBL.Ar other
local institutions because of age-restrictions that forbade childwamggr than seven from
admissiorf’ The LIOA admission policy initially decreed that no children abovegeeof
seven were to be admitted or allowed to stay in the orphanage, though theseidad in 1860
in favor of a new rule that stated no children were to be

admitted into the Institution above the age of seven years, nor

being so admitted, shall remain there beyond that age unless at

the discretion of the Committee it may seem desireable (sic);

but in no case shall any child remain longer than the age of

eight years
The last change to this rule occurred in January 1880, when children glgedrel under were
made eligible for LIOA admissiofi. These rules contributed to the inclusion of a population of
children in the Liverpool asylums that were notably younger than their ipetbeg city. (See

Table 5.13)

Young children and residence in the asylum

The average age of admittance figures for asylum residents in tethccinfirms that
the majority of children who inhabited the asylums between 1840 and 1910 were yswgsie
were neither newborns nor infants. Yet these figures obscure the fabetieawas a large
contingent of children two and under in residence in the Baltimore asylutwsabairtually
absent in the Liverpool orphanages.

Both the asylums in Baltimore accepted children twenty-four months andemasg
inhabitants though there were more than six times as many of these childreAl@Rfas in the

BOA. Atthe BOA, forty-seven (3.7%) children two years or under became asgfigents

47 SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 188831 Report for the year ending February 29, 1859,
4 SHSR, Minutes, Infant Orphan Asylum Committee,t8eyer 1858-December 1870, Meeting of Februang@01
4% See SHSR, Annual Reports, Infant Orphan Asylus79:1889, Report for year ending January 30, 1880.
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between 1847 and 1910; thirty (63.8%) of these children were girls and sev@&286) were
boys® At the HOF, there were 311 (9.6%) children twenty-four months and younger in
residence between 1854 and 181 large number of these residents were actually admitted
before their first birthday; eighteen (38.3%) of the forty-sevei\Bnhhabitants in this group
were less than a year old when they entered, as were eighty-five (2&s3@ents of the HOF.
Though both orphanages admitted infants, only the HOF allowed newborns ttherasylum.
The earliest discussion of HOF-admitted newborns occurred in April 1878, anigeweek old
Sarah France became an asylum resident after the death of her motheenERzvedn’'s

admission and the end of the nineteenth century, nineteen more newborns becams ofahde

S0WC, BOA, Master File, 1846-1910. For example86¥A girls who were twenty-four months of age or giger
when they became asylum residents, please see:, B@nAission Books, Book 3, Girls Admitted, 1846-889
Histories of Charlotte Lilly; Jane Carter; MarylEawman; Mary Hollingsworth, Lucy Jones, Myrtle Warn
Admission Books, Book 13, Female Admissions, 199131 Records for Bertha Fredericka Phillips; Clara
Sheckells; Elsie May Staum; Martha A. Healey; EEidlunt; Norma Eunice Richardson; Violet V. Ze@arah M.
Brittingham; May Hoffman. For the admission recad BOA boys in the same age cohort, examine: BOA
Admission Books, Book 4, Boy's Book, 1847-1893, &aef William Arnett; George Mitchell; Thomas Yahge
Thomas Jennings; Arthur Lanse; Albert Owings; Sdriaglor; Joseph McConnell; Charles Phillips; Wellackson;
Edwin Alls; Baker Penall; Henry Crawford.

51 HOF inhabitants who were two years of age or yeumghen admitted into the asylum, include the feifey: WC,
HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Entries for B&iavinia Evans; James Brannan; Hannah Kerr; Katerisbn;
Mary Emily Howard; Maggie Patterson; Phillip GeaRgegisters, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Accowiits
Amanda Elizabeth Porter; Ella Phillips; Mary G. bea; Ella May Shriver; Charles Rising; Bertha Sari\Henry
Kessler; Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 18 Fsles of Harry Lanning; Herbert Fountain; Mary 2eB; Adaline
Watson; Ida Higgins; William Doyon; Robert Lee MchNan; Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 1881,
Examples of Lottie Wilson; Linda Mary Nettleshipar&h Coleman; Albert Rey; Irving Chaffer; Alphori3mvost;
Willie Roberts, Ray Murray, Eddie Koenig; RegistdBsok 6, 1881-1892, Admissions of Richard Shesk&llarrie
Simmons; John Harrison; Willie Swope; Grace Hevfitinie Hancher; Beulah Lewins, Eva May Davis; WilAud,
Willie Lewis, Maud Whiting Barnes, Hugh Gelston;dfsters, Book 7, 1892-1895, Cases of George Raymond
Schreck; Mina L. Mason; Frank Atkinson; Paul Kditaggie Clarke; Mamie Folk; Gertrude Adelaide Blagkdn
Register Book 8, 1896-1902, Records of Virgil DaBkenche Reed; Lizzie Heffner, Lillie Lentz; Pawdi®Goldman;
Mabel Graham; Annie Eleanor Parker; Willie Langstr&ophia Lewis; Elizabeth Boswell; Susan CrisrBatnard
Eichelberger; Sadie Bedford; Registers, Book 10319910, Accounts of Ada F. Skinner; Earl M. Migkim; Stanley
Baker; Hattie Redford, Benjamin F. Parks.

52 For BOA residents who were younger than one whey entered, see: WC, BOA, Admission Books, Boo&i8ls
Admitted, 1846-1898, Entries for Adeline Beckhamaddie Flowers, Catherine Atwell, Edith Saundersnission
Books, Book 13, Female Admissions, 1901-1913, Exesnpf Marion Nixon Marling, Verlynda Violet Garaas, Ellen
Phillips Marline, Edith Marie Joiner, Helen May Fester, Mildred D. Rogers, Regina M. West, Ada Eiaivans,
Edith M. Bell; Admission Books, Book 4, Boy's Boak347-1893, Records of Joseph Hogan, Harry Jonaghiv R.
Doane; Admission Books, Book 12, Male Group, 19013, History of Robert L. Callahan. For accouritslOF
children who were less than a year old when thegpime asylum residents, please examine: HOF, Regji&teok 1,
1854-1864, Records of William Steele, John H. GriRegisters, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Actsiof
Patrick Henry Coyne, Andrew Tracy, Willie Beckm&@gorge Washington White; Registers, Book 3, A@ir 1-April
1875, Cases of Maggie Potter, Josephine Milnoristes, Book 5, May 1875-November 1881, Exampled/iiie
Kauffman, George B. Denne, Charles Ogden, Frangas RElla Thomas, Ella Wells, Mary Caines; Regist&ook 6,
1881-1892, Records of Willie Parker, Harry Schalegisters, Book 7, 1892-1895, Histories of Haritjgébrandt;
John Lyell, Thomas Edward Engler; Registers, Book8®6-1902, Admissions of Octavius Risley, Frafi@hbnage
Cole.
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HOF populatiorr® HOF authorities did not articulate their thoughts about the young agech
these children and their families turned to the asylum, nor did they saggye®luctance to
admit them.

The presence of infants in both asylums, and newborns at the HOF highlighffettse
reformers at both asylums made during this period to provide for children whesgedsven
fewer options than their older counterparts. There were, beginning in thrématdenth century,
a number of foundling homes created in the United States to care splgdificinfants.
According to historian Priscilla Clement, foundling homes were a newofyglgldcare
institution that came about as the result of a mixture of mid-nindteentury worries. By the
mid-nineteenth century, middle-class reformers had become quite concéimétievpoor care
of infants in almshouses and on outdoor relief,” and were also troubled by #iegxdass
practice known as baby farming, in which some mothers paid other women to care for the
infants. These anxieties coincided with another set of worries: Hegitiimacy, abortion, and
infanticide were becoming too common in the United States,” and led to #imwcref foundling
homes, in the hopes that these institutions would remedy these se@ablilprovide infants with
suitable caré® The only foundling home established in Baltimore during this period was St.
Vincent’'s Infant Asylum, which catered to local Catholic childeihe decision officials at the
BOA and HOF made to admit infants provided a segment of poor Protestdngmcli

Baltimore with an option that would have otherwise not been available toothigrir families.

53 The admission record for Sarah France is locatatiC, HOF, Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875
According to HOF officials, “there was no one toecfor” Sarah at the time of her mother’s deatbr iRore examples
of newborns who entered the HOF, see the followiH@QF, Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875,d®ed for
Grace Lee; Registers, Book 5, May 1875-Novembed 1B&tories of Mary Brewster, Richard Lee, Anniguisa
Nettleship, Lizzie Wolfenden, Leonard Franklin, Eddiedmagrotze, Howard Wroten, Frank Clay, Wiliruggy;
Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Files of Lizzie MariMollie Graves, Thomas Robert Bolden, Blanch Cayéndillie
Headley, Richard Peters, Marah Crowley, William ifdriuth; Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Examplé.efa Gross.
54 Priscilla Ferguson Clemer@Browing Pains: Children in the Industrial Age, I85890(New York: Twayne
Publishers, 1997), p. 202.

%5 For information on St. Vincent's Infant Asylum, ish was established in 1856, see the following: rid/s Fair
ManagersMaryland, Its Resources, Industries and InstitusioRrepared for the Board of World's Fair Managefs
Maryland by Members of Johns Hopkins University étlders(Baltimore: The Sun Job Printing Office, 1893), p
456.

156



In contrast, no youngsters in the sample of Liverpool asylum children entered the
orphanages as newborns, and only ten children entered at ages two or undsr.ofAthé¢se
children were inhabitants of the LIOA, as it was the only one of the thiverpool orphanages
that admitted young childreéfi. Though asylum officials in Liverpool repeatedly voiced their
willingness to admit children younger than these ages, they also pedttitét entry of children
who had “been supported in a workhouse,” despite the fact that there had beendadufthe
Workhouse” for young children in the city until the creation of the LIOA in T858his rule
certainly curtailed the number of children eligible to enter the LI&#l may explain why only
3.8% of the asylum’s overall population was comprised of children two and ¥ndlkis
percentage was significantly less than that which similarly-agédtehicomprised in the
Baltimore asylums, and reinforces how uncommon it was for the youngest of chidned

themselves in the Liverpool orphanages.

Average length of residence in asylum

Asylum children in Baltimore experienced shorter average stays i ithstutions than
did children who inhabited the Liverpudlian orphanages. The average lengsidehoe for
HOF children was 1.9 years, though this figure was markedly greater @Dté’BIndeed, boys

lived in the BOA on average for 4.4 years, and BOA girls spent an avef&p years in the

%6 According to the LIOA Committee Minutes, the eestirule involving age regulations and admissiarest that
children should not be admitted or stay in the LI&#ove age seven. This rule was rescinded dumméebruary 1,
1860 LIOA Committee Meeting, and replaced with ke that decreed, that “no child shall be admittad the
Institution above the age of seven years, nor bs&ingdmitted shall remain there beyond that agessrdt the
discretion of the Committee it may seem desirainlg;that in no case shall any child remain lonpantthe age of
eight years.” See SHSR, Minutes, Infants Asylunm@8uttee, September 1858-December 1870, Meetingbfuary
1, 1860. As of 1880, this rule had changed oneénago that no children “above eight years of agefe eligible for
admission into the LIOA. See SHSR, Annual Repdntsnt Orphan Asylum, 1879-1889, Report for yaading
January 30, 1880. Surviving LIOA documents domake clear at what point between 1860 and 1880 Ld@isials
modified the rule to this last form.

5" SHSR, Annual Reports, Infant Orphan Asylum, 18884, Report for the year ending January 30, 1880Al
Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 1851-1860, Repothf®year ending February 28, 1859.

%8 For the LIOA children admitted when two and undere: SHSR, Admission Registers, Infant Orphariuksy
March 1866-August 1873, Records of Mary Nixon; 8dtden Thomas; Francis Green; Admission Registafant
Orphan Asylum, November 1873-December 1881, Hissoof John McElroy; Thomas Price; Admission Registe
Infant Orphan Asylum, December 1881-January 1886s Bf William Woodhall; Sarah Ellen Yates; Clakélliams;
Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, ApriDP9March 1914, Entries for Doris Twist; Mary Goggin
*WC, HOF, Master File, 1854-1910.
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institution. These BOA averages closely approximated the averageftiemdence that Nurith
Zmora identified for Baltimore orphans who resided in the Dolan Schoohartdebrew Orphan
Asylum during the late 18868 (See Table 5.14) BOA girls were not only more likely than their
Baltimore asylum peers to enter at an older age on average, but tleegiseemore likely to
remain in residence for far longer periods of time. Yet both boys and ginis BOA
experienced longer stays in the asylum than their counterparts did at Ehdétause of the
legal rights state legislation accorded the BOA. In February 1822, tlerdbé&ssembly granted
officials at the-then Orphaline Charity School (OCS) (later th@8Fthe power to “bind out
female children until they shall attain the age of eighteen ydais;act replaced an earlier piece
of legislation that had granted OCS officials control of girls untilate of sixteef: Twenty-

five years later, when the Assembly empowered authorities dteheBi-OA (later the BOA) to
admit boys as well as girls, it also bestowed on them the control of tinesertil they “arrive at
the age of twenty-one year&."These acts provided BOA officials with legal custodial rights
over children until adulthood that their HOF counterparts lacked, enabled thequie mparents
to sign statements in which mothers and fathers agreed to “relinquistctitt@ren until they

were of age, and allowed them to significantly increase the lengttildfen’s stays at the BOA.

80 Zmora, p. 53. Zmora identifies the 3.56 yearthasaverage length of time that children resideithénDolan Home,
4.3 years as the average stay for inhabitantseofigbrew Orphan Asylum, and 5.8 years as the agdnag of
residence for the girls who inhabited the Samueldyeschool.

f1WC, BOA, Acts of Incorporation, By-Laws and Rufes Governing the Asylum, 1912 supplement to an act
entitled “An Act for incorporating a society to ezhte and maintain poor orphans and other destithiédren, by the
name of The Orphaline Charity School of the citBaltimore, passed February 5, 1822-1821, chapg&d."1

52\WC, BOA, Acts of Incorporation, By-Laws and Rufes Governing the Asylum, 1914 supplement to an act for
incorporating a society to educate and maintainipag@han and other destitute female children, by tlame of the
Orphaline Charity School, and to repeal the achs$embly therein mentioned, passed February 127-1846,
chapter 54.
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Table 5.14 Average length of residence in the orphanages, Baltimore and Liverpool, 1840-1910

Orphanage Average length (years)
HOF 1.9
BOA Girls 5.9
BOA Boys 4.4
LFOA 7.1
LAOB 7.0
LIOA 3.6

Sources: Woodbourne Collection, Inc., The Home of the Friendless of Baltimore City, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864;
Book 2, March 1861-March 1870; Book 3, April 1871-April 1875; Book 5, May 1875-November 1881; Book 6, 1881-
1892; Book 7, 1892-1895; Book 8, 1896-1902; Book 10, 1903-1910; Baltimore Orphan Asylum, Admission Books,
Book 3, Girls Admitted, 1846-1898; Book 4, Boy’s Book, 1847-1893; Book 5, Girls Only, 1882-1900; Book 6, Males,
1887-1898; Book 12, Male Group, 1901-1913; Book 13, Female Admissions, 1901-1913; Salisbury House School
Records, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, August 1840-August 1851; December 1852-August 1865;
April 1867-February 1875; November 1882-January 1895; February 1895-April 1907; April 1907-December 1910;
Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1866-August 1880; November 1878-April 1905; April 1905-
December 1910; Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, March 1866-August 1873; November 1873-December
1881; December 1881-January 1889; February 1889-April 1902; April 1902-December 1910.

The histories of BOA girls demonstrate how prolonged some childrexys st the
Baltimore asylums were, yet the data from Liverpool reveals everiavwvgrage lengths of
residence for the children in the LFOA and LAOB. Girls at the LFOA spentenage 7.1 years
of their lives in that institution, which made their tenure the longeshypbf the asylum children
in either Liverpool or Baltimore. Boys who resided in the LAOB resideatat asylum for
nearly as much time as girls did in the LFOA; these male orphansivikd asylum on average
for 7.0 years. The length of these stays was connected to LFOA and LACIBIgffi
understanding of the age at which children in their care should be dismisset sasonghe
average ages of admission at both asylums, which was 8.6 years of ageF@2Ahand 9.3 years
of age at the LAOB. (See Table 4.14) Atthe LFOA, asylum administriaemsfied girls who
were fourteen and older as eligible for dismissal and apprenticéstugh these officials also
noted that the decision to dismiss each girl depended on “whether or notlskeid ready” to
leave the orphanad@.Officials at the LAOB adopted a similar approach when it cameeto t

male children in their care. Boys were to be dismissed from the orphanagdes and other

®3SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, Au@i840-August 1851, Report for the year ending Felyrda,
1845, p. 8.
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occupations when they achieved an age at which they were “compgé&t@&uth of these decrees
left some room for flexibility when it came to the actual ages at whidtirehileft the LFOA and
LAOB, and children were usually dismissed from these two asylums when thepete/een
fourteen and seventeen years of age. Only children in residence aDthédd relatively short
terms of residence that were more like those of Baltimore asyludrei these boys and girls
spent an average of 3.6 years in that asylum. This figure may, however, undeecttam
average amount of time some LIOA children spent in the Liverpool orphsiresga number of
these children were dismissed from the LIOA into residence at the lEFHOAAOB. For LIOA
children whom asylum officials shifted from one asylum to another in Livergomhverage

time in residence was clearly greater than 3.6 years.

Children who were unwell or disabled at the time of their apptioati

Not all of the applicants that asylum officials in Baltimore and Lgeet considered were
readily admitted into these institutions. One of the most signifeespects of the applications
asylum officials considered was the child’s health, and in both citssgum authorities made
efforts to admit only healthy children into the asylums. At the BOA, childiemtvad pre-
existing medical conditions or disabilities were excluded between 1840 and 18iEOatthe
HOF such children were only occasionally admitted between 1854 and 1871, andchetece
totally from the HOF after 1903. BOA officials rarely discussed thethaiean applicant’s
health played in determining whether or not the child was admitted, butgbgence of an
unnamed boy presented for admittance in June 1852 illustrates how imgosasfor children
to be healthy and well at the time of their application. The BOA Ladpestesl this child would

gain entrance into the asylum, only if the BOA “physician, upon examination pronbumce

5 SHSR, Annual Reports, Boys Orphan Asylum, Repmrthe year ending December 31, 1900, “Rules of the
Asylum,” p. 7.
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sound in mind.* This boy’s fate remains unclear, but no other BOA case historiestieom t
1850s, 1860s, or 1870s indicate children with preexisting health issues emeasglitm during
this period. At the HOF, there was a similar dearth of ill and disabl&tteiduring the period,
though there was no stated prohibition on the admission of such children. Cathedne Gov
Maggie Aitkin, Lizzie Wilson, Virginia Windsor and Virginia Herkievere the only sick children
to enter the HOF between 1854 and 1871, and all of these girls were granteshudyatry
admittance, and soon exited the HOF. Of the five, two were soon retarfaedily members,
and the other three were sent to other institutions in Baltimoredinglthe Church Home, the
Union Protestant Infirmary, and the Andrew’s Child’s Hospftal.

Though only five sick children were admitted into the HOF during the asylearly
years, there was a group of ill and disabled children that began to be admhittthé HOF as of
1871. This change coincided with the establishment of wards for sickfand¢hildren within
the asylum, and led to a small population of children accepted as “hospitalfironary”
case$’ These HOF children endured a variety of medical problems and disaititkiding
“white swelling of the knee joint,” “spinal affection,” spasms, St. VDasce, blindness,

“paralysis of the feet,” hip disease, blood poisoning, and consuniptibne actual length of

8 WC, The Orphaline Society, Board Minutes, Jand&39-January 1857, Meeting of June 7, 1852. Thghesis on
good health and passing the physician’s examinat@sinot just confined to the HOF and BOA; JHCOfcidls
stressed in the by-laws for that institution thatchild would be admitted without being examinedty physical that
the Committee of the Johns Hopkins Hospital hadayed for this purpose, and that the records e$¢hexamination
would remain on file in the asylum. See JHCOA|&ea. Committee on the Colored Orphan AsylumLBws of the
Johns Hopkins Colored Orphan Asylum, Committee dmA&sion and Dismission.

% Catherine Gova became a HOF resident in Feb869; she was paralyzed on one side. Maggie Aitkith Lizzie
Wilson both entered the HOF in December 1861, antld suffered from eyesight problems. Maggie wasdohnd
Lizzie was blind in one eye. Virginia Windsor hatlat HOF officials described as “curvature of thane and hip
disease.” She became an HOF resident in Decemdib@: 1See HOF, Register Book 1, 1854-1864 for médion on
Catherine Gova, Maggie Aitkin, Lizzie Wilson andr§fnia Windsor. Virginia Herrick was the fifth giwith a
preexisting health problem to receive admissioa the asylum. According to HOF authorities, Viigiwas a
deformed girl who was admitted in February 187@¢lids girl’s case history, see: WC, HOF, Regist&ook 2,
March 1861-March 1870, Account of Virginia Herrick.

57 WC, HOF, Annual Reports, 1854-1898, SeventeentiudhReport of Home of the Friendless for the yating
November 23, 1871.

%8 Bruff W. Tall and Charles Albert Tinkin were thiest two hospital cases that the HOF admitted,thrde two boys
suffered from the first two conditions mentioneslee WC, HOF, Registers, Book 3, April 1871-Aprif5gor the
records of these two boys. See Register Bookv@etidor the case of James P. Ervin, who was ‘e with
spasms.” For the cases of children with St. Vidasice, please examine: WC, HOF, Registers, Bodkay, 1875-
November 1881, Entry for Minnie Craft; RegistersoR 6, 1881-1892, Examples of Ellen Jennings, IBati@alein,
and Freddie Dargreth. Emma Wayes was blind, aridéidarie Craft was afflicted with paralysis of tfeet; both of
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time that these children remained in the HOF depended on the nature offitmeity. Children
such as Ellen Jennings, Kate Beinlein, and Freddie Dargreth, who werengufiem St. Vitus
Dance, recuperated in a matter of months and subsequently left the HORheBUH©F hospital
ward children, including Bruff Tall, James Ervin, and Willie Blume eaddonger stays in the
asylum, as their conditions were not so easily cliradOF officials continued to admit children
who were sick or disabled into the HOF until 1903, when a new emphasis on the adnfission o
healthy children into the asylum meant another shift in policy, and the exchfschildren with
preexisting health problems from the asylum.

In Liverpool, asylum officials were particularly focused on applicants fagid health,
and there was no exception between 1840 and 1910 to what was a uniform pracieerg all
only healthy children into the asylums. Officials at all three Liverpoohanages appear to have
expected poor sick children to turn to other charitable institutidesthie city’s dispensaries, the
Liverpool Infirmary for Children (1851), the Eye and Ear Infirmary (1841), or toevBlow Hill
Workhouse, where sick parish children were routinely sent to reside idlemgtult paupers.
The LFOA's original admission policy required each applicant to pressgghad declaration to
asylum officials about the applicant’s health. In this statement, f&rginister swore that the
girl in question “has no disease or infirmity, has not been subject tofitd)aes had the small-
pox or the vaccine”™ Though LFOA officials eventually replaced this prerequisite with a

medical exam conducted by the asylum’s doctor, the outcome was stdhtiee with only

these girls entered the HOF between 1875 and E8Riltheir histories are located in WC, HOF, RegistBook 5,
May 1875-November 1881. Kate Romey had hip disdas® Cole was suffering from blood poisoning, ahaky
Murphy had contracted consumption; see WC, HOF|dRarg, Book 6, 1881-1892 for the accounts oftaké of these
children.

% See WC, HOF, Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Reanfrdsllen Jennings; Kate Beinlein; Freddie DarigreEor the
accounts of Bruff Tall and James Ervin, see WC, HRé&gisters, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, and foore
information on Willie Blume, see WC, HOF, RegistéBsok 6, 1881-1892.

® For information on the Liverpool Infirmary for Gien, refer to:A History of the County of Lancashire: Volume 4
ed. William Farrer and J. Brownbill (London: Unigéy of London Institute of Historical Researcl966). The
Liverpool Eye and Ear Infirmary was established®41; for the history of this institution and infeation on the

city’s dispensaries, se@he Stranger in Liverpool; or, An Historical and §xiptive View of the Town of Liverpool
and its Environg (Liverpool: Published by Thomas Kaye, 1849)h&TCharities,” p. 207-210. See John Belchem,
Irish, Catholic and Scouse: The History of thedrpool-Irish, 1800-1939Liverpool: Liverpool University Press,
2007), p. 78-79, for his discussion of the Brownldill Workhouse and how sick parish children weeatsnto this
facility, despite worries about the negative impthett workhouse adults had on workhouse children.

"L SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 18##1Report for the year ending February 24, 1845.
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healthy children who had “no infirmity, disease or deformity” winning admidsitanthe

asylum’? At the LAOB and the LIOA, this medical evaluation of potential inmetas also
mandatory, and this regulation led, as it did at the LFOA, to the rejectiorrofijp of

applicants® LAOB authorities refused to allow Frederick Trotter into the asytuskugust 1879
because the LAOB doctor told them the boy was “in his opinion consumptivintee years

later William Parsons was denied entrance into the LAOB becausatie‘deformed chest and
[a] slight curvature of the spiné>The asylum medical exam marked these boys off as different
and inferior, and represented the end of any hopes they or their relativefsraeeiving

assistance from these institutions. In Liverpool, as in Baltimore sitwalthy children who had

the best chances of winning admission into the orphanages.

Children and sickness in the asylums

Though authorities regularly acted to prevent sick children from becomihgrasy
residents, they were unable to prevent the actual outbreak of ilngesinstitutions. Children
in the Baltimore and Liverpool asylums lived in close, cramped conttcthir fellow
inhabitants, in conditions that were conducive to the spread of illness. @ocaie diseases

regularly swept through asylums in both cities between 1840 and 1910, sickeniipiemult

2 SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 1888B1Report for the year ending January 31, 1872.

" SHSR, Annual Reports, Boys Orphan Asylum, 18510]8&port for the year ending February 26, 185f5nin
Orphan Asylum, 1879-1889, Report for the year emdinuary 30, 1880.

74 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861e 883, Meeting of August 25, 1879, Notes on Riekle
Trotter.

S SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, February 18 pnber 1886, Meeting of September 1876, Discussion
William Parsons. For the histories of other Liwgdfan children who were rejected entry into thehmmages because
of health issues, see the following: SHSR, Admisskegisters, Female Orphan Asylum, April 1867-Baby 1875,
Accounts of Josephine Gray; Elizabeth Oldfield \&ith Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, Ndbear
1882-January 1895, Cases of Sarah Ellen Jonesn &lisa Holland; Mary Elizabeth Smeatham; AdmissReyisters,
February 1895-April 1907, Examples of Mildred Lefitiargaret Cooper; Amelia Jeffrey McClay; Annie Higck;
Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, JanuaB6i8ugust 1880, Entries for Charles Watson; Alfiedes;
Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, NovemI&#8tApril 1905, Records of George Sharrock; JohmBu
Alfred E. Brame; Peter Thompson Lloyd; Edward Rabim Thomas Bird; Admission Registers, Infant Orpha
Asylum, March 1866-August 1873, Examples of Améllacas; Annual Reports, Infant Orphan Asylum, 18389,
Report for the year ending January 28, 1881; Rdpothe year ending January 30, 1883; Reportferyear ending
January 29, 1884; Report for the year ending Jgr2@r1885; Report for January 29, 1866; ReportHeryear ending
January 31, 1887; Report for the year ending Jargr1888; Annual Reports, Infant Orphan Asylu®g4-1898,
Report for the year ending January 30, 1889; Rdpothe year ending January 29, 1892; Annual Reptrfant
Orphan Asylum, 1899-1908, Report for the year emdinuary 30, 1901.
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children and resulting in extended periods of illness at these iiwstgutin Baltimore, two
scarlet fever outbreaks occurred at the HOF between 1854 and 1859, killing@ffeshildren
and sickening a number of others. Five years later, seven more HORtsedidd after measles
swept through the asyluffi. At the BOA, there were similar developments; an 1871 measles
eruption killed two BOA children and left many children sick, while an 187break of scarlet
fever claimed the lives of five more BOA inhabitafltsThough there were years between the
1880s and 1910 in which no epidemics occurred at the asylums, HOF and BOA children
continued to fall sick with a variety of illnesses and contagioussi#isaduring this period. There
were “fifty-two cases of scarlet fever, forty-seven cases ofiasles, thirty-five cases of the
chicken pox,’and seven children who died between January and April 1881 alone at the HOF,
despite the fact that HOF officials had established a ward fockitken ten years befof.
Asylum children in Liverpool faced similar dangers as their insbihaized counterparts
in Baltimore when it came to communicable diseases. Between the 1870s and &pooLi
orphans who resided in the LFOA, LAOB, and LIOA were exposed to a number afioosta
including mumps, measles, diphtheria, whooping cough, scrofula, rheumaticaieder

tuberculosi€? Though these diseases posed a real threat to Liverpool asylum inlsakitaas

® HOF officials discussed the scarlet fever epidsrtiat occurred between 1854 and 1859 in the HE&HAnhnual
Report. Asylums representatives noted in this sapert that the second of these epidemics cordifremany
weeks in the asylum, and that a number of HOF odrildvho contracted the disease remained in the bad®they
normally slept in while sick with the disease. $¢€, HOF, Annual Reports, 1854-1898, Fifth Annuap@rt for the
year ending November 23, 1859. For more infornmatio the 1864 measles epidemic, see: HOF, AnnejbiRs,
1854-1898, Tenth Annual Report for the year endiogember 23, 1864.

" The two BOA children who died during the 1871 nhemsutbreak were Walter Jackson and James Mc€Eal.
more information, examine WC, BOA, Annual Repoi860-1930, Report for 1872. Please see the BOA 187
Annual Report, for more that year’s scarlet fevatboeak.

\WC, HOF, Annual Reports, 1854-1898, Twenty-Seveirthual Report for the year ending November 23,1188
® Asylum officials in Liverpool did not always notee names of sick children in asylum records, bey tid identify
the diseases children in the asylum contracted.nfemnps outbreaks, see SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orplsstus,
February 1875-November 1886, Meeting of Februaf6i8ournals, Boys Asylum Journal, December 1897-
December 1921, Notes for December 4, 1904; MinigteMarch 15-April 11, 1910; Annual Reports, Feen@rphan
Asylum, 1905-1912, Report for year ending Decenlt®9. For instances in which measles occurreldeaasylums,
please examine: SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan AsylDatober 1869-October 1874, Meetings of Decemb&0,18
January 1871; Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, Febrd&®5-November 1886, Meetings of January 1876, kelr
1876; Journals, Boys Orphan Asylum, December 188@ebhber 1921, Notes for February 11-March 11, 190de
1901, June 10-July 6, 1901, April 8, 1909, May 1909, July 3, 1909; Journals, Liverpool Female @rpAsylum,
January 1903-1916, Entries for March 1909, AprD2:9Annual Reports, Infant Orphan Asylum, 1879-1888port
for year ending January 31, 1887. Diphtheria a#ks occurred most frequently at the LIOA, refer 8HSR,
Minutes, Infants Asylum Committee, January 188811906, Meetings of April 1898, January 25, 1964r
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scarlet fever that sickened the largest number of children, and dkatdut most frequently in
the asylums. The earliest such epidemic occurred at the LAOB and begaer 1872, when
two boys fell sick with scarlet fever. Fourteen LAOB boys eventually actetd the disease, and
though there were no fatalities, the eruption itself affected tharasyhd its inhabitants for a full
seven month&. Girls in the LFOA endured similar scarlet fever outbreaks in 18641801.
The first of these episodes lasted eight months and killed three girls,tivnisecond sickened
twenty-five girls over a three month peridThe last eruptions of scarlet fever began in May
1903 and April 1905 at the LIOA and the LAOB, and sickened another sixteen LAOBHmbys a
twenty-two LIOA childrerf? These outbreaks demonstrate how common contagion was not only
in the Baltimore asylums but also in the Liverpool orphanages wherentssigdere exposed to
not only those diseases which primarily affected children, but communidabbses that
strickened children and adults alike.

Asylum children in Baltimore and Liverpool who became ill while in rasigefaced a
number of different possibilities. In both cities, sick children might be penily dismissed to

relatives once asylum officials discovered their illnesses, ¢rf@etieatment at other local

whooping cough and its impact on the Liverpool @) see: SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, Octb8&9-
October 1874, Meeting of April 1874; Journals, Béwylum, December 1897-December 1921, Notes foe JdnJuly
2, 1910; Journals, Liverpool Infants Orphan Asyldemuary 1859-December 1892, Meeting of SeptemtE304.
Children in Liverpool occasionally contracted satafand rheumatic fever while in orphanages; forerinformation
on this, see: SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asyluelr&ary 1875-November 1886, Meetings of Decemb@ér 18
March 1878, February 28, 1881, March 1881. Foitaadl examples of children with tuberculosis fire tLiverpool
asylums, see SHSR, Discharge Registers, Femalea®rabylum, August 1840-August 1863, Records of Mary
Tollady, Mary Murray, Esther Lawton; Minutes, Geale€ommittee, February 1882-March 1903, Meetingeifruary
2, 1902; Journals, Liverpool Female Orphan Asyldamuary 1903-January 1916, Entry for April 1908nies,
Ladies Committee, October 1900-December 1911, Mge&ti November 7, 1900; Journals, Boys Asylum ,dbeloer
1897-December 1921, Minutes for January 13-Febriiayy1908; Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, February5Lt8
November 1886, Meeting of March 1881.

80 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861e 883, Meetings of July 1872, August 1872, Oatobe
1872, and January 1873.

81 For a discussion of the scarlet fever epidemitdbaurred in the LFOA in 1884, please see: SH@iRutes,
General Committee, February 1882-March 1903, MgedinJuly 3, 1884; Minutes, Ladies Committee, Magsi of
November 5, 1884, January 7,1885, March 4, 1885uahReports, Female Orphan Asylum, 1872-1888, Répo
year ending December 31, 1885. For informatiothen1901 LFOA scarlet fever outbreak, examine SH8Rutes,
Ladies Committee, October 1900-December 1911, Mgetf December 4, 1901, January 1, 1902, Febf)ar902.
82 SHSR, Journals, Boys Asylum, December 1897-Decef@1, Entries for April 11-May 8, 1905, May 9-&u5,
1905, June 8-July 8, 1905, August 12-Septembet 905, October 9-November 13, 1905, December 115-18@uary
8, 1906. The 1905 LIOA scarlet fever outbreak wesfirst serious incidence of scarlet fever th&@A inhabitants
endured; for an expanded discussion of this eypdedise examine: SHSR, Minutes, Infants Asylum Citas)
January 1888-July 1906, Meeting of May 6, 1903; dalrReports, Infants Orphan Asylum, 1899-1908, Refoo
year ending January 29, 1904.
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institutions and hospitals. Yet dismissal of children back to relatippears to have occurred far
less frequently in Baltimore than Liverpool, and to have affected a muctesmahber of
asylum children. The HOF did dismiss a group of sick children from therasn the years
before 1871, when the asylum’s infirmary wards were created. This graugowgprised of
children like George Duhunst, who was dismissed to his mother in February 1864ebkea
“had fits,” and Susannah Wildt, who was suffering from “sore eyes” aintieedf her dismissal
in October 18568° After 1871, most HOF inhabitants who fell sick were kept in the asylum,
where the asylum’s doctor and nurse cared for them until they recovergda fenl HOF
children with uniqgue medical problems were sent to outside facilitiesdéd provide them
with specialized treatmefit. At the BOA, officials treated ill children within the asylum as well
this had been the practice at the asylum since at least the®1840&s not until the 1891 death
of Lucy Jones, however, that the BOA Board decided to send children who werdtlsick w
protracted illnesses out to local Baltimore hospitals for €aetween the 1890s and 1910, the
Baltimore asylums continued to alternate between inside care and drgaitieent when it came
to children who fell sick.

Like their asylum counterparts in Baltimore, many of the children in therjpool
asylums who fell sick between the 1860s and 1910 were sent to other instituteinsveYpool
orphans who became ill were also regularly returned to their famitybeies throughout this

period. Liverpool orphans who were transferred to other facilities ernuleda variety of

83WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, RecordSaxrge Duhunst and Susannah Wildt. For other exesgdl
sick HOF children that asylum representatives retdrto their families during the 1850s and 1866s; SNC, HOF,
Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Accounts of Mary Aatary, Virginia Windsor; Registers, Book 2, Mat861-
March 1870, Histories of Laura Smith, Virginia Hek:

84 For HOF residents who were sent outside of the fé®Fedical attention, please examine: WC, HORjifters,
Book 7, 1892-1895, Examples of Cora Celeste Boeh{&harles Price; Registers, Book 8, 1896-19020H&s of
Helen Reifsnider, Annie Eleanor Parker, Helen, dli®arguerite, and Frank Rosensteel.

85 See the following BOA documents for sick childtezated within the asylum: WC, BOA, Annual Reppit860-
1930, Report for the year ending April 10, 18691 &nnual Report; 1892 Annual Report; 1900 Annugh&t; 1905
Annual Report; BOA, Board Minutes, September 18&t&mnber 1895, Meeting of November 5, 1888, Disonssf
Annie Fopless.

8 \WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb&61Bleeting of October 5, 1891. The Board Minuteted
that this girl had suffered from a long illnesxulgh the specific cause of her death was never chadecording to
the 1897 BOA Annual Report, the Garrett Hospital@hildren and the Johns Hopkins Hospital were dfvthe local
Baltimore medical facilities that recently cared $ick BOA inhabitants. See also BOA, Annual Répdt860-1930,
1900 Annual Report, 1901 Annual Report, 1903 AnfRegbort, and 1907 Annual Report.
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different local hospitals and institutions, including the Brownlow Wibrkhouse, the Southport
Sanatorium for Children, the Liverpool Infirmary for Children, and therpeel Eye and Ear
Infirmary.2” Some of these sick children, including George Gordon and Joseph Seddon, managed
to recover from their illnesses and eventually return to the Liverppbhoage& Others were

judged unfit to return to the asylum, or died while in these other institutiomaimier of sick

children in the Liverpool orphanages were also dismissed to theiveslaR. Humphreys and

Richard Ruby were sent from the LAOB to unnamed relatives in May 1867, AfGds L

authorities determined the boys were “unfit by sickness for residenie asylum.” Other

children were also dismissed in a similar manner to their Uncles, Aunisgsitdand unnamed

friends, after they became sick during their stays in the LFOA, LAOB, ab4.Bd

87 For Liverpool orphans sent to the Brownlow Hill Ybouse Infirmary, see: WC, Minutes, Boys Orphaylam,
October 1869-October 1874, Meeting of December ;LBB8utes, Boys Orphan Asylum, February 1875- Nolwem
1886, Meeting of February 1879; Journals, Boys ésylDecember 1897-December 1921, Notes for Febdlary
March 11, 1901, Case of Henry McGivern; RecordsJtore 1901, Discussion of Joseph Seddon; Minutdarcd 10-
July 6, 1901, Accounts of Tom Jones and Thomas McLBlinutes, Ladies Committee, October 1900-Decembe
1911, Meeting of March 5, 1902, History of Kate [an; Discharge Registers, Female Orphan Asyluetrkary
1889-December 1904, Account of Ann Rogers; Fordchil sent to the Southport Sanatorium for Childsee;
SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 186 1883, Meeting of May 27, 1867, Case of W. Jones;
Journals, Boys Orphan Asylum, Minutes for Decenit837-December 1921, Entries for October 8-NoveriBer
1900, Unnamed boy; Minutes for July 5-Septembdr982, Discussion of Peter Lunt; Minutes, Infantylam
Committee, September 1858-December 1870, Meetilpoémber 3, 1868, History of James Bird. Pleaaene
the following for children treated at the Liverpdnfirmary for Children: SHSR, Minutes, Infants yksm Committee,
September 1858-December 1870, Meeting of Novempb#8&5; Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, February 1875-
November 1886, Minutes of May and October 1876; tigeof July 1880, Case of Thomas Martindale; Jalgn
Liverpool Female Orphan Asylum, January 1903-Jantifi6, Notes for February 1907, Discussion of Beat
McLoughlin. The Eye and Ear Infirmary providede#n LFOA and LAOB children, including the follognSHSR,
Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, February 1875-Novenit886, Meeting of April 25, 1881 and July 1881, tbiig of
Charles Hough and other unnamed boys; Journals Bsylum, December 1897-December 1921, November 11-
December 14, 1908, Account of Frank Robinson; Jaariverpool Female Orphan Asylum, January 19834ary
1916, November 1906, Discussion of E. Westhead.

88 SHSR, Journals, Boys Asylum, December 1897-Deced@#l, Entries for February 13-March 13, 1899,eGafs
George Gordon; Entries for June 1901 and June §06J4901, Discussion of Joseph Seddon. For atkemples of
orphans who returned to the asylum after recoveplapse see: SHSR, Journals, Boys Asylum, Deceh@9Y-
December 1921, Minutes for April 7-May 11, 1903s€af Alfred Brooks; Entries for June 8-July 8, 39Discussion
of James Harrison, Herbert Hadfield, Robert Clemd doseph Lydiate; Notes for August 12-Septembei 905,
Accounts of Arthur Wilson, Charles Armstrong, Fradébinson, Edward Spread, George Cross, Jamesd&/alla
Norman Fay, Minutes for August 7-September 9, 18@&mple of Arthur Craine; Entries for May 11-Jure 1909,
Histories of Edward Dodd, Clifford Moore, and Walih Samuels.

89 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861 Ji883, Meeting of May 27, 1867. For additiorade
histories of sick orphans dismissed to the catéeif relatives, see: SHSR, Minutes, Infants AsylDommittee,
September 1858-December 1870, Meeting of Novemh&888, Account of Joseph Brownbill; Minutes, Ladie
Committee, September 1892-September 1900, MeetiBgmember 1, 1897, Case of Jane Boothroyd; Mgefin
April 6, 1898, Comments about Lily Feverson; Mirgjteadies Committee, October 1900-December 191scuU3sion
of Edith Mason; Meeting of May 7, 1902, Case of #&nfihomas; Meeting of September 3, 1902, Focusabella
Moore; Meeting of October 1904, Notes on Doris MoCIMeeting of May 1905, History of Margaret Monkes
Minutes, General Committee, February 1882-Marci3180eeting of April 7, 1892, Comments on Sarah Emma
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Death in the asylums

The epidemics that occurred in the Baltimore and Liverpool asylums esitiatt to the
existence of a group of children for whom residence in these institutionsdofatal. Death
occurred more frequently and claimed the lives of more children in thenBedtasylums than in
Liverpool orphanages. Yet in both cities, asylum residence was paryaldaderous for
younger children, and it was these youngsters who proved most vulnerabléto deat

In Baltimore, 130 children did not survive their tenure in the asylums, amly h&o
times as many deaths occurred in the HOF as in the BOA. Forty-six (3.696) 18323 BOA
children who inhabited the asylum between 1846 and 1910 died while in residence, aad the fa
that the last male fatality happened in 1883 and the last femaleyfataditrred in 1898 is not
surprising, in light of the absence of an isolation ward at the BOA or agpnagrwhich
inoculations against specific diseases were provided to asylidents® At the HOF, eighty-
four (2.6%) of the 3239 children admitted between 1854 and 1910 perished, and theolikefi
death was even greater for children aged two and under. Of the 311 HOFaimisadnited two

and under when admitted, thirty-eight (12.2%) diechildren at both the Baltimore asylums

Jackson; Meeting of June 2, 1898; Meeting of Deaardb 1901, Discussion of Emily Marsh; Minutes, Eeth
Committee, November 1903-February 1914; Meeting@fember 5, 1903, Notes on two unnamed girls.

9 Fatalities at the BOA were split aimost evenlyiesn the sexes, with twenty-one girls and twentg-fioys
accounting for the forty-six orphanage deaths. dases of BOA children who died while living in ttzeylum,
examine: WC, BOA, Admission Books, Book 3, Girldniitted, 1846-1898, Accounts of Mary Noland, Caitieer
Green, Amanda Veighorn, Charlotte Lilly, Elizab@tive, Elizabeth Long, Isabella McClary, RobertaMitchell,
Margaret Nun, Lillie Farr, Rosa Baily, Clara Darfigdd, Jennie Taylor, Marg Shaffer, Alberta Whifgmission
Book 4, Boy’'s Book, 1847-1893, Entries for Hugh Hlaarn, Aimerius Marshal, Owings Tawlor, James Strort
James Caldwell; Henry T. Williams, John Lowman, 8aehTaylor, William H. Davis, John Frazier, BailByidgman,
Charles Wheeler, Thomas Edmunds, James AD McCdliaW S. Georgians, Carroll Fisher, George Tayldeorge
Lew, Harry Crawford; Admission Book 5, Girls Onfy882-1900, Examples of Katie Zimmerman, Theredbu@u
Annie M. Howard, and Rebecca Boyles. Rebecca Boykes the last BOA girl to die while living in thsylum; she
died in March of 1898. Harry Crawford’s death iprih 1883 marked the last case of a male fatalityha BOA.

%1 For examples of the HOF children in this grouask see the following: WC, HOF, Registers, Boak8b4-1864,
Accounts of James Brannan, Susanna Kauffman, R&attin; Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 18Z@tries
for Eliza Jane Tracy, Mary G. League, Andrew Trdestelle Colburn; Registers, Book 3, April 1871-AgB875,
Histories of Ida Higgins, Grace Lee; RegisterspiBb, May 1875-November 1881, Records of Mary Btews
Richard Lee, Annie Louisa Nettleship, Virginia Gilh Edward Martin Rhomosure, Leonard Franklin,iR&8agner,
Howard Wroten, Louis Hing, Mary Caines; Regist@&sok 6, 1881-1892, Examples of Sarah Frances Whédgteel
Lyon, Blanch Bryant, Mollie Graves, Willie Brinkma@lara Gertrude Green, Robert Slusser, Bertha MtNe
Florence B. Collins; Registers, Book 7, 1882-189#tories of Harry Rictor, Thomas Edward Englerjt@ele
Adelaine Blackburn; Register, Book 8, 1896-1902&3=0f John Morgan and Sadie Bedford. Only twinefifty-
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were killed by a variety of contagions, including illnesses like tubbescs, typhoid fever,
pneumonia, and cholera, which affected all segments of the population, aresseklike
measles, diphtheria and scarlet fever, which were primarily childhooasése For some of
these HOF children, the problem was not contagion, but that they werg simgboung and frail
to survive entrance into the HOF. Virginia Gilbert was a “delicekéftd of only three weeks
when she was admitted in November 1876, and she died two weeks later. Twolshdéhy
Bruggy was equally unfortunate, as “it was a cold day, when he was brought tontieealdd not
having on warm clothing, he took cold and diétl.These cases make clear the physical
vulnerability of infants who entered the HOF, and reinforce the daéhgeadmission into an
orphan asylum posed to young children.

Children in the Liverpool asylums fared better than their Baltinotmterparts when it
came to death, but a total of 105 children died while in residence inytgeapphanages. Of the
children in this contingent, LFOA girls and LIOA residents were pagituht risk for death;
sixty-four LFOA girls died between 1840 and 1910, and at least thirty-t@é Ichildren expired

between 1875 and 1969.Though asylum officials in Liverpool did not regularly specify the

two BOA inhabitants who entered when two or undeddavhile in residence, and in one of these cabesth occurred
three and a half years after the boy’s entry, whemwas nearly five years old.

92 For the cases of HOF children twenty-four monthg wounger who died from pneumonia, see: WC, HOF,
Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, History of Williane&le; Registers, Book 7, 1892-1895, Entries farritas Edward
Engler and Gertrude Adelaide Blackburn. For tleorgs of young HOF residents who died from cholexamine:
WC, HOF, Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, EntriesBianch Owens and Alice May Magruder. Measles dille
nineteen-month-old Harry Rictor in June 1893. infation on this boy can be found in WC, HOF, RegistBook, 7,
1892-1895, Record for Harry Rictor. For the casammther young HOF resident who died as the regut
contagious disease, see WC, HOF, Registers, Bob&3-1902, Record for Octavius Risley.

% The admission accounts of Virginia Gilbert and WBruggy can be found in WC, HOF, Registers, B&okay
1875-November 1881.

94 For histories of girls who died during their stityshe LFOA, see: SHSR, Admission Registers, Her@aphan
Asylum, August 1840-August 1851, Records of Margadomes, Ann Thomas, Alice Buckley, Sarah Blackbuvtoss,
Margaret Hegan, Emma Simpson Stone, Belinda Boytghtet Clancy, Alice Allen, Elizabeth Eilton, D&an
Edwards; Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylatember 1852-August 1865, Cases of Ellen Elitahan
Meredith, Ellen Grigom, Mary Ann Taylor, Mary AnridRards; April 1867-February 1875, Entries for $afan
Shaw, Caroline Grimmings, Lydia Barber; AdmissicegRters, Female Orphan Asylum, November 1882-Jgnua
1895, Examples of Janet Highfield, Catherine JosepkicManiman, Louisa Brumfitt; Discharge Registétemale
Orphan Asylum, August 1840-August 1863, Files oraBdickenson, Charlotte Wood, Jane Hollaway, Mdtyray,
Discharge Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, Octb845-September 1858, Histories of Elizabeth GilDiane
Edwards. For LIOA deaths, see: SHSR, Annual Repbrfant Orphan Asylum, 1879-1889, Reports farnending
January 30, 1880; January 31, 1881; January 3@; I8Buary 29, 1884; January 30, 1885; Januar{88%; January
31, 1887; January 30, 1889; Minutes, Infants Asylommittee, September 1858-December 1870, Meefidgly 2,
1862, Discussion of unnamed deceased male LIOAeasi Meeting of February 3, 1864, Minutes on uneém
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causes of children’s deaths, a few case histories confirm the ttrmeaommunicable diseases
posed not only to children in the Baltimore asylums, but to their Liverpool eqamts as well.
Consumption killed at least twelve LFOA girls, and claimed the life ®A_tesident Catherine
Ann Brooks, and periodic outbreaks of other childhood diseases, like whooping cough and
measles, claimed the lives of other LIOA youngsters. Four LIOA neisidiged in 1886 during a
prolonged measles epidemic that occurred at the orphanage, in whichnthitdoevery was
hampered by a “protracted cold spring [that] rendered it more than usuadyltdibr those
children who were attacked to recover their strengthAhother unspecified illness swept
through the LIOA in 1888, and claimed the lives of two girls and one boy in a ten-dag Heri
Though these examples do not prove residence in the asylums meant the ii@atyposdeath
for young asylum inhabitants, they do suggest the greater risk thag dindsontagion posed to

the youngest asylum inhabitants.

Siblings as asylum residents

The image of asylum children, alone in the asylum, separated from evengbne a
everything he or she had ever known was a familiar one in nineteentiyc&nterican and
British society. Yet when it came to the children who inhabited the Ba#ianaal Liverpool
asylums, this image was not entirely accurate. Many of these childrematehe only members
of their families to enter these asylums, though asylum children in Badtimere more likely
than Liverpool orphans to have a sibling present in the same instituti@mly leo-thirds of

HOF inhabitants resided in the asylum at the same time as a siblitig, fzalf of BOA boys and

deceased LIOA boy; October 5, 1864, Death of Cateeknn Brooks; Minutes, Infants Asylum Committdanuary
1888-July 1906, Meetings of July 5, 1893, Discussibrecently deceased LIOA boy; January 6, 19@&&e®f Esther
Lizzie Moore; Admission Registers, Infant Orpharylisn, November 1873-December 1881, Entries for Jlose
Broadbent; Mary Ann Slade; Admission RegistersambfOrphan Asylum, December 1881-January 1889,LCifse
Sarah Ellen Yates and Robert Goodman; Admissionsieg, Infant Orphan Asylum, February 1899-Decamil9@2,
Record for Annie Dorothy Arrundale

% SHSR, Annual Reports, Infant Orphan Asylum, 18884, Report for the year ending January 31, 18@&nfy-
eighth Annual Report.

% SHSR, Annual Reports, Infant Orphan Asylum, 18884, Report for the year ending January 30, 1889, p

170



more than half of BOA girls’ The majority of these children, including Mary and Willie ljams,
James and Ambrose Whaley, and Blanche and Daisy Hazelip were adnbittiéw iBaltimore
orphanages at the same time as a sifffinget it was also quite common for siblings to enter the
HOF and the BOA within a few days, weeks or months of one another, and a number efi childr
including Mary and Henry Eifert, Joseph and Archibald Yucker, and Frank, Naomi @nd Al

Cowan became asylum inhabitants at different chronological pdifftse hope that a sibling’s

9"WC, HOF, Master File, 1854-1910.

% Mary ljams was eight years old and her brotheti®\ilias four at the time of their admission inte tHOF in
November 1868; see WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, M&a861-March 1870 for these records. James EAartatose
Whaley were admitted into the BOA in March 1875] &meir case histories are located in WC, BOA, Aghiain
Book, Book 4, Boy's Book, 1847-1893. See WC, BOAnission Book, Book 5, Girls Only, 1882-1900 foe th
histories of Blanche and Daisy Hazelip. Thesesdidcame residents of the BOA in May 1883. Foitemahcl
examples of siblings admitted into the Baltimorglasis at the same time, examine: WC, HOF, Regisi&wok 1,
1854-1864, Histories of Bridget, Margaret, and MAnn Beatty; Albert and Frank Vandergrift; RegisteBook 2,
March 1861-March 1870, Records for Martha Ellen Bntina Jane Carroll, Ida and Alice Sard; Regis®osk 3,
April 1871-1875, Records of Eliza and Harry Manisfidugusta and Ferdinand Roussell; HOF, Regis&wsk 5,
May 1875-November 1881, Cases of Georgiann, MasaSuand Kate Tippet; HOF, Registers, Book 6, 18832,
Entries for Jennie, Sallie and Nettie Fetherstdladlie May and Harry Clinton Bloom; HOF, RegisteBnok 7, 1892-
1895, Examples of Oscar and Alfred Helbig, Carrid &ommy McCay, Christina and Harry Solomon; Regist
HOF, Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Accounts of Bdveand Grover C. Debrueler, Claudia M. and Mary @xlton,
Elsie M. and Elizabeth Boswell; HOF, Registers, B&6, 1903-1910, Entries for Jennie, Charles Ad, Rnland
Roane; George and Marian Coppard; Albert and Miennon; BOA, Admission Book, Book 3, Girls Adreidt,
1846-1898, Cases of Rebecca and Louisa Bainardijlldvand Sarah R. Robb, Annie and Estelle LerellerEand
Mary Mead, Edith and Bellezora Lamson, Carrie andl¥EDiehl; BOA, Admission Book, Book 4, Boy's Bopk847-
1893, Examples of Horace and James Holland. Jothdames Graham, William and Daniel Flemming, Edveend
Andrew Galvin; BOA, Admission Book, Book 5, Girlsny, 1882-1900, Accounts of Margaret and Katie Zienman,
Fannie and Mamie Shipley, Helen Gertrude and Math€&rine Duffy, Anna May and Evelyn Baird; BOA, Asion
Book, Book 6, Males, 1887-1898, Cases of ElmerJoith Cornelius, William S. and Joseph F. McCledogeph,
Robert L., and Edmund Wiley; BOA, Admission Boolqdk 12, Male Group, 1901-1913, Histories of Claseand
William Meurer, Watson H. and Robert E. Gates, @&saand Jesse Toot; BOA, Admission Book, Book Enéle
Admissions, 1901-1913, Examples of Evelyn Carrié diola Estelle Smith, Frances Christina and Ann&éallard.

% WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 18¥@&ounts of Mary and Henry Eifert; Registers, B&kviay
1875-November 1881, Records of Frank, Naomi, arihAlCowan; BOA, Admission Books, Book 4, Boy's Boo
1847-1893, Examples of Joseph and Archibald YucRé&ere were many siblings in the Baltimore asyluvhe
became co-residents of these institutions sevezaksapart, including the following: WC, HOF, Retgis, Book 1,
1854-1964, Entries for Grace and Mary Heyburn; Rtegs, Book 5, May 1875-November 1881, HistorieAloérda,
Ira, and Mamie Cook, Harry and Georgie CarlisleegRters, Book 6, 1881-1892, Accounts of Rufus Bnamd
Thomas L.Mallonee, Mary Ellen, Florence Lillie, adénry Purple; Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Adiuiss of
Thomas Elmer and Grace Viola Wright; HOF, RegistBmok 10, 1903-1910, Records of Louis McPhersohnH.,
and Ida May Rollman, George Edward, William Normamg Paul Norris; BOA, Admission Books, Book 3,I6ir
Admitted, 1846-1898, Entries for Rebecca and Anim Mitchell, Rachel and Annie Smith; BOA, AdmissiBooks,
Book 4, Boy's Book, 1847-1893, Cases of Charlearld William H. Snyder; BOA, Admission Books, Boog, 1
Female Admissions, 1901-1913, Examples of EmmaSamthie Meurer, Ellen R. and Myrtle E. Dixon, Racheand
Mary D. Tireedale. For siblings who became inteaitit of the same Baltimore asylum some months,ageet WC,
HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Admission pdgeMary E. and Kate Montague, Josephine and Meidy;
Registers, Book 2, Admissions, March 1861-MarchQl &¥istories of Rosa Ann and Rachel Ann York; Resgs,
Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, Cases of Norman,I$ahnd Eliza Steigelman, Registers, Book 5, May3:8
November 1881, Examples of Susie and Annie Eckdad.iMary and Annie Louisa Nettleship, Eddie, Joimad, Annie
Dyson; Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Account&aima, Willie, Maud and Annie English; RegisterspB®&, 1896-
1902, Examples of Harry Warfield, Davis Chew anchiBBW. Taylor, Willie and John Langstrom; HOF, Regrs,
Book 10, 1903-1910, Histories of Edna and Lilliailli&/ Ernest, Phillip, and George May; BOA, Adniiss Books,
Book 3, Girls Admitted, 1846-1898, Accounts of Susad Fannie Tall, Clara and Edith Saunders; B&dmission
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presence might ease the transition to asylum life no doubt prompted panetasives to enter
siblings into the same institution. But children at both the Baltimgderas were segregated
according to sex, and there were separate male and female classleepiag quarters, meal
times, and play spaces. For siblings of the same sex, this posed no pfobkplings of the
opposite sex, the opportunities to interact and communicate with one aneteerxtremely
limited.

In Liverpool, it was also quite common to find siblings in residence in the orpbsiatg
the same time as one another, and for asylum policies to hinder thdsenhiinteractions as
well. Three hundred and twenty-three (31.9%) LFOA girls, fifty-dix9%) LAOB boys, and
103 (48.4%) LIOA inhabitants had a sibling who was also in residence in thésmages®’
The large contingent of siblings in the asylum was directly connecthd fmsition that LFOA,
LAOB, and LIOA authorities adopted in response to multiple admissions. Ne iiare set as
to how many children from each family might be allowed admission, and LAGdatéfeven
argued “it cannot be deemed sufficient that one only of a family of orphamnerhgtiould be
cared for; the endeavour should be to afford relief to as many as po&%ibI&is willingness to
accept multiple children from the same family meant a varietgatities for the children who
inhabited the Liverpool asylums. Many siblings, including Charles and GBoeg®n, Maud
and Lilith Clampith, Emma and Florence Hadfield, and Francis and Benjamén Grhabited
the same asyluf? Yet as in Baltimore, there were impediments that prevented silitiom
residing together even though they were in the same orphanage. Georgehande&apper

ended up in the Liverpool asylums during the early 1890s, though George was in the hdOB a

Books, Book 4, Boy's Book, 1847-1893, Entries fos€ph and Archibald Yucker, George D., Henry, Widind
Conrad Myers; BOA, Admission Books, Book 13, Femfadienissions, 1901-1913, Records of Mary W. and Diaic
Townsend.

10 SHSR, Liverpool Master File, 1840-1910.

101 SHSR, Annual Reports, Boys Asylum, 1851-1860, Refoo the year ending March 13, 1854.

192 For more information on Charles and Francis Dresee SHSR, Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum
January 1866-August 1880. Maud and Lilian Clampitbame residents of the LFOA in October 1887 ,Emcha and
Florence Hadfield entered the LFOA in March 1908 kray 1906; see SHSR, Admission Registers, Femglbaah
Asylum, November 1882-January 1895 for the histookthe Clampith sisters, and Admission Registeespale
Orphan Asylum, February 1895-May 1907 for the Haldfgirls. The admission entries for Francis aedjBmin
Green are located in SHSR, Admission Registerantr®rphan Asylum, March 1866-August 1873.

172



Sarah was a resident of the LFfA. For other siblings, the problem was not one of sex, but
age. Isabella and Hannah Yates were old enough to gain admission into then IM@vh

1883, but their sister Sarah was only an infant at the time of this aplicand so she was
instead accepted into the LIGX. Indeed, age as well as sex differences meant some siblings

who resided in the Liverpool orphanages spent only limited time with one anothe

Children and their responses to placement in the asylum

Officials in Baltimore and Liverpool rarely discussed the responséottachildren or
siblings had to their placement in the asylum, unless that responseauas ¢o affect the return
of parents or guardians to reclaim children from the asylum. A few luigtories make clear the
distress that some Baltimore children who entered the HOF experienitedshift from their
family home to life in the asylum. Mary Clark's mother temporarily plabe two-year-old girl
into the asylum in September 1865, in order that she might look for employiiant.only
actually remained in the asylum for one day, as her mother managed to lodaterefothat one
day provided Mary with enough time to make her sorrow known to HOF officials, who nated th
the child “cried very much after its mothef> Other children such as Theodore Bakerdorf
voiced similar feelings about their residence in the asylum as Wedlodore was five when his
working mother had him admitted into the HOF in September 1874, and the boy “seemed s
unhappy at being away from” his mother that she returned ten dayshaftemtered him to
remove him'® Both Theodore and Mary’s examples reveal the real angst chilldeedpn the
asylums might experience when separated from their families. Tsteges also suggest some
children were able to successfully articulate these feelingsytoma officials and family

members and achieve their release from the HOF.

13 SHSR, Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, évalver 1878-April 1905, Record of George Capper and
Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, NoveniB82-January 1895, Case of Catherine Capper.

104 SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asyluavefhber 1882-January 1895, Entries for Isabella and
Hannah Yates. For the admission account of tligtiers Sarah Ellen Yates, please see Admissionsiegj Infant
Orphan Asylum, December 1881-January 1889.

15wcC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 187ase of Mary Virginia Clark.

198 wC, HOF, Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 18 Bample of Theodore Bakerdorf.
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Accounts like those of Mary Clark and Theodore Bakerdorf demonstrate therathgtis
some lone children felt while in the asylum. Yet even those children wecedrthe HOF
accompanied by a brother or sister might experience difficultiesteujue their new residence.
Charlie and Louisa Tudor became HOF residents in March 1879, when Charbewvesm and
Louisa was nine. Their parents were separated, and their mother whtoakegin work at
service when she placed them in the asylum. If Mrs. Tudor hoped that their restdahce in
the asylum would ease their transition from the family home into the HOF, shsovedy
mistaken. When she visited Charlie and Louisa four days after thessidmi“they cried so
violently and seemed so anxious to go home” that Mrs. Tudor removed them from time.'45y!
Three and a half years after the Tudors exited the asylum, eightlgederain Stein and his two
brothers Samuel and Lawrence entered the HOF. The siblings’ fedkatead, and their mother
was very sick with an unspecified fever at the time the boys becamedd(@Ents in October
1882. Of the three Stein boys, Herain was the oldest, and it was he who found iffficofttdi
adjust to the asylum. According to HOF representatives, Herain “drgavenuch at the
separation” from his mother, that he remained in the asylum for only six days befran away
from the HOF in early Novembé® Herain Stein’s extreme sorrow and his escape from the
asylum are particularly revealing; this boy was living in the HOFercttmpany of two of his

siblings, and still found the separation from his mother too unbearable teendur

Absconding Children

In addition to the children who articulated the anxiety and distress theyoteit asylum
residence and won their removal, there was another group of children in kestlwio did not
wait to voice their unhappiness, but simply absconded from these institultmss of the

asylum children in both cities who absconded made individual escape effough tit was not

107\WcC, HOF, Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 1&Bttries for Charlie and Louisa Tudor.

198\wC, HOF, Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Cases odiHeSamuel, and Lawrence Stein. Samuel and lrere
Stein left the asylum only twenty days after thether. Their mother had recovered from her fewat was well
enough to care for the boys at this point.
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unheard of for siblings in Baltimore to runaway jointly. All of the chitdweho engaged in such
a course of action in Baltimore were HOF inhabitants, though the cirauwastaf the children
themselves varied. Many of these runaways were alone in the asylunmahddscided to
remove themselves from the HOF. Six-year-old James Bowie alloweditite to elapse before
he fled the asylum. His mother admitted James into the HOF in ea€yi8ui, and it was only
thirteen days later that he was identified as a runaa@ther children including Maggie Ford,
Bridie Lenore Young, and Albert Talbot engaged in a similar coursetiohan the years that
followed, and simply fled the HOE® For children who had siblings who resided in the asylum
with them, the situation was perhaps more difficult. A few children, li&eaid Stein, absconded
from the HOF without their siblings! It was more common, however, for siblings to run away
together from the HOF, as six-year-old George and four-year-old Wiiiech did in June 1871,
after having inhabited the asylum for only four d&ys.

Asylum children in Liverpool sometimes acted to remove themselogstire
orphanages, though fewer children did so than in Baltimore. Twenty-foupbmeorphans

absconded between 1850 and 1910; six of these children were LFOA girls, andatiméngem

19wWC, HOF, Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 18 ecord of James Bowie.

1owc, HOF, Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 1884tories of Maggie Ford, Bridie Lenore Young;
Registers, Book 8, Record of Albert Talbot. Foditidnal examples of children who were placed ia disylum
without siblings and who ran away from the HOF, sS@éC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, AccowftSora
Rhinehart, Bernadina Krauser, Joanna Ryan; Regi®eok 2, March 1861-March 1870, Entries for @eoGreen
and Jennie Scott; Registers, Book 3, April 1871H4875, Record for Alice Watts; Registers, Bookay 1875-
November 1881, Accounts of Maggie Ford, Josephd&,ocMverda Leach, Bridie Lenore Young; Regist@&spk 6,
1881-1892, Cases of Lizzie Mink (aka Nelson) andrigls McCafferty; Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902 tdtisof
Golden Rebecca Hashall.

111 Herain Stein and his brothers Samuel and Lawrbrcame HOF residents in October 1882. Herain way aix
days later. His brothers remained in the HOF faother twenty days, until their mother removed tHesm the
asylum. See WC, HOF, Registers, Book 6, 1881-189#.other children who ran away from the HOF withtheir
siblings, see: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 185841 &ccounts of Maryland Virginia Ball; RegisteBnpok 3, April
1871-April 1875, Records of Joseph, Mary, and Tho@annaway; Registers, Book 5, May 1875-Novemb8d. 18
Entries for Herbert, Eddie, Mary and Henry Swantdig, John and Annie Dyson; Registers, Book 7, 18335,
Cases of Anne and Andrew Micholsky; HOF, RegistBoxk 10, 1903-1910, Histories of Susie, Lottie riytaet,
Earnest, and Lillian G. Courts.

12\wce, HOF, Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 18 ecords of George and Willie French. Additionamples
of siblings who absconded from the HOF togethelunie: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Histoof
Clara and Elisabeth Rother, Anna Elisa and Cathdlisabeth Ball; Registers, Book 2, March 1861rdal 870,
Cases of Charles and Louisa Volante; Register Bodpril 1871-April 1875, Entries for Laura and AggaiNewton;
Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 1881, Accoohtsllie and Minnie Baggot; Registers, Book 6,8181892,
Admissions of Hugh and Harry Layton.
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eighteen were boys in residence at the LAGBThe majority of these Liverpool runaways acted
in a manner similar to their Baltimore counterparts, and fled therasydlone. This was the
course of action R.G. Harper, Edward Mott, and Middleton Peel all followpdraef their

efforts to escape the LAOB? Yet here the similarities between the Liverpool and Baltimore
asylum runaways end. In only three of these Liverpool cases did asylum childirenawert

with one another and leave the asylums without permission; two of tiesefforts occurred in
the 1870s while the third happened in 18851And unlike the children who absconded from the
HOF in Baltimore, none of the LFOA and LAOB runaways who left with anothét ted the
orphanages with their kin. Indeed, in the rare instances in which Livergd@rs cooperated
with another child and left the asylum, they acted in concert with someone aiher bthkood

relative.

113 For the absconding LFOA girls, see: SHSR, Disgh&egisters, Female Orphan Asylum, October 1845-
September 1858; Entry for Elizabeth Jones; Minutadies Committee, May 1870-August 1892, Meetihgume 9,
1876, Discussion of Martha Jones and Mary PresthpiNlinutes, General Committee, February 1882-Ma@b3,
Meeting of March 6, 1884, Comments about Jane Aaghds; Minutes, Ladies Committee, October 1900-Bes
1911, Meetings of April 1, 1903 and January 14,71 #xamples of Hetty Evans and Gwendoline HealissOB
representatives did not identify the names ofreltAOB boys who were runaways, but for instanoestich they
were specific, see the following: SHSR, Minutgsys Orphan Asylum, January 1861-June 1883, Meeating
September 29, 1868, Discussion of W. McFarlane;utéis, Boys Orphan Asylum, October 1869-October 1874
Meetings of January 1870 and December 1870, C&$k6 dlarper and R. Williams; Minutes, Boys Orphasylim,
February 1875-November 1886, Meetings of January Ehd March 1879, Histories of Edwin Bolton andlPa
Hudson; Journals, Boys Asylum, December 1897-Deeert®21; Accounts of William Newsham, James Thomas,
Joseph Erving, George Walker; Harold C. Jones.

114 R.G. Harper ran away from the LAOB in January 18ifter having spent only five days in the asylunhen his
family returned the boy a week later, he “showethsa strong dislike to being left here, and sotp@dy expressed
his determination to run away again,” that LAOBlaurities refused to accept him until the matteriddoe further
considered. For more on R.G. Harper, refer toSBHMinutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, October 1869-Oetd874,
Meeting of January 1870. For the case historiddaif and Peel, see SHSR, Journals, Boys Asylumebbéer 1897-
1921, Entries for October 9-November 13, 1899, Enulies for February 10-March 9, 1903. For othemeples of
LAOB residents who absconded alone from the asykxamine the following: SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan
Asylum, January 1861-June 1883, Meeting of Febr@a@B861, Discussion of unnamed boy who absconaed the
asylum; Meeting of September 29, 1868, Notes ofWWFarlane; Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, Octoberd86
October 1874, Discussion of R. Williams. For LF@ifs who acted in the same way, please examirischarge
Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, October 1845-8eyee 1858, Record of Elizabeth Jones; Minutes, @Géne
Committee, February 1882-March 1903, Meeting of dia, 1884, Account of Jane Anne Hughes; Minutesliés
Committee, October 1900-December 1911, Meetingspof 1, 1903 and January 14, 1907, Entries forty{Evans
and Gwendoline Healiss.

115 For these three histories, see: SHSR, MinutediesaCommittee, May 1870-August 1892, Meeting @eJR9,
1876, Discussion of Martha Jones and Mary Presthpilinutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, October 1869-Oetdt874,
Meeting of March 1870, Discussion of two unnamegsh&HSR, Journals, Boys Asylum, December 1897-Dbee
1921, Period of January 14-February 11, 1901, Nate¥ames Thomas and Joseph Erving.
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Children of Unwed Mothers

One of the most significant differences between the population of orphans
institutionalized in Baltimore and Liverpool was the group of illegiteretiildren in residence in
the HOF in Baltimore. Though no children of unwed mothers were admittetheénBOA until
1899, and only three BOA inhabitants were ever identified as illegitimatd children were
regularly accepted at the HOF, and a total of sixty-one (1.8%) children winikers were
unwed entered the asylum between 1854 and ¥81@uring the first decade alone that the
HOF was in existence, eleven children of unwed mothers became re&ifidrtie majority,
however, of these children were admitted between 1890 and 1910, with fortydi8é«) of
these HOF residents entering during this twenty-year p€fictinis later group of children
included a number of siblings, whose entrance into the HOF was court ordelgingpdohn
and Jessie Leizear, Edward and Harry Rictor, Harry and Earl Hansoe, amdtReuben Pitcher,
and Viola and Nora Bens&f The involvement of the Baltimore judiciary system distinguished
these children from their earlier HOF predecessors, but thegitiinacy itself was not
exceptional at the HOF. The children of single mothers who were addafid the HOF

demonstrate that not all asylum children in Baltimore were the aifgpfilegal unions.

118 Florence Myers was the first child BOA administratrecognized as illegitimate; this girl becanGA resident
in May 1889, when she was nearly five years olde ®/C, BOA, Admission Books, Book Five, Girls Orly382-
1900 for more information on this child. For treses of the two other illegitimate children whoeeetl the BOA
between 1889 and 1910, see: SHSR, Admission B&uak 12, Male Group, 1901-1913, Accounts of Albert
Campbell and Albert Gray.

117 For these histories, see: WC, HOF, RegisterskBod854-1864, Accounts of Sophie Hiss, Mary Creig,
Fanny Parker, Josephine Blake, Virginia Georgaiarddret Kenetta Biddle, George King, Sarah Rebkedlg,
Virginia Thomas, James Brannan, Mary White, an@®al Webb.

118 For records of illegitimate children who enterbd HOF during this period, please examine: WC, HRdgisters,
Book 6, 1881-1892, Record of Howard Lancaster; &egs, Book 7, 1892-1895, Entries for Florence Eawiiff,
Augusta Miller, Harry and Earl Hanson, Augusta BtijlRegisters, Book 8, 1896-1902, Histories of \&l\right,
Grace Hodges, Marie Beckets, Minnie Fenrich, Lutbantley, Jesse Hayden, Oscar McNeal, Josephrgeli
Larrimore, George Lewis, and Susie R. Stingel; Btegs, Book 10, 1903-1910, Cases of William Wisesrian F.
Marker, Ruth Wachner, Roy Steiner, William Hartsoglargaret Pasterfield, Edward L. Honsman, Luckaks and
Parker Hughes.

19wWce, HOF, Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Recordibfi and Jessie Leizear; Registers, Book 7, 1895;18
Accounts of Edward E. and Harry Rictor; Harry aratlEHanson; Registers, Book 10, 1903-1910, Exangfi&euben
A. and Lottie B. Pitcher; Viola and Nora Bensebr fhformation on other illegitimate siblings whotered between
1890 and 1910, see: HOF, Registers, Book 8, 188@;1Accounts of Ellanorah, Catherine, Margaret Afadren
Gorman; Registers, Book 10, 1903-1910, RecordSédmah F. and Clarence E. Mitchell, LeRoy and AlbértPoole.
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Though there was a population of children whose mothers were unwed imcesiaat
least one of the Baltimore asylums between 1854 and 1910, there is no evidenog tif the
orphans who inhabited the Liverpool asylums were illegitimate. Livégppbanage officials
articulated a stringent set of rules that governed admission, and it wascoatmon for LFOA,
LAOB, and LIOA administrators to remind potential applicants that “theiagge certificate of
parents is required for admittancé®” This commitment to admitting only the children of legal
marital unions was directly connected to Liverpool orphanage offiamaeratanding of certain
children, including those who had lost both parents, those who had been born withim miseve
radius of Liverpool, and those who were the offspring of legally marriezhtsaas having
“preferential claims” to assistance. Indeed, LFOA officials suggesiat the care of children
who did not meet these criteria was the domain of poor law represestatid argued “that if
charitable people step in to do what the poor-law officer can do better, sodater tine cases of
illegitimacy and abandonment are certain to incrédseOfficials at all three asylums continued
to expect applicants to submit proof of their parents’ marriageaghout the second half of the
nineteenth century and the early years of the twentieth centuryaadllates such as Sarah
Ashcroft, Augusta Bradbury and Mary Barron who complied with this presiéggjained

admission? Those applicants who failed to provide this proof were simply excluded from the

120 gHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 184#1Report for the year ending February 24, 184 the
original admission policies and rules of the LAGBe: SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asyl@&%1-1860,
Report for the year ending February 26, 1851. tReiLIOA rules of admission, please examine: SH&ual
Reports, Infant Orphan Asylum, 1879-1889, Reparttie year ending January 30, 1880

121 SHSR, Miscellaneoudhe Myrtle Wreath—A Quarterly Magazine in Aid @& funds of the Asylum for Orphan
Girls, and the Church of Holy InnocenBecember 1892-December 1893, January 1893 edifoeferential Claims,”
p. 11.

122 Officials occasionally documented the evidence épplicants provided to the asylum in order tagaitrance.
See SHSR, Admission Papers, Letters A-Y, 1812-188@ission Papers, Certificates, Birth, 1847-194dmission
Papers, Certificates, Baptism, 1828-1860; Admis§iapers, Certificates, Marriage, 1825-1923; Adrais$tapers,
Certificates, Death, 1845-1913. See also SHSR,igglan Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, August 184@ust
1851, Example of Sarah Ashcroft; Admission RegsstEemale Orphan Asylum, April 1867-February 18¥é&;ounts
of Augusta Alice Bradbury and Mary Barron.
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asylum, as Mabel Rice was in February 1894, after LFOA authorities detdrthere was “no

proof of the marriage of her parent§>”

Abused children

Asylum officials in Baltimore and Liverpool collected hundreds of chilthk histories,
but said little about parent-child relationships, or the interactiatsoccurred between surviving
parents and children. Yet in a few cases, the testimony HOF reptessngathered was
disturbing enough to warrant its inclusion in the asylum’s admission negistéhese cases
demonstrate some children in Baltimore entered the HOF from homes in whiethce@nd
mistreatment occurred and was directed towards these children. rétakpgarsberger arrived at
the asylum in March 1863 after having run away from home. She told HOF authbstibsth
her mother and stepfather drank, and that the latter “had frequentin beate One of the
individuals Margaret named as a reference verified that “her stayrue, that her reported step-
parents were drunken and worthless, and that the father had tried ¢algirl in every
way.”?* Other HOF histories, including those of Mary Ann McBride and Kate M&il
confirm that Margaret’s story was not unique in terms of the levelbténce she was subjected
to prior to her admission. A Mrs. Braun brought Mary Ann to the asylum in June 1863dnd t
asylum officials that she witnessed the “brutal conduct of the fafttbis child--taking her by
the hair of head he thrust her into a house, and closed the door—Iloud screamsddll This
woman then entered the McBride home, and found Mary Ann “on the floor, and the father [Mr
McBride] kicking her most unmercifully:* The police officer who escorted seven-year-old

Kate McQuillan to the HOF in May of the following year reported a sinsitene of

123 Fgr information on Mabel Rice, see: SHSR, Minu@sneral Committee, February 1882-March 1903, Meeif
February 8, 1893, Discussion of Mabel Rice; AdnoisdRegisters, Female Orphan Asylum, November 188y
1895, Entry for Mabel Adeline Rice. For the higgarof other children whose application for adntissivas rejected
because of the failure to produce parental marrmagegficates, or because children were not frogitimate marital
unions, please see: SHSR, Admission Registersrieer 1852-August 1865, Examples of May Ellen FiBarah
Moseley; Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asyluoy&mber 1878-April 1905, Account of Christopher @és
Stapleton.

124\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1&ample of Margaret Apersberger.

125\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Entry fariAnn (alias Eliza) McBride.
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mistreatment, in which he had “rescued her [Kate] from the brutal funtaficated parents who
had beaten her, till she was almost insensitife Kate’s history, like that of Margaret
Apersberger, reveals the role that alcohol played in some of tiodsetincidents, and suggests
as well that some male behavior (i.e. violence against children) vedsasly unacceptable that
neighbors and police would intervelié.All of these accounts reinforce that there was a
population of Baltimore asylum children who came from families in which palygiclence
against children occurred.

There were certainly residents who arrived at the HOF from houseéhaoldiéch the
mistreatment of children did occur, but it is unclear how many childreriBahimore asylums
regularly experienced such violence. The issue is further congalibgtthe presence of children
who provided HOF officials with narratives that asylum officialerdually determined were
false. Theresa Rose was found alone on the streets of Baltimore lohia #igril 1862, and
brought to the asylum. She told HOF officials that her father was dead, antependther with
whom she lived treated her badly and chased her out of the HBU$#OF representatives
investigated the girl’s story and discovered that her stepmother hadiogireelocal police
station to try to find the girl, and that Theresa had actually stolerntsimge@nd had run away
from home to avoid punishment for her actions. Mary Wenheim provided HOF authottities w
an equally sad tale when she appeared at the asylum in March 1863. Mary saithieedied
when she was three, that her stepmother had died the previous Christmhaat hadfather [Mr.
Wenheim] died two weeks later after an accidental fall at work.y ldiap reported that her

father had left her with one of her stepmother’s sisters, and thatdnian had left to go to New

126\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864. For addil examples of HOF children who came from houlsishio
which violence was said to occur, please see: W@QF HRegisters, Book 1, 1854-1864, Histories of ieZzouglass;
Margaret Inglehart. Entries for the two unnameddaggiler brothers; Registers, Book 3, April 1871-ApB75, Cases
of James and Willie Fallon; Registers, Book 6, 18892, Case of Charles Mathias.

127 Anna Davin,Growing Up Poor: Home, School and Street in Londi8fi0-1914London: Rivers Oram Press,
1996), p. 37.

128\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Accourifludresa Rose.
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York, abandoning Mary in the proce$s.When HOF authorities made inquiries about this story
at the place Mary’s deceased father had formerly worked, they discovargt fther was very
much alive, and they discussed the girl's story with Mr. Wenheim. Manyisrféold HOF

officials that she had run away from the family’s home several dayshefoause her
stepmother was “strict with her,” though he did not elaborate on whatribtsoghavior entailed.
In both cases, adults convinced HOF officials that the original histtiegshad heard of death
and desertion, and mistreatment were incorrect. These storieslgentiggest some children in
Baltimore presented narratives to HOF officials that played on tieedastympathies, and that
were false in their composition. These narratives also indisatelathat the HOF had a good

reputation for its treatment of children.

Children who entered as the result of other local organizations’ andivesrafforts

One of the most striking contrasts between the populations of asylum childrethi
cities was how many children in Baltimore became asylum inhabitants tine sessult of family
members’ decisions to have them admitted, but because of the intervémibardocal
organizations, institutions and police officers. Seventeen (2.8%) BGAagid twenty (2.9%)
BOA boys entered the asylum because of the efforts of local groups ditieddike the HOF,
the Nursery and Child’s Hospital, the Female House of Refuge, the Chil&idr&ociety, and
the Supervisors of the City Chariti€8. These same Baltimore institutions and organizations, as

well as Bayview Asylum, the Maryland Penitentiary, the Protestdanti Asylum, the Maryland

129 The admission entry for Mary Wenheim is locateti@, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864. HOF ddfii
discussed the full details of the girl's case igR&rs, Book 2, Admissions, March 1861-March 183%@e also
Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, RecordQifarles Downey, for the case of another child Widwto HOF
representatives about his parents, and his situatio

130 For the histories of the BOA inhabitants in thisup, please see: WC, BOA, Admission Books, Boo®ifls
Only, 1881-1900, Cases of Margaret Pauline Quimnima Seegers; Mary M. Hammet; Book 6, Males, 1889818
Records of Joseph Myers; Charles Serbo; Charles Skyhn Pierman; Louis Albert Conrey; Joseph Mydwhn
Pierman; Albert Miller; Richard Wirt; Edward E. Bgr Joseph, Robert and Edward Wiley; Admission Boddook
12, Male Group, 1901-1913, Examples of Samuel Wilnd Edgar Russell Hooper; Arniel Doll; William iRehart;
Henry Cypler; Joseph Edward Williams; Joseph AleearShaw; James Davis Rymer; Earl G. Bunce; Adonissi
Books, Book 13, Female Admissions, 1901-1913, Estior Alice, Maggie and Julia Hales; Edith Marénér; Edna
M. Whalen; Mary Elizabeth and Sarah Martha Adaniliah Walters; Sarah Boyles; Edith, Sarah, andRUushton;
Harriet and Marguerite Lang.
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Industrial School for Girls, the House of Refuge, the Egenton Female Orglghm® the Home
for Mothers and Infants, and the Charity Organization Society also wodthission of children
into the HOF; 117 (3.6%) HOF inhabitants owed their residence in the aythia type of
intervention** Yet it was only at the HOF that police officials also contributed todh@ssion
of children. In a number of these children’s cases, including those of Nidbolird, Sophy
and Carrie Heck, Maggie and Kate Parsons, and Howard Scott, one or both paretsl@cal
jails, and city policeman brought these youngsters to the HOF fol*¢ata.other instances,

police officers discovered children like Rebecca and Mary Ann\satat Henry Rodgers alone

on the streets and turned to the asylum for assistahddnese histories, as well as those of

181wce, HOF, Master File, 1854-1910. For exampleshifiren Bayview Asylum officials conveyed to th©R,
please examine: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, Mag#i-March 1870, Entry for Bertha Shriver; Regst&ook 5,
May 1875-November 1881, Record of Ella Wells. thar account of a child who was sent to the HOF ftioen
Maryland Penitentiary, where her mother was an femsee: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 3, April 187 1HAp375,
History of Elizabeth Chamberlain. Protestant Infasylum administrators sent Four-month-old EdwRitbmosure
to the HOF in March 1877 because of overcrowdinthat asylum; see WC, HOF, Registers, May 1875-Niber
1881, Example of Edward Martin Rhomosure. Forrmiation on Maggie Campbell, who was sent from trayand
Industrial School for Girls to the HOF in March B3Tefer to: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 5, May 18¥&+ember
1881. Officials at the Egenton Female Asylum tfamsd Albert Wilkinson from that institution togtHOF in
October 1887; see WC, HOF, Registers, Book 6, 82, For the history of a child transferred friira Home for
Mothers and Infants to the HOF, see: WC, HOF, &egs, Book 8, 1896-1902, Entry for George Levisr the case
histories of children the Charity Organization ®tgihad admitted into the HOF, examine the follayémtries: WC,
HOF, Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Accounts ofiBediohn and Eugenia Bhune; Norah Porter; AgnearlGiite and
Gussie Stengline; Registers, Book 7, 1892-1895e€akFrank Stewart; Mary Naparotek; Anne and Andre
Micholsky; Norwood and Mamie Folk; Registers, Bddk 1903-1910, Histories of Harry Haines Bossomtek
Willie and Roland Betz; Ida and Kurt Meisner; NellAmy and Maggie Atmenspacher; Ruby, Blanche aratlP
Roberts; Edna M. and Julia Maas; May, Louise, Edveard Robert Seibert; Paul Norris; Hattie Redf@&iéanora M.
Collins. See the following entries for childrenavlntered the HOF from the Nursery and Child’s Htaspghe House
of Refuge, the Children’s Aid Society and via tliles of the Supervisors of the City Charities:CWHOF, Registers,
Book 1, 1854-1864, Histories of Mary Ball and Anfray; Margaret, Catherine and Daniel McWilliams; ifidlice
Jervis; Emma J. Harris; Registers, Book 2, MarobiltBlarch 1870, Accounts of George Moffat; Annie &gn
Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, Entries Andrew and Peter Conly; Registers, Book 5, M&y5k
November 1881, Records of Annie and Mary Seibestyis and Alfred Conery; Florence and Nora Goodiéitie
Kibby; Fannie Hopkins; Registers, Book 6, 1881-183%amples of Thomas SJ Stewart; Edward Sheridde; Ha
Willie, Louis and John Brach; John H. Clark; Chiastand John Wagner; Rosa, Willie and Mamie Scratthur
Roth; Dora Reese; Willie Poole; Registers, Book892-1895, Cases of Oscar Woltz; Florence TanrfériRigisters,
Book 8, 1896-1902, Histories of Maggie and Alicenheend; John Boulden; Martha Deitrick; RegisteisIB10,
1903-1910, Entries for Howard Belt; Lillian SmitGiarolyn Moore; Joseph and Frances Schillian; E&gaker; Hattie
Redford; Fannie Gertrude Green.

182\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 18¥€gord of Nicholas Dollard; Registers, Book 3, ihp871-
April 1875, Entries for Sophy and Carrie Heck; Regis, Book 6, 1881-1892, Accounts of Maggie antéarsons;
Registers, Book 10, 1903-1910, Example of HowarmttSd-or the accounts of other children broughth®HOF by
Baltimore City police officers because one or hatttheir parents was jailed, refer to the following/C, HOF,
Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Entries for Mary WilRegisters, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Cdsgharlie
Aler; Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, @asf Mary E. Smith

133\WcC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Accountslafy Ann and Rebecca Salary; Registers, Book 53, Ma
1875-November 1881, Record of Henry Rodgers. Hditianal cases of children Baltimore City polidéiaers found
alone and had admitted into the HOF, see: WC, H&gjsters, Book 1, 1854-1864, Histories of Edwaard Mary E.
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children brought to the asylum through the efforts of other institutions, indluait a network
existed between the Baltimore asylums and various other organization®aps i the city
when it came to coordinating the care of poor children.

There is less evidence of such a network in Liverpool. The three ogasadial
willingly accept children from one another, but only eight children were adhnitte the LFOA,
LAOB and LIOA from other institutions between 1840 and 1910. Seven of these cagesdcc
at the LFOA, and involved girls sent from Major Lester’s school, the Honmé Prevention of
Cruelty, the Training Home for Girls, the Liverpool Sheltering Home, and@amardo’s
Home* In the last instance, Elizabeth Singleton became an LIOA resident inafehB77,
after having been in residence at another local Liverpool institutiimmats identified as the
Widows Home** The rarity with which girls were accepted into the LFOA and the Li@#
local institutions, and the fact that no boys appear to have entered the LA@B ia smianner,
suggests the limited nature of the interactions between thesadiytams and other child-care
institutions in Liverpool during this period. It is clear that hardly any plhans who came into
the LFOA, LAOB and LIOA did so as the result of cooperation that occurregéptasylum
officials at these three asylums and reformers working for otlwerpdol organizations, and
there is no evidence that any of these Liverpudlian orphans arrived inrisigsgions as the

result of police intervention.

McWilliams; Sarah Osborne; Registers, Book 2, Mdr81-March 1870, Records of William, Charles andisa
Volante; Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 18 xamples of Charles Downey; John Fleming(or Burke).

134 sarah Hane Wilson and her sister Elizabeth lefoMaester’s School and entered the LFOA in Octdt®85. The
Home for the Prevention of Cruelty sent Ada Louiaesdale and Elizabeth Ann Hopley to the LFOA ity 1886 and
January 1887. Jane Clementine Laurenson was adnnitio the LFOA from the Training Home for Girts i
September 1890. See SHSR, Admission RegistersalEédmphan Asylum, November 1882-January 1895her t
histories of all five of these girls. Officials frothe Liverpool Sheltering Home applied to have Wacholfield
admitted into the asylum in March 1895. Repredassfrom Dr. Barnardo’'s Home asked LFOA authestio accept
Eveline Marsh into the asylum in June 1895, andbgftame a LFOA resident the following month. e admission
records of these girls, refer to: SHSR, AdmisdRagisters, Female Orphan Asylum, February 1895tAp07,
Records of Mary Ann Scholfield; Eveline Marsh.

135 SHSR, Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylumy&mber 1873-December 1881, Account of Elizabeth An
Singleton.
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Conclusion

Hundreds of children were accepted into the Baltimore and Liverpgahas between
1840 and 1910, and though these youngsters were primarily healthy local children whib entere
the institutions in the company of siblings, it would be wrong to concludehthabpulations of
asylum children in both cities were homogeneous. The population of Baltimore a$yldran
included girls and boys who were the offspring of unmarried parents, a contiigdildren
whose parents had abused them in the presence of others, a group of childrenexfbio we
younger at the time of their admission than were their Liverpudlian egants, and a number of
children who had originally been in the care of other institutions or au#sobéfore arriving at
the HOF and BOA. In addition, these children entered the orphanages in Batitrearker ages
than did their Liverpudlian counterparts, and remained in these ifsti#dor shorter lengths of
time on average than did asylum inhabitants in Liverpool. Children’srexgiin the orphanages
acted as an equalizer in some ways, as admission exposed children in &éstb tiGalth dangers
which did for some unfortunate youngsters prove fatal, and provoked in other chiidietrea
and fears that led them to flee from these institutions. In contrest, sought refuge at the
asylums on their own. Questions remain however, about these institthigingnanagement,
and the realities of life for children who resided in the Baltimaclaverpool orphanages. Itis

to these asylums, that we now turn our attention.
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Chapter Six: The Orphanages

In the BOA Annual Report for 1860, asylum representatives declared that

it is a great thing to pluck from the burning the brand already

half consumed by the fires of sin, but it is a nobler act to save

the young; to fit those whose whole lives are before them to

spend those lives to the glory of God and the good of their

fellow beings'
BOA officials expected the asylum to provide BOA residents with wieati@gtruction or
training they needed to accomplish these goals, though they offered lijle ino the asylum
and how it might accomplish these tasks. This statement, as well as emsaother Baltimore
and Liverpool officials made between 1840 and 1910, begs the question of how exactly the
asylums functioned on a daily basis. These institutions had lofty mnentihen it came to the
children they housed, but what were the realities of these instittiienselves? An
examination of asylum operations in Baltimore and Liverpool reveals notafeleedifes when it
came to who controlled the institutions, and to the boarding of children. eé&et itiistitutions
proved remarkably similar as well, especially in terms of asyluffy 8ta disciplining of asylum
residents; funding sources; educational, vocational and religioostyaarovided to children;
and leisure activities granted to asylum residents. Some of thesarisiesi] specifically those
involving education and leisure provisions that periodically removed chifdven the asylums,
suggest the impact late-nineteenth and early-twentieth-centudyvedliiare trends and debates
had on the Baltimore and Liverpool orphanages. Asylum officials in both witiesclearly
familiar with this discourse, though they made efforts to navigatedhai path when it came to

asylum practices.

1wcC, BOA, Annual Reports, Report for the year egdipril 10, 1860.
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Official Asylum Governance

Both men and women were involved in the management of the Baltimore and Liverpool
asylums, though female asylum reformers at the BOA and HOF wieldedfampower than
their Liverpool counterparts, when it came to asylum governance. In Baltimeneserved as
asylum trustees, but it was actually women who acted as the principgaisidators of the BOA
and HOF? At the BOA, the Board of Managers was the female body that codttbéeasylum;
by an 1808 Act of Incorporation this Board of nine women was to “have the sole
superintendence, and direction of the said school, and may pass any ordioatieesriderly
management and good government” of the institutidine managers regularly utilized these
powers as well; the issues the Board dealt with on a monthly basis includisdiadm
applications, dismissal requests, BOA residents’ education and wsliigistruction, children’s
leisure activities, misbehaving residents, BOA health issues,rthe td placing-out
arrangements, BOA staffing issues, revisions to BOA policies, and maltthations to the
asylum? As of the late 1850s, the twenty-one women who served on the HOF Board of

Managers were similarly empowered. These women were

2 This appears to have been the case as well &elise Home for Orphans of the Methodist Episcopali@€h of
Baltimore City (KHOMEC). According to the certifite of incorporation, the Kelso Home was a corgomahat was
to be managed by seven trustees. This Board stdes was supposed to appoint the Lady Managetshamgeneral
charge of the Home was to be in the hands of tierlaThe Managers and the Trustees did meetadgub discuss
and address any business that was related to tke Keme, but it was the Lady Managers who dedh ttie daily
running of the asylum and its realities. For infation about the Board of Trustees and the femalpdders at the
KHOMEC, refer to the following: Kelso Home for Qrans of the Methodist Episcopal Church, Minute§418887,
Certificate of Incorporation; Meeting of January 2874; By-Laws, Article First, December 7, 1898efso Home for
Orphans of the Methodist Episcopal Church—When aptiMBom Founded.”

3 WC, BOA, “Acts of Incorporation, By-Laws and Rulgsverning the asylumAn act for incorporating a society to
educate and maintain poor orphan and other detifatale children, by the name of the Orphaliner®h&chool,
and to repeal the act of assembly therein mentippasised January 20, 1808-1807, chapter 145, Selitio The
number of BOA Managers was increased to twentyifive894.

4 Each BOA Board Meeting was an amalgamation obwarissues, though admission applications and ssthi
requests were discussed at nearly all board meetiSige WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-bee
1895; Board Minutes, June 1895-October 1897; Bdéirdites, April 1905-December 1914, for such distuss For
examples of the Board’s consideration of educadioah religious instruction as well as children’slee activities, see:
WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decembeb1BReetings of September 5, 1881; August 4, 1884udry
5, 1885; March 5, 1888; October 1, 1894; Januafy8®5; February 4, 1895; Board Minutes, June 186t®ii®r 1897,
Meetings of November 1895; February 3, 1896; Falyri897; March 1, 1897; Board Minutes, April 1908d2@mber
1914, Meeting of May 1910. For Board discussidimisbehaving children, BOA health issues, the teafplacing
out arrangements, asylum staffing issues, revidgioBOA policies and monthly asylum donations, peeaxamine the
following: WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 188&eember 1895, Meetings of November 1881; Marct862;
October 1, 1883; May 5, 1884; April 6, 1885; Octothe1886; November 5, 1888; June 3, 1889; Marct821;
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to have entire control of the property and funds of the Institution,
and shall use and apply them in such manner as they shall

deem best calculated to accomplish its benevolent purposes; they
shall have power to enact their own By-Laws and regulations,

fill any vacancy that may occur in their own body, by death or
otherwise, employ agents, determine their own compensation,
direct the Treasurer in the application of all moneys, and generally
to adopt all such measures as shall promote the object of the

Institution?®

In addition to their control of asylum finances, property and management, théskl&t@gers
also had “the supervision of the school,” as well as the authority tal&dde admission or
rejection of all [admission] applicants,” and “advise and direct tagdvi in the performance of
her duties.® As this list demonstrates, these women were involved in everydaEIOF
administration. But perhaps even more significant was the primanhmjigtayed in overall
asylum management. These women and their female peers at the BOtheveue governors

of the Baltimore asylums.

October 5, 1891; May 1893; December 3, 1894; April895; Board Minutes, June 1895-Octoboer 189%&tMgs of
September 3, 1895; January 1896; March 2, 189&k@ct4, 1896; February 1897; April 1897; Octobed7,8Board
Minutes, April 1905-December 1914, Meetings of Feloy 1906; May 1906; December 1906; February 198iuary
1908; November 1908; February 1909; April 1909;iAp®10; December 1910. The BOA Managers did nanf
Committees similar to those at the HOF until 1888tpf this date the BOA Board established the Adimis and
Dismissions Committee, the School and Amusementsriitiee, the Housekeeping Committee, and the Sewing
Committee to better address the topics the Boamndidered each month. See WC, BOA, Board MinutepteSnber
1881-December 1895, Meeting of March 4, 1894, Herformation of these committees.

5 WC, HOF, Constitution and By-Laws, 1859, Consiitut Article V1.

5 Ibid., By-Laws Six, Seven, and Eight.

" The Johns Hopkins Colored Orphan Asylum (JHCOA)eaps to have been the exception to this pattern in
Baltimore. Evidence from the JHCOA makes cleat there was a two-tiered structure of governancdkaitasylum
which men controlled. The JHCOA Board of Lady Mgeis visited that asylum on a regular basis, iotethwith
staff and children, and reported their findingshte Committee on the Colored Orphans Asylum, wiiek comprised
of four men who sat on the Johns Hopkins Hospitakfees Board. Though the Lady Managers knew rmarie
about what happened at the JHCOA on a daily biasigs the Committee on the Colored Orphans Asythit
actually administered the asylum and its affaifeese men enforced the rules regarding admissimhsliamissals at
the asylum and actually governed the JHCOA. Twangles that demonstrate the subordinate roleiealti COA
Lady Managers played to their male counterpartseafound in the minutes for the Johns Hopkins ktabprustees
Committee on the Colored Orphans Asylum. The firgblved changes that the Committee members psupivs
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Though the female administrators of the Baltimore asylums exercisedhnotbrity
than their male counterparts, the reverse was true in Liverpool. Indeedntieeegedivision of
power that existed at the three Liverpool orphanages favored the men wdw @ethe General
Committee. The women on the Liverpool orphanages Ladies Committed satyen a
supporting role to these men, who were the orphanages’ main administraterdslOPfhLadies
Committee was supposed to “regulate the interior working of the agyturwhen it came to
actual decision-making these women were not to enact any policy changesneet wvith the
LIOA General Committee, who would “receive and consider any propositioadres|
committee may wish to make” before making a final decision about therraatiand. The
situation was similar at the LAOB, where the women on the Ladies Cagmroittasionally
suggested changes in the composition of asylum staff, but were thess@iverless to make
such change’.At the LFOA, the Ladies Committee possessed more agency when itocame t
domestic affairs than their LAOB and LIOA counterparts. The LFOA Iss@mmmittee
appointed the asylum’s Matron and Schoolmistress, and was also supposed torentiat s

the children are properly instructed in Housewifery, so as to
be qualified for useful servants—to determine what Children
shall be apprenticed, and to whom—to attend to and direct

those minutiae of domestic arrangements which none but

1898 to the asylum by-laws. The Lady Managersatbjkto these changes, and though the Committeessied this
opposition, they quickly decided to adopt thesengea and simply make an effort to explain the sitnao the Lady
Managers more fully. The second example of thesilibate role these women played in the administiaif the
JHCOA occurred in September 1900, and involvegtssibility of expanding the cooking class that sahthe
JHCOA girls had access to; the Lady Managers watotetbke this education available to fifty girledato have four
classes, each of which received on lesson per wéekbefore the Ladies could effect this changeythad to write to
the Committee and seek its permission to allowdlsmnges. Indeed, the Lady Managers did not tiv@/power on
their own to make such alterations to asylum pegicit was up to the men who sat on the Committeketide what
practices and instruction would occur at the asyl#ar more on the subordinate role these womeyeglto their
male peers when it came to the administration ®#HCOA, see the following: JHCOA, Minutes, Thard®Hopkins
Hospital Trustees Committee of the Colored Orphssydum, 1898-1912, Meetings of May 17, 1898; Decent®,
1898; September 29, 1900; October 9, 1900; Jun&B; October 27, 1903; January 10, 1911.

8 SHSR, Minutes, Infants Asylum Committee, Septeni8&8-December 1870, Meetings of January 8, 1865 an
January 27, 1868.

% For evidence of this, see: SHSR, Minutes, Boysh@n Asylum, January 1861-June 1883, Meetings pteBaer 7,
1866; January 18, 1871.
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females can understafft.

As this statement demonstrates, it was nineteenth-century understaridjegder that
empowered these women and provided them with control over all matters dorsit BOA.
Yet there were real limits to women’s power. The LFOA General Qtigenltimately enacted
children’s apprenticeships, and also controlled the asylum’s finanatédns, hired the medical
officers who staffed the LFOA, and insured that LFOA rules, orders, and byseres

followed !

Asylum Staff and Employees

Each of the Baltimore and Liverpool institutions had its own staff of emesyyd# whom
the asylum matrons or headmaster and teachers were the principed fifjimportance. The
women and man who served as Matrons and Headmaster enforced behavior il hsy
their responsibilities regularly encompassed more than discipline

The number of Matrons varied in Baltimore between the early 1860s and 1910, as the
asylums housed children of both sexes who were segregated according to séxatios
usually meant the HOF and BOA employed more than one M&trbnterms of the primary
responsibilities these women had, HOF officials expected the Matron “toed¢mqum all the

children unquestioning obedience, and see that the order and decorum of aulskdeg

10 SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 18501 Report for the year ending January 31, 1872.

1 bid., Report for the year ending January 31, 1872

12 Between the early 1860s and May 1884 the BOA eyeplseparate Girls’ and Boys’ Matrons. As of M&g4
BOA officials reduced the number of Matrons to careg between 1897 and 1910 the asylum retainedottoee
Matrons, with one of these women serving as thaamy directress. At the HOF, fewer alterationsuoced; until the
mid-1870s there was one HOF Matron, and betweeb 48@ 1912, there were separate Girls’ and Boydrdna.
See WC, HOF, Annual Reports, 1854-1898, First AhRegort for the year between November 23, 1854 and
November 23, 1855; Second Annual Report for the petween November 23, 1855 and November 23, 1Ri§6;
Annual Report for the year between November 23818% November 23, 1859; Sixth Annual Report ferybar
between November 23, 1859 and November 23, 1864 the shift to separate Boys and Girls MatrorthatHOF,
see: WC, HOF, Annual Reports, Twenty-Second AnRegdort for the year ending November 23, 1876. \8€e
HOF, Annual Reports, 1908-1914, Fifty Fourth AnnBaport for the year ending December 31, 1913thferdecision
to have one Matron in charge of the entire HOF.
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Christian family be strictly observed” in the asyl&inThe BOA Matron also was supposed to
insure good behavior in the asylum and deal with problematic BOA inhabitantsitoth
Baltimore asylums’ Matrons served as the principal disciplnain-residence. The HOF
Matron was to make sure the children were “kept neat and tidy in theinpéeppearance, that
they retire and rise, and have their meals at a specified hour, [antfiepatre industrious during
working hours.** The BOA Matron had “general oversight of the whole institution” and was t
keep the Board informed about BOA domestic matters, schedule BOA stafiioves,

temporarily admit children into the BOA until the Board could review asiomisapplications,

and determine which BOA residents were ready for apprenticEship.

Like their counterparts in Baltimore, the Matrons and Headmastke dfiverpool
orphanages were expected to enforce discipline and manage the inner-workirege of
institutions. In addition, the LFOA Matron and the LAOB Headmaster astadents for these
asylums in all matters related to the children and their lives.hidetof the Liverpool
orphanages were headed by a director. At the LFOA and LIOA, this was the Mdtileratthe
LAOB the Headmaster served in this capacity. LIOA officials repartel 859 that the LIOA
Matron was to have the “entire control of the establishment as therM=d at the Female

Orphan Asylum,” and it is clear that both Matrons and the LAOB Headmasterexpected to

BWC, HOF, Constitution and By-Laws, By-Law Fifte@he Orphaline Society, Board Minutes, January 1819
January 1857, Meeting of February 4, 1856; BOA,ddiilmneous, “An Account of the Baltimore Orphan sy
during the Active Management of Mrs. Appleton Wilsb1918.

4 WC, HOF, Constitution and By-Laws, By-Law Fifteen.

1Swc, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb8b61Bleeting of May 5, 1884. For specifics on the
Matron’s duties, please see: WC, BOA, Board MinuBsptember 1881-December 1895, Meetings of Segteinb
1884; July 6, 1885; June 18, 1886; April 4, 188ihel6, 1887; October 7, 1889; October 6, 1890; Dbee 1, 1890;
December 7, 1891; April 7, 1892; November 6, 183%yruary 5, 1894. The Matron of the Johns Hop&akred
Orphan Asylum (JHCOA) had, like her counterparthatHOF and BOA, a variety of responsibilitiesheSvas
expected to regulate children’s behavior, and saversee sanitary conditions in the asylum ankiensare the girls
in residence were kept clean. It also fell totieecontact the doctor if any problems with childseimealth developed,
and to consult with the House Committee when irtaalté’ died, in order to make burial arrangemefise JHCOA
Matron was also supposed to hold religious semiery morning and every evening as well. For iBeussion of the
JHCOA Matron'’s duties, see the following: Johngkias Colored Orphan Asylum, Series a. Committe¢he
Colored Orphan Asylum, 1898-1905, By Laws and Rafabe Johns Hopkins Colored Orphan Asylum, Rides
Matron, and Rules for religious service.
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regulate the behavior of asylum residents and discipline them as réetteslduties of the
LFOA Matron and the LAOB Headmaster, however, encompassed more than paiitdingn’s
behavior. Bboth of these officials investigated applicants seegirgatices, contacted the
family members of ill asylum residents who were to be dismissedtfreratFOA and LAOB,
and consulted directly with the LFOA and LAOB Committees about chiklteralth issue¥. In
addition, the LFOA Matron visited apprentices like Margaret Fawsand Annie Styles, who
were experiencing problems in their situations, determined which LFMAvwggre suitable for
apprenticeships to the asylum itself, and assisted the asylum dattehevinedical

examinations of children seeking admission into the LE®Ahe LAOB Headmaster also

16 SHSR, Minutes, Infants Asylum Committee, Septenil®&8-December 1870, February 8, 1859; Minutesidsad
Committee (from this point onward cited as LC), Ma370-August 1892, Meeting of April 5, 1871; Maghl872;
For more on the LAOB headmaster’s responsibilitiaen it came to asylum discipline, please see: FSH@nutes,
Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861-June 1883, Megtigeptember 29, 1863; March 11, 1864; Februani883;
Minutes, October 1869-October 1874, Meetings ofilA@71; July 1874; Minutes, February 1875-Novemb&86,
Meetings of January 1878; October 1879; Miscellaseblonorable Secretary of the Committee, May 1860ruary
1914, Meeting of October 4, 1909.

17 For the accounts of cases in which the LFOA Matnvestigated applicants asking for apprenticesase examine:
SHSR, Minutes, LC, September 1892-September 19@@tikhs of March 1, 1893 and April 5, 1893, Histerof
Helena Rowlands and Margaret Cowan; Minutes, LGoker 1900-December 1991, Notes on Lucy and Mary
Winslade. See SHSR, Minutes, LC, October 1900-Bées 1911, Meeting of February 6, 1901, AccouriEsther
Lillingham, for a case in which the LFOA Matron hi@dcontact a ill child’s family members because ¢thild was to
be dismissed. For the Matron’s consultations WRKDA officials about children’s health, see SHSRpMes, LC,
September 1892-September 1900, Meeting of Febfyck896, Notes on Agnes Vichavance; Minutes, LapBDer
1900-December 1911, Meeting of February 6, 1906¢iBsion of Maggie Braithwaite; Minutes, Generafm@uttee
(from this point onwards, cited as GC), FebruargZ:8larch 1903, Meeting of January 8, 1885; Meetih@ctober 5,
1893, Discussion of Annie Coupland. For instaricashich the LAOB Headmaster did investigate med aomen
seeking apprentices see the following: SHSR, Mimeeous, Honorable Secretary of the Committee, V280-
February 1914, Meeting of October 11, 1909. Seddlowing for instances in which the LAOB Headrteais
communicated with applicants and family membernsafs: SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, Octol&§9t
October 1874, Meetings of November 1871; May 187@utes, February 1875-November 1886, Meeting afiday
1878; Honorable Secretary of the Committee, MayOiB6bruary 1914, Meetings of October 9, 1905; Sepéz 14,
1908. In June 1883, the LAOB Headmaster had toacbithomas Deane’s Uncle because of the boy'dlth, and
to ask the Uncle to remove the child from the asylsee SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, Janugél1June
1883, Meeting of June 25, 1883. For other exampié¢ise Headmaster's role in contacting the regstiof soon to be
dismissed boys, please see: SHSR, Minutes, BgysaDrAsylum, February 1875-November 1886, Meeting o
February 1879.

18 SHSR, Minutes, LC, May 1870-August 1892, Meetifi¢/ay 3, 1871, Notes on Margaret Forshaw and Annie
Styles. For examples of the LFOA Matron’s requési@pprentice certain girls to her, see: SHSRtés, LC, May
1870-August 1892, Meeting of November 1, 1871; Masyu September 1892-September 1900, Meeting ofiBgbB,
1897, Notes on AE Wilson; Meeting of April 7, 18@iscussion of Elizabeth Hamblett. See SHSR, AhRegorts,
Female Orphan Asylum, Reports for the years endémgiary 31, 1872; 1903 Annual Report, for moreherrole the
Matron played when it came to the medical examimatiFOA admission applicants underwent.
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conferred with the LAOB Committee about boys’ education, labor, appreijice and health
issues, and corresponded with applicants and family members abodt boys.

The Liverpool and Baltimore Matrons and Headmaster regulated childre@gitweh
guaranteed the asylums functioned properly on a daily basis, and even senardsasfag
inquiry, communication and evaluation at the LFOA and LAOB. The Matrons were not
however, the only significant figures when it came to asylum staff mepasmiam teachers
regularly provided the children in residence with daily care asagedducational training. At
both the Baltimore asylums, female teachers educated boys and girigedgpand two teachers
were employed at the BOA between the late 1860s and 1890s and at the HOF betwerd 1875 a
1892%° The supervision of the children in the schoolroom regularly fell tetivesnen, but their
daily presence in the asylums meant their guidance of the childrerdedtbeyond the
schoolroom as wefl: These teachers were of course responsible as well for theiedatat
training asylum residents received, though officials at the two Baktimsylums rarely spoke of
what this instruction entailed. Indeed, HOF officials provided no specificsgdilmis period
about teachers’ duties, but they did note that the grade of instruction théeHchers afforded
the HOF residents was “above that of the Primary Department of tfie Babools.?? The

BOA Managers were slightly more forthcoming in their description of B€a&hers’ duties, as

19 For examples of the Headmaster’s involvementlircation and labor, please see: SHSR, Minutess Bophan
Asylum, January 1861-June 1883, Meeting of Janbaily81; Miscellaneous, Honorary Secretary of then@ittee
Minutes, May 1900-February 1914, Meetings of Octdhel 905; September 14, 1908. For the headmastehis
involvement in apprenticeships and health issuesnae the following: SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphasylim,
January 1861-June 1883, Meeting of November 220;18&utes, October 1869-October 1874, Meetingslay
1871; March 1872; Minutes, February 1875-Noveml!8861 Meeting of October 1878; January 1879; Miscelbus,
Honorable Secretary of the Committee, May 1900-kaiyr 1914; Meeting of October 9, 1905; NovemberlBg5.
See SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, October 4B6@ber 1874, Meeting of November 1871, Case of W.
Cearns; Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, February 18@$ember 1886, Meeting of February 1879; Misceltarse
Honorable Secretary of the Committee, May 1900-&afyr 1914, Meeting of October 9, 1905, DiscussibAarold
Spread, for instances in which the headmaster gmoraded with family members and applicants aboys o
residence at the LAOB.

20wce, BOA, Annual Reports, Report for the year egdipril 10, 1868; 1870 Annual Report; 1871 AnnualpRrt;
1872 Annual Report; 1874 Annual Report; 1875 AnrRigport; 1878 Annual Report; 1883 Annual Repor87.8
Annual Report; 1888 Annual Report; 1890 Annual RedB93 Annual Report; HOF, Annual Reports, Repfot the
years ending November 23, 1876; November 23, 1889.

21 Wc, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb8b61Bleeting of June 3, 1889, Discussion of Amandadg
HOF, Annual Reports, Fifth Annual Report, For tleaybetween November 23, 1858 and November 23, 1859
Registers, Book 4, Admissions and Dismissions, B@®epartment, 1873-1884, Weekly Household Routine.
22\WC, HOF, Annual Reports, Nineteenth Annual Refarrthe year ending November 23, 1873.
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when they reported that these women were supposed to supply BOA residents evbldwer
enough to receive instruction with a “good English educafidrhese comments certainly
suggest that teachers at both asylums were expected to provide asitlamts with at least a
basic education, in addition to the daily care they gave these children.

Female Liverpool orphanage teachers were, like their peers imBedti regularly
responsible for more than just the education of asylum children. The ndlerseat the LAOB
had more assistance than their female counterparts at the LFOA dri@®the Baltimore
asylums when it came to these duties. When the LIOA opened in 1859, thereoveradhers,
and it was up to these women not only to instruct LIOA residents in theiestundit to provide
daily care for them as well. The LIOA Committee hired a thiagher in 1867, but it was not
until July 1869 that they hired a servant specifically so that LIOA tescloelld be “relieved of
sundry work connected with the care of the children” and instead focusyeatiréie children’s
educatior* The LFOA teaching staff faced a similar double burden until 1887, when LFOA
Committee Members decided to appoint a Sub-Matron to perform “the domheistis hitherto
assigned to the teaching staff,” and to “appoint a non-resident scigicdss, who, not having
her time and attention occupied by any household duties, would be able to devote herself
exclusively to the education of the childrén.1LFOA officials clearly expected these resolutions
to free the principal teacher from the conflicting responsibilitias had previously competed for
her attention. Only at the LAOB were teachers perhaps somewhat ntareferthan their
counterparts at the LIOA and LFOA,; the August 1869 LAOB Committee Msruigposed a
reduction in the number of asylum staff, such that there was to be one worsewers, one
cook, one housemaid and two laundry mafdghe fact that the LAOB intended to retain several

domestic servants even after this reduction hints at the limitslef teachers’ duties. Male

Z\WC, BOA, Annual Reports, 1875 Annual Report.

24 SHSR, Minutes, Infant Asylum Committee, Septeni858-December 1870, Meetings of May 2, 1867; July 8
1869.

2 SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 18%881Report for the year ending December 31, 1887.
% SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861 J883, Meeting of August 30, 1869.
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teachers at the LAOB had far more assistance that their pelkesadhér two Liverpool
orphanages in the early years these institutions operated, and did nat daudet their time
between domestic and professional concerns as did female teachers atrthiverheol

orphanages and the HOF and BOA in Baltinfdre.

Discipline in the Asylums

Baltimore and Liverpool asylum authorities expected their charges toeadhesylum
regulations and to behave properly while they resided in these institutiofsrtudately for
these officials, there was a small population of asylum children in bah @iho engaged in
unacceptable behavior that attracted the attention and raised efienggtutional authorities. In
both cities, the majority of these misbehaving asylum residents wergwiugh suggests
misbehavior was itself a gendered problem. Between 1854 and 1910, Baltimone affidials
dealt with various forms of misbehavior, including unruliness, vandalism, afidak well as
absconding children and those who were a danger to their fellow asyluntamtsbiOf these
cases, only three involved female residéhtsinruliness was the most common charge leveled at
residents of both Baltimore asylums, and though officials suggestedechildd defied the
Matron or other asylum employees, they failed to say specificallytivbse children had done.
Between 1854 and 1864, HOF authorities dismissed eleven children becaugerthey
“insubordinate and unmanageabf.BOA officials encountered similar difficulties, including

the cases of William Myers, John Claypole, Harry Ortlief, David WatsorigEzids, William

27 The Johns Hopkins Colored Orphan Asylum (JHCOABaftimore appears to have been more like the LA
the HOF and BOA when it came to teachers and thaies. The teachers at the JHCOA were expectadsist the
Matron with domestic duties when school was natassion at the asylum, but the asylum’s reguldfrstes also
comprised of a laundress, cook, gardener, and se@mstress, who also performed many of the asyldomgestic
duties. The variety of employees that the JHCO#spesed, as well as the added help that theseysraplaould
have provided to JHCOA teachers certainly suggdeatshers at this asylum, like their counterpartaat. AOB, had
more assistance than their peers at other institsiti Refer to the following for this informatiodHCOA, Series b.
Financial records, 1895-1923, Bills 1910-1911.

2 For the histories of misbehaving asylum girls &itBnore, see the following: WC, BOA, Board Minsté\pril
1905-December 1914, Meeting of October 1908, CaB#ooence Tall; HOF, Register Book 2, March 186aith
1870, History of Jane Lanahan; Board Minutes, Démmam901-June 1913, Meeting of April 24, 1904, Aguioof
Beatrice Tyler.

22WC, HOF, Annual Reports, Tenth Annual Report far year ending November 23, 1864.
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Spalding, Raymond Bailey, Andrew Granger, and James Harrison, who were expélbd i
1883 because they “had become so unruly during the early part of the month that it was
impossible to keep them in the Institution.” They said nothing about whatyettaedke boys had
done®* HOF officials found themselves confronted with other types of misimtas well
between 1854 and 1910, including at least two children who tried to settfie dasylum,
inhabitants whose behavior posed physical or moral dangers to other childremagyltim, and
several runaways who were located after their escape from the dSyRB@A officials were
perhaps luckier than their HOF counterparts, as no BOA children destroyeah asgherty. At
the BOA, however, there was a higher incidence of theft and of returning igstwea there
was at the HOF?

Officials in Liverpool encountered some of the same forms of misbhelamiprasylum
children that their counterparts in Baltimore did, though this miscondwcprmarily confined
to one of the Liverpool orphanages. Indeed, the vast majority of misbehaphranermresided in
the LAOB, and engaged in what LAOB authorities identified as insubordinagdmwetting, and
running away. LAOB officials never explicitly identified what consgtiitnsubordination,
though the case of James Blundell indicates that defiance of LAOEtHfand rules was central

to such charges. When the LAOB Headmaster charged Blundell witbmdigct in April 1871, it

30wc, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb&61Bleeting of July 2, 1883. For additional exaespbf
unruly children who resided in the Baltimore asytusee: WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 188lebber
1895, Meetings of February 4, 1884, Discussion afr{iBriggs and Richard Brooks; Meeting of Jun&885, History
of Edith Conant; Meeting of December 4, 1887, Nate$seorge Crabson; Meeting of October 5, 1891¢uBision of
Willie Whalen; Meeting of February 1, 1892; BoardnMtes, April 1905-December 1914, Meeting of Octob@08,
Case of Florence Tall.

31 For examples of HOF children who were arsonistanene: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-diar
1870, History of Jane Lanahan; Registers, Book8ilA871-April 1875, Account of Willie Seinow. H®officials
only named one of the children they understoodaagerous to other children; this girl was Beatfigker, and
officials discussed her in 1904. According to H@presentatives, the girl had a very “demoralizimfuence on the
home, and this was the reason for her dismissat VBC, HOF, Board Minutes, December 1901-June 19&8ting
of April 24, 1904 for more on this girl. See aC, HOF, Annual Reports, Third Annual Report foe tfear between
November 23, 1856 and November 23, 1857; HOF, Bbindtes, December 1901-June 1913, Meeting of Nderm
26, 1906, for the unnamed children whose influgmoeed “too pernicious” and too “degenerate” toystathe
asylum. For the records of runaways who officiatsted, please see WC, HOF, Registers, Book 61-1882,
Accounts of Charles McCafferty and Eugene Young.

32\WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb851Bleetings of February 4, 1884, Case of Willie
Robertson ; January 4, 1886, Discussion of Frah@isize; October 4, 1886, Notes on Willie Reid nikr&eller and
Harry Seibert; Board Minutes, June 1895-October718%etings of April 6, 1896, June 1, 1896; Distms®f John
O’'Neill; March 1, 1897, Notes on Willie Dibbern akdilfred McComas.
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was because the boy engaged in “gross insolence and insubordination to regskifdster] and
the other masters® A number of other boys engaged in this type of disobedience as well,
including Lattimer Frederick, William Ward, and Francis Mofik& et there were other types of
resident insubordination that caused the LAOB Committee an extensoeenbof consternation
between 1860 and 1910. In the 1870s and early 1880s, LAOB authorities contended with a
number of boys including WD Griffiths, R. Kellingham, and James Leatherbarhase “dirty
habits” and incontinence were understood as unacceptable. By the early 13@0sffitials
faced a new form of misconduct, in the form of runaways such as George Afalikdgliddleton
Peel*® The examples of these LAOB residents demonstrate misbehaviorgeadered problem
not only in Baltimore but in Liverpool as well, and that girls were fss likely to engage in
misconduct; Mary Griffiths was the only girl LFOA authorities ciffily identified as a
troublemaker and cited for misbehavibr.

In Baltimore and Liverpool, the enforcement of asylum discipline was @usematter,
and there was a hierarchy of asylum authorities who disciplined “naudfilgfen based on the
nature and repetition of their misconduct. In the Baltimore asylums, chiddrestdeeds were
regularly uncovered by the Matrons who resided in the asylums with the ohaac it was
these women who were supposed to initially address children’s miscGhdHe@F children who
disregarded the Matron’s reprimand and persisted with unacceptable beterd@ubject to the

next level of asylum authority in the form of the asylum Managers whedervthe House

%3 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, October 186%Ber 1874, Meeting of April 1871.

34 please see SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum,iectb869-October 1874, Meeting of October 1872tHer
discussion of Lattimer Frederick. LAOB officialpake about William Ward and his “gross insolence an
insubordination” in Minutes, Boys Orphan AsylumbFeary 1875-November 1886, Meeting of June 1878,cdn
Francis Monks in Journals, Boys Asylum Journal,dbeiger 1897-December 1921, Entries for Septembé&ctéber
11, 1909.

35 It remains unclear from surviving asylum documemitether or not “dirty habits” was a euphemism for
masturbation or not. LAOB officials did use thisrase to refer to boy's incontinence in other insés. Please
examine SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, Octdi8&9-October 1874, Meetings of November 1871 angu&t
1872 for the discussion of WD Griffiths and Minyt€gbruary 1875-November 1886, Meeting of Janu8@gifor the
case of James Leatherbarrow. Middleton Peel ray awice in early 1903, and LAOB officials decid@ddischarge
him to his brother in March or April 1903. For rean this boy and George Walker, see SHSR, JouiBays
Asylum, December 1897-December 1921, Minutes faoter 13-November 10, 1902.

%6 SHSR, Minutes, LC, September 1892-September 5),1deeting of December 2, 1896, Minutes on Manyfini.
$TWC, HOF, Constitution and By-Laws, By-Law Fifte@he Orphaline Society, Minutes, January 1819-Janua
1857, Meeting of February 4, 1856.
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Committee. It was the responsibility of these House Committee Mantagesee that the rules
of the Institution are observed by all inmates,” and to present repohts ¢éntire Board of
Managers about problematic asylum resid&htat the BOA, this second level of asylum
discipline involved the Visiting Managers; two members of the BoaMasfagers were made
Visiting Managers each month and expected to visit the BOA at leastameek during their
month-long appointment. These Visiting Managers were empowered to “acthaoomin
judgment in all cases requiring immediate attention,” and to “reprove and atdinamigly
inhabitants® BOA residents who persisted in their bad behavior encountered thstépah the
disciplinary chain, and were “brought before the Board,” so that the erainp gf Managers
might confront these children about their disobedience, and render a decisibwiab
punishment such actions merit&d.

A similar chain of discipline existed at the Liverpool orphanage, svhtatrons and the
LAOB Headmaster were charged with the initial discipline ofdrkit, and the members of the
Ladies Committee and General Committee were responsildlesf@unishment of children who
engaged in continued disobedience. Like their counterparts in Baltithergyerpool Matrons
and Headmaster resided in the orphanages with their charges, and arethefirst asylum
representatives to encounter children’s misconduct. That the MatnohHeadmaster were
supposed to discipline inhabitants for misconduct was not in dispute; LFORlgfactually
went so far as to empower the LFOA Matron to “use the rod in extremé oésgisbehavior'!

Children who engaged in more serious forms of misbehavior faced dis@ptime hands of

%8 \WC, HOF, Constitution and By-Laws, By-Law Six.

39WC ,BOA, Acts of Incorporation, By-Laws and Rulgsverning the asylum,” By-Laws, Article IIl, Seatid; The
Orphaline Society, Board Minutes, January 18194+dan1857, Meeting of December 1, 1856.

“Owc, The Orphaline Society, Board Minutes, Jand&i9-January 1857, Meeting of December 1, 1856.

41 SHSR, Minutes, LC, May 1870-August 1892, Meetifid\pril 5, 1871. For more on the role that the W@nd
LFOA Matrons and the LAOB Headmaster played whemthe to enforcing discipline in the Liverpool oaplages,
please examine: SHSR, Minutes, Infants Asylum Cdtes) September 1858-December 1870, Februaryd®;18
Minutes, LC, May 1870-August 1892, Meeting of Afjl1871; March 6, 1872; For more on the LAOB heashter’'s
responsibilities when it came to asylum discipliplease see: SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylunualy 1861-
June 1883, Meetings of September 29, 1863; Marci884; February 19, 1883; Minutes, October 1868kar
1874, Meetings of April 1871; July 1874; MinuteghFuary 1875-November 1886, Meetings of Januarg18¢tober
1879; Miscellaneous, Honorable Secretary of the @ittee Minutes, May 1900-February 1914, Meetin@ofober 4,
19009.
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asylum administrators, and though these cases were rare at the LFQadigeeCommittee did
expel sixteen-year-old Mary Griffiths in November 1896 for her “bad behantbad
influence.*? At the LAOB, members of the General Committee played a sirollai
disciplining children. In a number of cases during the 1860s and 1870s, including thosesof Jame
Thompson, William Jones, W. McFarlane, James Vickers and Jamegibaatbw, the LAOB
General Committee determined the punishment these children shaileerier their misdeeds,
which included attempted violence against the LAOB Headmaster, lyaadingt, bedwetting,
and other unspecified acts of miscondiicin some cases from the 1870s, it was not the full
Committee that regulated children’s behavior, but the two LAOB&fssi who were appointed
on a monthly rotating basis to deal with pressing asylum busth@gsese asylum administrators
served as a second line of disciplinary authority in the Liverpool orphanageh as the BOA

and HOF Managers did in Baltimore.

Public and Private Funding
The Baltimore and Liverpool asylums relied on private funding for much ofdhpport,
yet during the second half of the nineteenth century, these institutioasnessasingly

dependent on public monies for their survival. At the HOF and BOA, kegjacid donations

42 SHSR, Minutes, LC, September 1892-September %), 1d@etings of December 2, 1896.

43 According to the LAOB Committee Minutes, Jamesiipson was expelled for his refusal to obey asyifinials
and because he tried to hit the LAOB HeadmasterMéFarlane was dismissed from the orphanage beazuss
constant lying and stealing, and James Leathenvamas expelled for his continued bedwetting. LAGf8cials did
not name the type of misconduct that William Joswed W. McFarlane engaged in during their tenuthén
orphanage. For more information on James ThompAfilliam Hounslow Jones, W. McFarlane, and Jameké&fis,
examine the following: SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphaylam, January 1861-June 1883, Meetings of Dece@fher
1862; May 19, 1864; September 29, 1868; Novembet81. For the case of James Leatherbarrow, SESR,
Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, February 1875-Noveni886, Meeting of January 1878. For other examples
misbehaving LAOB boys the LAOB Committee dealt wigbe: SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, Janli@64-
June 1883, Meeting of September 29, 1863, HistbRoy Evans; Meeting of October 23, 1871, Exampled/.
Cearns and W. Griffiths; Minutes, October 1869-®etol874, Meetings of August and September 187&pkes of
R. Kellingham and Hugh McMillan; Meeting of July 24 Discussion of Thomas Jackson; Miscellaneouspkbble
Secretary of the Committee Minutes, May 1900-Fetyr@t814, Meetings of October 4, 1909 and June 2401
Discussions of unnamed boys.

44 For the histories of misbehaving children whoseatvior the LAOB Visitors regulated, please see SH8Rutes,
Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861-June 1883, Me@tigpril 13, 1870, Case of F. Foster; Minutes, B&rphan
Asylum, October 1869-October 1874, Meeting of OetalB870, Notes on R. Williams; Minutes, Boys Orphan
Asylum, February 1875-November 1886, Meeting oy 175, Case of A. Fulton; Meeting of January 1877,
Discussion of Edwin Bolton.
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assisted the asylums in their survival, though evidence indicates ttiBDthesceived far more
private support during the second half of the nineteenth century than did FheHH{QF
authorities rarely reported the reception of legacies and donatimheyan they recognized that
the private funds the HOF received were not enough to fund the asylum on abegifd The
situation at the BOA was markedly different, with the asylum derivingmof its support
between 1860 and 1900 from donations, legacies, and the interest from invested iuends
donations the BOA received were both non-monetary and monetary; in 1867 forexiepl
non-monetary donations included twenty straw hats, eleven turkeys, one alatiges, four
bushels of potatoes, two bottles of medicinal brandy, fifteen bushels gfsuand other assorted
items?® The monetary donations were of a dual nature, with asylum administratonsramad a
subscribers making some, and others arriving from Baltimoreans wateffilivith the asylurf.
The legacies that BOA officials mentioned were perhaps the modicaghiform of funding the
asylum received during this period. Between 1860 and 1888 alone the BOA recearddae
bequests, which ranged in total from $25 to $10,000. Most legacies were from wealthy
Baltimoreans, including the 1874 bequest Johns Hopkins made to the asylum. Yeuthe asy
also received a few bequests from deceased BOA MarfdgB3A authorities invested some of

these funds, including the $5000 legacy from William Patterson and the $500tezmaddrs.

4 \WC, HOF, Annual Reports, Twenty-Third Annual Regor the year ending November 23, 1877. HOF ific
reported in the Annual Report for the year endiy@&mber 23, 1877 that the annual cost of runniegH®F was at
that time $8000, and that it was very difficultachieve this sum without state appropriations,castons and other
contributions only amounted to $4000. See also WQF, Annual Reports, Twenty-Third Annual Report tiee year
ending November 23, 1887.

48 \WC, BOA, Annual Reports, 1886 Annual Report. Fare on the 1867 donations, please see: WC, B@ApAl
Reports, Report for the year ending April 8, 186 he donations for this year also included two thsgawberries,
six gross buttons, one barrel crushed sugar, og@heoffee, one large cake; two bottles; six pafrehickens, cakes
and candies, one cart-load of turnips, twenty-fbe of buckwheat, mince pies and jelly, and aris®mas bush.

47 For examples of such monetary donations, see: B@3, Annual Reports, Report for year ending Aiill863;
1890 Annual Report; 1892 Annual Report; 1893 AnrRegport; 1894 Annual Report; 1896 Annual Reporf8.8
Annual Report; Board Minutes, September 1881-DeezrhiB95, Meetings of November 1881; January 3, 138%
6, 1885; February 7, 1887.

48 \WC, BOA, Annual Reports, Report for the year egdipril 10, 1868; 1872 Annual Report; 1874 AnnualpRrt;
1879 Annual Report; 1883 Annual Report; 1886 AnRighort; 1887 Annual Report; There were severaations
from deceased BOA Managers, including Mrs. Baynislids Cordelia Hollins, and Miss Hannah Gaitheee SVC,
BOA, Annual Reports, 1884 and 1892 Annual Repantsrfore information. BOA officials did not identithe
amount of money Miss Baynard left to the asyluroutyh they did report that Miss Hollins bequeath&a®® to the
BOA, and Miss Gaither left the asylum $10,000.
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Susan McKim, and used the interest these accrued to help sustain tresB@R*° The funds,
as well as the other types of private funding that the BOA received dbarsgcond half of the
nineteenth century, played an important role in the sustenance of thisilpafaltimore
asylum.

In Liverpool, the orphanages also benefited from the individuals who contributesl to t
asylums or willed legacies, as well as from subscribers who provided &nmdiag. Yet many
of the private grants the Liverpool orphanages obtained came spigifiom local churches,
and this source of financial support was unique to Liverpool. At the LAOB, cotdrisunade
to the asylum by private citizens proved particularly important during dundénalf of the
nineteenth century. The offers and provisions various Liverpool gemtlerade to the asylum
during this period regularly resulted in the entertainments the LAOB éapyed, including
performances, concerts, and shows at Wavertree Park, St. James HallGeat@'s Hall, as
well as steamboat and tug rid@sThere was no evidence that the LFOA received any significant
amount of contributions from Liverpudlians who were unassociated withyhereand chose to
assist it financially. The LFOA did, however, receive a signifieandunt of funding between
the 1850s and 1870s from annual subscribers who paid the asylum a set amount of dues each
year, as well as from the legacies that various individualsdatitiehe LFOA> In addition to
these funds, the LFOA and LIOA benefited from funding that local celiginstitutions provided
to these asylums. Both asylums received aid from various Liverpoelskmot churches, such as
St. Saviour’s, St. Bride’s, St. Ann’s, St. Peter’'s and Holy Innocérithiese churches held

regular charity collections, and distributed the funds their congregamtided to local

49WC, BOA, Annual Reports, Report for the year egdpril 10, 1868.

%0 For examples of such contributions, see: SHSRukés, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861-June 188ting
of September 25, 1865; October 1869-October 18&&tigs of May 1871; July 1871; May 1872; Novemb®r3;
February 1875-November 1886, Meetings of July 13v8; 1881.

51 SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, Regortthe years ending February 24, 1845; FebrRary858;
February 26, 1865; February 26, 1867; January 842;1December 31, 1874.

52 For notes on the specific contributions local ches made to the LFOA, examine SHSR, Annual Repeetsale
Orphan Asylum, Report for the year ending Febr2&ry1856. Information on the LIOA and its receptaf church
funding can be found in SHSR, Annual Reports, Ihfarphan Asylum, 1879-1889, Report for the yearirgmdanuary
30, 1880. According to this report, the LIOA obiad £60 in 1879 from these charity collections.
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organizations like the LFOA and the LIOA. There is no mention of theselekerived funds in
the surviving LAOB records, yet it is probable that such monies weredeto the LAOB
because of its close association with the LFOA and LIOA. The non-sessistaace the
Liverpool orphanages received proved particularly valuable, and wasliseifast significant
difference between the Baltimore and Liverpool asylums when it came toduehgiiing the
second half of the nineteenth century.

Not all of the support that orphanages in both cities derived came froatepsivurces.
The HOF was the first of the asylums in either city to receivagfibiding, and this turn was
apparent as of the 1860s. HOF asylum officials sought and won $3000 from the Baliitpore
Council in 1860 and money from the State of Maryland in 1860, 1864, and 1867. HOF
authorities justified the 1864 appeal in terms of the HOF residents,am® ‘from a substratum
of society to which the ordinary agencies of neither Church nor State reaoli dad the fact
that the HOF was the only Baltimore asylum to house boys younger than eight vehooividl
orphans? In the decades that followed, HOF officials continued to win state andinityni.
The HOF received state appropriations that included $2,000 in 1874, and $3000 in 1880, 1896,
and 1908, as well as Baltimore City grants which totaled $1,925 in 1896 and $1,228 1 1908.
At the BOA, it was not until the 1890s that the asylum became heavily depemdgtate monies
for support. The asylum did receive state funding in 1868 and 1884, but this wa®thektiks
reception of public monies until the last decade of the nineteenth ceB@#yofficials never

appealed to the City of Baltimore for monetary aid, “fearing it mightfietewith the class of

53WC, HOF, Annual Reports, Sixth Annual Report fog year between November 23, 1859 and Novembetr858);
Tenth Annual Report for the year ending Novemberl®84; Thirteenth Annual Report for the year egditovember
23, 1867. The State of Maryland awarded the HOFO®85n 1860, $5000 in 1864, and $7500 in 1867;ldsssum
was intended to allow the asylum to construct a8Bepartment Building.

54WC, HOF, Annual Report, Twentieth Annual Reporttfee year ending November 23, 1874; Twenty-Sixtimual
Report for the year ending November 23, 1880; F8dgond Annual Report for the year ending Noveri3erl 896;
Fifty-Fourth Annual Report for the year ending Deder 31, 1908.
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children taken® This worry may have been a valid one, as children began to be committed by
Baltimore Justices of the Peace to the HOF in the mid-1860s, afténdtiation first received
grants from the city of Baltimore. These commitments certainly stiggglsims that took
Baltimore City money were expected to admit whatever childreh ddiicials decided they
should have the care of, despite asylum officials’ own understanding of who\aaseptable
candidate for admission. BOA officials obtained state appropriations in 18,1158, 1895,
and every year between 1902 and 1909. These awards remained static in the #B90$ qter
annum, though BOA officials managed to convince the Maryland Legislature ind g4i6d the
award to $2,000 per yed.These state appropriations reveal that government monies played a
significant role in the finances of both Baltimore asylums as tiete®nth century progressgd.
The histories of the three Liverpool orphanages demonstrate thatltineoBaasylums
were not unique in terms of their eventual turn during the nineteentircémgovernment
assistance. The LFOA, and LAOB directed their attention in the late 4880sarly 1890s to
public funding, and it was during this period that public monies began to be provideseto the
institutions. The reception of these funds coincided with Liverpodhiasgfficials’ decisions to

place these institutions under the control of the English governmeubls glementary schools,

SSWC, BOA, Annual Reports, Report for the year egdipril 10, 1869; 1885 Annual Report. For BOA ofils
worries about appeals to the City of Baltimoregdablic aid, see: WC, BOA, “An account of the Baltire Orphan
Asylum during the Active Management of Mrs. Appleiilson.”

%6 Even with the State appropriation in 1869, the B&if\ had a budget deficit at the end of the yaae WC, BOA,
Annual Reports, Report for the year ending April 1869. For more information on these state apfatpns,
examine: WC, BOA, Annual Reports, Annual Repoots1i885, 1892, 1894, 1903, 1904, 1905, 1906, 19808, and
19009.

57 Evidence from St. Francis’ Orphan Asylum (SFOApferces it was not only white orphanages in Battithat
were increasingly turning to state funding for sissice, though the SFOA began to receive staterfgekll after
either the BOA or HOF. The earliest discussiostafe funding occurred in October 1910, when SF@iéials noted
the $125 appropriation that the asylum receivethftioe state of Maryland. SFOA records make cleawell that this
appropriation was not a one-time occurrence; indid912 letters to then-Maryland-governor Philiddsborough
and the members of the Maryland Senate, SFOA affidiscussed the efforts of the asylum to profadeolored
orphans, mentioned the continuing financial diffiies they faced in connection with their work @hd great debt the
orphanage had accrued, and appealed for an indretisgr annual appropriation, from $500 to $256@r more on
the public funding that the SFOA received during ¢farly twentieth century, see: Oblates SisteRrofidence
Archives, Motherhouse Record Group, Series 9: @mphsylum, Box 18, Folder 7, Financial/Ledger, 19814; Box
17, Folder 23, Application for Aid 1915 (Board d&& Aid and Charities). Nurith Zmora points chattthe Hebrew
Orphan Asylum and the Dolan’s Home received stairies, though she does not identify exactly whémeeiof these
asylums began to receive this assistance; seenNdmibra,Orphanages Reconsidered: Childcare Institutions in
Progressive Era BaltimoréPhiladelphia: Temple University Press, 1994)44 182-184.
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and to allow annual government inspections of the asylum schools. The LIOA fllacesylum
school under government control in 1887, and was the first of the three Livagytwins to
benefit from this profitable arrangement. In the first sixteen monthssadigsociation alone, the
LIOA was awarded £65 14s 8d from the st&t@he LIOA continued to amass public funds in
the years that followed, as did the LFOA and LAOB after these ingtitutiecided to allow
government control of the LFOA and LAOB schools in 189% June 1893, LFOA officials
reported that the asylum school had achieved grants of 28/- per studenta totabpossible
31/- per student. The LAOB proved even more successful in its efforts to wio mainies, and
by December 1900, the LAOB had received grants from the English educatiotmaspdhat
amounted to £104 7s 6Y.All three institutions continued to receive assistance from tigdigh
government in the early 1900s, and in a number of instances, to win the higheshyaialde
when it came to these public funds. This Liverpudlian turn to government fuiadinggll as that
which occurred in Baltimore, suggests the economic difficulties thatragyfficials in both

cities encountered as these institutions aged. These asylumgfaeading competition in the
late nineteenth century from other institutions (both private and puatiavell as decreases in
capital as they lost supporters to death, disinterest, or competitora@ve more successful in
attracting donations.

Despite the state aid the Baltimore and Liverpool asylums receivad) die late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the BOA and LAOB experienced preddunancial
crises during this period. BOA officials first complained about the ggafcfunds they were
receiving from the State of Maryland in 1898, despite having receivaiplagrants that same
decade. BOA officials warned that “there are many things both for{theichildren’s]

advantage and that of the Institution, that we are compelled to leave undogemaur

%8 SHSR, Annual Reports, Infant Orphan Asylum, 18898, Report for the year ending January 30, 1889.

%% For more information on this change at the LFOA BAOB, see SHSR, Miscellaneoti®e Myrtle WreathEdition
for June 1893, “The School;” Edition for Octobe®B8“The School;” Minutes, GC, February 1892-Mai&®3,
Meeting of September 13, 1892; Minutes, LC, Septmami892-December 1911, Meeting of September 26.189
60 SHSR, Miscellaneoughe Myrtle WreathEdition for June 1893, “The School;” Annual ReigpBoys Asylum,
Report for the year ending December 31, 1900.
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straitened mean$” BOA authorities attempted to alleviate the asylum’s financiabioet
same year by requiring the surviving parents of half-orphans to pay ansomihly amount
while their children were in residence, and by closing the asylum fanghrduring the
summer?? At the LAOB, the financial crisis appears to have been even more despétia that
asylum’s debt totaling £1,191 12s 6d in 1903. LAOB administrators managed to tiéidiszen,
but the asylum still owed £1,092 9s 10d as of 1808 1908, LAOB Committee Members
warned that “the valuable work of the Institution cannot be carriedthisiflebit balance
continues to increase year by yeHr.Like their BOA peers, these officials attempted to remedy
these troubles with requests to supporters, though these appeals targatedigizens rather
than the English government. The LAOB did not, however, attempt to fund itgtioperby
gathering monies from the family members of LAOB residents.

What is perhaps more significant than the ways in which asylum aighanitooth cities
dealt with these financial worries, however, is what these cridg@sate about the changing
childcare landscape. During the late-nineteenth-century, a new gen@&fafimerican reformers
rejected orphanages and congregate institutions as the proper \aag toraependent children,
and posited instead that children should be placed in foster homes. Publicvatelqupport for
orphanages was waning, and with it funding for these institutions; asgommistrators at the

BOA and LAOB appear to have experienced this changing reality firsthand.

Asylums and Education

Asylum officials understood secular education as a proper component oécisid
residence, but they did not focus as much on children’s education asdlwyatiministrative

issues, religion or even vocational preparation. It is clear, howevefotmauch of the second

f1WC, BOA, Annual Reports, 1898 Annual Report.
62 H
Ibid.
8 SHSR, Annual Reports, Boys Asylum, Report foryar ending December 31, 1902.
54 Ibid., Report for the year ending December 319190
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half of the century, the Baltimore and Liverpool asylums schooled tisiiergs within the
asylums, and that this education was sex-segregated.

Both of the Baltimore orphanages originated as charity educationdid¢acifhough the
secular instruction HOF inhabitants received for much of the secondfltlaéf nineteenth
century was more extensive than that BOA residents received durirsgutiésperiod. Between
1854 and 1859, the HOF operated as a joint day school and orphanage, and the primcadal for
education was oral instruction in the Scriptures. This training invohe#iOF teacher calling
out a certain letter, “like an A- a child rises and says, ‘Ask anthgk receive.” Teacher calls out
R—another child rises and says ‘Rest in the Lord.” When the chitdezhof this, the asylum
teacher engaged them in singing, blackboard exercises, recess pleagyimnastic
performance, in order to keep HOF pupils motivated and foclse@F officials closed the day
school in 1859, and subsequently expanded the instruction HOF residents recgitieel e&ly
1860s, HOF children were being taught to read, write and cipher, were tigagscin
geography and American history, and were singing hymns and scriptural Yerd&¥
residents continued to be educated in the asylum in the decades tveedolihough officials
said little about whether or not this instruction was the same. H@Brities only mentioned in
1886 that the HOF boys “a little outrun the girls at their books” when it causecular
educatiorf’

At the BOA, children’s secular education appears to have been far moictedsh

scope, with asylum residents receiving instruction in English and lessdomestic economy as

55WC, HOF, Annual Reports, Fifth Annual Report foe tyear between November 23, 1858 and November853),
According to the Second Annual HOF Report, over p0gils attended the HOF day school between Noved®&s
and November 1856, though daily attendance in¢hed was less than this. HOF officials also natethis same
report that the school had room for additional shid as well; refer to WC, HOF, Annual Reports,c8ecAnnual
Report for the year between November 23, 1855 amdehber 23, 1856, p. 4. For additional mentionthefHOF
day school, please examine the following: WC, H@Rual Reports, Third Annual Report for the yeamszn
November 23, 1856 and November 23, 1857.

56 WC, HOF, Annual Reports, Ninth Annual Report foe tyear between November 23, 1862 and Novembelr853.
87WC, HOF, Annual Reports, Thirty-Second Annual Refiar the year ending November 23, 1886.
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of 1870%® BOA officials said little else about the education they providedHitdren, and BOA
inhabitants appear to have received a far more limited education tiradd@#epeers during this
period. Though it remains unclear why boys’ education was apparently givestsrt shrift,
the restricted nature of girls’ secular education was related smtbant of time BOA officials
expected them to spend sewing each day and the income that the BOA deriviegfom
girls'work. According to the 1867 BOA Annual Report, BOA girls spent theeeafternoon
“devoted” to sewing and knitting, and the asylum’s older girls were ‘ieasty to receive
[sewing orders from the public] and obey orders for work promptly.”

Officials in Liverpool were even more reserved in their discussiodwfation and far
more concerned with other aspects of children’s institutional life, ththeye were similarities
between asylums in both cities when it came to the secular educatiotuof asgidents. As in
Baltimore, the education of asylum children in Liverpool was for the pars sex-segregated,
with only the LIOA housing children of both sexes and educating them togettkerthkir
counterparts in Baltimore, these Liverpool asylum residents werechlsated within the
orphanages. Internal education of children occurred at the LFOA between 1840 and tt93, at
LAOB between 1850 and 1893, and at the LIOA between 1858 and ®L&&#haps more
importantly, the nature of Liverpool asylum inhabitants’ education appeaes/e been quite
limited, as it was for BOA residents in Baltimore. At the LAOBja#fis emphasized the
importance of boys’ religious education, but only said about secular instrticat the boys were
to receive a “plain educatiod?” Officials at the LFOA were more specific about the type of

education LFOA girls were provided with, though even this instruction was efyréimited in

%8 WC, BOA, Annual Reports, 1870 Annual Report.

%WC, BOA, Annual Reports, Report for the year egdipril 8, 1867, p. 7.

" SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 18¥%71Report for the year ending February 24, 184fual
Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 1872-1888, Repothfyear ending January 31, 1872; December 34;18
Minutes, LC, May 1870-August 1892, Meetings of Jamgul, 1873; April 17, 1885; January 15, 1887; AalriReports,
Boys Asylum, “Proposal for Liverpool Asylum for Gran Boys;” Minutes, Boys Asylum, January 1861-J1i883,
Meetings of September 1862; January 5, 1881; Sdyge6, 1881; Minutes, Infants Asylum Committegpt®mber
1858-December 1870, Meetings of May 4, 1859; Mai857.

"L SHSR, Annual Reports, Boys Asylum, “Proposal fivekpool Asylum for Orphan Boys.” See also AnnBabports,
Boys Asylum, 1851-1860, Report for the years endemguary 23, 1853; February 27, 1856.
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its scope. According to the 1845 LFOA Annual Report, girls were taught “ggadiiting, math,
household duties and needlepoifit. This course of educational study continued into the 1880s,
with the inspectors LFOA officials employed to evaluate girls’ etiocaeporting that the
instruction in math, reading, and writing continued “to be careful and séurhese girls and
their LAOB counterparts received a basic education that appeargstdéen comparable to the
instruction occurring at the BOA during this period. In both cities, asylum eduga®n
severely limited during much of the latter half of the nineteenttucg

Educational practices at the BOA and HOF diverged in the late nitletessmtury, when
BOA Board Members decided to send BOA residents to the public schodigifoeducation,
and the HOF continued to educate children in the asylum. In October 1894 AlRAB@I sent
a small group of asylum residents to Baltimore public schools for théitiest and by 1896,
BOA officials were so pleased with this scheme that most BOA resideder fourteen were
being sent out to the public schoblsThese officials cited marked improvements in the BOA
children’s “conduct and regularity,” and were pleased with “their [BOW@EN] being thrown
with other children and no longer regarding themselves, or being regardeépasatesclass.”

Yet it was not just the benefits to BOA inhabitants or the breakdown of stigiahs that

2 SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 1884%1Report for the year ending February 24, 1845,

" SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 18888 1Report for the year ending December 31, 1882.

" \WC, BOA, Annual Reports, 1896 and 1897 Annual RepoOfficials at the BOA were not the only asylum
administrators to decide to send asylum childreputalic schools during this period; during the fatears of the
nineteenth century, all the children at the Heb@whan Asylum save for kindergartners attendedi® &ahool
Number 65 in Baltimore. Inhabitants of the Dolaonké were sent to the Catholic school that the iSistiethe Holy
Cross administered; this school was next dooréagylum. Children at the Samuel Ready School ikeeHOF
inhabitants, educated within the asylum. For nwore¢he education that the male and female inhaisifithese
orphan asylums received, refer to: Zm@aphanages Reconsidergal 97-100,

" bid. Officials at the Johns Hopkins Colored CaptAsylum (JHCOA) also decided to send that asygum’
inhabitants to the Baltimore public schools, thotlggh shift to public schooling occurred fifteen seafter it did at the
BOA. The first mention of this practice at the JBi€ appeared in the 1910 Annual Report; the firgirybat the
asylum engaged in this practice (1909), all thediemesidents save for thirteen older girls, topghblic schools. The
African-American girls who inhabited the asylum tinned to attend Baltimore City public school irtyears that
followed, until the Committee on the Colored Orpl#aylum and the Johns Hopkins Hospital Board ofsteas
decided in 1914 to dismiss most of the childremftbe asylum and convert the JHCOA to an institutiat would
house thirty to forty disabled African-AmericanIcléen. For more information on the shift to puldhool education
at the JHCOA, examine the following: JHCOA, Théd®Hopkins Hospital Superintendent Reports, Twtirtst
Report of the Superintendent of the Johns Hopkiospial for the year ending January 31, 1910, pT3&nty-
Second Report of the Superintendent of the Johip&iHs Hospital for the year ending January 31, 19denty-
Third Report of the Superintendent of the JohnskitepHospital for the year ending January 31, 191#enty-Fourth
Report of the Superintendent of the Johns Hopkiospital.
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asylum officials appreciated. The BOA Board was satisfied thabtiaé ¢lementary schools
allowed BOA School Committee Members to visit biannually, and discusildeso’s
education with their teachers and principals. The asylum also deriveitdfne the decision
to send the majority of BOA children to public schools. BOA officials weretaldstablish a
kindergarten for younger BOA children, send boys who passed an educational exam to the
McDonogh School in Owings Mills, Maryland, to receive instruction in fagnand agricultural
science, and allow a few older BOA girls with “special or average aestiat books” to
continue with their studie$. This last provision was especially significant, as it allbive
BOA Board to justify the decision to keep girls twelve and older who had attgnublic schools
but had no aptitude for further study in the asylum, in order to “assist in thegsamwd
housework of the Homé'”

Perhaps the most beneficial aspect of the shift to public educationBDthevas that

such a decision allowed the asylum to counter late-nineteenth-centwry wtitb derided orphan

\WC, BOA, Annual Reports, 1905 Annual Report. MeDonogh School was established per the wishestuf J
McDonogh, who was born in Baltimore, and who becarpeominent New Orleans businessman. McDonodkadvil
one-eighth of his estate to the city of Baltimae that a “school farm” might be created. Poagrstibat were
between the ages of four and sixteen were elidgisladmission, and the school was not to be racibregated. The
school was supposed to provide its students withit@ and sustenance, and boys were to receive8liithstruction
as well as a secular education that included rgadiithmetic, geography, history and writing. Bat McDonogh
also received vocational education in farming amidhal husbandry. For a history of the McDonoghdthsee:
Hugh F. Burgess, Jr. and Robert C. SmootMiDonogh School: An Interpretive Chronolo@olumbus: Charles E.
Merrill Publishing, 1973).

"WC, BOA, Annual Reports, 1905 Annual Report. B6fficials were not the only asylum authorities ial@imore
who understood asylum inhabitants as workers araenmhployed these children for their productive labBvidence
from the Johns Hopkins Colored Orphan Asylum revézdt during the late-nineteenth century and eanytieth
century, the girls who resided in that orphanagleadlithe work that was required to keep the asyfumnctioning on a
daily basis, save for the heavy washing. JHCOM giere also expected to sew the items that themsyeeded to
function, including pillow cases, sheets, and akitds clothing; some girls were taught how to us&isg machines,
and all asylum girls were taught what asylum officitermed hand sewing for two hours each afterndori896,
JHCOA officials indicated that the labor thesegperformed to keep the asylum functioning toolkcedence over
girls’ secular education when they reported thiltlobn attended classes regularly within the asylamen [they
were] not needed for work;” see JHCOA, The Johnghiits Hospital, Superintendent Reports, SeventloRep the
Superintendent of the Johns Hopkins Hospital ferytsar ending January 31, 1896Fourteenth Repdineof
Superintendent of the Johns Hopkins Hospital ferytsar ending January 31, 1903. For more evidehttee
emphasis that JHCOA administrators put on girlstkaend on providing them with vocational trainirsge the
following: JHCOA, The Johns Hopkins Hospital, Stipendent Reports, Ninth Report of the Superinganaf the
Johns Hopkins Hospital for the year ending Jan@ary1898; Twelfth Report of the Superintendentaf dohns
Hopkins Hospital for the year ending January 3D11%ccording to JHCOA authorities, the secularcadion these
girls received included instruction in reading,timg, spelling, arithmetic, geography, morals arahmers, and
physiology [eventually labeled hygiene]; for infation on girls’ secular education at the asylurs, H#COA, The
Johns Hopkins Hospital, Superintendent Reportd)tBigeport of the Superintendent of Johns Hopkiospital for
the year ending January 31, 1897.
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asylums as improper places for children. One of the most popular anti-asitlgues during
this period was the claim that such institutions stultified their resgdant produced children
who lacked individuality or autonon§. The decision to send children outside of the asylum for
their education allowed BOA officials to claim its children were:

avoiding the evils which come from too close a confinement

to set methods and the consequent benumbing of their faculties;

so that it cannot be said of our little ones as has been registered

of a large percentage of this class, ‘that all spontaneity,

independence and individuality have been well nigh pressed

out of them.”®

The BOA Board was also able to use its decision to deflect the critic&meformers who
advocated placing poor young children into country homes leveled at institikeotise BOA,
and to defend the BOA decision to keep children of both sexes in the asylutheage of
twelve. The Board Members acknowledged that this retention was

rather contrary to the thought of modern charity workers, but

our experience of many country homes shows that the children

get a very poor education, whereas we are able to give them

the advantages of Public schools, and also the Sunday school

during all these early years. There is a marked difference in the

letters written by our boys who have been placed in the country at

an early age and those who have remained in our Home until the

age of fourteefl’

"8 David I. Macleod;The Age of the Child: Children in America, 18909New York: Twayne Publishers, 1998), p.
17; Priscilla Ferguson Clemei@rowing Pains: Children in the Industrial Age, I85890(New York: Twayne
Publishers, 1997), p. 197.

®WC, BOA, Annual Reports, 1897 Annual Report.

80wce, BOA, Annual Reports, 1902 Annual Report.
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In this manner, BOA officials turned the notion of country life for childrert®head; according
to the BOA Board, there were no guarantees once children left thenaslideed, life outside
the asylums meant exposure to the whims and fancies of non-asylum adildtssylam
residence granted children access to the Baltimore public schodlseandtchful supervision of
BOA officials.

Officials at the BOA were not the only Baltimore asylum admiaists who revised
asylum educational practices during the late nineteenth and earlyetivergnturies. Authorities
at the HOF altered that asylum’s educational practices in 1901, buctiesges did not include
sending the asylum’s residents to the public schools for instruction. AsasdHe 1870s HOF
officials voiced their belief that though the public schools were “adhsitaid indispensable,”
they were limited in their abiliti€€. According to these authorities, the public school system

covers only half the ground, working only one waypward
but it does not start low enough down, and it remains for
Houses of Refuge, Homes of the Friendless, and Industrial
Schools to strikelownwardto the rescue of the most needy

classe$?

These officials believed that the asylum’s “grade of instruction is betp@taf our primary
schools,” and so they eschewed sending children out for their edutafitwe. internal education
changes HOF officials enacted in 1901 involved the reorganization of theraesghool into four
departments: the Grammar School Grade, an Intermediate Grade, the Beinaol, and a
Kindergarten. Each of these departments targeted children ohcages, and the Grammar
School and Intermediate grades were segregated according to sex. irethbethis

reorganization, thirty-four of the older HOF boys were in the threeeddhat comprised the

81 \WC, HOF, Annual Reports, Eighteenth Annual Refmrthe year ending November 23, 1872.
82w, HOF, Annual Reports, Twenty-Third Annual Reor the year ending November 23, 1877.
83 WC, HOF, Annual Reports, Forty-Seventh Annual Refar the year ending November 23, 1901.
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Grammar School, and these boys were taught history, geography, arithmdiig,reaiting,

and spelling. Forty-five of the older HOF girls, meanwhile, were inrttegmediate Grade in
four separate classes. HOF authorities said little about thedtistr these girls received, save
for the fact that they were taught the “the elementary branéhéghirty-two girls and boys
between five and six years of age made up the primary school, and twenty-tiverchges
three to five comprised the kindergarten department. According to H@kRlsffia child in the
primary school required only a few months before he or she could “add, dividglynulti
subtract, write pretty well, [and] read script,” while kindergardneere taught “self-control,” and
to do the “right thing at the right timé&>”

Liverpool orphanage officials became much more concerned with childdurcatn
during the 1880s and 1890s, and it was during this period that authorities’ at adldyiteas
acted to place asylum schools under government inspection. The LIOA viasttbkthe three
Liverpool asylums to shift from internal control of education to governmegntlation, and this
change occurred in 1887. LIOA officials explained their decision in ternfeohstructional
benefits, as the LIOA would now be able to “secure the efficiency oticigin which the
Government examination ensuré® et the decision to classify the LIOA education department
as a public elementary school was also clearly financially motivais a public elementary
school, the LIOA School was eligible for grants that government inspestarsied to schools
whose students performed well in annual exams. For the LIOA, the economitshieoet this

arrangement were immediate. Indeed, during the first sixteen monthisehd©A school was

8 Ibid.

8 \WC, HOF, Annual Reports, Forty-Sixth Annual Refdortthe year ending November 23, 1900; Forty-Stven
Annual Report for the year ending November 23, 1901tle information is available about the typleedlucation that
African-American asylums in Baltimore provided keir wards, though a report that SFOA officialstgerthe St.
Vincent de Paul Society in August 1916 provided sansight into that institution’s educational pr&ieins.
According to the report, girls were educated witlia asylum. There were an average of forty stisdessigned to
each teacher, two classrooms, and the secular tamu&FOA girls received was such that it tookgthHrough the
fifth grade, and occasionally the sixth grade. SFRDthorities suggested the importance of vocatitraaing at the
SFOA, well into the twentieth century; girls at @®ylum were instructed in sewing and domestic wdrlte in
residence. See OSP, Motherhouse Record Grougs3eriOrphan Asylum, Box 18, Folder 10, Finantedger and
Register, 1910-1926, “Policy and Practice of Cathioistitutions in the Case of Children,” p. 65.

8 SHSR, Annual Reports, Infant Orphan Asylum, 18884, Report for the year ending January 31, 1888.
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identified as a public school, the asylum received £65 14s 8d of funding from th&hEng|
government’ The LIOA derived additional economic rewards as well with Parldsmipassage
of the Elementary Education Act of 1891. This Act made compulsory schoolrickallewed

the English government to pay public elementary schools ten shillingsdotiar education of
each child who attended these sch8bI3his money, as well as government involvement, had a
direct impact on LIOA children as well; their education was no longseafndary importance to
LIOA administrators or overlooked in favor of other asylum concerns. By 1898,¢hédren

were participating in clay modeling, drawing, cardboard work, and other edutatitimaies

that trained the “eye, ear, hand, and brain, under the kindergarten s??stem.”

Officials at the LAOB and LFOA waited until 1893 to place thosatirgins’ education
departments under government control. At the LFOA, this delay was therdsualitof Ladies
Committee’s refusal to abandon the internal regulation of girls’ eidncaembers of the
Ladies Committee understood girls’ industrial work as more signifiten their educational
course of study, and clearly feared government regulation of education would impinge’on gi
labor. Their privileging of the girls’ work was clearest in April 1885ewithey first rejected a
request the General Committee made to place the school under goveromteit According to
the Ladies,

the best interests of the children should be promoted and the
highest standard of education attained compatible with the
industrial training and vast amount of needlework which
forms an essential and most important part of the duties of

the childrer?®

87 SHSR, Annual Reports, Infant Orphan Asylum, 18884, Report for the year ending January 30, 1889.
8 SHSR, Annual Reports, Infant Orphan Asylum, 18898, Report for the year ending January 29, 1892.
8 SHSR, Miscellaneoughe Myrtle WreathEdition for August 1893.

%0 SHSR, Minutes, LC, May 1870-August 1892, Meetifigypril 7, 1885.

212



The Ladies hinted as well at the negative repercussion thata&ixtentrol of education would
have on the children themselves; such changes would clearly prevemistifrem filling the
orders for fine needlework that asylum officials collected from intedesarties, and from
producing the “upwards of 3000 garments” they sewed every year for thenamytl otherd
These women clearly understood the dangers external revue posed tortsgdtdro they had
established for LFOA girls, and to the influence that their own visamhpreviously exerted at
the LFOA when it came to education.

In the end, LFOA and LAOB officials allowed the asylum schools to become public
elementary schools subject to government inspection because of intemaigc and external
social pressures. When LAOB officials discussed this decision ob@c1893, they admitted
their motivation was financial, as this change would allow them to obtaarmment grants, and,
in turn, “strengthen the teaching staff’ of the asyfin.FOA officials cited the influence of the
Elementary Education Act of 1891 as central to their resolution to make th& ¢¢t@ol a
public school. According to LFOA Committee Members, the Act had complidademsylum’s
ability to hire good teachers, as few teachers would now work without “thelss of an annual
examination, on which depended, not alone a money grant to the School, but, what to them would
be far more important, a successful record of their own abilities esetsa® The repercussions
of the Elementary Education Act were so far-reaching that even gosesmegused to work in
the LFOA prior to the switch to government control. These women did not waattoite
schools not under the government, “since by doing so they break their recaitl afbdhance of
pension, and render it exceedingly difficult to obtain employment afterwardy PRublic

Elementary School®*

91 SHSR, Minutes, LC, May 1870-August 1892, Meetifidpril 7, 1885.

92 SHSR, Miscellaneoughe Myrtle WreathEdition for October 1893, “The School.”
9 SHSR, MiscellaneouFhe Myrtle WreathEdition for June 1893, “The School.”

94 SHSR, Miscellaneoughe Myrtle WreathEdition for June 1893, “The School.”
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Vocational training in the asylums

The asylums in Liverpool and Baltimore also provided children with vocatitaiaing
that asylum officials expected children to use during and afterrdséilence. For much of the
second half of the nineteenth century, the training male and female adyildren in both cities
received was similar, as was much of the labor they engaged in whikeasylums. Yet by the
late nineteenth century, there was a notable difference between tineoBabnd Liverpool
asylums, as the former had abandoned this more flexible division ofitefamor of one that was
rigidly gendered.

The earliest mention of vocational training at the HOF occurred during the 18%is,
HOF officials stated asylum girls were taught the “use of thdleead general housework.”

By the 1870s, both sexes resided in the HOF, and received instruction in houseveamitlition,
boys learned to knit and girls learned to $éviduring this same period, BOA male and female
residents were also taught how to perform domestic labor, with older BBAeagieiving
additional training in needlework so that they could sew their own gésma work on sewing
orders individuals placed with the BOA.Yet Baltimore asylum children were not only
receiving such training, they were also utilizing it on a daily bashkeimsylums. By 1859, BOA
male and female residents were doing all the asylum’s kitchen and blobgeink, and by 1863,
HOF girls and their one adult aide were performing all the “heavy danukgies” of an asylum
in which the “weekly consumption of bread is never less than 160 loavesmiheviash
averages 250 pieces,” and fully “one-half of the girls in residenoe weter eight years of

age.™®

Once boys began to be admitted into the HOF in 1864, these girls received more
substantial assistance, and children of both sexes continued to labatidaltyeat this asylum

and the BOA during the 1870s. None of the labor these children performed wesdcoy the

% WC, BOA, Annual Reports, Report for the year egdipril 10, 1860; HOF, Annual Reports, Report foe tyear
ending November 23, 1863.

% \WC, HOF, Annual Reports, Nineteenth Annual Refmrthe year ending November 23, 1873.

97 WC, BOA, Annual Reports, Report for the year engdpril 8, 1867.

%8 WC, HOF, Annual Reports, Ninth Annual Report foe tyear ending November 23, 1863.
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numerous American child labor laws that were passed during the middke miheteenth
century.

Children who resided in the Liverpool asylums during the second half of teamh
century received the same types of vocational training and performedrteaygees of labor as
did their Baltimore counterparts. LFOA girls were instructed in “thenassi of the house and
kitchen” and taught “to make and mend their own linen, [and] to do all kinds of plain
needlework,” and it was this work that they actually performed ingylem®™ Older LFOA
girls performed domestic labor within the asylum, and all the LFOA gaWwed garments and
linen for the asylum, as well as produced fine needlework for orders A téllected from
interested parties. This needlework proved extremely profitable duriri@fts and 1860s, and
netted the asylum £96 in 1855, £112 in 1857, £106 in 1858, £113 in 1862, and £110'fl{ 1864.
Though there was a significant slip in the revenue that LFOA girlshgepvoduced in the 1870s
and afterward, LFOA officials continued to expect girls to produce fine needdeand
understood this work as a way to help alleviate the funding crisisytheraexperienced in the
1880s and afterward:

At the LAOB meanwhile, boys also received vocational training, in domastic bnd in
shoe manufacture and repair, and this training informed the labotibsperformed in the
asylum. According to LAOB officials, these boys did “much of the household vwanll] fhey
make and mend all their shoé$2” Older LAOB boys continued as well to perform housework in
the asylum in the decades that followed and the division of labor thusmeghiexible when it
came to gender. A 1908 review of the LAOB labor situation revealed twamtytildren

worked as House boys, and that “eight extra servants would be required to doktla¢ pvesent

% SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 184%1Report for the year ending February 24, 1845,
100 SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 1881 Reports for the year ending February 26, 1855;
February 23, 1857; February 22, 1858; Februaryl 282; February 29, 1864.

101 SHSR, Minutes, LC, May 1870-August 1892, Meetifidypril 17, 1885.

192 SHSR, Annual Reports, Boys Asylum, 1851-1860, Refoo the year ending February 25, 1857.
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done by the House boy&”® LAOB officials voiced no worries about boys performing domestic
labor in the asylum that was normally performed by women outside the institand were far
more concerned with the fact that servants would cost the asylum an addi®dad ‘per
week.™® And there was certainly no external opposition to the labor practicesci @t either
the LAOB or the LFOA. Though the British Parliament passed Factory Acts in 1819, 1825,
1833, 1844 and 1864, these labor laws pertained only to children who worked in industrial
settings and locatior§>

The flexibility that was evident at the LAOB in the early 1900s in tesfiibe sexual
division of labor was completely absent from the Baltimore asylums diménggime period. In
the late nineteenth century, Baltimore asylum officials began to expédten to receive only
the training and perform only the labor that was appropriate to theirrge@itts in the asylums
were to be instructed in the domestic arts and perform domesti¢ il boys in residence
were to attend manual labor classes. This shift was first appatbettdOF in 1886, when
officials noted the girls’ afternoons were “devoted to the needle, and afighey sew, they
sing.™® These HOF girls were instructed in all types of housework, and in handeahihen
sewing, and it was these types of work they did on a regular basis. Thane exddence that
boys were still performing the domestic duties they had previously done QFR, and as of
1891, asylum officials began to provide HOF boys with manual training that asylicialeff
claimed made the boys “more self-reliant and matly.During the early 1900s, this pattern

continued, with HOF girls attending cooking, gardening and sewing classes, &noloy©

103 SHSR, Miscellaneous, Honorable Secretary of the@ittee Minutes, May 1900-February 1914, Meeting of
September 14, 1908.

104 SHSR, Miscellaneous, Honorable Secretary of the@ittee Minutes, May 1900-February 1914, Meeting of
September 14, 1908.

105 For additional information on these Factory Apigase refer to: Bernard Harrighe Origins of the British
Welfare State: Social Welfare in England and Wal&90-1945New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004), p. 34-35.
108 \wC, HOF, Annual Reports, Thirty-Second Annual Refar the year ending November 23. 1886.

197wWc, HOF, Registers, Book 4, Admissions and Disiniss Boy’s Department, 1873-1884, “Weekly Househol
Routine for the Home of the Friendless, Boy's Dapant.” See also WC, HOF, Annual Reports, Fortyhii
Annual Report for the year ending December 31, 1902
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learning basket weaving and chair canfiffgSimilar changes occurred at the BOA as well during
this period. In 1888 BOA officials began to offer BOA boys classes in mara| la which

the boys were taught the “first principles of handling tools, and by which we hoparthbgtter
prepared for their future lives® The BOA girls were not allowed manual training, but were
instead provided with instruction in “plain sewing, and the first princigié®asework and
cooking” during the 1890s and early 1968sThe girls’ domestic focus extended as well to their
asylum labor. These girls helped with the asylum cooking, sewing, and memaiindid all the
asylum housework. The fact that these BOA girls and boys, and their HOFrpaustevere
engaged in the labor and training that middle-class reformers understooihlale $ar each sex

suggests a hardening in late-nineteenth-century Baltimore refomttérsles about gender.

Asylums and Religion

Children in the Baltimore and Liverpool institutions received Pratestdigious
instruction on a regular basis while in residence. Religious training wasvawed in Baltimore
than Liverpool, as HOF and BOA officials repeatedly altered thgioaek arrangements they
made for children, though weekly church or chapel services remainedrthdatween the late
1850s and 1910.

Between the late 1850s and 1873, HOF children attended various Prdbedthath
Schools in Baltimore, as well as a weekly Church selVicds of 1873, Protestant ministers
from various denominations began to conduct weekly church services iyl & HOF
residents, and this arrangement continued into the 88@s; 1900, HOF officials had asylum

residents attending the asylum’s chapel service, where Protestiésiers gave short Bible talks,

1% wC, HOF, Annual Reports, Fifty-First Annual Repfut the year ending December 31, 1905; Fifty-THirthual
Report for the year ending December 31, 1907.

19\wc, BOA, Annual Reports, 1890 Annual Report. Fmre on the boys’ manual labor training class, eesee the
1889 BOA Annual Report.

1owc, BOA, Annual Reports, 1890 Annual Report.

11wce, HOF, Annual Reports, Third Annual Report foe tyear between November 23, 1856 and Novembeir853,.
112\WC, HOF, Annual Reports, Nineteenth Annual Refmrthe year ending November 23, 1873.
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and the HOF children learned Scripture, sang hymns, and pray€He final change in the
asylum’s religious training occurred in 1907, when HOF officials began tbThialrsday and
Sunday HOF chapel services, and once again allowed children to attend Eagimdath
Schools'** At the BOA, there were fewer such alterations, though BOA officidlsmiulate
their HOF counterparts twice between the late 1860s and 1910 when it canggdo.rélike
HOF officials, the BOA Managers had BOA children attend local Sabbaibo®:; and go to
Protestant services in the asylum; this occurred at the BOA betheéate 1860s and the early
1890s™® BOA Managers also began rotating Protestant clergymen of varinostetions into
the BOA to preach in 1895, some twenty-three years after HOF officididdme so at that
asylum. That same year, the BOA Board made residents’ attendangleis grayers
mandatory, and implemented religious instruction in the BOA kindergartem;thasges
remained in effect into the early 1906%.These BOA policy changes, and those of the HOF
reveal confusion on the part of asylum officials as how to best providemashildren with
Protestant religious training, yet they also reinforce how commhte8altimore asylums were

during the second half of the nineteenth century to this type of religimesigon for residents’

113 For HOF representatives’ comments about turn@t#mtury religious instruction at the asylum, examn WC,
HOF, Annual Reports, Forty-Sixth Annual Reporttioe year ending November 23, 1900; Forty-Seventhuah
Report for the year ending November 23, 1901.

114 The Thursday Chapel services were more irreguleeld than the Sunday services. HOF officialsraiticonduct
the Thursday Chapel service during the summer nsomittimes of outbreaks of iliness and sicknessnathe third
Thursday of each month, as this was Visiting DBgr more on religious instruction for children asxisted in the
HOF in 1907, see the WC, HOF, Annual Reports, Hityrd Annual Report, For the year ending Decen@igr1907.
115 For evidence of this behavior in the 1870s, 188Ad,1890s, see: WC, BOA, Annual Reports, Reporthfe year
ending April 10, 1869; 1871 Annual Report; 1886 AahReport; 1890 Annual Report; 1891 Annual Rept3§2
Annual Report; 1893 Annual Report.

16\wc, BOA, Annual Reports, 1896 Annual Report.

17 There was some variation as well when it camééaeligious instruction that African-American gidt the
JHCOA received during the late-nineteenth centilngugh it is clear that JHCOA residents receiv&daestant
religious education. According to the annual répénom the 1890s and early 1900s that the Comenifehe JHCOA
submitted to the Superintendent of the Johns HaplHimspital, asylum girls attended church servieesyeSunday. In
1896, JHCOA girls began to receive instructiontepare them for confirmation or baptism, and byl 3@mmunion
services had been implemented and were being astetied in the asylum on the first Sunday of eachtmoAsylum
officials explained that they had approved the adstriation of communion services within the asylbetause they
believed it was more advisable to keep the girthiwithe asylum for these services, rather thad sieem out. For
information about the JHCOA and its religious picegt, examine: JHCOA, The Johns Hopkins Hospital,
Superintendent Reports, Seventh Report of the 8upedent of the Johns Hopkins Hospital for therysaling
January 31, 1896; Eighth Report of the Superintendethe Johns Hopkins Hospital for the year egdianuary 31,
1897; Ninth Report of the Superintendent of thenddHopkins Hospital for the year ending JanuarylBB8; Tenth
Report of the Superintendent of the Johns Hopkiospial or the year ending January 31, 1899; EévBeport of
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The Liverpool orphanages were equally dedicated to providing their inhisbitih
religious instruction between 1840 and 1910, though in the cases of these asytuRm®téstant
instruction was in “the form of teachings of the Anglican Churé¢hIh the 1840s and early
1850s, LFOA officials guaranteed such instruction by sending LFOA girls out tatBerihe’s
Anglican Church. Outside religious instruction was no longer necessaryédmowih the
completion of the Holy Innocents’ Church in 1854. The Church physically bridgesgppdice
separating the LFOA and LAOB, and hosted religious services for childimtroinstitutions.
Children at the LFOA and LAOB continued to receive religious insomatia Holy Innocents in
the decades that followed, as did LIOA inhabitants after that orphanageddpel 863° In
1880, LFOA representatives began to hold annual examinations to tedigioeis knowledge of
LFOA asylum residents. A “diocesan inspector in scriptural knowledgeducted these tests,
and reported back to LFOA authorities with results and suggestions aboutrlsdwrgilican
religious instruction might be improvét. This type of examination was implemented at the
LIOA in 1890, and at the LAOB as of 1900, and children at all three Liverpool orplsanage
continued to participate in annual religious examinations in the yeahg of the twentieth

century as welt?* These religious examinations, and the religious instruction at RHogcents’

the Superintendent of the Johns Hopkins Hospitahfe year ending January 31, 1900; Twelfth Repbtie
Superintendent of the Johns Hopkins Hospital fenybar ending January 31, 1901; Thirteenth Refahteo
Superintendent of the Johns Hopkins Hospital fenbar ending January 31, 1902; Fourteenth Reptheo
Superintendent of the Johns Hopkins Hospital fentbar ending January 31, 1903; Twentieth Repdtief
Superintendent of the Johns Hopkins Hospital ferytsar ending January 31, 1909. Less informati@vailable
about the religious instruction that the girls whbabited the Kelso Home for Orphans of the MetsbHpiscopal
Church received, though asylum minutes make clesirthe Matron was to conduct family worship sezsieach day
in the morning and evening, and that as many oaiylum’s girls were to be present at these ses\dasgpossible.
Asylum officials at the Kelso Home also expecteel giirls in residence to attend Sunday School andcbhservices
every Sunday; see The Kelso Home for Orphans dfthodist Episcopal Church of Baltimore City, Mtes, 1874-
1887, Meeting of November 6, 1880, Rules for th@g€oment of the Kelso Home, Rule Third and Rulenitig

118 SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 184#1Report for the year ending February 24, 1@4fual
Reports, Boys Asylum, Report for the year endingddeber 31, 1900; Annual Reports, Infant Orphan ésyl1879-
1889, Report for the year ending January 30, 1880.

119 SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, Repothe year ending February 27, 1854; Annual Rispo
Boys Asylum, 1851-1860, Report for the year endifagch 13, 1854; Minutes, Infants Asylum Committ8eptember
1858-December 1870, Meeting of April 4, 1860.

120 gHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 1851 Report for the year ending December 31, 1880.
121 SHSR, Annual Reports, Infant Orphan Asylum, 18898, Report for the year ending January 31, 1900Al
Reports, Boys Asylum, 1881-1890, Report for the yealing December 31, 1900. For evidence of tméirmeed
administration of these annual religious examimatjeee: SHSR, Annual Reports, Boys Asylum, Regortthe
years ending December 31, 1902; December 31, T®¥mber 31, 1908; December 31, 1909; IOA, Reforthe
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Church demonstrates how focused the Liverpool orphanages were on childligiosis
training, and underscores the similarities that existed betwess dnghanages and the Liverpool
asylums when it came to Protestant religious instruction.

Though evidence from both cities confirms it was Protestant religigtrsiction that
occurred in these institutions, Baltimore asylum officials claimed & Bnd the HOF were
non-sectarian, and willing to admit children of any religious denomin&fioviet authorities at
both asylums hindered Catholic children’s involvement with their faithenthiése children
resided in the BOA and HOF. A group of Catholic children gained admission inB@he
during the 1820s and 1830s, and BOA officials engaged in repeated attemptstteebmit
Catholic residents’ association with their religion. In April 1835, thé\BQustees forbade
Catholic residents from receiving the separate religious ingiruttie BOA Managers had
approved for these children five years earlier. The Trusteeadhstdered these children to
“attend the different Sunday schools, and places of worship to whichlrtbeits belong,”
despite the fact that these were Protestant Sunday Schools and ctirthésay 1835, the
BOA Managers rejected a measure that would have allowed Cathtdientcathedral worship
ten days of the year exclusive of Sunday,” and further restricted teectd access to Catholic
doctrines®* There is no evidence that HOF officials enacted resolutions piinpikiatholic
children access to their religion, as did their BOA counterparts. Yeebptthie 1850s and 1900,
HOF authorities did not allow Catholic children the involvement witir tiedigion that
Protestant HOF children possessed. HOF officials sent Protestant asgldents to Baptist,

Methodist, Episcopalian, and Associated Reformed church services in th83at but made no

years ending January 30, 1890; January 30, 188liada29, 1892; January 27, 1893; January 29, 188Wary 30,
1900; January 31, 1904.

122 Eor instances in which BOA officials stressed akglum’s non-sectarian nature, see: WC, BOA, AhReports,
Report for the year ending April 8, 1867; 1872 AahReport; 1886 Annual Report. For comments HOF
representatives made about religious tolerandeaasylum, please examine: WC, HOF, Annual Repdttird
Annual Report for the year between November 23618% November 23, 1857; Fifty-Second Annual Refoorthe
year ending December 31, 1906.

12w, The Orphaline Society, Board Minutes, Janu&i9-January 1857, Meeting of April 1835.

124\WC, The Orphaline Society, Board Minutes, Janu&j9-January 1857, Meeting of May 4, 1835.
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similar provisions for Catholic childréd> HOF authorities also held regular chapel services at
the HOF during the 1870s and 1880s. They invited ministers of various Ribtaghes to
officiate at these events on a rotating basis, but no invitation wesded to Catholic clergy to
provide the HOF Catholics with their own servi¢®sFor Catholic children who gained
admission into the Baltimore asylums, there was literally no posgibflaccess to the Roman
Catholic religion or rites.

That Baltimore asylum authorities prevented Catholic children freenditig Roman
Catholic services is not surprising, given the religious originsasfynmineteenth-century
American orphanages. As Timothy Hasci recognizes, asylums such asAhte@@@ere
nonsectarian were usually created by people from different Protestambidations who were
working together. The Trustees and Boards of Managers of such asylludgsdheresbyterians,
Methodists, Episcopalians, and Baptists, and this difference allowethiims of
nonsectarianisrtt’ Yet as the example of the BOA demonstrates, these claims did retétiean
into true religious tolerance for children who were not Protestant amdimveesidence. Those
adults meanwhile, who sought the admission of their children into the varititmdsa asylums
either knew, or quickly discovered, which institutions catered to whidjioga groups. It was
no doubt this awareness, as well as the proliferation of Roman Cathaifiteshand asylums in
Baltimore, that led so few Roman Catholic families to turn to the B@gk tife 1830s. There is
no evidence that any Catholic children were admitted into the BOA betweemai@3®74, and
between 1874 and 1910, John Ross, Harriet Lang, and Marguerite Lang were thelullgCat
to become BOA inhabitant8® What is remarkable, however, is the number of Roman Catholic

children who continued to enter the HOF during this period; between 1854 and 19141, at lea

125\WC, HOF, Annual Reports, Third Annual Report foe tyear ending November 23, 1857.

28\wC, HOF, Annual Reports, Nineteenth Annual Refmrthe year ending November 23, 1873; Twenty-Ninth
Annual Report for the year ending November 23, 1883

127 Timothy HacsiSecond Home: Orphan Asylums and Poor Familieserica(Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1997p. 19. See the following as well: Zmo€xphanages Reconsidered

128 For information on John E. Ross, see the followikgC, BOA, Admission Books, Book 4, Boy's Book, 418
1893. Harriet and Marguerite Lang were twins wresennine years old when they were admitted intd3@é in July
1904; see WC, BOA, Admission Books, Book 13, Fendalmissions, 1901-1913 for these case histories.
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thirty Catholic children were admitted into the HOF. In twenty-seveheasfe cases, the parents
of these children placed them into the HOF, despite the existenceiofenof Catholic
orphanages in Baltimore and the fact that the HOF offered its nésidlely Protestant religious
services and instructidA® This entrance of Catholic children may have had more to do with
parental level of need than with religion; twenty-five of thdskleen came from homes in which
only one parent remained in the household, and the other parent was absent betmaibeoof
desertion. Indeed, pure need may have outweighed parents’ concern about thesreligi
instruction their children would or would not receive in the HOF, and led them to have thei
children admitted into the asylum.

Unlike their counterparts in Baltimore, Liverpool orphanage admitessraever
claimed that the LFOA, LAOB, and LIOA were nonsectarian institutions, en o children of
different faiths. These officials were quite explicit in their suppbthe Anglican Church and its
teachings, most notably in their directive that asylum children be edumate“in the principles
of the Established Church® This support was also apparent in terms of the children admitted
into the asylums during this period; the baptismal records of the childreresided in the
Liverpool asylums suggest that the majority of these children cameAngiican families. The
only three children to be baptized in Roman Catholic institutions and seelsexnigo the
Liverpool asylums between 1840 and 1910 were Mary Richardson, Charles Mygelsha

Burns. Richardson and Myers did win entry into the LFOA and LIOA, but Burns yeasee

129 5t, Mary’s Female Orphan Asylum, St. Vincent dalBaMale Orphanage, and St. Patrick’s Orphanage & in
existence by the time the HOF was establisheddanidg the second half of the nineteenth centunuymaber of other
Catholic orphanages were created. These inclu8eédvincent's Infant Asylum, St. Mary's Industri@chool for
Boys, St. Anthony’s Orphan Asylum, the Dolan Cheld'is Aid Society, St. Elizabeth’s Home for Colotathnts and
Children, and St. Frances Orphan Asylum. Seedi@afing for accounts of Roman Catholic childrenordntered the
HOF between 1854 and 1910: WC, HOF, RegisterskB0od854-1864, Examples of Bridget, Margaret, btady
Ann Beatty; Grace, Winifred, and Mary Heyburn; Arthaand Mary Handley; Catharine, Susannah and Metrga
Dorris; Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1878s€3 of Jane Lanahan; John and Margaret Traingistees,
Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, Records of Nichol@isLawless; Mary Ann and Robert Ryan; RegistersIB6,
1881-1892, Histories of Rosa, Mamie and Willie $ity®illie and Joseph Boyed; Registers, Book 8,6:8902,
Entries for Cora and Victor Messmer; Cornelius, Mand Michael Joseph McAuliffe; Edward Moore; Badhand
William Eichelberger.

130 SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 18881 Report for the year ending January 31, 1872.
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from the LAOB after he failed the asylum’s medical eXahiThese case histories reveal how
uncommon it was for children who were Roman Catholic to reside in the LFOAB|.AQ
LIOA, and certainly confirms Catholics in and around Liverpool avoided threbamages when
they required help with dependent children. Though there is no evidensadbasts a
prohibition on the admission of Catholic children in the Liverpool orpharageseen the 1840s
and 1899, there is an account from the LFOA which demonstrates such a bamtidefi@ct at
some point in that asylum. According to the LFOA Committee Minutes fat 200, two
children had been presented for admission into the asylum the previous mottiesbuthildren

“having proved to be Roman Catholics were ineligible and therefore nottedfi?

Vacations, Outings and Entertainment in the Asylums

Officials at the Baltimore and Liverpool asylums implemented rosiiim¢he asylum that
allotted time for study, work, religious instruction, and any other endeasypdtdemed worthy
of children’s attention. Nevertheless, asylum authorities in bb#s @lso allowed these children
annual celebrations and periodic excursions that provided them with geare.leThe earliest
mention of such activities appeared in the 1865 BOA Annual Report, when the Ladiest@e
noted the items donated for the asylum’s Christmas celebration. BOAmssbntinued to
have Christmas parties in the years after this, and as of 1870 itemashely enjoyed at least
three annual celebrations: a July park picnic, Thanksgiving, and ChsiSthEhese
observances continued in the years that followed, and actually increamedber and scope
during the 1880s and 1890s. By 1888, the children were enjoying multiple outingsnmoBaslt

which included visits to Druid Hill and Patterson Parks, summer excursitims @hesapeake

131 Mary Jane Richardson entered the LFOA in May 1868; SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylu
April 1867-February 1875. She had been baptize®t.idinthony’s Catholic Church. LIOA authoritiesported that
Myers had been baptized in a Roman Catholic Chapekhey did not provide any further informatidsoat the name
or location of this site; see SHSR, Admission Regss Infant Orphan Asylum, November 1873-Decenil@&1,
Example of Charles Edward Myers. According toltA@©B admission registers, John Burns was also begtin a
Roman Catholic Chapel. For more on this boy'sdmstplease examine: SHSR, Admission Registergs Bsylum,
November 1878-April 1905, Example of John Burns.

182 SHSR, Minutes, GC, February 1892-March 1903, Meedif April 5, 1900.

133wC, BOA, Annual Reports, 1870 Annual Report.
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Bay, and picnic$®* At the HOF, a similar pattern developed when it came to holidays and
external excursions, with Thanksgiving and Christmas celebrated in 1876, ambci¢ and
park outings occurring during this same period. HOF officials said nothing almbuastivities
during the 1880s, but by the 1890s, children were going on outings that included sisitsar v
country homes, trips to local beaches, and visits to local Baltimore ‘Barkbe increased
frequency with which these excursions occurred during the 1880s at the BAt#edr&D0s at
the HOF reinforces the impact that late-nineteenth-century mallags-beliefs exerted on the
children themselves. Indeed, “by the 1890s respectable opinion assumed sks@ynetplay for
[children’s] proper development,” and Baltimore asylum children wesalirect beneficiaries of
these notion&®®

Officials in the Liverpool orphanages also provided their ressdeiih leisure outings
and annual celebrations that allowed children a temporary respiaristitutional life, though
LIOA and LFOA inhabitants had less access to such leisure actiitieslid LAOB residents
and Baltimore asylum children. The first mention of leisure events sgzpeathe 1860 LAOB
Annual Report, when LAOB authorities mentioned that the LAOB boys had gone onl $awvgra
trips and outings in the country during the y€arAsylum authorities continued to provide
LAOB pupils with entertainments between the 1870s and 1910, including boat tripstierpedi
to New Brighton, concerts, pantomime shows, dramatic entertainments, swipaniieg, and

trips to the Walker Art Gallery in Liverpool to see art exhibifsAt the other two Liverpool

134\wc, BOA, Annual Reports, 1888 Annual Report.

135 For recreational events at the HOF during the 8@l 1880s, see the following: WC, HOF, Annugidits,
Fifteenth Annual Report for year ending November1869; Twentieth Annual Report for the year enditmyember
23, 1874; Twenty-Second Annual Report for the ywrating November 23, 1876. For the 1890s leisutieites at
the HOF, please examine: WC, HOF, Annual Repotisty-Sixth Annual Report for the year ending Nouger 23,
1890; Fortieth Annual Report for the year ending/&mber 23, 1894; Forty-First Annual Report for ylear ending
November 23, 1895.

138 Macleod,The Age of the Chilgh. 23. For additional information on later ninetéecentury beliefs about play and
children’s leisure, please see: Clem@&rpwing Painsp. 150-167; Howard P. Chudacdtfhildren at Play: An
American History(New York: New York University Press, 2007), 7-87.

137 SHSR, Annual Reports, Boys Asylum, 1851-1860, Refoo the year ending February 29, 1860.

138 For examples of these events, please look at: RSNEhutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, February 1875-Novem
1886, Meeting of May 1875; July 1876; September6l&ugust 1877; January 1880; January 24, 188% lin
1887; October 24, 1881; Journals, Boys Asylum,dbawer 1897-December 1921, Minutes for January 833;1
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orphanages, leisure activities were provided to children on a @sis: [Between 1860 and 1903,
LFOA and LIOA residents accompanied the LAOB boys to a pantomime show and to New
Brighton, but these outings marked the extent of their access to lei@ms>° It was not until
the first decade of the twentieth century that LFOA girls and LIOAlodil were allowed more
outings and entertainments. During this decade, LIOA children had teas ardsghen to
them in the LIOA, and LFOA girls went to teas, parties, concertdMdiker Art Gallery, and
even to Buffalo Bill's Wild West Show. All three of the Liverpool orphgesmcontinued as well
to allow the children to interact with one another during the early 190@ssatconcerts, and
annual Christmas partié¥.

The boys who resided in the LAOB had greater contact with the world outdiue of
orphanages than their peers in Liverpool or in Baltimore. Yet a small gfauOB boys
possessed even more privileges than their fellow LAOB residents twteeme to such matters
because of their participation in the LAOB band. LAOB officials eistabtl the band during the
late 1850s, and during the summer of 1858, the band played every Thursday evening at the
Liverpool Botanic Garden. In the decades that followed, these boys emigamriety of
Liverpudlians, including local office workers, supporters of the Liver@dtoms Widows and
Orphans Aid Society, cricket enthusiasts, and Liverpool City Council Menddre LAOB
Band appeared at a number of different local venues, including the Prince’'sdPdekhs
Philharmonic Hall, Kensington Gardens, St. George’s Hall [for theddiv Garden Flower

Show], Sefton Park, St. James’ Mount, the Liverpool Institute of Sport&jrkaale Recreation

September 12-October 10, 1898; March 13-April B38t February 12-March 12, 1900; January 14-Felriiar
1901; October 14-November 11, 1901; October 13-Nibex 10, 1902; May 12-June 8, 1903; January 13tkeeprl3,
1905; February 12-March 12, 1906; February 12-March1907; October 14-November 11, 1907; Septerhber
October 12, 1908; December 15, 1908-January 119;1@@tober 12-November 9, 1909; January 9-Febr2ari910;
December 15, 1910-January 9, 1911.

139 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, October 186%Ber 1874, Meetings of October 1869; February 1875
November 1886, Meetings of July 1876; January 1880.

140 For specifics on the leisure activities LIOA remits had access to during the early twentieth cgréee: SHSR,
Journal, Boys Asylum, December 1897-December 1821es for March 16-April 10, 1905. For more infation on
the LFOA girls and their leisure activities duritig period, please examine the following: SHSRydal, Female
Orphan Asylum, January 1903-January 1916; Noteddouary 1903; May 1903; October 1903; January ;1®dHuary
1905; February 1905; April 1904; Journals, BoyslAsy December 1897-December 1921, Minutes for Faatyrii4-
March 13, 1905; January 10-February 12, 1906; Rebrii2-March 11, 1907.
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Ground, and Whitley Garden¥. These music-related functions allowed the LAOB Boys Band
access to events occurring outside of the LAOB that were off-limi¢her LAOB boys, as well
as to LIOA and LFOA children. These band boys received music instruction, andayew
such as James Harrison, William Moss, John Seddon, and William Carnighamegainiay
training into acceptance into the Royal Naval School of Music at Rautsimand in the cases of
J. Samuels and William Short, into life as professional musi¢tariehe LAOB also profited
from this arrangement, as the Band and its performances attracted cquibliaattention to
the asylum efforts to provide for poor young Liverpudlians. Though neither th& lBDd nor
the asylum were paid for these engagements, the free publicitheldand generated meant the
possibility of increased private funding for the LAOB, and continued isitérets endeavors.
The Liverpool and Baltimore orphanages presented asylum children witkliperi
recreational activities, and in the case of LAOB Band boys, with exptsylaces to which
other Liverpool asylum children did not have access. Yet during the hetee@nth century, the
BOA, and the Liverpool asylums, began to provide children with longer breaks frammdgg,
in the form of annual vacations. At the BOA, internal economic pressurgated to this
decision. The BOA financial woes of the 1890s gave rise to the requitéhat the surviving
parents of BOA half-orphans pay board, and to these month-long summer clogheeBOA*?
The BOA Managers decided in 1898 to put “the children for a month in homes, sontethes

with their families, if possible in the country,” though they wereaiiitiable to send only half of

141 For more information on the LAOB Boys’ Band ahe engagements they played, please see: SHSRiddinu
Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861-June 1883, Megtifiganuary 18, 1871; October 23, 1872; OctoBé81
October 1874, Meetings of June 1870; March 1871y MgV 2; February 1875; August 1877; August 1878rdals,
Boys Asylum, December 1897-December 1921, NoteMy 8-June 12, 1899; August-September 1909; Mayrge
13, 1910.

142 The accounts of James Harrison, William Moss, J@ddon, and William Carnighan can be found in the
following: SHSR, Journal, Boys Asylum, Decembe®Z-8&ecember 1921, Notes for August 12-Septembet 905;
Notes for April 4-May 14, 1906; Notes for Octob@-Mlovember 8. 1909. J. Samuels, who was a forasdent of
the asylum himself, applied in March 1877 to theQB\for a clarinet player. See SHSR, Minutes, Boyshan
Asylum, February 1875-November 1886, Meeting of 8hat877. LAOB officials mentioned William Scott in
connection with a cornet he donated to the LAOBB@nDecember 1899. According to asylum represimets Scott
was a former pupil of the asylum, who was now adieg trumpeter in Her Majesty’s Private Band hia Richter
Orchestra, and at the Philharmonic Society’'s CdaceSee SHSR, Journals, Boys Asylum, Decembe7-189
December 1921, Notes for December 11, 1899-Jardr§00.

143 For more on the 1897 BOA resolution that the siimg parents of half-orphans should pay board, $§&, BOA,
Annual Reports, 1898 Annual Report.
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the asylum’s residents out in this mantférin the early 1900s, BOA officials began to require
relatives of newly admitted children to provide for these children dtn@gummer closurées.
Even orphans and BOA residents whose families were unable to guatanteergprovisions
had access to summer breaks; the BOA Managers boarded these children loeiagbim paid
their board during the summer rec&$sAccording to these officials, the health of BOA
inhabitants who left Baltimore and resided in country homes in the open fmiufaveeks
greatly improved, and the “temporary closing of the building” allegiatame of asylum’s
operating costs, and actually allowed the asylum to admit “from four to six chddren.**’

The profits that accrued to the asylum and its inhabitants from thesees recesses convinced
BOA officials not only of their validity, but their necessity, and they iometd to enact these
annual breaks until the early 1920s.

The BOA was not the only institution to provide its residents with anncatieas
during the late nineteenth century, as the examples of the LIOA, LAOB, a4 ténfirm. In
Liverpool, the first asylum to grant children annual vacations was A&, lwhich did so a full
fifteen years before the BOA. In August 1883, LIOA officials reported thdyshaured the
assistance of an organization known as the “Children’s Holiday Home,” dnghidhthe
organization one pound per child; in return, LIOA children were sent to country ltumeg the
summer where they spent three weeks outside the a&§luBy. the 1890s, all three Liverpool

asylums were sending children on periodic vacations away from Liverpoohe ANOB, the

144wce, BOA, “An account of the Baltimore Orphan Asylwluring the Active Management of Mrs. Appleton
Wilson.”

145\wce, BOA, Admission Books, Book 12, Male Group 198113, Entries for Earl Jackson, Ellsworth Klausman
Luther Bailey, Charles Spradling, Joseph Smootgedawiilliam Beever, William Albert Finnegan, Kennégnkins,
Harry Weeks, Lawrence E. and Roy N. Kidd, AugustkViGeorge Frederic Weber, Vernon Earle Price, Bage
Hanson Ferguson, Frank Hume Baum, John ThomasaanelsJHerbert Brown, Leon Christopher, Edgar Allen
Burgess, Justus and John Linduer, John Archibadddyi William H. and Edward L. McCormack, Melvint@an,
Roland Leslie Gannon; Admission Books, Book 13, &erddmissions 1901-1913, Examples of Pansy Morris
McCauley, Edna E. and Elsie L. Eckman, Gladys Ejl&mn Catherine E. Lichtenberg; Viola Estelle Smithla M.
and Sadie V. Fowler, Margaret J Redgrave, Marydblith Adams, Catherine E. Jenkins, Sarah Marthanddg&thel
and Julia Smith, Gertrude E. Hess, Mary Evelynahes, Edna Fidler, Carrie Lavinia and Emma Blanatiof, Mabel
Viola King, Helen O’'Boyle Gains, Hazel L. Baxter,aky Aleathea Ward, Minnie Muir, May A. and Ethel A.
McGinnis.

146\wc, BOA, Annual Reports, 1909 Annual Report.

147wcC, BOA, Annual Reports, 1900 and 1901 Annual Repo

148 SHSR, Miscellaneoudhe Myrtle WreathEdition for August 1893, “In Holiday Time.”
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first annual summer closure occurred in summer 1893, when the boys werecnp

“amongst the sand dunes and along the wave-washed shores of Formby.” LACGHBsdtfdly
described the “tents, the cooking, the bed-making, the amusing makekhkitea baths, the
wandering walk among the sand-hills, the country life, [and] the spbesthe boys had
experienced as part of this time away from the asyftrithe LAOB boys continued to embark
on five-week-long summer breaks to the Holiday Camp at Freshfieldl90®; the breaks began
in early July and ended in the middle of August, when the asylum re-opened and school
resumed?® At the LIOA, the summer breaks remained three weeks long during the 1890s and
became month-long affairs in the early 1900s. In the 1890s, LIOA officials ttottled
Children’s Country Holiday Fund in order to make “three weeks of farthdifeossibility for all
asylum inhabitants and were quite satisfied with the impact these annual haglson the LIOA
children. According to these officials, these children “for a time edjayamily life as a change
from the Institution routine and surroundings, and they returned to the Asylum ééhefih in
bodily health and mental capacity™ These Liverpudlian asylum officials were, like their
Baltimore counterparts, certain of the merits of summer vacationsf #meltangible effects
these breaks from the asylum had on the orphans in their care.

The commitment to annual holidays that LAOB and LIOA officials demonstraasdot
absent at the LFOA. Indeed, the LFOA also sent children away to theteomlistryside in the
1890s on annual vacations, though these breaks were not confined to the summéitivke. L
representatives acquired a house in Heswall in 1890, and the ownershipwafdimg allowed

asylum officials to provide the LFOA girls with more extended stays iodhatryside than their

1499 SHSR, Miscellaneous, The Myrtle Wreath, Edition@xtober 1893, “Under Canvas.” Formby is a tohat is
located in Northwest England, off of the coasthaf trish Sea. It is approximately thirteen milesthwest of
Liverpool.

150 Freshfield is part of the town known as Formbyr &ccounts of the LAOB summer breaks at Freshfesd:
SHSR, Annual Reports, Boys Asylum, Reports fonytbars ending December 31, 1900; December 31, 1902;
December 31, 1903; December 31, 1905; December9®6,; December 31, 1907; December 31, 1908.

181 SHSR, Annual Reports, Infant Orphan Asylum, 18898, Report for the year ending January 31, 1894,
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LIOA and LAOB counterparts enjoyétf The house was supposedly quite impressive, and it
was surrounded by “the heathery moor, and the sandy Dee, and beyond the beautiful Welsh
hills.”**®* The LFOA General Committee chose to use the facility not only alidajbome, but
as a country home, and so they kept it open for six months each year per this @an. LF
authorities sent the girls in small groups for one or two months on a rotatiagibhasder to
insure all the asylum residents spent time away from Liverpool; asyfficials also sent
teachers to Heswall to continue the girls’ educational instruction. Nat lWFOA officials found
most important about Heswall was not the children’s education, but their exposuhealthier
environment. Like LIOA and LAOB authorities, LFOA officials were convinogthe tangible
improvements that these vacations yielded when it came to asyluentssidime in Heswall
provided LFOA girls with “the joy of the bright open air” and led to “fewale faces” and less
medicinal use in the asylum as well. It was this exposure to “the seasat®l country life,”
that LFOA representatives understood as truly important, and it waectigss to a less urban
environment that LFOA authorities continued to provide to asylum inhabitathts early years

of the twentieth century??

Alumni Organizations

For a large number of children, dismissal from the asylum meant matasan
apprentice or the return to family, and an end to the association betwigesnchasylum. Some
orphanage officials in Liverpool did attempt to keep former residents dewatecthe asylums,
though these efforts met with little success in the 1850s and 1860s. The LFOAdLaDhedl
December tea parties between 1859 and 1864, in an attempt to keep former LEOA girl
associated with the asylum and one another. At these teas, Committee Mernigésd with the

former LFOA pupils who “might have been sisters by ties of relationshigfesstianate were

152 Heswall is a town that is located on the WirrahiRsula, southwest of Liverpool. SHSR, Miscellang, The
Myrtle Wreath Edition for December 1892, “Heswall Ho.” LFOA repentatives decided to buy the property in
Heswall in order to commemorate the Jubilee yedh®fsylum’s existence.

153 SHSR, Miscellaneoudhe Myrtle WreathEdition for June 1893, “Heswall.”

154 SHSR, Miscellaneoudhe Myrtle WreathEdition for March 1893, “Heswall Ho.”
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their greetings of each other® The LC was particularly satisfied with these events, and
identified the girls’ behavior as “proof of their attachment to the hoinieeir youth.*° It is
clear, however, that these tea parties concluded as of 1864, and that Lkowtiast efforts did
not lead to the establishment of an alumni association for former Lge@is. An alumni
organization was established at the LAOB, yet even LAOB Commitezalidrs found their
attempts to keep former residents connected to LAOB problematic. Thierngtip between
LAOB officials and the “Old Boys” who controlled the Orphan Brotherly Syqi@BS)
deteriorated in 1866, after the former reproached the OBS for electingaavay LAOB
apprentice to its Committee. The OBS subsequently responded with its owe of bl
LAOB, and also rejected the LAOB Committee’s suggestion that the OBRIshppropriate a
portion of their funds to the partial support of boys (if necessary) inrghegéar of their
apprenticeship™®’ All communication ceased between the OBS and asylum officials after April
1867, and no further mention of the OBS appeared in the Committee Minutesrfty-sive
years.

Though the initial effort to establish an LAOB alumni organizationdagesimilar
attempt during the 1890s proved far more successful, and led to the creatichB% dhat
provided former boys with assistance, entertainments for current LASdRnes, and financial
assistance to the asylum itself. At the LAOB, officials attempteeuite former residents and
create an alumni organization for LAOB boys for a second time in 1893. LAORaffic
explained their support for an “Old Boys” society in terms of former LAOB puggpeals for
aid in the formation of such an organization. Yet they also noted the migtjeaftiormer pupils

and the benefits the asylum would accrue from such an alumni association:

1% SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 18881 Report for the year ending February 24, 1862.
1% SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 18881 Report for the year ending February 24, 186
more on the annual December tea parties held atR@&A between 1859 and 1864, see: SHSR, AnnuabRep
Female Orphan Asylum, 1858-1880, Reports for tla gading February 27, 1860; February 25, 1861uUzeh 29,
1864.

157 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 186111883, Meeting of February 25, 1867. For moréhen
disagreements between LAOB officials and the Orfbays’ Society during 1866 and 1867, please se@utds,
Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861-June 1883, Megtfiddecember 31, 1866; March 25, 1867; April 18671
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We want to makevorkersof them-to find them work and
direct them in it. We believe that, young as many of them
are, if we find them a room for recreation and reunion, we
shall be able to utilize their youth and their energy for many
good and practical works, and that very soon we shall have
about us a valuable and energetic body of young men. In

other words, we want to gather in a harv&bt.

By 1902, this “Orphan Brotherly Society” (OBS) was thriving as an assutidliere were 120
members, and the organization “assists the younger lads by grants of clotliiagyages are
low, finds work for those out of employment or sick, and looks after the interfasits boys far
and near®® The OBS expanded its assistance efforts during this period, so that bys1905 i
members were organizing annual meetings and reunions for former LAOBtartia holding
swimming galas and other entertainments for current LAOBeatsdand raising money for the
asylum itself via musical concerts. The OBS fundraising effoadggat especially profitable, and
the society presented the asylum with over £115 in 1907, £39 in 1908, and £84 1 1840.
these contributions demonstrate, the OBS played a significant mdsisting the LAOB during a
period of intense economic crisis at the asylum, and guaranteed as weit $oippurrent and
former LAOB residents.

The LFOA also established an alumni organization in 1907 known as the “Old Girls
Guild,” but there is no indication that this organization was as léaleb the LFOA as the OBS

was to the LAOB®! Indeed, the financial aid known as the Benevolent Fund that the LFOA

1%8 SHSR, Miscellaneoudhe Myrtle WreathEdition for October 1893, “The New Church Room.”

19 SHSR, Annual Reports, Boys Asylum, Report foryiaar ending December 31, 1903.

160 SHSR, Annual Reports, Boys Asylum, Report foryher ending December 31, 1906. For more on theé@rp
Boys’ Society and its activities during the earyentieth century, please take a look at the foltmyi SHSR, Annual
Reports, Boys Asylum, Reports for the years enfiagember 31, 1900; December 31, 1905; DecembelrRIT;;
December 31, 1908; December 31, 1910; Journal, Beykim, December 1897-December 1921, Notes forchan-
April 10, 1908.

181 SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, Redortthe years ending December 1907; December.1910
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offered to its former inhabitants was far more significant thanghlem’s alumni association,
and the LFOA was the only Liverpool orphanage to provide such assistansaidlibegan to be
offered in 1880, after the LFOA LC received reports about former LFO# igikconomic
distress, and was supposed to provide temporary assistance to girls of gactécha

who, through sickness, or reasons entirely beyond their own

control, may be for a time thrown out of employment. The

relief so granted would mainly consist in giving the opportunity

of availing themselves of the Convalescent Homes in the

neighbourhood, and in very exceptional cases, the Ladies of

the Committee would enable the girls to find respectable

accommodation for a short period until reenga§éd.

By 1886, the Benevolent Fund had already relieved the difficulties of ti@mtyormer LFOA

girls at a cost of £55, and had “provided numerous small loans for temporatgrass’ though
there were a few “pensioners” who received continual aid because dtlomdpealth issues or
handicaps®® The Benevolent Fund continued to prove popular throughout the 1890s and early
1900s, when former LFOA pupils like Agnes Vichavance, Sarah Capper, Elizédygthy, Dolly
Doyle, Maggie Braithwaite, Jane Lawson, Emily Marsh and Eliza Buslelived assistance

from the account?® In a number of these cases, girls fell sick and were withoutrthedial

162 SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, Repothe year ending December 31, 1880.

163 SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, Repothe year ending December 31, 1886. Accortting
LFOA officials, one of the two girls who receivezhlg-term aid from the Benevolent Fund was a gibwkcame
blind shortly after she entered the orphanage. vigtsesent to the Home for Blind Children in Liveohcso that she
might receive training specific to her case. Tlea®solent Fund provided half of the money it costifer to reside in
this home. See SHSR, Miscellanedlise Myrtle WreathEdition for December 1892, “Female Orphan Asylum
Benevolent Fund,” for more on this unnamed githeThame of the other girl who received continuaistance from
the Benevolent Fund was Ellen Coulter. The LC #aad this girl had been in poor health for a Ipegiod of time,
and that she was to be sent to the Home for Intesab Liverpool. The Ladies also noted that treney to cover her
stay was to come out of the Benevolent Fund; se&R5Hinutes, LC, September 1892-September 1900tiMeef
November 1, 1893 for this girl’s history.

184 For the cases of former LFOA girls who benefitemitf the Benevolent Fund, please examine: SHSRuféin LC,
September 1892-September 1900, Meeting of Febfdt896, Notes on Agnes Vichavance; Meeting of Dy 2,
1896, Account of Agnes Higgins; Meeting of Septenthel897, History of Ruth Stevenson; Meeting dbifeary 2,
1898, Case of Ellen Prescott; Meeting of May 4,8.8@tes on Sarah Capper and Ada Grealey; Meefibgoember
7, 1898, Accounts of Mary Rhodes Boyle; Meetingeptember 6, 1899, Histories of E. Joy, Mary Dayld
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resources to afford the care they required to regain their health. Yde¢asttwo instances,
much older former LFOA girls applied for Benevolent Fund support. Seveatyeyd M. Kelly
asked the LFOA LC in May 1897 to provide her with a weekly stipend, that would “keepthe
of the workhouse,” while Mrs. Parry asked for aid in January 1909 as her husbamat whs
work and she was dying. Though the LC proved unable because of the “presentfatade’db
provide M. Kelly with a weekly stipend, they did agree to pay for her lodgirigstiet had
resolved her case with the Board of Guardians, and to provide Mrs. Parry dnusiend with
£1 and the “understanding that we could not help any furtférThese appeals suggest the
precarious economic reality former LFOA girls often experienced ongddfiehe asylum, and
hint there was little financial security overall for former LFOAgino matter what their age.
Though the Benevolent Fund provided former LFOA residents with necessatycaigdinot

solve the larger economic difficulties of women'’s lives.

Conclusion

The women and men who governed the Baltimore and Liverpool asylums found
themselves in a contradictory position during the nineteenth cenfingse reformers were quite
independent when it came to certain issues, such as asylum discipline,aratienal and
religious training that children were to receive while in resideri@ut they and the asylums they

administered were not totally autonomous; they belonged to a child evetiiective that

Elizabeth Hopley; Minutes, LC, October 1900-Decenii¥l 1, Meeting of October 3, 1900, Discussion ofiyp
Doyle; Meeting of December 6, 1900, Case of Ma@yathwaite; Meeting of March 6, 1901, Examplelahe
Lawson; Meeting of October 2, 1891, History of BmMarsh; Meeting of April 2, 1902, Notes on M. DeyMeeting
of October 1, 1902, Account of Eliza Bushell; Magtof January 1903, Discussion of Benevolent Furttfaur
unnamed girls; Meeting of January 1909, Historfainie McCormac; Meeting of March 1910, DiscussafrMary
Cox. See also, SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orplglum, Reports for the years ending December 1906
December 1908; December 1910.

185 For the history of M. Kelly, please refer to: SR{9Vlinutes, LC, September 1892-December 1911, Meeif May
1907, Notes on M. Kelly. Mrs. Parry’s maiden nanas Minnie McCormac, and when she first appealed fo
assistance in January 1909, the LC identified hee @s “hardly eligible,” because her husband Vs and out of
work. The LC contacted the Vicar of Colwyn Bayifales, where Mrs. Parry resided, in order to fintimore about
her, and her situation. The Vicar told the memioéthe LC that Mrs. Parry was consumptive and Wasy ill and
expected to live only a short time.” The LC alsparted that they had heard Mr. and Mrs. Parry weaite
respectable, and that they believed the case sonmthy one. See SHSR, Minutes, LC, Septembe2-CBSober
1911, Meeting of January 1909, Notes on Mrs. Parry.
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expanded dramatically during the second half of the nineteenth century in bottitdu States
and England. Membership in this collective exposed orphanage admimgsinaboth cities to
greater funding opportunities, as well as to discourses and developnagmlisetily affected the
recreational and educational practices of the asylums. The chanlygms asthorities in both
cities implemented because of new ideas about the benefits of playralnde and as the result
of increased government involvement in education were truly substaottiahly for the
institutions, but for the children who inhabited the asylums. These @mitesrarovided late-
nineteenth-century asylum residents with considerably moresattc®e world outside of the

institutions than their predecessors during the 1850s, 1860s and 1870s had possessed.
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Chapter Seven: The Apprenticeship of Asylum Clitdr

Children who resided in the Baltimore and Liverpool orphanages faced a nofmber
different possibilities when it came to their dismissal from theggutisns including indentured
and non-indentured placement with individuals who were not their blood relataarn to
family, and transfer to other institutions. The remaining three dsapit¢he dissertation will
evaluate the dismissal arrangements made for asylum children ioifeeghand will consider
how former asylum residents were reincorporated into the world outsidesaf institutions.
There were significant differences in the arrangements made for ogehiahabitants in both
cities; Baltimore asylum residents were far more likely to betsetheir relatives or to be
transferred to other institutions than were the majority of childré_iverpool, who were
actually dismissed to the care of unrelated men and women. (See Tgblééet.the
arrangements made for orphan asylum inhabitants in both cities were nottedyngiksimilar
throughout the nineteenth century; a contingent of children from the BOABLsx@ LFOA
were formally indentured to the men and women to whose care they were elismiss
chapter will make clear when children were eligible for dismiseen the orphanages and will
examine Liverpool and Baltimore asylum administrators’ use of indentdréoaus particularly
on the history of this practice at these institutions, the populatiohildfen eligible and
ineligible for indenture, the social values that informed the appesftips made for asylum
residents, the terms of these agreements, the expectations ofidelpaund by these
arrangements, and the changes to these agreements that asylais affittiorized at different

points in the nineteenth century.
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Table 7.1 Dismissal of orphan asylum residents, Baltimore and Liverpool, 1840-1910

Baltimore Liverpool
Dismissed to whom? HOF BOA LFOA LAOB
To kin 1770 (66.8%) 492( 49.2%) 152 (19.3%) 110 (30.6%)
:Zuulssrelated 643 (24.3%) 294 (29.5%) 626 (79.4%) 230 (63.9%)
To other local 235 (8.9%) 192 (19.3%) 6 (2.0%) 6 (1.7%)
institutions
Total 2648 996 788 361

Sources: Woodbourne Collection, Inc., The Home of the Friendless of Baltimore City, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864;
Book 2, March 1861-March 1870; Book 3, April 1871-April 1875; Book 5, May 1875-November 1881; Book 6, 1881-
1892; Book 7, 1892-1895; Book 8, 1896-1902; Book 10, 1903-1910; Baltimore Orphan Asylum, Admission Books,
Book 3, Girls Admitted, 1846-1898; Book 4, Boy’s Book, 1847-1893; Book 5, Girls Only, 1882-1900; Book 6, Males,
1887-1898; Book 12, Male Group, 1901-1913; Book 13, Female Admissions, 1901-1913; Salisbury House School
Records, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, August 1840-August 1851; December 1852-August 1865;
April 1867-February 1875; November 1882-January 1895; February 1895-April 1907; April 1907-December 1910;
Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1866-August 1880; November 1878-April 1905; April 1905-
December 1910; Admission Registers, Infant Orphan Asylum, March 1866-August 1873; November 1873-December
1881; December 1881-January 1889; February 1889-April 1902; April 1902-December 1910; Minutes, Boys Orphan
Asylum Committee, January 1861-June 1883; October 1869-October 1874; February 1875-November 1886;
Journals, Boys Asylum, December 1897-December 1921.

At what age were children eligible for dismissal?

In the first half of the nineteenth century, the BOA was legally empexivier keep
female children until sixteen, as state-run institutions did. In 1822, &@dals argued that
sixteen was too young “to permit a chaste and delicate female to be tweedipon the world,”
and asked the Maryland General Assembly to increase the age to veharbhlnage might have
custody of girls to eighteen. The General Assembly quickly grantecethigst, and in 1852, the
state legislature stipulated that BOA officials were to fastody of the male children in the
institution’s care until these boys reached the age of twenty-afet.the BOA Managers did not
usually keep female or male inhabitants within the asylum until tlayheel these ages, but

instead identified fourteen as the preferred age of dismissal. s&dhiboys were sent to the

! See specifically WC, BOA, Acts of Incorporatiory-Baws and Rules for Governing the Asylum, “A Sugpknt to
an Act, Entitled “An act for incorporating a sogi¢v educate and maintain poor orphans and otrstitate female
children, by the name of the Orphaline Charity $ttod the City of Baltimore, passed Februaly £822-1821,
Chapter 138, for the asylum’s petition to raisedfe of majority to eighteen. For information ba tecision that
granted BOA authorities control over male asylumaisitants until the latter reached the age of tyvene, see: WC,
BOA, Acts of Incorporation, “A Supplement to an émtincorporating a society to educate and mainpaior orphan
and other destitute female children, by the nante@fOrphaline Charity School, and to repeal thehassembly
therein mentioned, passed FebruarS'?,:IJB47-1846, Chapter 54, Section 2; The Orphalo@e®y, Board Minutes,
January 1819-January 1857, Meeting of November 1846
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Manual Labor School or bound out, and girls were bound out to learn a good trade or a “good
home is secured for therd.”

The age at which children qualified for dismissal from the Liverpoathanages proved
remarkably similar to the age of majority BOA officials elected. BR@ministrators identified
girls who were fourteen as old enough to make the transition from being aoccbéohg an
industrious woman, though they reserved the right to keep girls in the orphanafustéen if
they were not yet deemed ready for servideAOB Committee Members reached a similar
determination about the boys in their care when it came to the age oitynajad fixed on
fifteen years of age as the appropriate age at which boys shouldHeasylun{. The LFOA
and LAOB ages of majority suggest there was a general consensus amopgdli@erasylum
officials about what constituted acceptable dismissal ages, thoughlsftial not discuss why in
particular they believed children of these ages should be eligiblesfoissial, or why the age of

majority was a full year higher for LAOB boys than for their fentalenterparts at the LFOA.

What types of arrangements were made for children dismissed from the sBylum

Some of the children who resided in the BOA in Baltimore, and many of the children
who inhabited the LFOA and LAOB in Liverpool, were formally indentured to doétsawho
removed them from these institutions. Though many of these childrerivdentured to
unrelated third parties, there was a group of children actually bound toelléives. At the
HOF, few children were formally indentured, and many more were sent ouisehalds
without contracts in place. HOF officials also allowed children to gowat purely informal

trial basis to potential masters and mistresses, and even petimitteadioption” of children into

2WC, BOA, Annual Reports, 1886 Annual Report, p. 6.

3 SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 184%]1Report for the year ending February 24, 1848,

4 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861e 883, Meeting of May 29, 1865. Rules at the LB&re
even more restrictive when it came to age, andafitelchildren who were older than fourteen fromdiesi in the
asylum; LAOI officials regularly dismissed femaledamale asylum residents once they achieved tleis Bgr more
information on this practice, please see the falgw LSOI, Annual Reports 1869-1874, Volume 1sE&knnual
Report for the year ending December 1869, “Funda&amh&ules of the Seamen’s Orphan Institution,’9p Fourth
Annual Report for the year ending December 31, 1872
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families. These options, as well as the informal apprenticebl@gsofficials arranged appear
not to have occurred at the BOA or the orphan asylums in Liverpool.

Formal indentures were central to the dismissal arrangements BOgtitdes
engineered for a number of BOA residents. In this regard the asylum provesimilée to
many other antebellum asylums that also dismissed children via indebitrestably different
from the Progressive Era Baltimore orphanages Nurith Zmora examined 18%4 work’.
Between the late 1820s and 1901, a contingent of BOA girls and boys were apdremadults
who took them out of the institutioisThe majority of these formally indentured BOA children
were full orphans, though some half-orphans were also indentured to locaf atlnéise

children were legally bound to adults, though these contracts encochpamsethan the legal tie

5 In her study, Zmora examines the case histofié€® children total; forty-four of these childregsided in the Dolan
Home, forty-five were inhabitants of the Hebrew Bap Asylum, and forty were inmates of the SamueldygeSchool.
According to Zmora, most of Hebrew Orphan Asyluiinahitants were returned to their family membersugh there
were eight children who were sent to other insting for care, and some orphaned girls who remaiméue
orphanage until they reached their age of majowityich was eighteen; see Nurith Zmo@aphanages Reconsidered:
Childcare Institutions in Progressive Era Baltimdihiladelphia: Temple University Press, 1994)1@5-109. The
girls who inhabited the Samuel Ready School wegthét for dismissal at sixteen years of age, thothge school had
a scholarship program which allowed a number d$ ¢gir remain for another two years, and receiveational
instruction. The exact number of girls who did whis scholarship remains unclear, though asyluiials did find
positions for these girls once they completed dldiditional two years of study. Other Samuel Reaalyool girls were
dismissed or removed by parents; the exact nunflgrle dismissed in each way remains unclear;&eera,
Orphanages Reconsidereg, 68. At the Dolan Home, twenty-five childrenreeeturned to relatives, six boys were
sent to St. Mary’s Industrial School, one girl vedaced in a city household, and eight boys wermdised to farm
families. Where children were dismissed dependepasental status as well as the way that childezhentered the
Dolan Home. Children who were half-orphans or vehparents or relatives paid board were dismisséukio parents.
Those children who had been committed to the Homeho were orphans were dismissed to St. Mary’sistrdal
School or were placed out into families. The lapeactice was understood as “adoption” by offigial the Dolan
Home, and did involve contracts. The understandirtbese instances was that these families waakt the children
they were “adopting” as if they were their own dhén, that they would retain boys until the agénaty-one and
girls until the age of eighteen, that they wouldvide children with homes and some type of occopatind that they
would pay fifty dollars to each child once he oe sithieved eighteen years of age. For more odigha@ssal of
children from the Dolan Home, refer to: Zmo@xphanages Reconsidergal 111-115.

% Baltimore City was declared an independent esg{yarate from Baltimore County in 1851; prior tis thate, BOA
officials had submitted indenture documents toBhtimore County Register of Wills. After 1851gthcontinued to
submit indenture contracts to the Baltimore ColRegister of Wills, and also to the Baltimore Citgdsster of Wills.
For more information on the split between Baltim@ity and Baltimore County, please see Neal A. Rsoand Eric
G. Rockel A History of Baltimore CountfTowson: Friends of the Towson Library, 1979), @&a27-134.For some
examples of children from the BOA who were indeetysee the following: Baltimore County, Registew\ills,
Indentures 1794-1913, Records for 1826-1829, Marysé Indenture to John Burneston, p. 427; Records347-
1850, Selinda White Indenture to David B. Prince2§4-284; Records for 1854-1913, George Rurgesritude to
Caleb Carman, p. 325-326; Sarah Bruchy IndentuRidbard G. Mackey, p. 348-349; Edward Robertsoklits.
Randolph Slade, Indenture, p. 391-392.

"WC, BOA, Admission Books, Book 3, Girls AdmittetB46-1898, Records of Catherine Atwell, Kate Bamg
Fannie Forrest; Admission Book, Book 4, Boy's Bob847-1893, Entries for Harry Lusby, Edward andr@lar
Seibert, and Max Dibbern. For other examples tfdr@hans who were formally indentured, see: VBOA,
Admission Books, Book 3, Girls Admitted, 1846-1888stories of Carrie Ayshultz, Agnes Spradling, &atrie
Hampton; Admission Books, Book 4, Boy's Book, 184893, Examples of James Davis, William Spradlingkd3
Pennell, Richard Smith, and George Andrews.
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that bound the child to the indenture holder. BOA indentures regultety afficials’ legal and
historic right to place children out formally in this manner, idesdtithe length of service
required of the child, and made clear the responsibilities that indentdezshand their new
apprentices were obligated to convey to one an8tféris indenturing of children was, as
historians Timothy Hacsi and Susan Porter point out, a carry-over from tmeatqeriod, and
was used to provide for some orphans and other dependent children during thathioetetiry
as well, though the practice grew increasingly less popular during the 180@spas-industrial
American economy gave way to an industrialized, wage-based ecnomy.

Orphanage administrators in Liverpool also used formal indentures tesliaaylum
residents. LFOA girls were bound as early as the 1840s to adults by solegaticthat the girls,
the adults holding the indentures, and the President of the LFOA all sigaetbphe girl

leaving the asylum; unlike their female counterparts in Baltimdf@A residents were expected

8 Baltimore City, Register of Wills, Indentures 185316, Records for 1851-1854, George W. Melhorreirtdre to
George Blake, Page 70-71; Baltimore County, Regadt&Vills, Indentures 1794-1913, Records for 1868 onward,
James Moore Indenture to Christian Barth, p. 325-8&cords for 1851-1913, William Olive IndentuoeJbsiah
Price. For the histories of other boys who werenfally apprenticed during the 1850s, see: Baltar©ounty,
Register of Wills, Indentures 1794-1913, Recorasl&®51-1913, James Murry Indenture to John Matth&hsarles
W. Purse Indenture to John J. Purse; Robert Anmaenitaire to Mordecai Matthews; Baltimore City, Régyiof Wills,
Indentures 1851-1916, Records for 1854-1858, FBartholomew Indenture to M.A. Bartholomew, p. 5;IN&im
Mullen Indenture to Evan Matthews, p. 178; JohAtkinson Indenture to Francis W. Casey, p. 239;ekharrod
Indenture to his Unnamed man, His Uncle, p. 306-306fn Michael (aka John B. Michael) Indenture tthier
Sheridine, p. 337; John Smaltzell Indenture to J®hkicClellan, p. 370-371; Thomas Edwards Indentoi®eorge
Matthews, p. 378-379; William Moore Indenture toafles Hickman, p. 380-381; Michael Murray to Trait
Matthew, p. 460-461; Samuel Holland Indenture toeaF. Ross, p. 483; Samuel Jenning Indenturehto NigCoy,
p. 516-517; Baltimore City, Register of Wills, Imtares, 1851-1916, Records for 1858-1861, Arthurckeandenture
to Tomas O. Gregory, p. 13; George S. Wright Indento T. Schaff Stocket, p. 86-87; Thomas Inlgetehture to
John Crownmiller, p. 103. Of these boys, FranklBzaomew, John F. Atkinson, and James Harrod wederitured to
relatives.

® Timothy HacsiSecond Home: Orphan Asylums and Poor Familiesiierica(Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1997), p. 133; Susan Lynne Porter, “The B#aet Asylum—Image and Reality: The Care and Tingjrof
Female Orphans in Boston, 1800-1840” (PhD dissertaBoston University, 1984), 269-278. For marfimation
on the colonial origins of indenturing poor childrand the use of it during the nineteenth centanyell, see: Steve
Hindle and Ruth Wallis Herndon, “Recreating Propamilies in England and North America: Pauper Appiceship
in Transatlantic Context,” i€hildren Bound to Labgred. Ruth Wallis Herndon and John E. Murray (ltha€ornell
University Press, 2009), p. 19-3Bavid J. RothmarThe Discovery of the Asylum: Social Order and Bisoin the
New Republi¢Boston: Little, Brown & Company, 1971), p. 208arilyn Irvin Holt, The Orphan Trains: Placing
Out in AmericaOmaha: University of Nebraska Press, 1992)3pSfephen O’Connofrphan Trains: The Story of
Charles Loring Brace and the Children He Saved Bailled (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 2001)p. 95. Referto T.
Stephen Whiteman, “Orphans in the City and the @gsite in Nineteenth-Century Maryland,” @hildren Bound to
Labor: The Pauper Apprenticeship System in EarheAca ed. Ruth Wallis Herndon and John E. Murray (Ithac
Cornell University Press, 2009), p. 52-70, for msightful article about orphan indenture in Maryldretween the
1780s and 1860s. Whiteman focuses on Orphans't@mords from Baltimore, Prince George’s, Kent,sWagton,
and Talbot Counties in Maryland. Though he doestioe the creation of St. Mary’s Female Orphan Asyl(a
Catholic orphanage) and Protestant orphanagesliimBee during the early nineteenth century, heufes primarily
on the indenture of white and African-American aaph not in-residence in Baltimore orphanages.
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to demonstrate their acceptance of indenture arrangefe@ids continued to leave the asylum
per prescribed documents during the second half of the nineteenth centudythesr di
counterparts at the LAOB. Though LAOB representatives rarely discussed the specific details
of boys’ apprenticeships, anyone who applied for an apprentice but refused to siglettere
papers could be rejected as an inappropriate applicant. This waslgén@iexperience that the
gentleman seeking the dismissal of Duncan Willis had in the fall of 1868.n%m refused to

“sign the usual indenture,” and so the LAOB Committee simply declarexppesal for the child
invalid and declined further consideration of his applicatfofihis was true as well for many of
the relatives who removed children from the LAOB and LFOA; asylum admaitoss in

Liverpool expected kin and non-kin alike to agree to indentures.

The commitment that Liverpool asylum officials demonstrated to indensagsot
surprising, in light of apprenticeship’s enduring use in England as a rieepraide for poor
children. According to historian Joan Lane, two types of apprenticesBipgland targeted poor
children: pauper and charity apprenticeships. Under the Old Poor Laab@han Poor Law,
1601) parishes regularly indentured poor children, including orphans, to redwstegua rates
and provide these youngsters with training that would hopefully allow themvigesu
occupationally when they reached adulthood. Pauper apprentices were often $emt to ot
parishes to lessen the economic burden on the child’s home parish, ahdffarials provided
the adults taking on these apprentices with a cash payment, or premium, imgexiciiahe

instruction and care they were to convey to their apprentices. The ireepéuish officials

10 SHSR, Miscellaneous, Indentures, April 1846-Jusig0] Indenture for April 38 1846 between Reverend Augustus
Campbell, Elizabeth Porter, and Joseph Hampsoentude for May ¥, 1849, between Reverend Thomas Bold,
Elizabeth Seddon, and John Wilson; Indenture for 289, 1849, between Reverend Thomas Bold. Alice Band, a
Samuel Phillips. See also: SHSR, Miscellanemagntures, April 1846-June 1870, Indenture for &laber 18,
1855 between James Buchanan, Hannah Dooley, arid Rbeford; Indenture for February 191856, between James
Buchanan, Maria Betteley, and Jane Betteley; Inderfor June 27,1865, between John Bibby, Esther Jane
Andrews, and Elisha Leigh; Indenture for July 8865, between John Bibby, Elizabeth Horrocks, ldadry Milling.

11 SHSR, Miscellaneous, Indentures, April 1846-Jusig0] Indenture for November 461855 between James
Buchanan, Hannah Dooley, and Maria Axford; Indemtoetween James John Hance, Ellen Hawkins, andt€liz
Pemberton; Indenture between John J. Myers, Anratkis, and Roger Bolton. Hannah Dooley was ituted to
Maria Axford on November 16, 1855, Ellen Hawkinssvegoprenticed to Elizabeth Pemberton on DecemhbE363,
and Annie Watkins was indentured to Roger Boltordame 8, 1870.

12 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1868 4883, Meeting of August 31, 1863.
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placed these children into also identified responsibilitiescthiédren and their masters and
mistresses were to fulfill during the child’s apprenticeshipfter the passage of the 1834 New
Poor Law, government officials continued to indenture children in this mandeisiaerpool
parish officials apprenticed children to the mills in Backbarrowg&end Derbyshire in an
effort to reduce the number of poor children in residence in thé'cltet the use of indenture
was not confined only to government officials during this period. Reformerswate
associated with a number of private English charities, including offaidtsee LFOA and LAOB,
utilized indenture throughout the period in an effort to provide for neettfrehi There were
notable differences, however, between these charity apprenticasbip®or children placed by
parish officials. Charity apprentices were usually bound for shonterdseof time than pauper
apprentices, had access to a wider range of occupations than pauperagmneatie less likely
to “travel long distances to be indentured” than pauper apprentices, aneéddbeiv premiums
from charity administrators rather than parish offictals.

The HOF dismissal policies proved significantly different from thoséaicepat the
Liverpool orphanages and at the BOA. HOF officials drew up indentureactsaind placed
girls formally during the late 1850s and the 1860s, but there is no evidentmrithatindentures

played as significant a role in placing out at the HOF as they did at the B@® &FLAOB, or

13 Joan LaneApprenticeship in England, 1600-19(Boulder: Westview Press, 1996), p. 81; Deboramoston,
“Apprenticeship: Training and Gender in Eightee@tntury England,” ilMarkets and Manufacture in Early
Industrial Europe ed. by Maxine Berg (New York: Routledge, 1991)229; Sara Horrell and Jane Humphries,
“Chapter Three: Child Labor and British Industidation,” in A Thing of the Past? Child Labour in Britain ireth
Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuriesl. by Michael Lavelette (New York: St. MartifPsess, 1999), p. 97-98; Steve
Hindle, “Waste’ children? Pauper apprenticeshipler the Elizabethan poor laws, ¢. 1598-1697\Wwomen, Work
and Wages in England, 1600-18%@l. by Penelope Lane, Neil Raven and K.D.M. Singlw York: The Boydell
Press, 2004), p. 19-24; Olive Jocelyn Dunlépglish apprenticeship and child labour; a histowjith a supplementary
section on te modern problems of juvenile lab@uew York: The Macmillan Company, 1912), p. 2482

14 Wood,Poverty and the Workhouse in Victorian Britgivolfeboro Falls, NH: Alan Sutton Publishing, 199p.

103; Katrina HoneymarGhild Workers in England, 1780-1820: Parish Appiess and the Making of the Early
Industrial Labour ForcgBurlington: Ashgate Publishing Company, 2007)8@. For more on the Liverpool parish
and officials efforts to indenture children extrarpchially during this period, please refer to: WMBr Rose, “Social
Policy ad Business: Parish Apprenticeship andEdndy Factory System, 1750-1834usiness HistoryNovember
1989), Volume 31, Issue 4, p. 17.

15 Lane,Apprenticeship in Englang. 84-85; Simonton, “Apprenticeship: TrainingdaBender in Eighteenth-Century
England,” p. 229.
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that any HOF inhabitants were formally indentured to their relatfvétOF inhabitants who
were not dismissed to their families were usually apprenticedutsadthout indentures in
place. These children entered outside homes per informal arrangementshicchildiren and
adults were not legally bound to one another, and the latter might retumechddhe HOF at
any point. In this respect, these arrangements were similar to tiav€ehtrles Loring Brace and
other placing-out advocates made for poor children in various parts of the Stites after the
mid-nineteenth century, though HOF authorities’ use of this type of ptatemay have had less
to do with their objections to indenture contracts and the types of reldfisrteey encouraged
between children and adults, and more to do with the limited authority HORIsffiad when it
came to the children in their cadre HOF officials did not regularly require living parents who
placed children in the asylum to sign statements relinquishing contraipthildren until the
latter were “of age,” as did BOA officialé. The absence of these types of parental release
agreements meant that most HOF parents retained their custddistoigheir children, and
precluded the regular use of formal indentures; HOF officials did noeg®8se same type of

legal authority as did BOA officials to contractually bind childrentouhird parties.

16 Baltimore City, Register of Wills, Indentures 185316, Records for 1854-1858, Mary Taylor Indentordane S.
Harrison; Records for 1865-1871, Kate McWilliamsgénture to William P. Hudgins, p. 283-284.

17 placing-out advocates argued against indenturausecthe binding of children to families made fficlilt for
former to leave those situations that made thenappyr and also complicated reformers efforts taruetee if
indentures proved problematic. Supporters of pgaut believed that non-contractual placement ipiex\/the
children involved with more protection and gredteedom than did indenture contracts, and beli¢kisdnon-
contractual type of arrangement was the only way @i emotional bond might occur between the ahilghlaced out
and the families they entered; indentures emphasingy the laborer-master relationship. Undertédrens of the
arrangements that Bruce’s CAS arranged, adultedsas children could terminate the agreement gfpaint. For
more information on the criticism placing-out sugpos voiced during the nineteenth century in ofifmsto
indenture, and the non-contractual placementsalegcated, see: Holthe Orphan Trainsp. 41-79; O’Connor,
Orphan Trains p.95-97; p. ClemenGrowing Pains: Children in the Industrial Age, I8%890(New York: Twayne
Publishers, 1997p. 197-200. See the following work for an examorabf the early years of Brace’s Children’s Aid
Society and its efforts: Bruce William Bellinghathjttle wanderers: a socio-historical study oéthineteenth
century origins of child fostering and adoptiororef, based on early records of the New York Chiitlr@id Society”
(Ph.D. dissertation. University of Pennsylvania84).

18 For examples of these parental release staterpleatse see: WC, BOA, Admission Books, Book 5,930hly,
1882-1900, Histories of Lulu Blanche Fordyce; HeGhristina Martin; Annie Fopless; Rossalla Shaftercy Watts;
Mary King; Olive Virginia Martin; Lillie May and Gira Belle Ensor; Susan Olive and Maud H. Chenow@tlace S.
Jefferson; Ethel and Emma Thompson; Mary and Maftaasman; Admission Books, Book 6, 1887-1898, Gafe
George and Stuart Bailey; William Whalen; WilliamMcCleary; James Garfield Fordyce; Otto Weyridmés
Cundiff; James P. Graves; Grover Hopkins; Eddiestihr
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In addition to informal indentures, HOF officials also allowed trial gtaents and the
“adoption” of children as well. Neither of these practices occutrdteaBOA or at the
orphanages in Liverpodi. Trial placements actually involved the temporary loaning out of
children from the HOF to adults, to see if particular children suited the neegsigposes of
potential masters and mistresses. The earliest of these praseroeurred during the late 1860s
and early 1870s, when girls like Ella Garrison and Mary Stewart werewsewith Mrs. Higgins
and Miss Hope “on trial.” Girls and boys continued to be sent out via thresgaments during
the decades that followed, yet a number of case histories make @laamot uncommon for
children to return to the HOF very shortly after the start of these tnaldge Ella Garrison was
sent back to the HOF in May 1868, after having resided with her potentisdssisdr only two
weeks, and Mary Stewart was returned equally as quickly in May 187 @heftetoman who
removed her deemed her “unreliabfé. Though trial placements did not usually yield lasting
apprenticeships, they did prevent some adults from entering into long-tamgements with
which they would ultimately prove dissatisfied. Such a provision may haviataci more
successful placements in the long-term, as it prevented HOF childnetbeing placed
permanently with adults whose expectations they would never be ablélto fulf

Yet HOF trial placements could still prove problematic. Therénatances in which
applicants kept the children placed with them for an extended periadenétid then suddenly

returned them to the orphanage. Eliza Constadt's case was régireseast this experience. She

19HOF, Constitution and By-Laws of the Home of thieRdless, Article Il. This article stated spesfly that the
“object of this Association is to provide a “Homigt friendless or destitute girls, either orphamaf-orphans, or
abandoned by their parents, where they may bevet@ind provided for, until permanent homes in &€lam families
can be secured for them, by adoption or otherwise.”

20 For the history of Ella Magdalena Garrison, plesse WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864. rforrhation
on Mary Stewart, see HOF, Registers, Book 2, Ma&#il-March 1870. See the following records foreotHOF
children who were placed out on trial: WC, HOFgRers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Cases mfgat
Sprangin; Margaret Kenly; George Moffat; Lewis StouAnnie Saunders; Laura Connolly; Sadie Rolplgi&ers,
Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, Accounts of Mary Emith; Sarah Doyon; Registers, Book 5, May 1875é\oer
1881, Entries for Bessie Wilson; Fannie BowmanjdElogg; Mary Seibert; Jennie Kirchner; Mary Rugpdessie
Armstrong; Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Exampleaafra Virginia Gibson; Registers, Book 7, 1892-8.8Records
of Pauline Laurent; William Wolf; Mary Fulka; Retgss, Book 8, 1896-1902, Histories of Catherinerar; Mabel
Fiol; Margaret Snack; Ella Fleischer; Mary Blanatidgn; Bertha Sylvester Selden; Robert Manns:drilBmith;
Registers, Book 10, 1903-1910, Case of Jeanettta@mond; Sophie Rose Schmidt; Jennie Leila Riley.
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resided with her mistress Mrs. Holmes for fifteen months before dheaw returned her to the
HOF in December 1870 without any explanafibrOther HOF girls like Bridget Sprangin and
Margaret Kenly were abruptly returned to asylum as well afteénbaerved in a trial position
for an extended period of time. Bridget Sprangin was sent out in 1867 when shghvgearis
old to the home of Mr. and Mrs. Mount in Cecil County, Maryland. She remained hothis
for over two years, before her mistress returned her, complaining shnalze to “make a
useful and trustworthy girl” of héf. Bridget's case suggests that HOF authorities imposed few
conditions on those who chose to take children out on trial, and that this ilifypatawed
applicants to simply renounce their responsibility for these childiteen it suited them.
Margaret Kenly’'s reappearance at the asylum in 1871 further demosisivatax attitude HOF
authorities assumed towards trial placements. Margaret’s rsisgtesned her after a year-and-
a-half trial, as she said she had experienced “much trouble in managirig Béficials offered
no resistance to Margaret’s return, and her mistress found heeselfffom her responsibility
after she had already extracted more than eighteen months of freEdabdne child.

HOF officials also allowed the placement of asylum children into homessnot
apprentices, but as adoptees, and in this respect, the HOF proved quitdaithdaCatholic
orphanage [the Dolan Home] Nurith Zmora evaluated in her ®@gpkanages Reconsideré&l
HOF authorities advocated this type of dismissal when American undensisuodl adoption

were changing, and used altered indenture contracts in an effort toheadd@options they

2ZLWC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Admissierord of Eliza Constadt.

22\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, AccourBiidiget Sprangin. This girl’s father was a mindromwvas
killed in a mine bank in 1862. His death depritiee family of the primary breadwinner, and left hesther alone to
support their five living children.

Z\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 18¥€gord of Margaret Kenly. Margaret Kenly origigal
entered the HOF in January 1865. She was a hgitfaor, and her father, though living, was identifisdintemperate
and poor.”

24 Children who left the Dolan Home via what offisiahere termed adoption went out according to ectsr as did
their counterparts at the HOF. The families tbaktchildren from the Dolan Home agreed to keegshotil they
reached twenty-one years of age and to retaingtisthey achieved their eighteenth birthdaygsthfamilies also
promised to provide these children with some typecocupational training or instruction In additighese families
promised to treat former Dolan residents as if tiveye their own children, and to convey fifty dodlao these children
once they achieved eighteen years of age. Doldoraofficials did not identify what children weexpected to
provide to these families, though it is clear there supposed to aid the family. For more ondhi$an asylum and
adoption, see: Zmor@rphanages Reconsidergal 111.
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arranged legally binding. At the mid-nineteenth-century mark in the UnitédesSadoption was
“not as a rule, a legal proceeding, but a socially understood contraatti Whplied that the
child would be treated as a member of the family, could take that famédy®, and inherit?®
Legislators in Massachusetts had managed to pass a law in 1851 that mada adepal
contract between the parties involved, and other states began to follautkaiyears that
followed. HOF reformers appear to have been influenced by these develojfieats
stymied by their understanding that many adults were simply in search ofrtadiodeby the few
adults who proved willing to engage in such adoptions. HOF administratmgpétt] to combat
the former by using the indenture contract as a template and rewtritiren effort not only to
legally bind “adopted” HOF children into their new families, but to encoulia@geéial bonds
between these children and the families to which they were sent. Whashek &darren adopted
Mary Wright in May 1864, she went “into his family and home as an inmate and mérateof,
on terms of equality and consideration, as if his cHfidHOF administrators also included other
clauses in these contracts that were meant to differentiatedrepprentices and adopted

children. Mary Kaufman’s 1867 adoption arrangement stipulated that the giddvan

to live on the terms and in the position aforesaid [as if the man’s

child], and be comfortably and amply found and provided with maintenance,
lodging and clothing becoming her said position;

and suitably thereto shall be educated and instructed at least in

reading, writing and arithmetic thoroughly; and have and enjoy

25 Marilyn Irvin Holt, “Adoption Reform, Orphan Tragn and Child Saving, 1851-1929,” in Lori AsklandjEd
Children and Youth in Adoption, Orphanages, andt€o€are: A Historical HandbookWestport: Greenwood Press,
2006), p. 20.

2 Baltimore City, Register of Wills, Indentures 185916, Records for 1861-1865, Mary Wright Indentuaréeander
Warren, p. 411-412. For another example of avgiid was sent out according to these terms, refeBadtimore City,
Register of Wills, Indentures 1851-1916, Record$865-1871, Indenture for the female child Fannyt&tia from
Home of the Friendless to Andrew S. Jones & Wife2G8.
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all things needful for her support and comfdrt.

These terms emphasized the inclusion of the child into the family asilg faember, and
reinforced as well the permanent nature of this bond. Mary and other@dbjptieen were not
workers who were to go after a set period of service, but rather children widtoweceive the
emotional and material provisions that the adoption holder’s own biolagjiddlreceived®
Despite these efforts, as well as HOF officials’ attempts to eagewadoptions, few HOF
residents left the asylum under these adoption arrangements. Indeethtihe paucity of these
agreements reinforces the men and women turning to the HOF wantedsyoaitezr than

children to treat emotionally and materially as their own.

The Beginning

The BOA was apprenticing children by 1819, the HOF sent children into sitsiatitin
adults the same year it opened, and the orphanages in Liverpool began iimglehildren
between two and six years after each asylum commenced operations.

Surviving BOA documents demonstrate a number of girls including Mary NaiClor
Margaret McNichols, and Polly Roberts were bound out from the asylum as of h818,the

years that followed, though no records survive to confirm whether or sdyg@ of binding

27 |bid., Indenture for the female child Mary Kaufmfaom Home of the Friendless to Robert A. DuhargeMary E.,
his wife, p. 285. Mary Kaufman was adopted on Aigy 1867.

28 Case histories from the Kelso Home for OrphartheMethodist Episcopal Church (KHOMEC) and Strigist
Orphan Asylum (SFOA) demonstrate that both of tHksémore orphanages also engaged in informal tolog
Hattie Cook was adopted from the KHOMEC in Septanii880 by Mr. William Robinson of Winchester, Vingg.
The terms of this adoption remain unclear, thoughRbbinson did agree to take the girl and “carehfer as one of
his own children.” For information on this girkloption, refer to: Kelso Home for Orphans of Methodist
Episcopal Church, Minutes, 1874-1887, Meeting git&mber 13, 1880, Account of Hattie Cook Evidefnom the
SFOA does not make clear whether or not its oficéowed adoptions prior to 1910, though the @sydid engage
in this practice during the early decades of thentiieth century. Indeed, a group of SFOA inhaltéaimat included
Sarah Murphy, Marie Santanelli, Edna Martinez, Et@liams, and Mary Bell, were adopted by the aduhat
removed them from the asylum during the first tvecables of the twentieth century. These adults igeaiio “be a
mother” to the children in question, and each asltire to “educate her [the former SFOA inhabitarguestion] and
train her in virtue and to bring her up in the Ran@atholic faith.” For these adoptions refer @SP, Administrative
Record Group, Series 2: Twentieth Century MothgyeBiors/Superior Generals, Box 2, Folder 2, Swp&eneral:
Fieldien, Frances: Correspondence: Orphan artkeSts, Adoption agreements for Sarah Murphy; M&getanelli;
Edna Martinez; Ethel Williams; Mary Bell
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happened between 1801 and 1&1®oys were not dismissed from the BOA via indentures until
1851, some six years after they were first admitted into the orphanage, Wbietsdfound

George Melhorn to Mr. George Blake in BaltimdteThe HOF began operations that same year,
and within the next twelve months, officials at that asylum were alstusdimg children to
unrelated adults. Indeed, the very first HOF Annual Report, which was publishegembler
1855, noted asylum authorities had already begun to enter many HOF inhabitantsstiatChri
homes in this city and in other parts of this state.”

Orphanage officials in Liverpool also allowed relatively little titngpass after the
establishment of the LFOA and LAOB before initiating the binding ouhidlien to adults who
were not their kin. The LFOA was founded in 1840, and by 1845, the first female orphans had
left the asylum as the apprentices of unrelated men and women. A total oftowurege
indentured in 1845, with one girl who wanted to remain in the asylum indentured t@atitwea M
and three other girls entered into service in “respectable” fafili€he LAOB followed suit in
1856, some six years after its own creation. Ten boys were sent out duringt tyeafinn which
LAOB officials arranged apprenticeships, and of this group, four boys epoeted to be
pursuing “a seafaring life** The placement of LOAB boys and LFOA girls into situations in
which they were not with relatives demonstrates that this typeafgement was not unique to
Baltimore, and confirms the turn to binding out of children occurred rapidigytims in both of

these great Atlantic port cities.

22WC, The Orphaline Society, Board Minutes, Jand&i9-January 1857, Meeting of April 6, 1819, Disios of
Mary McCormick, Margaret McNichols, and Polly Rotser For the examples of other girls bound duri@gd, please
see the following: WC, Orphaline Society, BoarthiMes, January 1819-January 1857, Meeting of Feprl, 1819
Account of Mary Beaty; Meeting of April 6, 1819, dtlory of Juliana Smith.

30 Baltimore County, Register of Wills, Indenture®471913, Records for 1851, George W. Melhorn Ingiento
George Blake, May 21, 1851, p. 70.

31wC, HOF, Annual Reports, First Annual Report foe year between November 23, 1854-November 23,, 1855
32 SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 18##%1Annual Report for the year ending FebruarylB45,
p. 8.

33 SHSR, Annual Reports, Boys Asylum, 1851-1860, AmifReport for the year ending February 25, 1857, p.
Though the LFOA and the LAOB began to indenturédehin soon after the creation of these institutiding Liverpool
Seaman’s Orphan Institution(LSOI) apprenticed ebitldeven more quickly; LSOI officials allowed orWyo years to
elapse between the orphanage’s creation in 186&érad efforts to indenture boys. According tet1871 LSOI
Annual Report, thirteen boys had been apprentigéthe sea or trades or provided for by their fdgyi see Liverpool
Seaman’s Orphan Institution, Annual Reports, 188841 Volume 1, Seventh Annual Report for the yewlirgg
December 31, 1874, p. 7.
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What cultural and social values affected the work assigned to dppssh

The middle-class men and women who controlled the Baltimore and Liverpool asylum
applied their own ideas about gender and the proper sexual division of lafoitvwame to the
training and placing of children, and understood asylum residents as mefdgctentially
dangerous underclass that needed direction into particular satmof IMiddle-class values
meant girls should become servants, and that boys should work in suitablegvobalss trades
and occupations, though there were significant differences in the typaded fisylum officials
favored for boys in each city, with Baltimore asylum officials prefgragricultural-related
placements, and Liverpool asylum authorities favoring non-agricultittations for boys.

Reformers in Baltimore voiced understandings of the training and work fothgt
were primarily informed by their own middle-class conceptions of class anligeBOA girls
were, as females, suited to domestic labor, and BOA officials empHabat the asylum’s
female residents received “industrial training” fit for theex, and also instruction that was
characterized by a “practical knowledge of domestic work.” Asylum gingipated in weekly
cooking lessons, and spent extensive amounts of time developing theiaslgkamstresses, and
were thus fully prepared to engage in any type of domestic labor theylmightled upon as
women to perforni* Though HOF officials did not require asylum girls to spend four years
engaging in a domestic education program, they did provide HOF girls vétisin¢ training
that privileged the performance of housework, sewing, and other needésttalsits. HOF
Committee Members also voiced their expectation that asylumwgprid “enter the service of
Christian families,” and would prove to be capable and productive membersvwadriing
class®® Though officials at both asylums rarely specified what positions they foutiese

girls, and were more likely to simply note that children had gone out to good honsg/gyel

34WC, BOA, Annual Reports, 1893 Annual Report, p. 6.
3 WC, HOF, First Annual Report, p. 5.
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sent into gender-appropriate employment such as mantua-making, dressmrakiofg;@urse,
domestic servic®.

The influence that middle-class ideas about gender exerted on asgtkinaining and
placement was as evident at the LFOA as it was at the BaltimduerasyLFOA administrators
emphasized that all of the girls who resided in the asylum receivedtmaete years of
“practical training under the matron, to make them as far as it is possible for inggitraining
to do sogefficientdomestic servants” In this manner, LFOA administrators echoed BOA
officials’ sentiments about how prepared girls were to work in seraimk demonstrated as well
their understanding of girls as particularly fitted by their sex to doerlebor. It was this latter
belief that promoted a course of study for female residents whickeged training in the
domestic arts. The actual apprenticeship arrangements reflesctet twe influence middle-
class ideas had on girls’ indentures. LFOA residents were repedigaissed into domestic
situations, and were expected to be virtuous and productive workers who wouttegeavale
“comfort” to the masters and mistresses in whose homes they endeceugeasss Though
there were a few rare instances in which LFOA inhabitants werentesed into situations in
which housewifery was central, these girls were not allowed to undemgkemployment that
did not correspond with reformers’ own ideas about the types of work lyingdsperform, but

were rather apprenticed to the asylum as teachers or sent to teaelver training®

36 WC, BOA, Annual Reports, 1870 Annual Report, p.Bdard Minutes, September 1881-December 1895, iNtpet
of April 3, 1882. See also WC, HOF, Seventh AnriRapbort; Eleventh Annual Report, p. 8.

87 SHSR, Miscellaneoughe Myrtle WreathDecember 1892 edition, “Twelve Reasons for Sugipmpthe Female
Orphan Asylum.” The LSOI Lady Visitors did not nea&lear whether or not LSOI girls received domestiming
that was as extensive as that which LFOA girlsioleth The Lady Visitors did, however, argue as kg 1900 against
changes to the asylum routine that would causeléemaidents to dedicate less time to their sewimgd)more time to
educational instruction. These LSOI officials clairthat an increase in education for girls was detely
unwarranted, with the “girls going into domesticvéee as they are.” For more information, see:OL3 etter from A.
Cliff, Honorable Secretary of the LSOI Lady Visisao the LSOl General Committee, January 2, 1900.

% SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, 1884%]Report for the year ending February 24, 1848, For
examples of children who were apprenticed to tlygiasas teachers of sent to receive teacher tigimilease refer to:
SHSR, Annual Reports, Report for the year endiftg @y 24, 1856, Discussion of Miss Fisher, p. s, Ladies
Committee, May 1870-August 1892, Meeting of Decenhel870, Notes on Sarah Wainwright; Meeting ofdber

7, 1885, Case of Emma McClelland. LSOI recordsar@&ar that girls sent out from the asylum wese a¢stricted
to apprenticeships in which their domestic labos wentral. Of the thirty girls the LSOI dischardged 887 alone, ten
were returned to family members, one went to apecified trade, and nineteen entered domesticcgrplease see:
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The support LFOA administrators voiced for sending asylum girls into dimnsestice
was common among nineteenth-century middle-class English reformerseused on working-
class families and poverty. Many reformers argued the central probkbe wbrking class was
the home itself, or more specifically, the adult working-class woman on wkitisend talents
the home’s success depended. These reformers contended that powkety fresn wasteful
spending and deficient house-keeping, and those working-class women who ftikeid wifely
and motherly duties were specifically responsible for the downfall of theiliéa. Yet these
philanthropists claimed as well that working-class girls who rededdeication in correct
domestic training would grow up to become adult women whose families wouldfid@cause
of their proper educatiofl. Many middle-class philanthropists supported domestic service as
“particularly suitable for a working-class girl as it would give &esound training for her later
life as a wife and mother.” This was certainly true in Lancashire eneéormers first
established a charity school in Lancaster in 1772 to provide poor girls widgstiorservice
training. This school continued “to educate girls with the expectatiothgawould go into
service when they left,” well into the 1870s, and by that time it had been jois efforts by
several other Lancashire institutions working towards the samé%ives.this sentiment had
broad support nationally as well, and many girls who resided in nineteemtny English

charities were regularly “regarded as future domestic servints.”

LSOI, Annual Reports, 1885-1887, Volume 4, Nineteedmnual Report for the year ending December 8871 Page
5.

%9 Carol DyhouseGirls Growing Up in Late Victorian and Edwardian §land (Boston: Routledge & Kegan Paul,
1981), Page 81. For more information on nineteeetitury middle class reformers, their views of #ralr
interactions with the poor, please see: Anna Damowing Up Poor: Home, School, and Street in LondB70-
1914(London: Rivers Oram Press, 1996); Meg Gomergétitking-Class Girls in Nineteenth-Century Englabifie,
Work and SchoolinNew York: St. Martin’s Press, 1997); M. Jeann&ePs®n Family, Love, and Work in the Lives
of Victorian GentlewomefBloomington: Indiana University Press, 1989)eBIRossl.ove & Toil: Motherhood in
Outcast London, 1870-19%8lew York: Oxford University Press, 1993).

40 Janice Adams and Stella Clarkson, “Work fit failgf in Michael Winstanley(Ed Working Children in Nineteenth-
Century LancashiréPreston: Lancashire County Books, 1995), p. 122-1IThe Walkden Moor Servants School was
established in Manchester by Lady Francis Egeridi842, and it trained “miners’ daughters who wesdonger able
to work as pit girls.” The schedule that girlgtas institution adhered to was completely rootethie order and
routine that characterized the lives of female @ets. Girls were expected to wear particular cighand to follow a
rigorous daily schedule that made use of every nmbiiethe day explicitly

41 pamela HornThe Victorian Town Chil@New York: New York University Press, 1997), 971
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Though reformers in Liverpool and Baltimore were particularly corezbwith insuring
the girls received gender-appropriate training and entered sex-sytailions, middle-class
beliefs also determined the training of male asylum residents in bieth dHOF officials
expected boys who resided in the asylum to knit garments and help with asylomg;lbat
they never committed boys to the same extensive domestic instructigiriheeceived in
preparation for placemefft. When officials in Baltimore did articulate the specific type of
instruction they understood as fitting for boys, it was firmly rooted in middesgander
understandings. BOA boys were to be taught “the first principles of handbtgjand were to
attend manual labor training classes that would eventually #llem to labor in male working-
class vocation$® Though BOA and HOF authorities rarely discussed the types of occupations
that were appropriate for these boys, officials at both asylums déxiradarge number of boys
to the homes of farmers, and in the case of the BOA, to the Manual Labor facHodlgent
Boys in Baltimore, where they received agricultural instructiomaiming in other occupatior{s.
Baltimore reformers hoped these placements would allow boys to workvees$asr as other
types of agricultural laborers once they achieved their adulthood.

LAOB reformers expected boys in that asylum as well to enter intigrasthat were
suitable for their sex, and they too were not opposed to male residentsraerde of domestic
labor within the asylum. They placed far fewer of these boys, howevergintaleural positions
than did their counterparts in Baltimore. LAOB inhabitants were atldag@erform some

domestic labor while they resided in the asylum, but were excluded fromdhears of

42\WC, HOF, Annual Reports, Nineteenth Annual Refamrthe year ending November 23, 1873, p. 7. H@iEials
provided no further details about the knitting tH&@F boys were expected to engage in, and it resnaiclear
whether or not knitting was mechanized in the asylu

43WC, BOA, Annual Reports, 1890 Annual Report, p. 6.

4“4 \WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Entries)fitgeph Walter; William Geary; Thomas Geary; Regsst
Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Cases of Charledofagnd Alexander Connolly. For specifics on B@A and
their entrance of children into the Manual Labon&d for Indigent Boys in Baltimore (MLS), pleasges BOA,
Admission Books, Book 4, Boy's Book, 1847-1893.eTsylum sent thirty-eight boys to the MLS betw#&852 and
1864. The MLS was established in 1839 as a plderavpoor boys five and above could be housed dinchged.
Once the boys at the school reached an age thatd¥ficils deemed appropriate, they were taugtiatm or to
practice some other trade. This instruction wésnided to prepare the young man to earn his lioimge he was
dismissed from the asylum.
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domestic training that girls at LFOA received. For LAOB boys, this dboiedor included
“industrial training” in sewing and cleaning, and waiting on other boys’ tatlesaltime?
There were, of course, male servants of various kinds during the nineteentfyc Yet no
evidence exists that boys were given any type of specialized dotnaistiicg in preparation for
their dismissal from the orphanage, or that they were sent to homes tosvgenivants. The
specialized training that LFOA residents received was approprigtéaorgirls and nineteenth-
century-middle-class reformers would have found the notion of training bdyis im&anner
completely improper. The types of trades that these boys were didnusaso reflect the
influence that Victorian middle-class understandings of the sexualativof labor had on LAOB
boys. LAOB boys were regularly sent into the sea trades, to work forilthayeor into other
trades that Liverpool asylum officials favored for male asylesidents, though it was very
uncommon for boys to go as apprentices to farmers, as so many BOA boys did inf@4ftim

Though the majority of these boys ended up in working-class trades, they sebgrrtmore

4 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861 J883, Meeting of August 30, 1869.

%6 For examples of LAOB boys apprenticed to non-agiical trades, see the following: SHSR, Minu@sys
Orphan Asylum, January 1861-June 1883, Meetingebfirary 21, 1862, Minutes on John Wilson and Willidoyd;
Meeting of November 7, 1866, Discussion of Hennysteéad; Meeting of September 29, 1868, AccounbbhJ
Sharples; Meeting of April 25, 1870,

Discussion of Richard Anson; Meeting of November 2875, Notes on John Cunliffe; Meeting of May 2879, Case
of John Marriott; Meeting of September 25, 1882nies on John Hadley; Minutes, Boys Orphan Asyl@etpber
1869-October 1874, Meeting of October 1869; Meetihlylarch 1870, Case of RJ Anson; Meeting of J@ydQ,
Discussion of Thomas Nicholson; Meeting of Decenit&#0, Notes on George Hollingshead and D. Menzies;
Meeting of March 1871, Focus on R. Coxon and GHisvils; Meeting of January 1872; Meeting of Februegy2,
Histories of John Cunliffe, William Jones, Roberdhes and Peter Floyd; Meeting of June 1872, Gs#sishn
Donaghy and William Fellingham; Meeting of March7B8 Accounts of Erwyn Flynn, Will Robinson, Petéitler,
WH Edwards, Meeting of October 1873, Discussiooffith Jones and George Nixon; Meeting of Febyb874,
Focus on Edward Witham, John Jones, Hugh JoneBakviBolton, William Kirby, Joseph Weaver and WAl
Edwards; Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, February tR@gember 1886, Meeting of February 1875; Meetihig o
February 1876, Notes on Leonard Barber, ThomasrBa&dliam Drysdale, William Mitchell and Thomas fieel;
Meeting of April 1877, Discussion of Joseph Beckietederick Ellis, Thomas Guy, Isaac Wilson and téfal
Whitewood; Meeting of November 1877, Cases of \AfliManifold, Thomas Barber, Henry Lockett, Thombhag
and James Bolton; Meeting of April 1879, Discussiddohn Edwards; Meeting of September 1879, Exaspf John
Lockett, Richard Clarke, William Johnson and ThorAakley; Meeting of October 24, 1881, Minutes onatban
Haygarth and George Drenon. Annual Reports fral B0l indicate the LAOB was not the only orphayla® in
Liverpool to place boys in these types of tradéshe fifty-six boys LSOl authorities placed outlif76, six went to
sea, thirty-six entered unspecified trades, fivatte work for the London and North-Western Railgay&W)
Office as office clerks, and nine were sent toltitefatigable Training Ship onboard which poor anghan boys
whose fathers had been seaman were taught tolbessaee LSOI, Annual Reports, 1875-1879, Volumg&venth
Annual Report for the year ending December 31, 1875
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possibilities than did female asylum residents in Liverpool when it carine tvariety of

situations available to boys, and the actual occupations they mighasraéults.

Were all asylum children fit for apprenticeship?

A small group of asylum children in both cities suffered from health prabieat
rendered them ineligible for service, though children in Liverpookwmre often characterized
as unfit for service, and girls in both cities were more likely than lmlge o identified.

Children of limited intellect were not regularly disallowed froaingy out under indentures at the
BOA or LFOA, though they were banned from apprenticeship at the LAOB. Indeed, BOA and
LFOA officials adopted rather unique approaches when it came tattieisgroup of children.

BOA officials apprenticed children of limited intellect to theirateles and LFOA authorities
advised potential indenture holders of these children’s limitatso that there would be no
problems once children were in their care. It was only at the LAOB thastiine of fithess for
servitude actually took on another aspect, which was children’s behavior.

There were very few children in the Baltimore asylums who were idesthtéfs unfit for
service because of health problems. Surviving Baltimore asylunmdeesoggest only three girls
had health problems that rendered them ineligible for placement via irelahthe BOA
between 1840 and 1901, and that eight HOF children were unsuited to service becaakbk of h
conditions between 1854 and 1910. At the BOA, these three cases involved Magegieafids
Laura Granger, who had vision problems and had to be admitted into the Blind Asylum
Baltimore during the 1870s, and Lizzie Osman, who was placed in the Hospital fomV@dme
Maryland in Baltimore City in February 1895 because she was very “melgheanal she

refused to edt. At the HOF, health problems and disabilities did prevent a few moreanhild

4TWC, BOA, Admission Books, Book 3, Girls AdmittetB46-1898, Accounts of Maggie Casper and Laura @anan
For Lizzie Osman'’s case history, see: WC, BOA,lddinutes, September 1881-December 1895, Meetifgs
December 3, 1894; January 7, 1895; February 4,;1894 1, 1896. BOA officials were unable to deténe what
ailed Lizzie Osman and her transfer to the HosfotalWomen occurred after both asylum doctors erachiner and
one concluded that she was not suffering from niéxatalth problems, but rather a physical ailment #rat medical
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from being sent to service, and resulted in their transfers toiastiutions for treatment or care.
Virginia Windsor and Laura Smith were transferred to the Union Paoielstfirmary in
Baltimore in the 1860s, and George Higgins and Emma Wayes were sent tmth&€ylum in
the 187042 Poor health and disabilities did disqualify a small number of Baltiamyteim
children from service, though such an occurrence remained uncommon overall.

In Liverpool, a larger number of asylum children were identified as umffili@ement
for indenture because of health-related conditions than had been in Baltihmargh this was not
a common phenomenon in that city either. At the LFOA, girls like Margai#itita, Margaret
Crilley, and Emily Goud whose health prevented them from being placed outite seeve
variously described as “unfit for service,” “delicate,” or notds enough to work in service;”
asylum officials characterized twenty-six girls in these waysden 1870 and 1918. There

was a notable difference in Liverpool between the numbers of LFOQAvgitd were identified as

care “might greatly benefit her.” She was everyudismissed from the Hospital for Women in Apr89d5, and sent to
Spring Grove Hospital, a psychiatric hospital ia Baltimore area.

48 For the histories of Virginia Windsor and Lauraimplease refer to the following: HOF, Registdsok 1, 1854-
1864, Entry for Virginia Windsor; Registers, BookNarch 1861-March 1870, Case of Laura Smith. giia
Windsor entered the HOF in December 1863 and sggprbximately two weeks in the asylum before ddficidecided
the spinal curvature and hip disease she suffeosd fvas serious enough to warrant her placemetheitunion
Protestant Infirmary. Laura Smith and her two beo$ were admitted into the HOF in September 1868,she died
in September 1868, after having been a patieftarunion Protestant Infirmary for over a year; H@fficials never
identified the cause of her illness. See the falg for the accounts of George Higgins and Emmgé¥a WC, HOF,
Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, ExamptdsGeorge Higgins; Registers, Book 5, May 1875-Noler
1881, Record of Emma Wayes. Higgins and Wayesnetlto the HOF during the summer when the Blinglds
held its annual summer vacations. For accountshafr HOF children who suffered from health issoekad a
disability that precluded their placement with dated third parties, examine the following: WC, HQRegisters,
Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Entry for Virginitick; Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 188ittory
of Charles Miller; Registers, Book 7, 1892-1895¢céant of Charles Price; Registers, Book 8, 189621 &#tries for
Annie Eleanor Parker.

49 SHSR, Minutes Ladies Committee, May 1870-Augut2l 8/eeting of November 4, 1874, Notes on Margaret
Griffiths; Meeting of March 4, 1880, DiscussionMérgaret Crilley; Minutes, Ladies Committee, Segber 1892-
September 1900, Meeting of January 2, 1895, CaEend§y Goud. For the histories of other LFOA gittegat asylum
officials identified as too unhealthy for servicefer to: SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May@8ligust 1892,
Meeting of February 5, 1873, Notes on Annie Dunddeeting of November 4, 1874, Focus on Elizabetddda and
Sarah Blades; Meeting of August 4, 1874, Accouriflaftie Brown; Meeting of March 1, 1876, Case diz&beth
Darlington; Meeting of April 5, 1876, Case of Juiannead; Meeting of September 6, 1876, Exampletife Jones;
Meeting of April 4, 1877, Minutes on Eleanor Clarkéeeting of March 1, 1882, History of Catherindc&l Balmer;
Meeting of October 4, 1882, Focus on Emma Robiresting of January 6, 1885, Minutes on Mary Willem
Meeting of May 6, 1891, Notes on Annie Higgins &fary E. Leeson; Minutes, Ladies Committee, Septamil392-
September 1900, Meeting of January 2, 1895, Higibjlara Williams; Meeting of May 1, 1895, Discigmss of
Elizabeth Brocklebank, Elizabeth Lenister, and NinBarnwell; Meeting of June 3, 1896, Case of NMellhompson;
Meeting of September 1, 1897, Minutes on Jeannigdreson; Meeting of January 7, 1900, History of @&m Hoos;
Meeting of October 1, 1902, Example of Ethel LagserMeeting of June 6, 1904, Example of ElizabettDiglwell;
Meeting of October 1904, Notes on Agnes Rogers.
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unfit for service and the number of LAOB boys who were so identified, just igsthd been at
the Baltimore asylums. Indeed, only ten of the boys who resided in the LAOBebet®é1 and
1910 were labeled too unhealthy for service. This group of boys included WillidonEwid
John Briscoe who were “too weak and delicate for a situation,” as well asikiyshn
Martindale, who suffered from the more severe complaints of hip disease aatligupf the
spine® These boys were, like a small number of their LFOA, BOA, and HOFpeersrednd
ineligible for apprenticeship or placement by their poor health and physigairiments, and
prohibited from leaving the asylum via indentures.

Yet asylum officials in both cities faced difficult decisions not aitput whether or not
to apprentice unhealthy children, but about whether or not children witledinmtellects should
be eligible for indenture as well. Officials at the BOA and LFOA allbtiwse children to be
indentured, while the opposite was true at the LAOB. The BOA Managéraddsessed the
issue of whether or not to indenture children with limited mental @i December 1855.
That month the Managers decided that John Atkinson was “apparently dumb,” and haal been s
since his entrance into the BOA, and they immediately contacted the bodsandanade
arrangements to bind John to this mamany years later when the Board of Managers became
concerned that Lucy Moil was what they termed feeble-minded, they begaestigate
whether or not the girl had any living family members who might provengitid take her as an

apprentice, and to try to make arrangements so she too ended up with her kindértiging of

50 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, February 18 dinber 1886, Meeting of February 1878, Case ofiail
Bolton; Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 186teJ1883, Meeting of February 28, 1881, Notes ¢&imJo
Briscoe; Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, February 18i@vember 1886; Meetings of January 23, 1882 afmiuzey
1882, Example of John Martindale; Minutes, Boys @ Asylum, January 1861-June 1883, Meetings otMas,
1870, Focus on unnamed boys; May 26, 1879, Notesinamed boys. SHSR, Minutes, SHSR, Minutes, Boys
Orphan Asylum, January 1861-June 1883, Meetingept&nber 28, 1874, History of Unnamed boy; Octdl8&9-
October 1874, Meeting of November 1871, Discussiotmnamed boys. Boys and girls at the LSOl wése a
prevented from service because of poor health, wffiatals described as debility, and weaknessesenchildren were
“invalided” from the asylum and dismissed from tt®OI; see LSOI, Annual Reports, 1875-1879, Volumbliath
Annual Report for the year ending December 31, 1Bage 6; Annual Reports 1885-1887, Volume 4, digreth
Annual Report for the year ending December 31, 1B&ge 5; LSOI, Annual Reports, 1906-1910, Volumedtieth
Annual Report for the year ending December 31, 1B@8e 7.

S1wc, The Orphaline Society, Board Minutes Janu&3iQtJanuary 1857, Meeting of December 3, 1855, $oau
John Atkinson.
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these children to their relatives appears to have been unique to thariQhere is no evidence
that any Liverpool asylum officials acted in a similar fashion andesmpiged children of limited
intellect to their own kin. Perhaps even more significant than the bindin@AfdRildren with
limited mental capacities to family, however, was the financial kisriefientures would provide
these children. These children were not ideal apprentices, but/éneyapprentices nonetheless,
and eligible for the same type of financial remuneration as their coursfpa

In Liverpool asylum officials responded in contradictory ways to the isswether or
not asylum inhabitants with intellectual limitations were fit fovemr. Like their counterparts at
the BOA, LFOA officials decided to allow these children to entensemia indenture, and
simply chose to inform potential indenture holders about these chiddmeitations. LFOA
administrators told two applicants seeking apprentices in June 18%¢héhaf the potential
servants was not “a clever girl as regarded her lessons” and tlathéngirl was said to be “dull
at lessons™ Yet each gentleman agreed to take the apprentice the asylund offéien, and
these girls were sent out in the same manner as other apprenticed IrBOAAOB officials
meanwhile, took a very different approach to children of limitedledgland rather than
apprentice them, chose to remove them from the asylum. Two LAOB boys wenedetio
family members in 1874 as “their general intellect and intelligerasesuch as to unfit them for
the class of situations to which they are sent by the Asylum,” and in tretliaafollowed, boys
with such limitations were simply not admitted into LAOB, in order foroddfs to avoid these
problems?* Indeed, LAOB officials proved so hostile to children of limited intellbat they not

only ruled them ineligible for service, but also unsuitable for residernte asylum itself.

52\WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb8b1Bieeting of April 7, 1892, Account of Lucy MoilBOA
officials only prohibited children of limited intelct from serving as apprentices in a few instamteghich the BOA
doctor advocated professional care as the onlpeitir such children; see WC, BOA, Board Minutes)el 1895-
October 1897, Meeting of May 1897, Notes on Eugeinedes and Emma Sieger.

53 SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Aug@§2] Meeting of June 3, 1872, Histories of Elizabet
Richmond and Amelia Kirby.

54 For the specific cases of these two unnamed Ipbgase see: SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylurtpliac
1869-October 1874, Meeting of January 1874. Pleaamine the following for cases that demonstréted
unwillingness of LAOB officials to allow boys thégentified as of limited intellect to enter the ksy: SHSR,

256



Though asylum officials in both cities grappled with the issue of which ehildere not
suitable for service, LAOB officials proved particularly concerned whith issue, and actually
understood one physical behavior as a bar to boys becoming male apprensideshakior was
bedwetting®®> During the 1870s, LAOB officials railed repeatedly against boys likEaii
Cearns, WD Giriffiths, and H. Lockett for bedwetting, and regularly disdusese boys’ “dirty
habit” in Committee Meeting®. Griffiths’ behavior in particular so frustrated asylum
administrators that they asked the boy’s friends to remove him, and whettéh@loved unable
to do so, LAOB officials took the uncommon step of placing the boy in the Workhousieg Du
this same period, other boys were also disqualified from service and sehttwiasylum for
bedwetting; these children were identified as “addicted to wettm@ppé¢d” or “addicted to dirty
habits,” and quickly dismissed to family members as the result of pheseuncementy.

LAOB authorities even turned to the asylum doctor in some of these caseshopte that he
might prevent this behavior. The doctor’s involvement and the experimeetsgieyed to cure
what he identified as an infirmity regularly failed, however, and boys coutitouiénd

themselves categorized as unsuitable for situations as the reist ‘tlehavior.”

Were all healthy asylum children entered into positions that partedftben the asylums?

A small number of orphanage residents at the BOA, LFOA, and LAOB werefiiele ats

exceptional and were not dismissed via indentures to outsiders, but weael iagprenticed to

Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, February 1875-Novenit886, Meeting of January 23, 1882; Meeting of dan29,
1883.

%5 Though we now perceive bed-wetting as a a devetopahphysiological problem, asylum administraiars
Liverpool clearly understood it as as a behavimsle.

%6 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, October 186@Ber 1874, Meeting of October 1871. For moreainses
in which the Committee focused on these boys aeid ificontinence, please see: Minutes, Boys Orgksum,
January 1861-June 1883, Meeting of October 23, 1@tutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, October 1869-Octdtif4,
Meetings of June and November 1871. LAOB officiaére so upset with the bedwetting of WD Griffitired another
boy named H. Lockett in June 1871that they notatlttiey included a count of the number of timesdaxy had
engaged in this behavior over the past three morithekett was said to have wet the bed twenty-tiwes, and
Griffiths a total of twenty times.

57 For examples of boys identified in this manneease see SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, Octt8@9-
October 1874, Meetings of March 1870, Cases of mneaiaboys; April 1872, Discussion of unnamed boysgtihg of
August 1872, Notes on R. Kellingham; Meeting of teefber 1872, Case of Hugh McMillan; Minutes, Boyplaan
Asylum, February 1875-November 1886, Meeting oluday 1878, Discussion of James Leatherbarrow; Mgetif
August 23, 1886.
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institutional officials, or taken on as asylum employees. In both cities, mahng girls who
were indentured to the BOA and LFOA labored in domestic capacitieefothe asylums
running on a daily basis, and served as an inexpensive labor force. Yet thersigmificant
difference between the boys apprenticed to the BOA and those indentured @AB when it
came to their labor. There is no evidence that BOA boys stayed on at the imsylum
administrative positions, as did some of their counterparts in Liverpool.

At the BOA some asylum residents were retained by asylum officiblsuasl
apprentices or hired staff, though the former practice apparently ceased in b88®ajority of
these BOA apprentices were girls, and they were bound to Mrs. Eliza Bayhard;as the
President of the BOA Board of Managers, according to the same teB@stagirls who were
indentured to third parties. Girls apprenticed to the asylum werevio wetil eighteen, were to
receive training in plain sewing and housework, and were to be awarded &8 dptn the
completion of their servic®. Asylum apprentices like Charlotte Rowe, Caroline Bergess, Sallie
Simon, and Annie Robrick owed their productive labor, however, not to their mastesti@ssi
but to the asylum itself, and the Board of Managers certainly employedghisftindenture in
order to guarantee the asylum’s labor needs were safi$fiite BOA Managers never specified

whether or not these female apprentices were employed as kitchen warksasy workers, or

%8 Baltimore County, Register of Wills, Indenture®471913, Records for 1842-1846, Eliza Fulton Indento Eliza
Baynard, p. 417-418; Records for 1847-1850, Mawthd&orman Indenture to Eliza Baynard, p. 424; Badtie City,
Register of Wills, Indentures 1851-1916, Recorasl&®51-1854, Catharine C. Hitzelbeger Indenturglipa Baynard,
p. 78. These girls were apprenticed to the as@uavariety of ages; Eliza Fulton was nearly feentyears old when
she was apprenticed to Mrs. Baynard on April 6,6184artha Forman was ten years old at the timeeof h
apprenticeship in May 1850, and Catharine Hiztgleewas twelve years old when she was made a B@£eafice in
June 1851.

59 Baltimore City, Register of Wills, Indentures 185916, Records for 1851-1854, Charlotte Rowe Inatento Eliza
Baynard, p. 203-204; Records for 1854-1858, Caedfinrgess Indenture to Eliza Bayard, p. 532-538pRis for
1865-1871, Sallie Simon Indenture to Eliza Baynprdi85-486; Records for 1871-1879, Annie V. Rdbti@enture
to Eliza Baynard, p 308. For other girls appremtitiethe BOA, please see the following: Baltim@igy, Register of
Wills, Indentures 1851-1916, Records for 1858-188&ephine E. Weeks Indenture to Mrs. Baynard24; Records
for 1865-1871, Ellen Dennis Indenture to Eliza Bayh p. 142-143; BOA, Admission Books, Book 3, &ildmitted,
1846-1898, Entries for Madeline Fanwinkle; AdelBeckham; Mary Jane Ogelby; Catherine Anderson; &Zaté,
Louisa, and Anne Schmaltsell; Lucinda Rowe; Cinllieidicks; Hannah Skinner; Elberta Gaines; Margared
Harriett E. Adams; Elisa Tucker; Marion Lowman; M&. Paign; Josephine Patterson; Mary Rodgers;eCiath
Lowman; Eliza Sanks; Avarilla Robb; Josephine EeWée Mary V. Jackson; Mary A. Dennis; Alice Murrayuisa
Burgess; Josephine Hudgins; Lavinia Dennis; HetaridicKildoe; Mary E. Evans; Jane Charles; Kate Buverda
Lewis; Sarah E. Jenkins; Elizabeth McClary; Marg&mith; Mary Hitzelberger; Cecilia Dobbins; MaryElerett;
Annie Clark; Mary Hollingsworth; Malvina Fowler; MyMarshall; Susan Tall; Mary Gordon; Sallie Cahévi
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even seamstresses, yet whatever capacity they worked in, they gentauitied the asylum with
a cheap labor force that kept costs down and allowed the BOA to functie@ssiutly.

Not all BOA girls who continued their association with the asylum werantnded to the
institution. BOA officials emphasized in the asylum’s 1860 Annual Report thia¢ dwo
matrons and four teachers staffing the asylum, all except one had bedrimare BOA?

Some of these girls no doubt remained asylum employees for only a short time, thoegh s
former residents proved quite indispensable as employees. When asylumstaalors
celebrated the life of Miss Amanda Kane in the 1890 Annual Report and ptbfiddstory of
Miss Lissie Seibert in the 1904 Annual Report, they highlighted the exaofgles girls whose
residence in the asylum had eventually led to extended careers asrB@dyees. Amanda
Kane was admitted to the BOA in the late 1830s, and by 1868, she was working asdire€3i
of the Sewing Department. She was promoted in 1870 to the position of TeatleeGirlg’
Department, and she continued to work in this capacity until her death in JuneAt@8her
death, BOA officials praised her as “the great assistant ofdieslan their care of the children”
and mourned as well the loss of the asylum’s “most trusted ad¥is@ihey voiced similar
sentiments in 1904 when Lissie Seibert died, noting that her love for asyluneshfidas so
great, and her kindness and interest in their welfare so marked, tichtitlien, one and alll,
could not fail to love her in return for all she did for them.” Siebes avether former BOA
resident hired by asylum officials, though she served not only as the B@gtiess of Sewing

and as Girls’ Teacher, but also as the Superintendent of the entire asylgntd#urienure as a

S0WcC, BOA, Annual Reports, Report for the year eqgdpril 4, 1860.

51 wWcC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb861Bleeting of June 3, 1889; BOA, Annual Repor&9a
Annual Report. The Annual Reports for 1868, 18&8¥,1, 1874, 1875, 1878, 1883, 1885, 1886, 18878,1a8 1889
list Laura Kane as an asylum employee. It is waradxactly when she left the position of DirectreESewing and
was promoted to Girls’ Teacher, though this cleadgurred sometime prior to 1871, when a Miss JusepHudgins
was listed as Directress of the Sewing Departm@xtording to the BOA Board Minutes, Miss Kane Hesen sick
for two weeks with peritonitis before she actualigd. Miss Kane's age at death remains unclean gorviving
asylum documents; for more about Miss Kane'’s lifd ber childhood residence in the BOA, refer toC VBOA,
Miscellaneous, “An Account of the Baltimore Orph&sylum,” 1918.
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BOA employeé? The examples of Miss Seibert and Miss Kane reveal that somerfB@A
inhabitants left the dependency of their childhood behind, and became adult pra¥iders
assisted the asylum in helping the next generation of poor children.

Though a select few BOA girls were more able to move from residertbe asylum to
asylum employment, there are no examples to suggest that BOA boys eet sritesuch
employment with the asylum. There were, however, two male residents ofltima ay the
names of John Tannyhill and William Hawkins, who were indentured to Mrs. Bhyn&865
and 1872 respectively. Both of these boys were bound according to the same terrAshay80
apprenticed to third parties, and were expected to serve until the @gebf-one, and to receive
thirty dollars once they achieved their freed8m Much remains unclear about these boys’
indentures, however, including why they were indentured to Mrs. Baynard,ypbatft
occupational training they were supposed to receive, and whether or not tiely aetrformed
any labor within the asylum while indentured. It is possible that they amprenticed in this
manner so they could remain in Baltimore City and pursue professional trairarfeeid in
which apprenticeship was not the norm. After all, apprenticeship wagidgah popularity
during the nineteenth century, and not all adults were willing to take ortimes¥ In addition,
not all occupations involved apprenticeship, and these boys may have beemgoursaer

vocational instruction in such a field. The actual motivation of BOA a@itnators in

52\WcC, BOA, Annual Reports, 1904 Annual Report. Migsbert was admitted into the BOA in October 18@6ugh
the age at which she was admitted remains uncegsidoes her age at death. BOA officials firshtieged her as an
asylum employee in the 1888 BOA Annual Report asraployee, and she became the BOA SuperintendéS0ih,
after a Mrs. Taylor resigned from this positionisMSeibert continued to serve in this capacityl @903, when she
resigned from her position because of her impendiagiage to Mr. Edgar Hamilton. Officials praideer capable
service as Superintendent in the 1902 Annual Reaod thanked her for her efforts. They suggestedwas
particularly insightful when it came to the childrend that “she can sympathize with them and staled them as
perhaps another in a different position could nd@fficials noted that she died in December 1903 drovided no
information as to the cause of death. For thisrmation and more about Miss Seibert, please exathia following:
WC, BOA, Admission Books, Book 3, Girls AdmittedB46-1898, Case of Lissie Seibert; BOA, Annual Reppdr888
Annual Report; 1889 Annual Report; 1890 Annual REdB98 Annual Report; 1900 Annual Report; 190hAal
Report; 1902 Annual Report; 1903 Annual Report;4l8@nual Report.

53 Baltimore City, Register of Wills, Indentures 185916, Records for 1865-1871, John Tannyhill Indento Eliza
Baynard, p. 143-144; Records for 1871-1879, Will@mrHawkins Indenture to Eliza Baynard, p. 190-191.

54 For more on the decline of the apprenticeshipesysh the United States during the nineteenth cgnplease see:
Hacsi,Second Homep. 133-137; Patricia Ferguson Cleméfiglfare and the Poor in the Nineteenth-Century :City
Philadelphia, 1800-1854Rutherford: Farleigh Dickinson University Pre$885), p. 134.
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engineering these indentures is perhaps, however, not as important #sesbaases reveal
overall. The examples of both boys illustrate BOA officials were not ogdgos@aking male
residents asylum apprentices, though the likelihood of apprenticeshpasylum was even
more uncommon for boys than it was for girls.

Fewer asylum children were made institutional apprentices in Liverpoolrthan i
Baltimore, though there were LFOA and LAOB residents who were indentureeisto t
orphanages, and remained within these institutions as laborers. LA&G@#e this practice
occurred during the first forty years the asylum was in operation, and&tlizgisher was one of
the earliest girls to be apprenticed in this manner. She was bound in July 184340 L
Treasurer Harmood Banner and was subsequently sent to Warrington to @luiia@n teaining.

In 1852, she became the Assistant Teacher in the LFOA, and by August 1855, she was the
asylum’s principal teacher. Fisher’s placement was rather unigtiatishe was bound to an
asylum official rather than the asylum itself. Yet she eventuallycenpevorking in the LFOA,
and in this respect she was exactly the same as girls who werataggor¢o the asylum, as these
arrangements were engineered in order to satisfy labor vacarittigstihe institutior® Girls

like Jane Bootle, Charlotte Ashley, and Mary Crilley were all bdarile asylum as domestics,
laundry workers or cooks because asylum officials had not yet found appromr&éss to fill
these openings, and these girls were of age and suitable for such 8ef¥ids.continued to be
apprenticed well into the 1880s in this manner, even during internal debateshether or not
girls should spend less time working and more time focusing on their education.

It was not only girls in Liverpool who were identified as exceptional aptdehe

asylum for long-term service. Indeed, several LAOB boys found themselvestagguido that

% SHSR, Discharge Registers, Female Orphan Asylurgust 1840-August 1863, Account of Elizabeth Fishdpst
girls placed in this way were apprenticed to thduas and as such beholden to the Matron or andémeale asylum
official. The terms of Fisher’'s apprenticeship @ewcluded such binding.

% SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Aug@§2] Meeting of October 1, 1873, Discussion of Jaoetle;
Meeting of April 1, 1874, Notes on Charlotte Ashl&ieetings of April 7, 1880, and May 5, 1880, Miesiton Mary
Crilley. For other cases such as these, pleas8l48&, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Aug @821 Meeting
of August 4, 1880, Account of Lucy Padley; Meetafd\pril 2, 1884, Example of Margaret Clark.
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institution and eventually worked as LAOB administrators, though this peaagipears to have
occurred only until 1878. Robert Jones was the first LAOB boy to be identified lgyaioa
resident of the asylum, but also as “an apprentice in the InstitutBynNovember 1866, LAOB
officials had appointed him Under Master to the asylum and had set nisatdl20 per year.
His new responsibilities included “attending to the band and copying musiaeaeiving an
additional £5 for the performance of these dltiem the years that followed, LAOB officials
indentured two other boys to the asylum, and at least one of these boys, ABv&sialso hired
by asylum officials as an LAOB administrator. Smith was bound to tharasgl October 1872,
and by May 1878, the LAOB Committee had hired him to stay on as an Assistant Nlaster a
salary of £25 per yed. It remains unclear whether George McCorsnick, who was the third boy
apprenticed in this way, also continued in an institutional position once higunel@ras
complete, as the LAOB Committee did not specify in what capacity the bogppasnticed to
the asylunf® Despite the mystery surrounding this LAOB apprentice, the historRetudrt
Jones and AB Smith suggest there were children who ended up in both cibe$/nodentured
to the asylum, but working as orphanage administrators as well. For aX¥awiBs and LAOB

boys, administrative opportunities existed within the asylums.

Did asylum officials require adults seeking apprentices tolfalfiblication prerequisites?

During the later decades of the nineteenth century, authorities atltimdBa asylums
and at the LAOB attempted to make some of those unrelated adults applyasglton
inhabitants submit satisfactory testimonials as part of the dismaigphtation process. BOA
officials did not, however, confine their efforts to these characteterefes, but also occasionally
interviewed adults as part of their effort to guarantee theg s@table to have the care of BOA

children.

57 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861e Xi883, Meeting of November 7, 1866, Case of Rober
Jones.

% SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, October 1868Ber 1874, Meeting of October 1872; Minutes, Boys
Orphan Asylum, January 1861-June 1883, Meeting @y §] 1878.

89 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, October 186%0er 1874, Meeting of June 1871.
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Character references were in theory supposed to be central to thaist@s$sal process,
as the institution’s 1859 by-laws stipulated that those partiesgetekremove children from the
asylum, “must, in all cases, furnish satisfactory referencesasaracter, & Yet the cases of
the Lee sisters marked the only instance in which HOF officials requirbdefiecences during
the early years in which indenture occurred. HOF administratorssdistnAnna and Kate Lee at
an unspecified point in the 1860s to the unrelated individuals seeking thasaelfter the
references these individuals provided “were visited by the Commattig@fthey] gave satisfactory
accounts of the parties applying” for these sisters. the 1880s, HOF authorities disinterest in
references gave way to renewed attention to this issue, and thesdisracords of Willie
Williams, Verney Smith, and Flora Jenkins illustrate that HOF attigsoachieved some success
in their attempts to make unrelated adults provide references as it efffiorts to obtain
children from the asylur?f. HOF authorities continued this effort in the 1890s, and at least a few
children, including Bertie Sheffield, Annie Lambert and Harry Stebbing weneisied during
these years to adults who had provided HOF authorities with satisfabimgcter references and
testimonials? In the 1880s and 1890s, asylum officials were clearly more focused on references
than they had been in earlier decades, and intent on making at least someeaf trel women
seeking children from the asylum submit these types of references.

This interest in character references was also evident aCtAedBring the last two

decades of the century, and BOA officials appear to have experienced @essutcess when it

OWC, HOF, “Constitution and By-Laws,” By-Law Seveanh.

"L\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Examplesrofa and Kate Lee. For an indepth discussion esdlyirls
and their cases, please see: Registers, BookizhM&61-March 1870, p. 32. The two girls left &sylum in 1863 to
live with members of two related families who residseveral miles outside of Baltimore City, aftédfHofficials
recorded the references were “visited by the cotemiind gave satisfactory accounts of the panielyiag.”

72 \WC, HOF, Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 18 7&ccount of Willie Williams; Registers, Book 5, M4875-
November 1881, Records of Verney Smith; Flora Jenkior additional examples of adults who provitiarF
administrators with references as part of theioréffto have children dismissed to their care, éxarthe following:
WC, HOF, Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 1884tories of Willie Kauffman; Alverda and Mamie Gk
Carrie Brown; Charles Schneider; Thomas LawreneghBl Fenton; Florence May; Registers, Book 6, 18832,
Entries for Harriet and Justine Hobbs; Emma Wilkam

WC, HOF, Registers, Book 7, 1892-1895, ExampleBastie Sheffield; Annie Margaret Lambert; RegisteBook
8, 1896-1902, Case of Harry Stebbing. For anathse in which adults provided BOA authorities witferences
during the 1890s as part of their efforts to géidcan dismissed to them, see: WC, HOF, Registosk 7, 1892-
1895, Example of Charles Lupus.
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came to obtaining testimonials than did their peers at the HOF. Betwe#880s and 1901,
BOA Managers asked applicants like Mr. Riley, Mr. Day, Mr. Blunt and Mr.slwhnwvho had
not yet submitted suitable references to the asylum to do so, and madeatletrer
applications for apprentices hinged as well on whether or not adults’nedsrproved
satisfactory”' The BOA Managers deferred a number of decisions on dismissal apptdatbn
unrelated third parties submitted for BOA inhabitants until they couldgerto meet with an
applicant’s witnesses, and hear first-hand what these individuals bag. td/r. Miller
discovered this in April 1884, when he asked permission to have Baker Penacrdmvork
for him. It was only after the Committee confirmed that the man’sréetes were satisfactory”
that Mr. Miller was allowed to take Baker out of the asyldnThe Board reinforced the
centrality of character testimonials publically as well. In the 1896 Arejgort, the BOA
Managers reported that they intended to find children homes in “which the olsluz#é not only
be taught to grow up into useful men and women, but where also the childisetfare will be
regarded.” In this manner, asylum authorities emphasized their commitment to deteymi
whether or not the adults seeking apprentices were satisfactory ¢aadatehe care of these
children.

LAOB officials also grew increasingly concerned as well durindatez nineteenth
century with character references, though their emphasis on this issuesappeae slightly
predated that of Baltimore asylum officials. The importance ofgrées was not emphasized in
the earliest years of the asylum’s existence, but by the 1870s, finsibdecibout whether or not

to place a LAOB boy in a particular household were subject to delay or evahwlgnout this

" WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb8b1Bleeting of January 5, 1885, Discussion of Mr.
Thomas Riley; Meeting of March 2, 1885, Notes on Riggs Hobbs; Meeting of November 4, 1889, Minudasvir.
TJ Blunt; Meeting of November 6, 1893, Case oflidémith.

SWC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb8b1Bieetings of April 7, 1884; May 5, 1884. Fohet
instances in which the BOA Board deferred decisatmsut apprenticeships until its members couldtmihese
adults’ references, see: WC, BOA, Board Minutept&mber 1881-December 1895, Meeting of May 4, 1891
Discussion of Mr. Miller and Mr. B.M. Miller; Meatg of December 1893, Discussion of Edmund Wileyetgy of
June 4, 1894, Minutes on Mrs. Henderson and MrabMgleeting of October 1, 1894, Minutes concerrifrg
Columbus Hobbs and Mr. William Day.

8 WC, BOA, Annual Reports, 1896 Annual Report, p. 7.
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information. A Blackburn skiff maker who sought an apprentice in May 1871 hagdptisadion
postponed after his reference failed to provide LAOB officials witsarhonial about the man.
According to the Committee Minutes, this impediment was in ho way resohath@man was
never approved to have a boy as an apprentice. A pawnbroker from Oswaddthisthpplied
the same month as the Blackburn skiff maker, was rewarded with an appeiicefficials
concluded his “reference [was] satisfactofy.Other cases from the period reinforce as well how
central the fulfillment of the character reference prerequisiteterthe success or failure of
applications for apprentices at the LAOB. Peter Littler, WH Edwardk,Jahn Marriott were all
dismissed from the asylum to adults seeking apprentices after tihgtatigptly provided LAOB
Committee Members with the names of references and these referencked for the character
of the applicant® These applicants had satisfied LAOB officials’ preoccupation with
references, and were positively rewarded for the fulfillment of aab&ptestimonials.

Though officials at the LAOB, HOF and BOA increased their efforts tkersame
adults seeking apprentices submit character references during thyetateof the nineteenth
century, BOA authorities appear to have been the only officials in eitii¢o ©ccasionally
conduct interviews with potential indenture holders. When Mrs. Hagner aggadront of the
BOA Board in April 1895, she told the Board that she lived on a farm of 200 acres, had no
children, and that if the asylum allowed her a male apprentice “she vamddhan to school and
his work would be light, [he would] attend to the cows put the horse in thagmand assist her

in the garden® Though the Managers failed to record the outcome of this case, they offered no

"7 For the original discussion of both of these med their applications, please see SHSR, Minutegs Birphan
Asylum, October 1869-October 1874, Meeting of M8Y 1. Additional information on the pawnbroker iscapresent
in the minutes for the July 1871 meeting.

8 peter Littler and WH Edwards were sent out to gnacery and provisions dealers from St. Helenises€ men
were in business with one another, and each wamegprentice for their business. For more oretbeys and the
unnamed applicants’ compliance with the referemogipions, which “appear to be satisfactory,” s&SR, Minutes,
Boys Orphan Asylum, October 1869-October 1874, Mgstof January and March 1873. John Marriott masle the
apprentice of an unnamed Liverpudlian poultererfisfinonger in June 1879, soon after LAOB Commiltesmbers
reported this man'’s references and testimoniale akaracter etc., appear to be satisfactory.” $¢8R, Minutes,
Boys Orphan Asylum, February 1875-November 1886etMgs of May and June 1879, for more on John Mdtisi
case.

®WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb861Bleeting of April 1, 1895.
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criticism of this woman after the interview, and noted that they weting/ain the results of the
reference examination. Not all potential indenture holders fared aaswdlifs. Hagner when
interviewed. Mr. Shaw and his sister-in-law came to the BOA in Octi@#0 and met with the
Matron [Mrs. Powell]. Though Mr. Shaw told Mrs. Powell that he and his widnted a “boy
more as a companion but wanted him to do light work,” Mrs. Powell “felt surehteavthe
boy to work” and that he was seeking a younger child as he would find it eastedynti
manage but also to dominate such a child. These concerns, as well aethlbabdlis sister-in-
law “was a harsh looking woman,” led the Managers to make further inqjuitgelir. Shaw?°
After these inquiries yielded no information, the Board dropped the meatiecly because of
their limited knowledge of Mr. Shaw’s character and home; only when Mrs. &haeared in
front of the Board in January 1890 and answered their questions satisfacasrihe couple

approved to have the care of a child.

Were asylums required to provide anything per indentures or informahppats?

The LFOA was the only orphanage in Liverpool or Baltimore to dismiss ehildr
according to agreements that mandated particular provisions fronythmaiself. These
provisions included material goods and a financial bonus to apprentices durgaglyhgears in
which apprenticeship occurred, and an even larger financial bonus during thedettd the
nineteenth century. During the 1840s, when LFOA officials first began ¢e pids, they
ordered that each girl sent out of the asylum as an apprentice was to havelptbpsprovided
by the asylum itself. LFOA authorities also incorporated a clause indbetures that was
according to historian Joan Lane, common to charity apprenticeships amBmtylring this
period. This clause required trustees to pay the children they appdeapremium, though
there was a significant difference between when other charity apesergceived this premium

and when LFOA apprentices could expect this sum. Charity apprentices usoialiiyet

8 |bid., Meetings of October 6, 1890; November 308
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premium with them when they left these institutions, while LFOA gail$ to wait until the end
of their apprenticeship to receive this stinThe two guinea premium that LFOA authorities
promised each apprentice who faithfully executed her duty was the amougititheduld obtain
at the end of their apprenticesfifpThe intention here may have been twofold; the financial
return would provide additional funding to guarantee the girl's good behaviar sitel fulfilled
her apprenticeship, and it would also allow community members to retain obeuiemt ik
trained servants for a fixed period of service overall. Yet LFOAaiites’ decision to wait until
the end of the apprenticeship to pay this premium may gave actually dmsemvice to LFOA
girls, as these girls left the asylum without any funds to sustainithbay encountered
difficulties in their apprenticeships.

Girls who proved to be satisfactory apprentices continued to hagssatocthe two-
guinea premium until 1912, though LFOA officials made an even larger finaneat of £4
available to female apprentices in 1874, with the creation of treylsfBounty (JBf® The JB
was actually the result of a legacy LFOA officials received frdvira Elizabeth Jeffrey, and
was established to reward those former LFOA residents who remainagkisituation for five
years, exclusive of the term of apprenticesAfpSome of the earliest winners of the award
included Jane Pierpoint, Elizabeth Shepherd and Mary Dennis, who were awardgdntidene
1876. Jane had served her mistress Mrs. Smith for over twelve yearsetiihad worked for

her mistress for eight years, and Mary had actually served in heogseptace for fourteen years

81 Joan LaneApprenticeship in Englang. 82; 89-92.

82 SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, Repothe year ending February 24, 1845, Page $.e&dy
mentions of the two guinea sum as a prize thatdvbalawarded to apprentices who successfully caetptbeir
terms of service, and satisfied the contractuababibns of their indentures, see SHSR, Miscellasetndentures,
April 1846-June 1870, Indenture between Reverenglsts Campbell, Elizabeth Porter, and Joseph Hampgwil
30, 1846; see also Indenture between Edmund Moyrigllen Davies, and Richard Breimand, July 25,85

83 For evidence that LFOA officials continued to [thg two-guinea premium in the 1850s, 1860s, 187880s, and
1890s, please see: SHSR, Annual Reports, Femplea@®Asylum, 1858-1880, Reports for the years enBebruary
29, 1864; January 29, 1870; January 31, 1876; dpRda1879; 1872-1888, Reports for the years epdanuary 31,
1882; January 31, 1885; January 31, 1887; 1903 &lrReport; 1909 Annual Report; 1912 Annual Repditjutes,
Ladies Committee, May 1870-August 1892, Meeting&ctober 7, 1891; March 2, 1892.

84 For information on the creation of the JeffreysuBty please examine SHSR, Annual Reports, Femgibad
Asylum, 1873 Annual Report; Report for the yearirgdDecember 31, 1874, p. 6. See the followingrifarmation
on the financial sum the Jeffrey’s Bounty providedjirls who received it; SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Quittee, May
1870-August 1892, Meetings of February 3, 1875udan5, 1876; January 7, 1880.
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and had been with her current mistress Mrs. Graves for over sixyeBysl877, eleven girls
had received the JB, and in the decades that followed, LFOA offiaatshued to award the JB,
and to use this bonus to encourage indentured girls to continue in the typécefsgented
positions LFOA officials believed they were best suited to in the lamg;te track former
asylum inhabitants, and to improve the economic fortunes of former asylumtamtsabvho had
long since left the asylum itself. Yet it was not only LFOA officialovalenefitted from the JB,
The Bounty proved an attractive prize for many former LFOA inhabitaniisptisred girls who

were adults working in low-paying unskilled positions a way to supplemantikager wage¥.

What were the responsibilities of adults who had asylum children bound t8 them

Adults in Liverpool and Baltimore who hoped to receive asylum children inito the
homes as formally indentured apprentices discovered there were a rfiplerequisites
asylum officials expected them to fulfill. Masters and mistressse expected to take children
on for fixed periods of service, provide them with sustenance, teach thérnlpaskills, and
provide them with economic remuneration for their service. Yet there igdenee that
indenture holders in Liverpool promised to provide children with the same tysewihr
education as did their counterparts in Baltimore.

Adults who entered into indentures with the BOA were required to keep pipearaices
for set periods of time, sustain them, and give them gender-appropriatécaieand
vocational instruction. The expectation that masters and mistressed keep children for fixed
periods of service was an underlying part of all indenture contracts, afvdnB@ntures were no
different. Adults agreed to take on apprentices until girls reachktkeigand boys reached

twenty-one, or later in the century until boys reached either eighteeemytane. Adults also

8 SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Aug@§t2l Meeting of January 5, 1876, Notes on Jang&iier
Elizabeth Shepherd, and Mary Dennis.

8 According to the December 1892 editioriTofe Myrtle Wreathfifty girls had earned this premium by 1892. &hi
was cited as proof that “the girls trained in tleerfale Orphan Asylum can show a long record of semarely to be
met with in these days of frequent change.” Seatticle entitled “The Female Orphan Asylum BerenbFund,” p.
3-4.
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promised to provide BOA apprentices of both sexes with “suitable clothohghaintenance” for
the duration of their apprenticeship, to give girls “a reasonable Bolugareading and writing”
and instruction in “plain sewing and housework,” and boys a “reasonable educatadiing
writing and arithmetic,” and instruction in the “art, trade and mysterg dirticular

occupatiorf” Farming was the most commonly listed of these occupations, though thera wer
few BOA boys like James Moore, John Woods, and Ezarial Bryan who were taaghdtate

trades like shoe and boot making, plumbing, and ship’s carpgéniityese provisions may have

87 See the following examples of BOA indenturesdinls and boys, Baltimore County, Register of Willsdentures
1794-1913, Records for 1838-1842, Louisa Lawrendemture to David Evans, p. 124-125; Sarah Hintolehture to
Mr. Z. Collins Lee, p. 384; Records for 1842-18@atharine Donaho Indenture to John Silly, p. 4638ephine
Brown Indenture to Christopher Johnson, p. 261ji@aDurity Indenture to Eliza Rogers, p. 434-4B&cords for
1847-1850, Anny R. Sylvester Indenture to John AKkgan, p. 46; Mary Keplinger Indenture to Jamesriien
Ferguson, p. 287; Barbara E. Battice Indenturdigh& Lewis, p. 355; Baltimore City, Indentures 18816, Records
for 1851-1854, George W. Melhorn indenture to Gedtpke, p. 70-71; Catharine C. Hitzelberger Indento Eliza
Baynard, p. 78; James Moore Indenture to Chridiarth, p. 325-326; Missouri Pindell Indenture ted®e Poe, p.
362; Records for 1854-1858, Martha Atkinson Indemto Philip Ball, p. 105-106; William Mullin Indéwmre to Evan
Matthews, p. 178; Virginia Ogilby Indenture to Tah Matthews, p. 220; John T. Woods Indenture tekarGraham,
p. 336; Frances Tanner Indenture to Henry Krages2p-521; Records for 1858-1861, Aria Ann MitcHalienture to
George Matthews, p. 280; Charles A. Owens Inderttud®hn Schombs, p. 281; Biddy Hunts Indenturdottathan
Cross, p. 281-282; Records for 1861-1865, Edwangsitndenture to Micajah Meredith, p. 98-99; M&riddudgins
Indenture to Ann M. Whitaker, p. 234-235; Henry Bakndenture to Charlotte M. Griffith, p. 308-3@&ne Carter
Indenture to Thomas Shank, p. 317-318; Lucy Mckeldladenture to Amelia Goldsborough, p. 528-529;drés for
1865-1871, Mary V. Currents Indenture to WilliamHteald, p. 122-123; George Evans Indenture to Fnida
Brown, p. 144; William Mitchel to John Mitchel, p92-193; Rosanna Everett Indenture to Mary E. ¥filis, p. 414;
Records for 1871-1879, John Nuhn Indenture to D#edner, p. 1; Carrie S. Ayshultz Indenture to EmibDeville,
p. 35-36; Anna J. Hines Indenture to Mary E. Armsty, p. 220-221; George W. Green Indenture to Judiu
Ruehling, p. 349; Records for 1879-1916, Fanniedspindenture to William S. Reed, p. 18; JamesiDiaventure to
John C. Halbert, p. 29-30; Elizabeth Freebergeemtuare to Mrs. William Burlin, p. 38-39; Robert Amav Indenture
to BF Hess, p. 100-101.

8 Baltimore City, Register of Wills, Indentures 185916, Records for 1851-1854, James Moore Indemture
Christian Barth, p. 325-326; Records for 1854-18&#n T. Woods Indenture to Amelia Graham, p. B8&;ords for
1861-1865, Ezarial Bryan Indenture to George Pppp61-362. For other examples of boys who wetsettaught
trades other than farming, refer to: BaltimoreyCRegister of Wills, Indentures 1851-1916, Recdioasl854-1858,
John Smaltzell Indenture to John S. McClellan,#0-371; Williams Moore Indenture to Charles Hickmpn380-
381; Samuel Holland Indenture to James F. Ro#831.Records for 1861-1865, David Fishack Indentor&gohn
Fishack, p. 78-79; Joseph A. McCleary Indenturéoton F. Underwood, p. 317; Ezarial Bryan Indentar€eorge
Popp, p. 361-362; Records for 1865-1871, Willianffedan Indenture to Peter Kettering, p. 35-36; PéioCleary
Indenture to August Spelshouse, p. 468-469; Batin@ounty, Register of Wills, Indentures 1794-19R8c¢ords for
1851-1913, Charles W. Purse Indenture to Johnr3ePp. 65. These boys were to be taught hat maglastering,
stone cutting, harness making, the confectionaigetr gardening, the blacksmith trade, and the apatk business.
See the following for indentures of BOA boys whorevio learn farming: Baltimore City, Register ofll/
Indentures, 1851-1916, Records for 1854-1858, FBarkholomew Indenture to MA Bartholomew, p. 5; Tites
Edwards Indenture to George Matthews, p. 378-378h&&l Murray Indenture to Talitha Matthew, p. 488t;
Samuel Jenning Indenture to John McCoy, p. 516-BEgprds for 1858-1861, Thomas Inloes Indentutk®im
Crownmiller, p. 103; Thomas E. Jennings Indentargdahn W. McCoy, p. 516-517; Records for 1861-1&nuel
Poole Indenture to William Gorsuch, p. 142-143; iflag F. Frazier Indenture to Ephrain Stouffer, [2-153; John
Grahame Indenture to Susanna Warfield, p. 334;iaiilHamilton Indenture to Samuel Gaither, p. 4&nds L.
Smith Indenture to Alfred Gent, p. 524-525; Recdoisl865-1871, Wallace Mullen Indenture to Augssiu.
Nichodemus, p. 311; William Cooper Indenture to 8ahW. Meredith, p. 482-483; Records for 1871-1838orge
Fadely Indenture to Charles D. Parker, p. 286; Hiajly Indenture to Annie Clarke, p. 409; Recowis1f879-1916,
James Davis Indenture to John C. Halbert, p. 2R8bert Andrew Indenture to BF Hess, p. 100-101tifBare
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marked BOA officials’ efforts to guarantee indenture holders wouldmly use children for
their labor, but that they would provide them a basic education and domastiggtto allow
children some measure of success as working adults, and would prevent adploymemt and
dependence on public and private relief.

Yet BOA officials did not confine their expectations of indenture holtteparticular
time commitments, or to material, educational and vocational provisions. BOdtinele
required indenture holders to pay particular sums of money, or freedom duesetgiapprupon
the completion of the indenture. Male apprentices were entitletger liinancial remuneration
than female apprentices. Adults who had female apprentices like iaBgaivener, Hannah
Wilson and Amelia Heall bound to them were ordered to pay ten dollars tolthatgire end of
their apprenticeship; this sum does not appear to have varied between 1829 and 1884y no ma

when the girl in question was apprentié&drhis was significantly less than the amount of

County, Register of Wills, Indentures 1794-1913¢c#tds for 1851-1913, William Olive Indenture to iddsPrice, p.
131-132; William Ferguson Indenture to Abraham €bt§ p. 234-235; William Baxter to Caleb C. Carmpn346;
Baltimore County, Register of Wills, Indentures5181913, Edward Robertson to Mrs. Randolph Sladg9p-392.
For indentures in which the trade BOA boys werkeéon was not identified, see: Baltimore City, Regy of Wills,
Indentures 1851-1916, Records for 1851-1854, Gextgelelhorn Indenture to George Blake, p. 70-71¢drds for
1854-1858, John F. Atkinson Indenture to Franci€Oasey, p. 239; James Harrod Indenture to unnamed,p. 306-
307; John B. Michael Indenture to Luther Sheridime337; Records for 1858-1861, Arhur Lance Indenta Thomas
O. Gregory, p. 13; George S. Wright Indenture t&dhaff Stockett, p. 86-87; Records for 1861-188&&d Deppish
Indenture to Kitty Forrester, p. 270-271; Thomasr8andenture to Anne Hardwick, p. 271-272; Resoiar 1865-
1871, James Featherall Indenture to John W. Sipa281-232; William J. Thompson Indenture to Manyskbn;
Robert Thompson Indenture to Mary Huster, p. 548;dRds for 1871-1879, William G. Hawkins IndenttodEliza
Baynard, p. 190-191; Harvey Kirk Indenture to JéhrBetts, p. 365; Harman Peters Indenture to CoGadbe, p.
391; Records for 1879-1916, William Spradling Inaea to JW Williams, p. 12-13; Henry L. Wilson Indare to
Berlerma A. Mellon, p. 228-229; Baltimore Countyedister of Wills, Indentures 1794-1913, Recordsli®$1-1913,
Walter Grischer to William T. Gill Indenture, p. 39

89 Baltimore County, Register of Wills, Indenture9471913, Records for 1847-1850, Margaret Scrivémgenture to
John W. Middleton, Page 34-35; Hannah Wilson Indento A. Joseph Robinson, Page 212; Amelia Hadkmhture
to Daniel Kauffman, Page 350. See the followingB®A girls indentured between 1829 and 1884 whrewe
receive ten dollars: Baltimore County, RegisteW6fis, Indentures 1794-1916, Records for 1826-1828ry Youse
Indenture to John Burneston, p. 427; Ann Kendy mbgiee to Margaret Blake, p. 452-453; Margaret Gitedoseph
Hedley, p. 462; Records for 1829-1832, Lovey Betldnture to John C. French, p. 10-11; Mary Tatudeifrture to
Mary McClure, p. 320; Mary Powers Indenture to V&ith Mosher, p. 439; Records for 1832-1835, Mary Elalen
Indenture to Elizabeth McLauren, p. 88; Mary J. DefCy Indenture to Harriet West, p. 448; Recordsl®35-1838,
Catherine Duffee Indenture to Joseph Tucker, p-Z8#t Catherine Hewes Indenture to Baker Bentleg70; Jane
Fairgrove Indenture to James Tumey, p. 404; Redords338-1842, Elizabeth Murray Indenture to Vit P.
Lemmon, p. 29; Louisa Lawrence; Records for 184261 &liza Aitchinson Indenture to John A. Ellicqit,107;
Sarah Allen Indenture to John Berger, p. p. 234-28&y Doxen Indenture to NF Blacklock, p. 283-284ances
Anne Burriss Indenture to William W. Sawrason, p6377; Records for 1847-1850, Georgianna Brannaman
Indenture to George Brannaman, p. 172-173; Rositil@s Indenture to Charles Faringer, p. 387-388timore
City, Register of Wills, Indentures 1851-1913, Relsofor 1851-1854, Sally Alder Indenture to CatharA.
Dunnington, p. 46-47; Ellen Patterson Indentur@/itiam C. Tolman, p. 315; Records for 1854-1858r&h C.
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freedom dues that adults in charge of BOA boys were expected to provide wwhbartheir
indentures terminated. Between 1851 and 1896, the majority of indenture holdesdesed

to pay their apprentices thirty dollars, though there was a small cohortoMdaywere to earn
twenty dollars at the end of their service, one boy who was to be paid ten dbkardree and
one boy who was to receive only five dollars as freedom dues. BOA offifieied no
explanations as to why some boys were to receive less than thirty dafidrthe indentures of
these boys suggest that these smaller sums of money were not conndwtexbestat which they
had been bound, the length of their service, or the occupations theyxpected to learn. BOA
officials did increase the amount of freedom dues they expected indentures holday female
apprentices in the later years of the nineteenth century to between amefrftity dollars, but
they also raised the freedom dues for boys to fifty dollars. This changessemjgirls might earn
the same amount as boys while apprentices, though Lillian Fowler was the(hlgii whose
contract ordered the payment of fifty dollars from indenture holder to afE&htAsylum
authorities never explained why indenture holders were required to prewdéefapprentices
with smaller sums than male apprentices, though differences in the arasantied to members
of each sex is in keeping with the cultural norm that men should earn moreaid Inegpe than

women®*

Jenkins Indenture to Evan Matthews, p. 177-178;yMéinder Indenture to Wilson Scott, p. 351; SarairThdenture
to Joshua Niblet, p. 527; Records for 1858-186&p@htra McKildoe Indenture to Thomas E. Bond, [$-217;
Margaret Earl Indenture to Thomas Myers, p. 283:-F&tords for 1861-1865, Mary J. Rache Indentu@usan R.
Hays, p. 138-139; Amelia Long Indenture to Isab@Hlaglor, p. 259; Records for 1865-1871, Magdalenc®a
Indenture to Mary J. Zimmerman, p. 464; Recordsl®#1-1879, Minnie Hoffman Indenture to George VIeT, p.
217-218; Carrie Frampton Indenture to Charles W, £l 366-367; Records for 1879-1916, Fannie Fotretenture to
William S. Reed, p. 18; Elizabeth Freeberger Indento Mrs. William Burlin, p. 38-39.

9 For the indentures of girls whose masters andresises were supposed to pay them between twenfiftgribllars
as freedom dues, refer to: Baltimore County, Regsf Wills, Indentures, 1794-1913, Records fob1-8913, Laura
Ashley to Mrs. Edward Fite, Indenture, p. 388; Badtre City, Register of Wills, Indentures, 1851-69Recods for
1879-1916, Ida Bramble Indenture to Philip Smith16-137; Lillian Page Fowler Indenture to MaryHRrwitz, p.
224; Della Gosnell Indenture to Mrs. F. Watermar235. See the following for BOA boys who were soged to
receive fifty dollars when their indentures end@&altimore County, Register of Wills, Indenture851-1913,
Edmund Wiley to JT Williams, Indenture, p. 380-3&thward A. West to A. James Elliott, Indenture3®3-384;
Walter Grischer to William T. Gill, Indenture, p9@; Edward Robertson to Mrs. Randolph Slade, Indenp. 391-
392.

%1 Alice Kessler-HarrisQut to Work: A History of Wage-Earning Women i@ thiited State@New York: Oxford
University Press, 1982), p. 45-72.
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Like their counterparts at the BOA, officials at the LAOB and the AlEQpected
indenture holders to assume responsibility for the apprentice for apexext! of time, and to
retain custody of male apprentices for longer periods of time. Though liestdaAOB
indentures have not survived, documents from the 1870s and 1880s make clear LA@Bende
holders regularly agreed to bind themselves to the boys like John Waadarenry Durnbell
for a period of five or six year3. Potential masters and mistresses who refused to acquiesce to
the LAOB requirement that they take on apprentices for a specified timaeyected, as was a
local man who asked to have one of the LAOB boys work in his home for a brief periog of ti
in 1870. LAOB officials quickly denied this request, as “such permission vbeutntrary to
rule and altogether inadvisabl€.LFOA authorities also required early indenture holders to
retain girls for as many years as it took the latter to reach thefagienty’® Asylum authorities
did institute two changes to this period of service during the lates pé#ine nineteenth century.

The first of these occurred at some unspecified point during th#8&6s and early 1870s and

92 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, February 18 8&ainber 1886, Meeting of March 1875, Focus on John
Wharam; Meeting of June 17, 1881, Notes on Henmnbeil. For the adults who agreed to keep LAOB baxys
apprentices for five or six years, please see: lSH@nutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, October 1869-Octdl&Y4,
Meeting of March 1870, Discussion of RJ Anson; Nreebf March 1871, Notes on R. Coxon and GH Willgam
Meeting of April 1871, Cases of William Peacock aagnes Nixon; Meeting of July 1871, Focus on JohB¥dson;
Meeting of November 1871, History of William Flynkteeting of December 1871, Discussion of W. Bod#egting
of May 1872, Case of unnamed boy; Meeting of JB¥21Accounts of John Donaghy and William Fellingha
Meeting of September 1872, History of Edwin Thomdegting of March 1873, Notes on Peter Littler; Meg of
September 1873, Cases of Hugh Hughes and Richaedi Weeting of February 1874, Minutes on Richardt@o
and Joseph Weaver; Meeting of September 1874, HrarmpPeter Hice, James Forshaw, and John Steentds,
Boys Orphan Asylum, February 1875-November 1886etMg of April 1875, Cases of Francis Lane and M#iti H.
Gore; Meeting of July 1875, Minutes on Robert Cérariand Daniel Flynn; Meeting of February 1876 tdtiss of
Leonard Barber, Thomas Bason, William Drysdale lidfit Mitchell and Thomas Fanvel; Meeting of Mar@v,
Accounts of Joseph Lloyds and Edward Arden; Meebihgpril 1876, Discussion of William Bayes; Meetdiof
September 1876, Notes on Frederick Martin; Meetinglarch 1877, Minutes on WH Trail and Edward Ashto
Meeting of May 1877, Case of Richard Curtis; Megtii November 1877, Account of James Bolton; Megth
February 1878, Discussion of W. Warriner, J. AlimoBadSimmister, and W. Wilson; Meeting of July 18Hsstories
of Thomas Thirlwall, Robert Malkin; Meeting of Septber 1878, Focus on Henry Jones; Meeting of J8i8,1
Record of John Marriott; Meeting of September 187&ses of John Lockett, Richard Jones, William kKe&land
Thomas Ashley; Meeting of December 22, 1879, Misute William Brownless; Meeting of March 1880, Fe@n
Benjamin Green, James Warriner, and George Drévieting of June 1880, Case of Benjamin Croderoy; tvigeof
July 1880, Notes on William Evans; Meeting of Nov®n 1880, Discussion of William Malkin; Meeting l6ébruary
28, 1881, History of John Beattie; Meeting of Jaide 1881, Discussion of John R. Hough.

% SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, October 186@ber 1874, Meeting of December 15, 1870.

9 The LFOA Discharge Registers make clear that abeurof indenture holders agreed as late as thesli86gare for
girls female apprentices until the age of twenty, surviving asylum documents, do not make cleactyx when in
the late 1860s or early 1870s that the terms ofeapiizeship were reduced; see SHSR, Discharge RRegjifemale
Orphan Asylum, August 1840-October 1866.
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shortened the term of girls’ service to three years rather thaft fiFOA authorities shaved
another year off of the term of service in 1890 and made adults accountahke dare of female
apprentices for only two yea?$.No such alterations occurred at the LAOB during these decades,
and LAOB indenture holders remained responsible for their apprentideadar than their
counterparts at either the LFOA or the BOA during this later period.

Between the 1840s and the 1870s, LFOA officials also identified the dailicahys
maintenance of the apprentice and the instruction of these girls in tlestoarts as central to
the indenture holder’s duties. LFOA indentures required the mastersstrebees of
apprenticed LFOA girls to provide “good and sufficient meat, drink, clothingsiphwashing
and lodging, and all other necessities, during the whole term of the appit@ptiteshese
children?” Each indenture holder was also commanded to “the best of his skill andekigewl
[to] teach and instruct the said [girl's name] or cause her tauggt and instructed in the Art of
Housewifery,” so that girls received enough domestic training to allem tb develop into
satisfactory apprentices and with the expertise that would ellgrgeave them as working
adults® Yet LFOA officials never specifically defined what qualified asqaeée housewifery
training of a female apprentice, and though indenture holders were no dmiitzrfwith the
duties and tasks associated with housewifery, there was no guaranseyhimatofficials and
indenture holders shared the same understanding of what constituted proper waithiegef

girls. This probably led to a range of experiences for the girls inigneand some female

% Evidence of this change can be found in the ¥aglhg documents: SHSR, Miscellaneous, Indenturgsil A846-
June 1870, Indenture between John J. Myers [Prasidé¢he LFOA], Annie Watkin, and Roger Bolton; iMites,
Ladies Committee, May 1870-August 1892, Meetinduy 1, 1874, Notes on Phebe Simpson; NovembeB 74,1
Minutes on Margaret Griffiths; Meeting of Septembe 888, Discussion of Mary Black.

% SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Aug@§2l Meetings of January 2, 1890 and February 9018
%7 For indentures which identified these particulaties as the responsibility of masters and mistessee: SHSR,
Miscellaneous, Indentures, April 1846-June 1878eiure between Reverend Augusts Campbell, ElindPetter,
and Joseph Hampson, April 30, 1846; Indenture tervenry Torres Browne, Alice Bang, Samuel Philigygril 11,
1853; Indenture between Edmund Molyneux, Ellen Bsvand Richard Breimand, July 25, 1850; Inderfture
December ¥, 1863, between James John Hance, Ellen HawkidsEkzabeth Pemberton, December 7, 1863;
Indenture between John Bibby, Esther Jane Andramé Elisha Leigh, June 27, 1865.

% SHSR, Miscellaneous, Indentures, April 1846-JuBig0] Indenture between Henry Torres Browne, Aliea@
Samuel Phillips, April 11, 1853. See also WC, MikEmeous, Indentures, April 1846-June 1870, Ingtlenbetween
Dr. Edward Molyneux, Ellen Davies, and Richard Brand, July 25, 1850; Indenture between George akillEwing,
Mary Casson and Mary Smith.
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apprentices undoubtedly were quite proficient in domestic work and prepaassitme other
situations upon the completion of their apprenticeships. Those LFOAmgeis whose masters
and mistresses had taken a relatively dim view of such training, howeasehawe finished their
term of service with relatively little instruction, and fewefa employment prospects.

The indentures Liverpool asylum officials engineered were remarkahliar to the
Baltimore indentures when it came to what was expected of children’srsyastl mistresses,
and this extended as well to the financial terms of these contracting Ehe 1840s, 1850s, and
1860s, LFOA indentures ordered indenture holders to make annual paymentddo fema
apprentices. These payments involved the “deposit [of] one Guinea in thgsSBeank” during
each of the last three years that a girl was in service, so tlaappentice would have money
available for “her use at the termination of the agreenférithese three guineas provided this
group of female apprentices with savings and funds they might use asyaifdtyy chose to
marry, or to support themselves if they were between situations or expdrioroe type of
illness or disability. The money conveyed from master to servant may éraeel sdditional
purposes as well, in that it demonstrated to apprentices the good-willcgmmdeiy of the adults
in whose households they resided, and may have encouraged girls to remairpiositiens for
an extended period of time. These realities suggest LFOA offintalsded this financial
remuneration not only to allow girls some economic security, but also to peeweaktremes of
behavior from either party. Girls were discouraged from acting out otingpbafjainst indenture
holders as good behavior would earn them financial reward, and any adultsghitdhavie been
inclined to deny even worthy apprentices a financial reward for th@ices were in theory
prevented from taking such action.

During the last several decades of the nineteenth century LFOAisthatiors

implemented changes to the financial terms of asylum indentures thatwages an intrinsic

% SHSR, Miscellaneous, Indentures, April 1846-JUBig01L If a girl successfully completed her appreeghip, LFOA
officials established an account in her name aBgnéngs’ Bank in Liverpool and placed the usual-tyuinea
premium that the asylum awarded these girls in suchccount.
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part of these contracts, and required indenture holders in Liverpool to pewddeyreater sums
of financial remuneration to their apprentices than had their epréeecessors. LFOA officials
implemented the first of these changes in the 1870s, when they staggdite indenture
holders to pay pocket money of “5/-per quarter” to female apprentices dugifigstiwo years
of service, and to pay “not less than £7(which is payable quarterlyi¥ld¢algring the third year
of service. In July 1896, LFOA officials again altered these terms. Adultsowkamn LFOA
apprentices after September 1, 1896, were required to give female ajgraitcwages during
the second year of service to the sum of £9 per mhthFOA authorities never discussed why
they made indenture holders provide greater financial compensation tagpegntices during
the later nineteenth century, though their actions and those of thaic&@terparts suggests
asylum officials in both cities increasingly favored dismissedngements that were more

equitable to the children involved, and more akin to waged labor contracts.

What were the responsibilities of indentured asylum children per énessgements?

Children who left the BOA as apprentices during the early decaddsi¢h imdenture
was practiced were expected to fulfill certain responsibiliiesonnection with their indenture
contracts, which varied according to their age and gender. The fidtechib go out of the
asylum as apprentices were girls, each of whom was expected to serithenstlid female child
shall attain to the age of eighteen.” This was true for childkerMiargaret Giles, Elizabeth
Addon, and Isabella Grimes, who were placed during the late 1820s and the 1830s, aforvell as

girls who were indentured from the BOA during the 1840s and 1850sdid not matter

100 gHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, September 18%&mber 1911, Meeting of July 1, 1896.

101 Baltimore County, Register of Wills, Indenture®9471913, Records for 1826-1829, Margaret Giles tiae to
Joseph Henley, p. 462; Records for 1835-1838, EgditaAddon Indenture to George Poe, p. 15; Redords338-
1842, Isabella Grimes Indenture to William A. Pheats, p. 187. For additional examples of girlseimaired until the
age of eighteen between the late 1820s and thes18&@r to: Baltimore County, Register of Wilisdentures 1794-
1913, Records for 1829-1832, Lovey Bell Indentordohn C. French, p. 10-11; Elizabeth Stimatsrtuate to Silas
Silver, p. 11-12; Amanda Harris Indenture to RichBorsey, p. 297; Mary J. Moulton Indenture to J&hushan, p.
439; Records for 1832-1835, Mary McLauren IndentorElizabeth McLauren, p. 88; Elizabeth Glanvilielenture to
David Evans, p. 116-117; Sarah Buck Indenture &tarman Brown, p. 332-333; Mary J. DeCourcy Indento
Harriet West, p. 448; Records for 1835-1838, Catleavlartin Indenture to William Eichelberger, p.6t887; Anna
Martin Indenture to Patrick Savage, p. 257-258;\WhariRoney Indenture to Jonathan Mullan, p. 295-R@drgaret
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whether or not these girls were bound out at fourteen like Laura Kane and Sefiindadiat
slightly younger ages like Mary Ann Smith and Caroline Fury; whateearadge at the time of
their binding, BOA girls were expected to remain as apprentices imtheshin which they were
placed until they achieved eighteen years of'&g@he length of service expected of these
female BOA apprentices was significantly less than that whichrirede counterparts were
required to serve once they began to be bound out in the 1850s. Boys including Chseles Pu
William Olive, and Robert Amos were all indentured to their masters #sttesses until the

“age of twenty-one years,” and this continued to be the age at which inderdecefer boys

until 18741 As these examples illustrate, age and gender were variables {hed #haterms

Pearce Indenture to Thomas B. Rutter, p. 313; Risdor 1838-1842, Theresa Lehay Indenture to Fiekidleill, p.
221; Records for 1842-1846, Sarah Heath Indentude Wheelwright, p. 284; Matilda Durity IndentuceEliza
Rogers, p. 434-435; Records for 1847-1850, Elizabketrrington Indenture to Alfred Crawford, p. 39:40nelia
Heall Indenture to Daniel Kauffman, p. 350; Recdats1851-1913, Ellen Speddy Indenture to Georgétihdavs, p.
64-65; Fanny Rhoden to Thomas T. Griffith, p. 70.

102 galtimore County, Register of Wills, Indenture94-1913, Records for 1847-1850, Laura Kane InderttuJohn
A. Ellicott, p. 18-19; Mary Ann Smith Indenture Asaminta Betts, p. 19-20; Caroline Fury Indentwéavid B.
Prince, p. 165; Selinda White Indenture to DavidPBnce, p. 283-284. Mary Ann Smith was twelvergedd when
asylum officials bound her out, and Caroline Fugsweleven years old.

103 Baltimore County, Register of Wills, Indenture€9471913, Records for 1851-1913, Charles W. Purderiture to
John J. Purse, p. 65; William Olive Indenture tsidb Price, p. 131-132; Robert Amos Indenture toddoai
Matthews, p. 162. For examples of BOA boys who vinend out of the asylum between 1851 and 1874wame
expected to remain apprentices until they achighedge of twenty-one, see the following: Baltim@Qity, Register
of Wills, Indentures 1851-1916, Records for 18554,85eorge W. Melhorn Indenture to George Blak&0p71;
James Moore Indenture to Christian Barth, p. 325-82cords for 1854-1858, Frank Bartholomew Indenta MA
Bartholomew, p. 5; William Mullin Indenture to Evamatthews, p. 178; John F. Atkinson Indenture tarfers W.
Casey, p. 239; James Harrod Indenture to UnnametéUn 306-307; John T. Woods Indenture to Am&liaham, p.
336; John Michael Indenture to Luther Sheridine83¥; John Smaltzell Indenture to John S. McClelmr870-371;
Thomas Edwards Indenture to George Matthews, p-3388 Williams Moore Indenture to Charles Hickmpn380-
381; Michael Murray Indenture to Talitha Mathew4p0-461; Samuel Holland Indenture to James F. Ro<83;
Samuel Jenning Indenture to John McCoy, p. 516-BE€prds for 1858-1861, Arthur Lance ndentre torfias O.
Gregory, p. 13; George S. Wright Indenture to ThaicStockett, p. 86-87; Thomas Inloes Indenturédion
Crownmiller, p. 103; Charles A. Owens Indenturddbn Schombs, p. 281; Thomas E. Jennings Indetttuehn W.
McCoy, p. 516-517; William Melville Indenture Geertylatthews, p. 540-541; Records for 1861-1865, @&ishack
Indenture to John Fishack, p. 78-79; Edward Jongsriture to Micjah Meredith, p. 98-99; John W. Betlenture to
John Williams, p. 139-140; Samuel Poole Indentar@/lliam Gorshuch, p. 142-143; Thomas F. Frazmeteinture to
Ephrain Stouffer, p. 152-153; Timothy P. Frazietdnture to Ephrain Stouffer, p. 153-154; GeorgkePtibn Indenture
to Eliza O’'Neale, p. 221; Edward Deppish Indentor&itty Forrester, p. 270-271; Thomas Barrot Indee to Anne
Hardwick, p. 271-272; Henry Baker Indenture to Gae M. Griffith, p. 308-309; Charles Warner Indemetto Richard
G. Mackey, p. 309; Joseph A. McCleary Indenturéddion F. Underwood, p. 317; John Grahame Indentugeisanna
Warfield, p. 334; Ezarial Bryan Indenture to GeoRgmp, p. 361-362; William Hamilton Indenture tav&eel Gaither,
p. 484; James L. Smith Indenture to Alfred Gen§2%-525; James Russell Indentures to John Rupséiil;
Records for 1865-1871, William Hoffman IndenturePteter Kettering, p. 35-36; John Tannyhill Indeatta Eliza
Baynard, p. 143-144; George Evans Indenture todfimdn Brown, p. 144; William Mitchel Indenture wh

Mitchel, p. 192-193; JamesFeahterall IndentureotmJV. Shane, p. 231-232; Wallace Mullen IndentarAugustus
W. Nichodemus, p. 311; William J. Thompson Indeatiar Mary Huston, p. 312; Perry McCleary Indentiorédugust
Spelshouse, p. 468-469; William Cooper Indentur8amuel W. Meredith, p. 482-483; Sallie Simon Indento Eliza
Baynard, p. 485-486; Robert Thompson Indenture aoyNHuster, p. 540; Records for 1871-1879, JohnniNuh
Indenture to David Wagner, p. 1; George Fadely mhate to Charles D. Parker, p. 286; Baltimore CpuRegister of
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of service expected of apprenticed BOA boys and girls during the early détadésh BOA
inhabitants were indentured.

The duties expected of Liverpool asylum residents who were placed out estigsr
also varied according to age and gender, though LFOA girls who were apprentioggctioiri
early years in which Liverpool asylum officials practiced indentuneewweund for longer periods
of time than were their Baltimore counterparts. LFOA officials emphdsas early as 1845 that
girls were to be apprenticed at fourteen or above, and that each gid sexse a period of six
years, or until she reached the age of twenty, whichever can@%it$tOA residents continued
to be bound according to these rules throughout the 1850s and 1860s, so that apprenticeship
meant four years of work for sixteen-year-old girls like Hannah DoaldyEdlen Hawkins, and
five years of labor for Ellen Davies and Maria Betterley, who werg fiftéen years old when
they were bound out from the asylum. It remains uncertain whether or not LAOBvemy/deld
to similar terms of service when they began to be apprenticed in thE8B0d: Yet it is clear
that by June 1865 LAOB officials had fixed on fifteen as the age at which boysonsze
indentured or leave the asylum, and that by the early 1870s, LAOB officchbddwmidentified an
appropriate length of service for apprenticed boys, with some boys like RJ &ms@mticed for
five years, and others like R. Coxon bound for six y¥ar3hese case histories suggest girls in
Baltimore were eligible for their freedom as apprentices avidlyears before their female
counterparts in Liverpool, and boys in both cities were apprenticed unty tieadame age.

The orphanage in which asylum children resided and the point in time in which theey we

indentured played a significant role as well in determining the resplitiesstof apprenticed

Wills, Indentures 1794-1913, Records of 1851-1¥&orge Rurges Indenture to Caleb Carman, p. 23MBawvi
Ferguson Indenture to Abraham C. Scott, p. 234-2881es A. Christy Indenture to Caleb C. CarmaB4f; William
Baxter Indenture to Caleb C. Carman, p. 346.

104 SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, Repothe year ending February 24, 1845, p. 14.

105 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, October 186%sBer 1874, Meetings of March 1870 and March 187dr
other examples of boys apprenticed for five orygars during this period, please see: SHSR, Min@&egs Orphan
Asylum, October 1869-October 1874, Meetings of Maand April 1871. GH Williams was apprenticed to a
Liverpudlian plumber for six years, William Peacagknt to a blacksmith in Liscard for six years, dadhes Nixon
was apprenticed for five years to a Southport tesiet.
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children in both cities. LFOA authorities drew up indentures between 1845 aniith8%0s
which required girls to swear an all-inclusive type of loyalty to timgisters and mistresses, and
to reject particular behaviors. Each girl swore to “faithfully edrer master his lawful secrets
keep his lawful commands every where gladly do and obey” and also promigiechim hurt or
damage to her said master nor suffer it to be done by others but to the utnesgiakér shall
hinder or prevent the same or immediately give notice or warning therkef said master®
In addition, each female apprentice declared she would “not waste purkigabany of the
goods or property” that belonged to her master, and that she would not abscond frostéres ma
household?” The concern that an apprentice would act in her own individual interest feella
to a clause in the indenture that forbade her the right to “contedatmony” while in her
master’s servic&® As historian Joan Lane has noted, the marriage prohibition was a normal
feature of English apprenticeships arranged for children whose pareatsatg@oor, as well as
of charity apprenticeships that were arranged for poor children by ckelityls and other
benevolent institutions such as the LF&A It remains unclear if LAOB boys were required to
make the same type of promises to their indenture holders, as LAQRBurekefor the period
have not survived. What is clear, however, is that BOA children in Baltimere not obliged to
provide similar assurances to the men and women who held their indentures nd/felmale
children from the BOA were never required to explicitly swear theydvaadt as faithful agents
to their masters and mistresses and protect their best interest&radhey asked to guarantee
their proper behavior.

While indentures varied not only according to city, orphanage, childage's and
genders, the point in time during the nineteenth century when children ppeemticed also

proved particularly significant. Girls who left the LFOA in the mid-185@stwut according to

106 SHSR, Miscellaneous, Indentures, April 1846-Ju8ig0] Indenture between Edmund Molyneux, Ellen De\éed
Richard Breimand, June 25, 1850.
107 H
Ibid.
198 pid.
199 joan LaneApprenticeship in Englang. 82.
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altered contracts in which the clause that forbade marriage had beendenidiven Mary
Casson was apprenticed in March 1856 to a woman in Lancashire, sheteflirarto the same
terms of service as her predecessors, and was still expected to ‘etlarself from her said
mistress’ service day or night without her consent,” but she was nobjpedhirom marrying
while an apprentic€? Indentures from the 1860s reveal this particular change was permanent,
and that no girls were sent out in the years after 1856 according to thplwdarg and
stipulation against marriag€- It remains unclear why exactly LFOA officials decided to make
this change, and why they implemented it in the mid-1850s. The Ladies Coermmétyehave
discussed the proposed removal of the clause and the reasons why such argighdiege was
made in female indentures, but none of the Ladies Committee Minutetopt®r0 have
survived. Other LFOA documents from the period provide no clues either as thevhy t
prohibition against marriage was removed from LFOA indentures. LFOA atraiors may
have eventually deemed the clause itself irrelevant, especiahg asarriages of LFOA girls to
working-class men meant the formation of families in which properlyedaworking-class
women practiced as wives and mothers the domestic skills the asydurorinaeyed to them.
Girls who left the LFOA in the mid-1850s and afterwards were not the onlynasylu
children in either city to go out according to terms that were signtficdifferent from those
their earlier counterparts had been expected to fulfill. Indeed, for one @ff&@A boys and an
even larger contingent of LFOA girls, apprenticeship during theHes¢ decades of the century
meant shorter periods of service time than it had for their predece3$mse boys were
apprenticed between 1874 and 1900 and were bound not until twenty-one as had beendheir earli

counterparts and another group of boys in residence in the BOA during the lateemtime

110 sHSR, Miscellaneous, Indentures, April 1846-Jugig0] Indenture between George William Ewing, Esql ldlary
Casson and Mary Smith, March 18, 1856.

111 SHSR, Miscellaneous, Indentures, April 1846-JuBig0] Indenture between James John Hance, Mary dughd

John Bond, April 12, 1860; Indenture between Jalnbés Hance, Ellen Hawkins, and Elizabeth PembeBeoember
7, 1863; Indenture between James John Hance, Mai@apmbs, and Maria Beswicke September 29, 186kenture
between John Bibby, Esther Jane Andrews, and Hlislgh; June 27, 1865; Indenture between John BiBbygabeth

Horrocks(16 years old), and Henry Milling; JulylB65.
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century, but only until they reached eighteen years ot*ag€his marked a significant reduction
in service times, demonstrates how later residence in the BOA mighsigmificant
repercussions on children’s terms of service, and suggests exildeflegal understandings in
late-nineteenth-century Maryland when it came to the age at whidneshachieved adulthood.
Yet BOA boys were not the only asylum residents who enjoyed shorteragéapprenticeship
because of their later asylum residence. By the mid-1870s in Livefpookr LFOA residents
like Elizabeth Sewall, Winifred Samuel, and Jane Robinson were wirtrertgvb-guinea
premium for only three years of service, rather than the five yeaeite earlier LFOA
inhabitants had to provide as apprenti¢@sGirls who left the LFOA in February 1890 and
afterwards proved even more fortunate when it came to reduced termgad;sarJanuary of
that year the period of service for female apprentices was shobttetheo years, rather than
three''* These changes did not occur as the result of legal alteratitines age of majority as
they did in Baltimore, but rather because LFOA administrators were &ileggadetermined to
shorten the terms of service expected of former asylum inhabitants.
Later-nineteenth-century apprentices in both cities also benafeoaisylum
administrators’ decisions to increase the amount of financial remiameiradenture holders were
expected to provide to these children. Girls who were bound out of the BOA in 1885 and
afterward were to get twenty to fifty dollars as freedom dues, as opmosedten dollars that
female apprentices placed earlier in the century were toreecBIOA boys also benefited from

late-nineteenth-century increases in freedom dues. Boys who left thenasyapprentices after

112 For examples of BOA boys who were indenturedrduthe 1890s or afterwards and expected to setilethey
reached eighteen years of age, refer to: Baltifianenty, Register of Wills, Indentures 1794-1918¢&ds for 1851-
1913, Edmund Wiley to J.T. Williams, Indenture, P&80-381; Edward A. West to A. James Elliott, imtdee, Page
383-384; Walter Grischer to William T. Gill, Indeme, Page 390; Edward Robertson to Mrs. Randolatie5|
Indenture, Page 391-392. For the case historynadila BOA resident who was apprenticed during tH#%8inder
terms that bound him until he reached the age eftyvone, examine: Baltimore City, Register oflgyilndentures,
1851-1916, Records for 1851-1916, Henry L. Wilsodenture to Belerma A. Mellon, Page 228-229. Hémitgon
was placed with a woman in Baltimore City on Novemb2, 1896. According to this document, Wilsorswant out
to his mistress when he was four years old, anddvoave served her for a total of seventeen yegiiar® he would be
identified as eligible for his freedom.

13 SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, 1870-1892, MeatihSeptember 1, 1875, Cases of E. Sewall; W. 8dmu
Jane Robinson.

114 SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Aug@$2] Meeting of January 2, 1890.
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1894 usually received fifty dollars, rather than the thirty dollars mmseaticed BOA boys
received in the years prior to this chafgeChildren in Liverpool were also positively affected
by increases in the financial aspects of indentures, though LFG#agidally began to derive
benefits from such changes earlier than any of their counterpartsendaty. Girls who left the
LFOA after the mid-1870s received pocket money during their initial twcs yeegervice and £7
guarterly during the final year they were indentured. This was o$epfar more than the three
guineas earlier apprentices could expect from indenture holleBtls who were apprenticed
after September 1896 were guaranteed even larger wages; thesemgirte veceive £9 wages
during the second year of their apprenticeships8oys at the LAOB also profited during the
1890s from an increased emphasis on wages, as asylum officials trie@ twlyseut of
positions that paid too little and looked for positions for each child that wolt&nough to
keep him.™® As evidence from the Liverpool and Baltimore asylums demonstrates, late
nineteenth-century apprentices in both cities possessed greateidirscurity than what was

available to their earlier placed LAOB, LFOA and BOA countergatts.

When did officials quit the formal indenturing of children?

According to historian Timothy Hasci, changes to the United Statesoeny caused
most American orphan asylums that placed out children to shift “from indentinildren to

placing them in free homes” between 1865 and 1900. Hasci suggests that orghanage

115 Baltimore County, Register of Wills, Indenture€9471913, Rdcords for 1851-1913, Edmund Wiley taAjlliams,
Indenture, Page 380-381; Edward A. West to A. Jdftlestt, Indenture, p. 383-384; Walter GrischeMiilliam T.
Gill, Indenutre, p. 390; Edward Robertson to MranBolph Slade, Indenture, p. 391-392. The onlgption to this
change appears to have been Henry Wilson, who paeaticed in November 1896 to Mrs. Mellon, and teasarn
twenty-five dollars upon the termination of his é@miures; see Baltimore City, Register of Wills,dntures 1851-1916,
Records for 1879-1916, Henry L. Wilson Indentur®@tslerma A. Mellon, p. 228-229.

118 SHSR, Female Orphan Asylum, Ladies Committee Béoles, “Rules for Apprenticeship,” Undated.

17 SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, Meetings of Jir896; July 1, 1896.

118 SHSR, Miscellaneoudhe Myrtle WreathJanuary 1893 Edition, “A Friendly Lift,” p. 135ee SHSR, Minutes,
Boys Orphan Asylum, February 1875-November 1886afoexample of a office job which LAOB officialdentified
as problematic because of the limited wages adsolciaith it.

1% Though there were significant alterations for bOBDA apprentices and masters, none of these ckantgefered
with the Jeffreys’ Bounty, which continued to begented to LFOA girls until 1916. The last spedifiention of the
Jeffreys’ Bounty occurred in the LFOA Ladies’ Corntte Minutes for September 1916. The award wasepted
that month to Annie Wilson, who had served in thme position for fifteen and a half years and wias veported to
have an excellent character. See SHSR, MinuteBet&Zommittee, January 1912-1920, Meeting of Jeipée 1916,
p. 145.
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abandonment of indenture was so pronounced that “reform schools seem to have bédikalynore
to continue apprenticing children than were orphan asylums in the ladetades of the
nineteenth century’*® Yet evidence from the orphan asylums in Baltimore and Liverpool
suggest that the reality of the situation in Baltimore and in Livernpasimore nuanced when it
came to the end of indenture and which type of institutions practiced ineleltumg the later
nineteenth century. Officials at the Baltimore and Liverpool orphanagssimed committed to
indenture, with BOA and LFOA officials indenturing children throughout titea# the
nineteenth century, and LAOB officials abandoning indenture sometimeédet886 and 1900.
Records from Baltimore reveal that the BOA Managers waited until Do@andon the
practice of indentures. BOA inhabitants like Laura Ashley, Walterc@eis and Henry Wilson
continued to leave the asylum during the 1890s according to indenture contrabtidehiified
them as the bound apprentices of adults and which required apprenticedertdre holders
alike to fulfill certain responsibilities to one anotfi&r.And it was not only these contracts which
reflected asylum administrators’ persistent support for indestiugng this period. The BOA
Managers reminded indenture holders in October 1897 that they were expectedi® gftwnd
for children when they reached their majority,” and again reinforceddbeiinual support for
indentures and the expectation that the terms of these contracts woultdyetheeparties
involved in thent? Yet the indentures that asylum officials were able to arrangghiloiren
dropped significantly in number during the 1880s and 1890s, and these indentures began to more
closely resemble wage-based agreements between the partiesdrikialvéhe more traditional

indenture contracts into which asylum administrators had placedress)ilum residents. In the

120 Hacsi,Second Homep. 136-137.

121 Baltimore City, Register of Wills, Indentures 185316, Records for 1879-1916, Henry L. Wilson Irties to
Berlerma A. Mellon, p. 228-229; Baltimore Countglémtures, 1794-1913, Records for 1851-1913, Lastded to
Mrs. Edward Fite, Indenture, p. 388; Walter GrigdoeWilliam T. Gill, Indenture, p. 390; Edward Retftson to Mrs.
Randolph Slade, Indenture, p. 391-392. For othiddren formally bound to adults between 1890 adll see:
Baltimore City, Register of Wills, Indentures 185316, Records for 1879-1916, Lillian Page Fowleteimure to
Mary B. Horwitz, p. 224; Della Gosnell IndentureMus .F. Waterman, p. 225; Baltimore County Indee$, 1794-
1913, Records for 1851-1913, Edmund Wiley to JTli#fis, Indenture, p. 381-382; Edward West to A. éalliott,
Indenture, p. 383-384.

122\wc, BOA, Board Minutes, June 1895-October 1897etitg of October 1897, p. 102.
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1901 Annual Report, BOA authorities finally announced their decision to abandoruiresdent
noting that “we have decided to do away with papers binding out the childrethaptdre
eighteen, preferring to ask small wages, which method we hope will stirthéatbild’s
ambition.™® This marked the end of the asylum’s more than seven-decade-long use of
indentures as a means of children’s dismissal.

Support for formal indentures also waned in Liverpool at the LFOA during #re lat
1890s, as asylum officials grew more supportive of wage-based placements, easirngty
frustrated with the number of indentured girls they had to transfer from hodsé¢hal proved
unsatisfactory?* In March 1899, the General Committee began to discuss the possibility of
ending the use of formal indentures and by May of that year a Special Geencainprised of
members of the Ladies Committee and General Committee had “unahljimemadved that it is
desirable that the system of indentures be abolisiédy the fall of 1900, LFOA girls were
being dismissed from the asylum according to contractual agreemergmiftasized the
dynamic between child and adult was to be that of employer and employeehatmeaster-
apprentice. Sarah Laurence and Mary Scholfield left the asylum in Odi@b@rand May 1901
respectively, under terms that identified the service position eastioroccupy and the wages
each girl was to be paid during their two-year-long period of service. Sarahona kitchen
position and was to earn £10 for the first year and then £11 during the second yeay]amil
was to earn £6.10 for the first six months she worked as an under-waitress he7stednd half

of the first year, and £8 for the second year as wagdg=OA officials certainly understood

12\wc, BOA, Annual Reports, 1901 Annual Report, p. 8.

124 For evidence of increased support among LFOA aisirattiors for waged-based placements, see: SH&RitdS,
Ladies Committee, September 1892-December 191 1tildeaf June 3, 1896. For evidence of asylum affic
frustration with the number of girls they had tonmve from household and with transfers, see: SH@RJtes, Ladies
Committee, September 1892-December 1911, Meetihpyf5, 1897.

125 SHSR, Minutes, General Committee, February 1882:h&903, Meeting of March 22, 1899; May 10, 18%9r
additional information on efforts to abolish thelémture clause from LFOA documents, see the follgwiSHSR,
Minutes, Ladies Committee, September 1892-Septefi@d, Meeting of October 12, 1899.

126 SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, October 1900-Byes 1911, Meeting of October 3, 1900 for Sarah
Laurence’s case. See this same set of Ladies QteanMinutes, Meeting of March 6, 1901 for the epaof Mary
Scholfield. For other cases that were illustrati¥¢his new emphasis on wages, please see tlovioli: SHSR,
Minutes, Ladies Committee, October 1900-Decembéf 1 Meeting of October 3, 1900, Examples of Lillaimes,
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these wages as acceptable, though they were far less than thatedlirottze 1906 edition of
Mrs. Beeton’sBook of Household Managemefit The pay Sarah Laurence was to earn as a
kitchen maid more closely approximated the wages of £9-£14 that was sddoesuch a
position in the 1861 version of the book than the £16-£28 proposed for the same posigon in
early twentieth century edition of this wolk. In the years that followed, LFOA girls like Frida
Richardson, Susan Chambers, and Sarah Spencer continued to be dismissed frdunilie asy
wage-earning positions, and there is no evidence that formal indergsuesed at the

orphanagé?

Annie Shaw, and Kate Capper; Meeting of Octobei6]8fistories of Jessie McGregor, Flossie RogersaBu
Chambers, and Esther Bushell; Meeting of Decem®@8,1Focus on Amy Mason and Maggie Brough; Meetihg
October 1909, Discussion of Mabel Pertre, Saram&pgeand Ethel Coventry,

127 Mrs. Beeton’8Book of Household Managemewds an English cookery book that contained a taderecipes,
advice, and information for its intended audient¥iotorian middle-class-women. The work was amigfiy
published in sections between 1859 and 1861 inextion with theEnglishwoman’s Domestic Magazjrend was
published as one complete work in October 1861e Bdpk was quite successful in terms of sales eadership.
More than 60,000 copies were sold during the jiestr in which it was published as one volume, dmbst two
million copies had been sold by 1868. The worglite/as massive in its scope, and intended tounsthe mistress of
the home about her role, the housekeeper’s diltiesjuties of other household servants, the runofireg efficient
kitchen, the care and treatment of sick childrba,appropriate menus for various dinners, dinimgearnces, and
even legal information that women might need toifianze themselves with in connection with theitdractions with
servants and even tenants. Prior to the compilatidhis work, Isabella Beeton produced a numlparticles and
pieces for the magazines that her husband publisBbd died only six years after the work was aglly published,
as the result of a puerperal infection she coredhfiillowing the birth of her fourth child. For meinformation on
Mrs. Beeton and this work, see: Isabella Beeldrs, Beeton’s Book of Household Managemedt Nicola Humble
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2000).

128 pamela HornThe Rise and Fall of the Victorian Serv@i@hoenix Mill: Alan Sutton Publishing, 1990), ptal

The £9-£14 that BeetonBook of Household Managemeadeéntified as proper for a kitchen maid in the 1&8@lition
was the amount a girl was to earn when there wastra allowance made for tea, sugar and beels @arking as
kitchen maids who did receive an extra allowancdéda, sugar and beer were only to receive wagtwinange of £8-
£12.

129 SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, September 189&Mber 1911, Meeting of May 6, 1903, Notes on Frida
Richardson; Meeting of October 1906, DiscussioBugan Chambers; Meeting of October 1909, MinuteSarah
Spencer. For the accounts of other LFOA girls wieoe dismissed from the asylum to wage-earningtiposi during
the first decade of the twentieth century, refeth®following: SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committeep&mber 1892-
December 1911, Meeting of October 3, 1900, Casésnfe Shaw, Kate Capper and Lillian Jones; Meetihg
February 6, 1901, Histories of Gertrude Huxley eéndillery; Meeting of March 6, 1901, Notes on HariRead,
Elizabeth Gushell, Mary Scholfield, and Ada HamisMeeting of December 4, 1901, Notes on Jessiestoh
Meeting of October 1, 1902, Minutes on Esther Bnoggy Lily Wilson, Lilian Sheppard, Flora Bannonjdabeth
Eaton, Annie Hoos, E. Bevan, Kate Blackhurst andylWinslade; Meeting of May 6, 1903, Histories oafibn
Isaac, Ada Ryan, and Edith Clews; Meeting of Fetyrd804, Discussion of Elizabeth Houghton and Hareaiwood;
Meeting of October 1906, Histories of Jessie Mc@reFlossie Rogers, and Esther Bushell; MeetinQexfember
1906, Minutes on Ellen Rickles, Ethel Dermott, &uith Jones; Meeting of March 1907, Account of Eemn
Maguiness; Meeting of February 1908, Cases of Bgiendale, Emma Hadfield, Kate Birchall; Meetingmecember
1908, Notes on Amy Mason and Maggie Brough; Meethgpril 1909, Discussion of Lizzie Patterson abd
Prithcard; Meeting of October 1909, Histories ofddbaPertre, Mary Kay, and Ethel Coventry; Meetifigdovember
1909, Record of Florence Roberts; Meeting of Novermi®10, Minutes on Marjory McLarty, Annie Mcintyrand
Minnie Barnes.
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LAOB officials also shifted away from the use of formal indentures ak i turn of
the century, though a paucity of LAOB documents for the period between 1886 and 1900 makes
it impossible to know exactly when this change occurred. LAOB officialisle@é@t some point
between these two dates to cease the practice of formally bindidgeahdlut, and were, like
their LFOA and BOA counterparts, dismissing children via new arrangsrrewhich wages
were central. A number of LAOB inhabitants, including George Jordan, DakdsStand
Robert Patterson were sent out of the asylum in this manner during thgesad of the
twentieth century. George Jordan became the employee of a hairdregserbusiness was
near Preston, David Stokes entered the employ of some solicitors ipdoeand Robert
Patterson went to work for a green grocer in New Brightbi, AOB boys continued to leave the
asylum and enter the waged employ of a variety of trades people and inlditiclaaghout the
first decade of the twentieth century, and though several boys includung) Sandiford, Norman
Fay and H. Grafton left the LAOB as what LAOB authorities identifed@prentices to men in
particular trades, there is no evidence that these boys werglegand to these tradesmé.
The turn of the century marked the end of formal indentures at the LAM®B satme way that it

did at the LFOA and the BOA in Baltimore.

130 SHSR, Miscellaneous, Honorable Secretary of thei@ittee Minutes, May 1900-February 1914, Meetindylafy
14, 1900, Notes on George Jordan; March 11, 19@iutels on David Stokes; Meeting of January 23, 1903
Discussion of Robert Patterson.

BBl SHSR, Miscellaneous, Honorable Secretary of the@ittee Minutes, May 1900-February 1914, Meeting of
October 12, 1903, Discussion of Jervis Sandifordethg of November 13, 1905, Case of Norman Faetig of
May 14, 1906, Account of H. Grafton. For additibegsamples of LAOB boys who went as employees tgawva
earning positions during the first decade of thertiieth century, please refer to the following: SR Miscellaneous,
Honorable Secretary of the Committee Minutes, M@§QtFebruary 1914, Meeting of June 11, 1900, NoteRobert
Blackhurst; Meeting of January 23, 1903, Case wfefaTyrer; June 8, 1903, Discussion of William iilMeeting of
October 12, 1903, History of Isaac Hamblett; Megtifi February 8, 1904, Focus on Frank Wilson; Megtf May 9,
1904, Minutes on James Blundell, Peter Griffithred &Villiam Russell; Meeting of January 9, 1905, €afArthur
Piercy; Meeting of October 8, 1906, Discussion oMairray; April 8, 1907, Notes on Samuel Parry, darwallace,
and W. Winstanley; February 10, 1908, Minutes anelaP. Cane.
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Chapter Eight: Once Outside the Asylum: The Realiof
Dismissal to Unrelated Adults

In June 1872, Mary Ann Young left the LFOA, after asylum administrators addege
indenture to the Reverend Sheppard of St. Thomas’ Vicarage in Preston. dffiét#s heard
nothing about the girl and her apprenticeship until January 1875, when the (Galiegittee
expressed its surprise upon learning the Reverend Sheppard’s wifeohaetiate girl to leave
her situation without notifying the Committee. The Ladies possessed nanddingration about
the girl, and her whereabouts remained unknbwiore than five years after the LFOA
indentured Mary Ann Young, Baltimore orphanage officials sent Albert Coohilaretwith Mr.
Lee in Hampton, Virginia. Mr. Lee returned the boy to the HOF after only fouathms, in the
middle of December 1879, and two weeks later the HOF Committee sent Allbeztwdith Mr.
Bennett in Carroll County, Maryland. Mr. Bennett brought the boy back to therasy
November 1880 because Albert was suffering from some type of unspecified eygrpraid it
was another two years before HOF authorities were finally able#atel@ lasting and satisfactory
placement for the boy at the Manual Labor ScioAt a basic level, Albert’s and Mary Ann’s
histories hint at the variety of possibilities that childrerethonce they left the orphanages in
Baltimore and Liverpool. The very different experiences of these lildren certainly indicate
there was no uniform post-asylum experience for the poor boys and girls whaidad ra these
institutions.

The histories of Mary Ann Young and Albert Cochran also suggest the complihdties
children, adults, and asylum authorities in both cities experienced inicageEh children were
indentured to or informally placed with unrelated adults. Between 1840 and 1910, gphana
administrators in Baltimore and Liverpool found themselves continuaédfavith the

problematic issue of monitoring placed children, as well as with a laigime of complaints

1 SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Aug@st2l Meetings of June 3, 1872, and of January 85,18otes
on Mary Ann Young.
2WC, HOF, Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 1&8ttry for Albert Cochran.
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from adults and children engaged in unsatisfactory arrangements. A nurnfiiastrated adults

in both cities accused former asylum inhabitants of misbehavioongplained that the children

in their care were poor workers or were too unwell to serve. Unhappy chiloiiced a different
set of complaints that were no less serious. They protested thedrsras mistresses treatment
of them, and lobbied asylum officials for assistance or acted on theitoawsolve these

difficulties.

What efforts did asylum officials make to monitor or follow-up on apprenticédreh?

Though a significant number of asylum children in both cities entered the lodbmes
unrelated third-parties between 1840 and 1910 as apprentices and servantagerphan
administrators never developed a coherent tracking program to check up amtieethey left
the institutions. Asylum authorities’ efforts to monitor these childre best understood in
terms of three periods. Between 1840 and 1869, orphanage authorities in bothacitied pait
to former asylum inhabitants with letters, visits and social gattering it was HOF and LFOA
officials who were most active in efforts to check on dismissed childrethe 1870s and 1880s,
the monitoring of apprenticed or informally placed children remained mecbathe as it had
between 1840 and 1869, though there were significant changes at the BOA and LROA whe
came to tracking children. BOA officials appointed an overseer to teyverse years of
monitoring indifference, and LFOA officials nearly terminated theieoketion of apprenticed
children during these two decades. During the 1890s and the early yearsiafritfieth century,
orphan asylum administrators in both cities, save for LAOB officialsgwed their interest in
dismissed children, and recommitted themselves to this focus by chdrgingvtn
representatives with this responsibility. Whether or not the swaneédl of former asylum
children broke down along gender lines in all three periods remains uncleah ihc evident
that orphanage administrators in Baltimore and Liverpool tracked didshad left these

institutions more often during the period between 1840 and 1869 than they did boys, and that
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boys who left the LAOB in Liverpool received the least attention ofisthidsed former

orphanage residents in either city when it came to post-asylum sureeilla

Early period (1840-1869)

Orphanage administrators in Baltimore and Liverpool employed a varieifferbdt
techniques to track dismissed children between 1840 and 1869, including tlenaeat
visitors’ box, written correspondence, visits to the homes in whichrehiletsided, and the
establishment of a Christmas party that was designed to bring childrerolibelasylum
annually. Yet at two of these institutions, the BOA and the LAOB, oiciamonstrated a level
of indifference when it came to monitoring placed children.

The BOA Managers seldom discussed children after they left thenasghd did not
visit the homes they sent children into as apprentices betweend@48@9. The Visitors Box
that officials placed outside the BOA soon after the asylum’s creatibagmebest exemplified
this laissez-faire attitude. The box allowed people to anonymously inform B@alsfabout
problems involving indentures, but this was the only real manner in which ogghana
administrators turned their attention to former BOA inhabitants setkarly years.BOA
administrators did investigate the apprenticeships of a few BOA igil#atilda Grimes and
Sarah Heath in the 1840s, but in these cases, it was not the BOA Mawhgeénitiated
inquiries, but rather determined former asylum residents and theimgaduétians who notified
BOA officials about problematic placemefit§he BOA Managers attempted to broaden asylum
knowledge about indentured BOA children in 1854, by resolving that “those who tékemchi

from the Asylum, shall on the expiration of their apprenticeship presanttthéhe Board, or

3 WC, The Orphaline Society, Board Minutes, Janu&i9-January 1857, Meeting of May 1820. Board Mersb
discussed the Visitor's Box itself at this parteuboard meeting, and also a complaint that had biseovered in the
box during the month. This objection involved d gamed Mary Burns, who had been bound to Willawson in
January 1820. The complaint was “against WilliaawSon for bad treatment of Mary Burns.” It remaimslear
from the Board Minutes what course of action thef8dook in response to this case.

4 For the accounts of Matilda Grimes and Sarah Heathx WC, The Orphaline Society, Board Minutaauary
1819-January 1857, Meetings of November 3, 184@ Jaly 4, 1847.

288



otherwise make report of their character and prospacthis resolution applied, however, only
to the completion of apprenticeships, and BOA officials continued to makifonote

investigate children’s lives once they left the asylum and wevalacin residence in outside
homes as apprentices.

HOF officials were more pro-active than their BOA counterparts in ¢lagly efforts to
follow-up on asylum residents. In February 1862, the HOF Committee sent sevetiters to
families who had recently taken children into their households, in ar atiganpt to monitor
placed adolescentsHOF officials built on this first information-gathering effort withitésto
eight former HOF girls in February 1864These visitors spoke with children and adults,
evaluated the girls’ physical appearance and the education each wasgeesisd gauged adults’
treatment and care of these children. Some of these visits suggestssiugplacements;
Serena Goodison’s willingness to show HOF representatives hingpelok confirmed to the
visitors that she was receiving a suitable education, while FamkgrRaguardians’ praise of the
girl made clear that “she was their household treaduf@ther visits proved less satisfactory, and
provoked officials’ concern. Annie Troy was “anything but cleanly in her appea,” and
Florence Taylor “did not look at all neat in her person.” Even more distuttitng HOF
visitors was the fact that Florence’s mistress did “not we thinkt ber, as she professes to do, as
her own daughter, [and] has not sent her to school, as she profiSkese visits provided
asylum authorities with immediate feedback about the households in whiobrfHOF
inhabitants resided, and though these efforts were limited in their,3begeeflect the tangible

efforts HOF administrators made during this early period to monitor pasteasylum residents.

5 Ibid., Meeting of April 6, 1854.

5 WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864.

" The former HOF residents that asylum officialstei$ in February 1864 were: Mary Bosley, Fanniekea Florence
Taylor, Annie Troy, Annie Calle, Mary McWilliams,nhie Ball, and Serena Goodison; see WC, HOF, RegisBook
1, 1854-1864.

8 For HOF officials’ account of Serena Goodison, W4, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, p. 70. \8€ HOF,
Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, p. 68, for the HOSitwis’ discussion of Fanny Parker.

9 See WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, pf@8&hese descriptions of Annie Troy and Florenegldr.
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Though visits to former HOF inhabitants’ homes’ allowed asylum authetaieteract
directly with the residents of these households, there were tontitss type of evaluation as well.
In five of the eight cases from February 1864, visitors encountered both ad@hvamah girls
together, and interviewed them in the presence of one another. This wampthlas there
was clearly a power inequality that existed in these homes, with ssisteenping child in terms
of dominance. The HOF visitors were either unaware of or untroubled by thimidyaad
seemed unconcerned that in all five instances the women provided them wiéddetanments
in answer to their inquiries, while the girls remained virtualgrgiabout their live&’ Officials
failed to comment on these girls’ silence and were most attentive tdivelyaactually saw in
these visits, especially when it came to girls’ physical appearafiorence Taylor and Annie
Troy were both cited for their disheveled appearance, while Annie Balfgported to be “in a
clean dress and apron” and Serena Goodison was said to look “healthy and conifdrtabése
comments suggested HOF officials’ were most interested in readingdies lod these children
for signs of sufficient care, rather than talking to the girls tleéras in order to determine how
they were actually treated in these homes.

HOF authorities’ own perceptions of HOF children as workers andsaaitmployers,
also impinged on the usefulness of visits to former residents, and ondbadk®fficials
accumulated. Asylum administrators knew the majority of adults applying fordHiffen
intended to employ them as workers, and they supported this understanding of esldre
laborers. HOF administrators stressed repeatedly the servitrsrimight provide to unrelated
adults, as well as the “habits of industry and useful handicraft” thatasereyed to children
while they resided in the asyluth.This particular perception of children as workers directly
influenced what visitors paid attention to when they called on theserfet@ie girls. One girl

was recognized for her fondness “of all kinds of work,” while another e@sted to clean

Owce, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, p. 68-70.
11 i
Ibid.
2wce, HOF, Annual Reports, Seventh Annual Reporttieryear ending November 23, 1861, p. 8.
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“silver and glass as well as any one-has a taste in arranging agapléeia miniature milliner,
and her capacity as hair dresser is equal to the adjusting of a vldtEr Ehese comments
emphasized children’s love of work, familiarity with it, and happiness iropaifig it, and
reflected HOF authorities’ intense focus on the labor aspects of tlaesengnts, perhaps at the
cost of inquiries into other facets of these arrangements. H@érvisoted for example that
Annie Troy’s mistress found her to be a good worker but untruthful, and that Balfie
mistress reported she was “industrious and saved her many steps but wpoldtggsometimes
when not allowed to have her own way of doing thingsThese observations made clear
whether or not these girls were satisfactory workers, but they did notyctinasylum
administrators what the girls experienced on a daily basis as childifeseaitomes.

The notably different approaches and attitudes to monitoring adopted by the HOF and
BOA during this early period were also evident at the Liverpool orphanagess WAOB
officials were far less involved in the tracking of former asylum residéhan were their LFOA
peers. Indeed, though LAOB authorities communicated in 1857 and 1858 with the masters of
those boys recently indentured, and received good reviews from the majonigsefen about
the boys in their care, this marked the extent of their early endeavivesk apprenticed boy3.
This attempt was more extensive than that which occurred at the BOA, leulimiced than the
visits to apprentices and interviews with children and mastersdhgtrised HOF monitoring
during this early period of placement. The use of visitors and vigie &tAOB was confined
during this period to initial investigations into the suitability afgwsed apprenticeships, and to
those rare instances in which adults contacted the asylum about agsteptproblem¥. This

inhibited use of visitors, as well as the restricted communication LA@Binistrators

13 |bid., Eleventh Annual Report for the year endimyember 23, 1865, Page 8.

14WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Cases ofid\firoy and Annie Ball.

15 SHSR, Annual Reports, Boys Asylum, 1851-1860, Resfor the years ending February 24, 1858 anduzepr23,
1859.

18 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861 X883, Meeting of October 30, 1865, Example ofela
Park. There are very few cases in the LAOB recordghich officials ordered a Visitor to investigaapprentices’
situations and complaints from either indenturedbrd or apprentices. Please see Minutes, BoysaDrkylum,
January 1861-June 1883, Meeting of August 27, 18&8ory of RD Jones.
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participated in about apprenticeships, illustrates how restriotkéhdifferent early LAOB
attempts were to track indentured boys after they left the orphanage.

LFOA officials did not subscribe to the same type of apathy during thisdp&hien it
came to monitoring placed-out children as did their LAOB peers. Like HOmtiators,
LFOA officials employed two schemes to provide themselves with infasmabout former
LFOA girls and to keep dismissed girls connected to the orphanage. In thel18a8s,
authorities kept former LFOA residents “under the constant guatdfaof the Institution” even
after they left the LFOA, and provided deserving children who had to chdangtasis with
some form of temporary aid and even accommodation if poséifilkis early effort remained
disorganized and unsystematic, however, and so in December 1859, LFOA offteiblisiesd
an annual Christmas celebration in an attempt to improve their superiformer LFOA
residents. The asylum was decorated, a tree was purchased, and alLfé@Agirls were
invited to return for the holiday to the asylum. Eighty young women showed upfisthe
Christmas celebration, and provided LFOA officials with intelligeabout their own positions
and about girls who were unable to attend. LFOA officials continued to holahthigl
celebration during the next several years, and they stressed thesatisfaction they felt at their
[former LFOA girls] general demeanour and respectability and atothe characters they
brought with them from their respective situatioffs Asylum administrators also cited the girls’
affection for one another as “proof of their attachment to the home of/thgh, and of the
principles with which they are impressed and taught tHér@Hese celebrations served a dual
purpose. They not only allowed LFOA officials to reinforce that their &filmn behalf of these
children had been successful, but they also allowed LFOA authorities tatlealdvelopment

and implementation of a widespread program to track former LFOA girls.

1" SHSR, Female Orphan Asylum, Annual Reports, Repothe year ending February 14, 1845, p. 13.

18 |bid., Report for the year ending February 25,1186 7.

19 |bid., Report for the year ending February 24,21.860r information on the original celebratione HSR, Female
Orphan Asylum, Annual Reports, Report for the yerating February 27, 1860.
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1870s and 1880s

During the 1870s and 1880s, Baltimore and Liverpool orphanage authoritieseimgage
efforts to monitor placed children that were irregular and incamist best, and negligent at
worst. Administrators at the HOF, BOA, and LAOB continued to pursue nearlgitte course
of action when it came to monitoring as they had between 1840 and 1869, though BOA officials
did during the late 1880s, attempt to improve monitoring with the appointment oéeseerto
investigate the treatment of indentured children. Perhaps the mostisgrphhiange during this
period, however, was the notable decrease in LFOA efforts to check up ed gléidren. The
asylum discontinued its annual Christmas celebrations, and follow-ups on api@antices
virtually ceased during these decades.

In Baltimore, the HOF Committee Members used the asylum’s twétityahnual report
in 1879 to emphasize that “our indefatigable committee maintains a watchfalght over them
[former HOF residents], by a systematic correspondence, untileael the age when the law
relaxes our authority over them.” They reported that they had sent out dydesers that year
alone to children or adults involved in such arrangements, and had receivedsaibsiidytory
response® In the 1880s, HOF administrators continued to privilege written correspandenc
when it came to former inhabitants, and to feature letters in arepa@ts, as proof of the success
of these placements, and evidence of asylum representatives’ diligbea it came to the
supervision of these children. Yet there were real gaps in the knowledgeffisdfs possessed
about former asylum residents during this period, as they acknowledged imb&rhey noted
that “in these years some have eluded our guardianship; they have left thephmrivked for
them, and we have lost track of them. We call it ‘bread cast upon thesvater trust to see if

‘after many days.® HOF representatives were clearly aware how limited their fellpgion

2\WcC, HOF, Twenty-Fifth Annual Report for the yeaideng November 23, 1879, Page 8.
21 i
Ibid.
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former residents had been during this period, but they also emphasized #sbitlyvnormal
that an institution like the HOF was unable to account for all of itedoresidents.

BOA administrators were also frustrated during the 1870s and 1880s iattbaipts to
track former inhabitants, though BOA efforts at monitoring during this perieer meatched
those at the HOF. It was not until 1887 that the BOA officially appointed aneevdyg the
name of Mrs. Garrett to monitor asylum children. Her efforts to invésttba situations
children had been dismissed to were met with resistance and displeadisiee aeported she
“feared those having the children bound to them resented any intereststethlfy her as
tending towards interference.” These experiences in turn, led Mrs. tGawask the Board to
instruct all adults to whom children were bound that “oversight wouldéeised and made
from time to time” into these cas&sThe hostility that Mrs. Garrett encountered suggests just
how lax BOA officials had been in terms of following-up on children entered inteappeship
arrangements. There had clearly been little effort to monitor placeddBilken and the homes
they were entered into, despite the fact that asylum by-laws ditketeeach Manager was
“when the children are bound out, to inform herself of their situation, visit, tifiémthe city, and
if out of the city, write to them, and encourage them to write tofleintieed, so few visits to
apprentices had actually occurred, that the BOA had to implement a neytpati@ctually
established its right to track children once they were indentured out.

The BOA found it difficult to overcome so many decades of inattentioppieeatices,
and problems continued to plague the orphanage in the years after the cfeahgooverseer
position. Edward Seibert’s father wrote to BOA Board in October 1889, some twdaltfd a
years after Mrs. Garrett’s appointment, in order to try to get informatout his son’s
whereabouts. The BOA Board told Mr. Seibert that the boy had been apprenticed o 4884

man in Harford County, Maryland, but that “since then there has been nothing heeed of

22\WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb8b1Bleeting of March 7, 1887.
ZWC, BOA, Annual Reports, Report for the year egdipril 10, 1869, p. 5.
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boy.”* This response suggests efforts to follow-up on former BOA chilémained irregular,
and that the overseer was able to effect little change in thigiregihe experiences of John
Cornelius reinforce these conclusions as well. BOA officials weweked when John
reappeared at the asylum in the middle of a storm in February 1892, complaining of uangpesd w
and “almost without shoes and in much need of clothingrhe boy had lived for the past three
years with a man in Howard County, Maryland, and during this period there had betymua at
on the part of asylum officials to check on his situation. It had fallen totdgémotest his
treatment, and to pursue the wages and clothing his employer had guaranteeffiéi@d he
would provide to the boy, despite the fact that this was not John’s respigndbt that of the
BOA. His example, as well as that of Edward Seibert, makes cleamitedlinature of BOA
efforts to supervise former asylum residents during this period, d¢lpiBOA Managers’
efforts to expand asylum monitoring.

The problems with monitoring that occurred at the Baltimore asylums durid@7ifs
and 1880s were not unique to that city’s orphanages. The LFOA discontinubdsts@s
parties after the early 1860s, and this left administrators at that ogehartaout their principal
method of intelligence-gathering about apprentices. There were no affeuisstitute some
other annual event for the lost Christmas féte, and asylum officialgeshgano active efforts to
monitor placed-out children regularly. LFOA officials were occaslgmiven pause by cases
such as Mary Ann Young’s, in which an apprentice was dismissed by her miattesstiaing
more was known about the girl's whereabouts, and they did investigate susff casethe

investigation of individual cases did not translate into a coherentogasistent effort to observe

24\WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb&b61Bleeting of October 7, 1889. Mr. Seibert had
originally admitted Edward, as well as his brothéasry Seibert, in the BOA in September 1879. Bbbg was nearly
nine years old when he was apprenticed to Mr. Masarford County.

25WI, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb&5]18/eeting of February 7, 1893. John Cornelius wa
eventually returned to his situation, after the rharhad been placed with promised BOA officialg trmwould pay
the boy’s wages every two months, and the boy Hfmsses notified of this arrangement.

% SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Aug@§2] Meeting of January 6, 1875. Mary Ann Young's
mistress was a woman by the name of Mrs. Shepp&edording to the Ladies Committee Minutes, Mrse@berd
notified the Committee of this girl's dismissal Wefter it had happened, and there was no tratieeoirl. The Ladies
Committee contacted the Gentleman’s Committee tmeelearned of this event, and asked the lattenvestigate the
matter thoroughly.
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former LFOA residents once they left the orphanage, and monitoring remagwdarrat the
LFOA as it was at the HOF and the BOA. The only other notable efforAl&dministrators
made to follow-up on placed children during this period occurred in 1883, when the Ladies
Committee engaged in an investigation of girls placed out of the asylwadrefi879-1880 and
1881-1883. Officials launched this investigation in response to therlargeer of complaints
adults had recently lodged about former LFOA girls, and because therdama®ef of injury to
the reputation of the Asylunt” The Ladies Committee discovered that only nine of the seventy-
two girls sent out during these years had proven troublesome, and that feeseohine were
improving in their situations. This limited investigation appearedassure LFOA
administrators, as they made no further efforts to consistently mdmioapprentices or to
systematically follow-up on their lives in the world outside the orphg@limsduring this period.

Like their counterparts at the LFOA, officials at the LAOB devait#ld keffort during the
1870s and 1880s to the monitoring of placed children. These officials engagedgulao re
investigations into the lives of apprenticed boys, and there wageagesup of boys who simply
were not heard from again after they were indentured. In those ranecies in which LAOB
administrators did investigate what had happened to former LAOB resitlemtboys themselves
notified asylum representatives of problems with their placementagussime of their LFOA
peers did at that asylum. It was only after John Kirby and two other unnamed baedEte
the asylum in January 1876, that LAOB officials began to investigate tltéeseaf these boy’s
lives. All three boys told tales of adult desertion, though the particul&tisinfs story and
those of the other two boys varied somewhat. Kirby informed LAOB adnaittssrthat his
master had recently died, and the two unnamed boys reported their mastentaryol

abandonment of thefl. According to these two boys, their master had gone bankrupt, sold his

27 SHSR, Female Orphan Asylum, Annual Reports, Repothe year ending December 31, 1883, p. 6.

2 SHSR, Admission Registers, Boys Orphan Asylumydan1866-August 1880, Entry for John William Kitbyohn
Kirby was approximately eight and a half yearswlen he entered the LAOB in March 1866. The boy waalf-
orphan whose mother was dead, and whose fatheetkesi an asylum for lunatics. The exact datéeftioy’s
apprenticeship was not listed in the LAOB recottispgh he would have been fifteen in 1872, and étigéble for
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business and left the area, “and sent his two apprentices away veittygpitovision for their
maintenance® Though most male apprentices did not find themselves completely dfereft
adult guidance during their terms of service, these boys’ experidinsgste the limits of LAOB
officials’ monitoring efforts, as well as the dangers that faced thos#B Boys whose masters
did not honor their responsibilities to these children. There was simplyniboning system in
place at the LAOB during the 1870s and 1880s that offered former residestgiprofrom such

difficulties.

The 1890s and the early twentieth century

During the late nineteenth and early twentieth century, BOA, HOF, and Ldfafals
reexamined the issue of supervising placed children, and articlhatedrtrality of asylum
officials to this effort. The BOA Board of Managers criticizedntembers in March 1890 for
having “entirely overlooked” the part of the BOA Constitution that negueach female Manager
to have a certain number of asylum inhabitants under her guidance, and subsbggantto
require daily meetings between BOA residents and Mandy&®©A officials hoped this
communication between asylum residents and Managers would continue on@nchéds
dismissed, and in April 1895, the Board proposed each Manager should atse thein [BOA
inhabitants] after they left the asylum,” and monitor dismissed appestiti this way’ The
BOA was not the only Baltimore asylum to empower its administratorcmawmanner during
the late nineteenth century. HOF authorities appointed an Examining i@eeta track former
asylum residents just as the female Managers did at the BOA. The H@mExgpCommittee
checked up on former HOF inhabitants, and actually removed children skialieabnhoff,

Katie Berger, William Canoles, and George Richards from situati@ysfound unacceptable

placement. LAOB records make clear that there wermquiries made into his apprenticeship aftertiby was
dismissed from the asylum.

2 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, February 1878:MI886, Meeting of January 1876.

30WwcC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb8b]1Bleeting of March 1890.

31 Ibid., Meeting of April 1, 1895.
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during the 1890s and early twentieth cenfinlHOF officials also hired a temporary visiting
agent in July 1902. This agent held regular hours at the HOF, providedtedieparties with
information about the asylum, accepted applications from adults seskideen, and visited
former HOF residents apprenticed to country hofhéBhese HOF appointments, as well as the
newly expanded responsibilities of the BOA Managers, confirm |latee@n#t-century
orphanage officials in Baltimore shared the belief that it was ttyeodlasylum administrators
themselves to monitor placed children.

Like their counterparts in Baltimore, LFOA administrators formulaeew approach to
the tracking of former asylum residents during the late nineteenthry that was predicated on
asylum authorities’ surveillance of dismissed children. At the LFHO&as the members of the
Ladies Committee who found themselves charged with this respaygsiiter he duties of the
Ladies Committee were officially revised and expanded in 1903. Theshadre from this point
onwards commanded to “keep watch as far as possible over the girls de $enthe first two
years after they have left the Institutiofl. The Ladies were also directed to “see that a
temporary home was provided for any deserving girls who during the first tw® ameaout of a
situation,” and in this way to make material provisions for those fotfR®A girls whose
situations proved unsatisfactolfy These commitments reflected LFOA officials’ awareness that
their past efforts at monitoring children had been insufficient anguilaie and hinted as well at
the difficulties placed children had experienced as the result©@ALiepresentatives limited
follow-up attempts.

Though representatives at the LFOA, HOF and BOA attempted to imprduenasy

monitoring of dismissed children during the 1890s and early twentieth cethigng vias no

S2\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 7, 1892-1895, Exampl&atfe Imhoff; Registers, Book 8, Accounts of Kaierger,
William Edgar Canoles, and George Richards. Fdit@hal examples of children the Examining Come#tthecked
up on and removed, please see: WC, HOF, Regi&eok 8, 1896-1902, Entries for Annie Hohlbein, GrdMaud
Main, and Bertha Sylvester Selden.
33WC, HOF, Annual Reports, Forty-Eighth Annual Regjor the year ending December 31, 1902; Board kéisu
December 1901-June 1913, Meeting of July 28, 1902.
2: SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum RepBeport for the year ending 1903, p. 7.

Ibid.
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comparable effort at the LAOB. LAOB officials continued to dismiss boys frenorphanage
to situations they deemed suitable, but they did not make any asylum régtresemesponsible
for the surveillance of dismissed children. LAOB represergatilid occasionally hear about
some of the asylum’s former inhabitants, including David Birch, who wagaiged to a
blacksmith in Blackpool in April 1898, and Harold Harrison, who was discharged fiem t
asylum in the winter of 1907 to work for a farmer in Chorfeyet the information they
gathered about these boys came from the dissatisfied adults employindhiltzea,aather than
from investigations LAOB officials themselves initiated. LAOB dwisirators voiced no
concern about tracking former LAOB residents at all in turn of theipgehtverpool, formulated
no specific plan to monitor their former wards, and engaged in no effortsidladollow-up on
LAOB boys, as did their counterparts in Baltimore and officials at theA.FThe dismissal of
boys from the LAOB marked the end of asylum officials’ regulation of theddrehj and often a
complete break between boy and institutional authorities.

Were there cases involving the serious mistreatment of asyludneshidlismissed to unrelated
adults?

Histories from both cities reveal there was a group of former orphaesigemts who
were abused in the placements asylum administrators arrangednorittremains unclear
whether or not these occurrences were the exception or the rule, though ildese'sh
experiences hint at a dangerous disconnect between what orphan asidiats offended for
former residents and what actually occurred in some of these situations.

In Baltimore, the histories of Rosa York and Albert King illustratettirm and neglect
some HOF children encountered in the homes of unrelated adults. In June 1867, Rdst Yor

the HOF and her sister Rachel, and went to the home of Mrs. John Shanklin, whorineed s

36 For information on David Birch, see: SHSR, JolsnBoys Asylum, December 1897-June 1921, Entaed\pril
1898; September 12-October 10, 1898. For theluatmry of Harold Harrison, see the same sourogjds for
December 9, 1907-January 13, 1908; October 13-Nbgef 1908. For additional examples of such ¢asésr to:
SHSR, Journals, Boys Asylum, LAOB, Boys Asylum, fie®t for November 11-December 14, 1908, and Novembe
14-December 11, 1911, Discussion of William Doddtri for February 14-March 13, 1911, Minutes on s
Schwarz.

299



seven miles outside of Baltimore. Fifty-six years later, HOF affidieplied to an inquiry Rosa’s
daughter had made about her mother’s family of origin, and asked Mrs. BaeuRqset York)
to tell them about her placement with the Shanklin family. Rosa’s daugspended that her
mother’s experience was “anything but pleasant,” and went on to repashthatas “illtreated,
given no education, not allowed to eat at a table sitting and compelled to dorte ahd
housework, then beaten many times with a cow hide.” Rosa endured this titfatrseveral
years, and then fled to Baltimore after a particularly “severerggatShe traveled barefoot, and
had in her possession only the twenty-five cents that an unnamed “lady syepdthd
provided to her after witnessing Mr. and Mrs. Shanklin’s mistreatmemrdf The sorry state
Rosa was in when she fled the Shanklin household, as well as the narrativs®the
recounted, make clear the horrors that Rosa endured at the handsgesf/theople HOF officials
expected to care for her once she left the asylum, and demonstratéisias wgortance of
follow-ups.

Albert King's correspondence with the HOF Matron in January 1930 reinfadrae&osa
York was certainly not the only former HOF resident who was overworkedaanty preated
after being dismissed from the asylum. He revealed his madir' sMatthews] failure to
educate him, noting that the man was supposed “to give me my board clothes and tend me
school for my services but | never saw [the] inside of a school houfsuthgears and nine
months | stayed there.” He testified as well that his work in the Mattlene was all-
consuming, and that he regularly performed extensive field and house laboewhéeisted him:

| had to keep up with the rest of the men. After my days work

%7 Rosa Ann York’s daughter [Mrs. Laura L. Mosesiresponded with HOF administrators about her mdther
November and December 1923. Her first letter eoastylum was dated November 12, 1923 and wasreent f
Chicago. In this letter Mrs. Moses explained slas wnable to travel to Baltimore, and was writiog$k HOF
administrators for information about her mothersemts. In the second letter, which was dated mbee 5, 1923,
Mrs. Moses indicated she had received a reply @i officials, and went on to describe the reditié her mother’s
life with the Shanklin family. It is clear fromeke letters that Rosa and her sister Rachel hadgedrio stay in touch
with one another after their dismissal from the HORlifferent homes, but that Rosa had lost conéttt Rachel after
the latter's second marriage. For more informatiarRosa Ann York, see: WC, HOF, Registers, Bodld&rch
1861-March 1870.
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was done in the field | had most of the chores to do their [sic]
were five cows to milk. | had to go get them from the pasture
[and it] often would be dark before | got through. Sometimes |
would think | would get in bed on one side roll over on the other
and get up again and start the fires. | had all the fires to start
befor [sic] | went to the barn to do the chores then | would do

a ¥ days work before breakf&st.

Yet it was not only overwork and no schooling that Alfred contended with initihgien. Mr.
and Mrs. Matthews regularly “read all of my letters before they woulbthgan [and] also the
letters my mother would send me.” The couple continued the subterfuge whetrs Attmther
visited their home, allowing him to eat with the family at the tablenduhese instances and
praising him as a “wonderful boy.” Despite his own unhappiness, however, the hmdsypr
concern was not himself, but his sister Mary, who also resided in theeMatthome. Only after
Alfred achieved his sister’s removal did he finally flee from tlossehold® The boy’s
protection of his sister highlights the emotional bond that existed hetiveéwo, and reinforces
the tangible dangers some Baltimore children faced once they lefiyilnena and took up
residence in the homes of unrelated third parties.

Accounts from the LFOA confirm that mistreatment of dismissed asyluuirehil
occurred in both cities, though the punishment Liverpudlian masters daeiresponse for their
misdeeds appears to have been unique to that city. The earliest dffeseases involved
fifteen-year old Mary Macnamara, who was apprenticed in May 1846 to Henvgiger for five
years. Legal action was soon taken against Mr. Scrivener fiirthematment of Mary and his

expulsion of the girl from her apprenticeship. The punishment meted out taiherter

%8 \WC, HOF, Miscellaneous, Letter to Miss Isabelldridér from Albert Oliver King, January 30, 1930.

% bid. In all other instances, Alfred was expedeat in the kitchen. For the history of anotieemer HOF
inhabitant who was severely mistreated in her pfecg, see: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 7, 1892-1B98mple of
Margaret Tudor.
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suggests his vicious behavior toward this girl; Scrivener wasddocdonate £10 to the Blue
Coat School in Liverpool and to pay the costs associated with thi&’cliséortunately, Mary
was not the only former LFOA girl whose master’s behavior towards hactatirthe attention of
asylum administrators. LFOA officials indentured Elizabeth Malcoldosh Pemburton in
1849, and apprenticed Sarah Perry to Harold Perkes in Septembét HE&@abeth and Sarah
suffered what LFOA administrators identified as great cruelty isetheuseholds, and both girls’
masters were tried for their unacceptable treatment of them. Tégbol Magistrates fined Mr.
Perkes £5 for his misdeeds, and sentenced Mr. Pemberton to two months imprisaticant
was the most severe of the punishments dispensed for LFOA apprestieaiment. These
cases highlight the legal and financial repercussions facing abusa masters during the
1840s and the differences that existed between Liverpool and Baltimoresimasving former
asylum residents’ mistreatment in their new homes. There is no evitiemeelults who took
children from the Baltimore asylums were sued or prosecuted bebauddltren in their care
were ill-treated. Unfortunately, there is also no evidence thairdsecution of abusive masters

or mistresses in Liverpool continued beyond the 1840s either.

What types of complaints did adults lodge about the children dismisdesirtcdre?

In Baltimore and Liverpool, adults complained primarily about the behaviorhreradt
physical realities of the children in their care. Some unsatisfiecsgutoliested that former HOF
and LFOA residents misbehaved and were poor workers, and that HOF, LFOA, and LAOB
children were in poor health. In Baltimore, a few adults voiced displeaswrlaout the

physical size of the former HOF inhabitants in their care.

40 SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylungust 1840-August 1851, Entry for Mary Macnamara;
Discharge Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, Aug8404August 1863, History of Mary Jane Macnamar&OR
officials transferred Mary’s indentures to Mr. Gimgpin February 1847; according to the terms of tiew
arrangement, Mary was to remain as Mr. Gunningfgetice for five years.

41 For more information on these girls, please refehe following: SHSR, Admission Registers, FeEn@rphan
Asylum, August 1840-August 1851, Records of Elizalddalcolm and Sarah Perry; Discharge Registemnafe
Orphan Asylum, August 1840-August 1863, AccountSarfah Perry and Elizabeth Malcolm.
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The largest number of complaints in Baltimore involved former HOF rdsidaezhavior
and their poor work performance. The majority of the objections adultsdaaigput these
children involved the latter’s disobedience and their disdain for adtlibrity. The mistresses of
Annie Saunders, Clara Ward, and Bertie Sheffield reported these childremespectively
“untruthful, high-tempered and stubborn,” “too difficult to manage,” and “itnpent [and]
sulky,” and adults in charge of other HOF children voiced similar compf&iritsvas the bad
behavior of these children that these adults ultimately found iatéerand that led to the
lodging of protests or even the return of children to the HOF. In a number of athey itavas
not children’s conduct, but rather their poor work performance that tieeiret of their adult
masters. When Mrs. Crough took Mary Ann Lanahan out of the HOF in July 1862, she
expressed her desire to “bring her up well.” After a few days, however, MrgltCrealized the
girl did not know “how to do the work required” in her household, and so she promptly deturne
Mary Ann to her mothel? Some adults were even harsher in their assessments of children’s
work performance and the children themselves. Mary Dillon’s rsstad HOF officials not
only that she was dissatisfied with the girl, but that Mary was ‘@tapd could not milk a
cow.”™ Her comments, like those of Mrs. Crough, suggest there was a signifitarerdie

between the training children received while in the HOF, and the workuidieyexpected to do

2\WC, HOF, Register Book 2, March 1861-March 187mrBple of Annie Saunders; Registers, Book 5, Ma§518
November 1881, Example of Clara H. Ward; Registeamnk 7, 1892-1895, Record for Bertie Sheffieldr Rdditional
examples of former HOF children whose masters aisttesses complained about their behavior, plesfse to the
following: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-18&tries for Catherine McWilliams; Florence Virgintaylor;
Mary C. Basler; Elizabeth Hieronimus; Martha J. @am Emma Steiner; Agnes Moore; Nettie Buckmancdli
Taylor; Eliza Constadt; Registers, Book 2, Marcb1-81arch 1870, Histories of Martha D. Wood; Brid@gtrangin;
Margaret Kenly; Joseph J. Baldwin; Registers, B8okpril 1871-

April 1875, Cases of Amelia Chrie; Rudolph Constét#gisters, Book 6, 1881-1892, Accounts of GracgaRkson;
Maggie Cripps; Addie Spangler; Registers, Book882t1895, Records for Mildred Kelly; Florence Tancléf;
Harry Schaum; Register Book 8, 1896-1902, Cas&soar Woltz; Margaret Snack; Ethel C. Blecker; lsauHolt;
Ella Fleischer; Register Book 10, 1903-1910, ExamflJennie Leila Riley.

43\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Entry farilAnn Lanahan.

44 For the admission record of Mary L. Dillon, please: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Irjsd Mary
L. Dillon. For additional examples of adults whangplained about the work performance of the forh@F residents
in their care, examine the following: WC, HOF, igrs, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Cases cdiidea Ortl,
Mary Sowers; Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, EntryAfionie Bennett; Registers, Book 10, 1903-1910,repas of
Jeannette C. Hammond; William G. Sipes; Richart&Cullough.
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in the positions asylum officials arranged for them. These HOF ehildere often ill-equipped
to satisfy their masters’ and mistresses’ expectations.

Asylum officials in Liverpool also heard from a group of adults who proved difiedt
with their apprentices because of the latter's poor work performance shehavior.
Misbehavior was central to a majority of these complaints and to jeetiobs that Mr. Hurlton
and Mr. Norwood lodged with LFOA authorities in March and May 1871. Mr. Hurlton athime
Margaret Cox had engaged in “unsatisfactory conduct” and Margaret Fossizavtian accused
her of being “troublesome and carele¥sOther adults voiced displeasure not about children’s
misbehavior, but about their apprentices’ limits as workers. Thedtion Elizabeth Clarke’s
and Caroline Rowbotham’s mistresses [Mrs. Atherton and Miss Clegglifielthese girls was
palpable in their actions and their declarations to LFOA officials. Migerfon brought the girl
before the Ladies Committee in June 1874, and objected to Elizabeth’s fveapkgcity or
willingness to learn® Miss Clegg engaged in this same course of action eleven months later,
and declared she “would not keep her any longer, as for two years shedhadl inidner power

to train her both for service and for business, and now felt that it wouddttes for all parties

4 SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Aug®$2] Meetings of March 1, 1871, and May 3, 187ar F
other LFOA cases in which adults identified simi@oblems with apprentices, see Meetings of Fegruat871; July
5, 1871; July 3, 1872; November 5, 1873; April 87%; January 2, 1878, Discussion of Mary Pricer&aty 6, 1878,
Case of Margaret McCall; October 2, 1878, Accourilzabeth Breckell; May 7, 1879, Case of Margamtes; June
4, 1879, Example of Elizabeth Brown; November 30 &iscussion of Catherine Williams; April 6, 18&&ccount
of Maria McElroy; October 5, 1881, Cases of Jebfitehell and Agnes Jackson; September 6, 1882, dsan Jane
Bond; October 4, 1882, History of Elizabeth Braghuanuary 12, 1884, Account of Emily Porter; Adrjil1885,
Minutes on Sarah Shannon; October 7, 1885, DisousdiEmily Kirby; June 1, 1887, Example of Mary\Gore;
July 4, 1888, History of Eliza Waddington; Decembgi888, Minutes on Jane Brunner; January 2, 188Sina
Young; August 6, 1890, Account of Margaret RawlimsNovember 5, 1890, Minutes on Elizabeth Wilkinsbtarch
4, 1891, Case of Alice Baltenson; April 1, 1891stdiy of Mary E. Jones; July 1, 1891, Entry abonhi& Jones;
December 2, 1891, Example of Lucy Cook; Februad8®2, Account of Ruth Stevenson; Minutes, Ladies
Committee, September 1892-December 1911, Meetih@pril 4, 1894, Cases of Maggie Massey, Maggietéios
August 20, 1894, Entry about Alice Turner; Novem®et895, Minutes on Martha James; April 1, 189écadunt of
Elizabeth Birch; June 2, 1897, History of Agnes tBmianuary 4, 1899, Discussion of M. Dalton; Apritl899, Focus
on E. Watthew; December 6, 1899, Minutes on Adakigg Meeting of January 5, 1901, Discussion of iaa8tott;
Meeting of September 3, 1903, Account of Emily Bevdinutes, General Committee, February 1882-M4:203,
Meeting of March 2, 1882, Minutes on E. Bradbungee¥ing of April 2, 1891, Notes on Mary Jones.

48| FOA officials sent Elizabeth Clarke to Mrs. Athan’s house four months before the woman lodgesidbimplaint.
In April 1875, Mrs. Atherton contacted the LC ommere, to inform them that she had returned Elizalarke to her
Aunt; see SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 18udfust 1892, Meetings of February 4, 1874, Juri344,
and April 7, 1875.
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that another place should be found” for the HirThese adults clearly expected, as did
dissatisfied masters and mistresses of HOF children in Baltimtaeeleof performance that that
these LFOA girls proved unable or unwilling to provide.

Another group of unhappy adults in Baltimore and Liverpool informed asylum
administrators that the problem was not children’s bad behavior or thdipedormance, but
rather their poor health. At the HOF, many of these adults not only complainechibdnan’s
health issues, but often returned former asylum residents becabhsseftiments. Alice
Warmsley’'s mistress [Mrs. Jarrett] brought the girl back to the C3eptember 1863, after
having the care of her for less than a month. Mrs. Jarrett protesteditiedthad a sore head”
and refused to keep the girl, despite the fact that she had been pleadest wigtuntil this
point*® Other adults lodged similar complaints about former asylum resjdsn after
removing these children from the HOF. Mr. Wood reported within a month ofrthel af
Sophy Heck in his home that the girl's “blood seemed to be in a very bad conditioitr&and
Jessup allowed only a week to pass before she determined Kate Hinklgyowasalthy.” In
both of these cases, these adults returned these girls to the &syluemains unclear from
HOF documents whether or not these children had innocuous ailments thalbenégtsily
remedied, or if they suffered from more serious health problems. Theselexammake clear,
however, that a number of adults had no intention of keeping children with heddtarps, and

understood these ailments as justification for the return of tiéseen to the HOF?

47 Miss Clegg took Caroline Rowbotham on as her apjmein March 1873. The Ladies’ Committee made sa tell
Miss Clegg of Caroline’s problems with her eyesigbtore they placed the girl out. For more infatioraon this girl,
please refer to: SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committésy 1870-August 1892, Meetings of March 5, 1873) ltay 5,
1875. For additional examples of apprentices wimasters or mistresses complained about their performance,
please see: SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, Bietie1892-December 1911, Meeting of January 3, 16868e of
E. Shepherd; Meeting of October 2, 1901, NotesamatSJones.

“8\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Examplalife Warmsley.

4 \WC, HOF, Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 18 ase of Sophy Heck; Registers, Book 5, May 187Gektber
1881, History of Kate Hinkley.

50 For additional examples of HOF children who weseimed to the asylum because of health issuesheee
following: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 5, May 1875\mber 1881, Entries for Willie Kauffman and Albert
Cochran; Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, ExampleraflE Young; Registers, Book 7, 1892-1895, HistdrZbarles
Lupus.
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A group of dissatisfied adults in Liverpool also argued that the childrireir care were
unhealthy and unfit for the work to which they had been apprenticed. In September 1884, LFO
officials found themselves considering the cases of two such girlse Eddgjar's mistress
appeared in front of the Ladies Committee and told them that theagirtin a very delicate state
of health with diseases of the lungs and was not fit for her duties.” Dnmamwwas “very
anxious” to do anything she could to help the girl, and she said she would keepritiatie
October, when the Committee could arrange to send the child to West Kirbgefonent>*

Emma Hargreaves’ mistress, meanwhile, wrote to the Ladies Cararatibut the serious case of
eye inflammation the girl had developed soon after she arrived. UnlileEdgar's mistress,
however, this woman volunteered no additional aid to the girl, and seemedmitean
notifying the Ladies Committee of a potential problem with the arraegef Perhaps Katie
Edgar’s mistress was somewhat unique in this respect, as the ynafj@dtults who
communicated with Liverpool asylum officials about unhealthy childree weeking
replacements for children they understood as unfit apprentices. Bheédavhom Richard
Anson was bound protested that the boy had “defective eyesight” that made Iptatebm
unsuitable to work in the trade, as did the hairdresser in charge of John.Hatlleygrocer [Mr.
Lloyd] that T. Sharples was placed with complained the boy “was physicalipable of doing
his work,” and went to the extent of presenting the LAOB Committde“aimedical certificate

that he [T. Sharples] was unfit for active employmeéhtlh these cases and others, adults in

51 SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Aug®§2] Meeting of September 3, 1884, Account of Katie
Edgar.

52 |bid., Meeting of September 3, 1884, Minutes omfiarHargreaves. Please refer to the following fbepexamples
in which masters and mistresses objected that éippirentices were not fit for service: SHSR, Mas t_adies
Committee, May 1870-August 1892, Meeting of Octobet871, Account of Jane Norris; September 2, 1874
Discussion of Dora Gass; March 2, 1892, Entry afidien Galilee; Minutes, Ladies Committee, Septenii@92-
December 1911, Meetings of May 4, 1898, Discusefd®arah Capper; December 7, 1898, History of Beta
Hopley.

53 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861e 1883, Meetings of April 25, 1870; Minutes, B&@phan
Asylum, February 1875-November 1886, Meeting oftSeyber 1882. LAOB officials apprenticed Richardsan in
March 1870 to this unnamed tailor in Southportdieryears; see SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylumi@ittee,
October 1869-October 1874, Meeting of March 187i8¢cission of R.J. Anson.

54 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861e 883, Meeting of March 16, 1871, Discussion.of T
Sharples.
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Liverpool seemed most intent not on getting the child assistance, lert oatextricating
themselves from these unsatisfactory arrangements. In this regg@pgroximated the
behavior of masters and mistresses in Baltimore who found themselvesdsaidtlunhealthy
asylum children.

Though adults in both cities voiced their displeasure about childreriehaisgior, their
limitations as workers, and the poor health that some of them sufferadif was only in
Baltimore that some adults complained about the physical size of the te@fechildren in
their care. When Mr. Williamson returned Isabella Keys to the HOMimadgp 1862, he cited the
girl’s youth as the problem. According to Mr. and Mrs. Williamson, Isabela“te@ much of a
child to be of service to the family” and was “too small” to performdber they required of
her®® The masters and mistresses of Josephine Blake, Georgianna Pardenérttater, and
Thomas Lawrence articulated similar objections about the childreniircéine to HOF
administrators. These children were simply too little to do the workhbaé adults expected of
them® This complaint is perhaps not surprising, in light of the relative youthnoé &6 these
former asylum inhabitants. Thomas Lawrence was only seven when he waselistai Mr.
Stier, who was a farmer in Howard County, and Katie Kirchner was someldtareen eight
and nine years of age when she was sent out to Mrs. Lee’s home. Though itavaly cet
unheard of for working-class children to labor at these ages, the wgrdlitheas often of a
secondary nature and required no amount of great physical strength or si&ieiMand Mrs.
Lee probably expected these children to perform jobs outside of thisttesltheir size

precluded.

SS\WC, HOF, Registers. Book 1, 1854-1864, Case dfdka Keys.

%8 The accounts of these children can be found iridlfeving: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-18&4&ample of
Josephine Blake; Registers, Book 2, March 1861-MaB70, Account of Georgianna Parsons; RegistaskB, May
1875-November 1881, Entry for Katie Kirchner. &éso, WC, HOF, Registers, Book 5, May 1875-Novenil&&1,
Account of Thomas Lawrence.
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What did asylum officials in both cities do in response to complaints dddéisd about
dismissed children?

In both cities, asylum representatives reacted to adults who complainedrebout
children in their care with occasional refusals to intervene ithgangements, as well as with
the transfer of some children, and with efforts to oblige some adults teadtbe terms of
indenture contracts. Yet Liverpool asylum authorities also respondefti¢altiplacements in
ways their Baltimore counterparts did not; the former made effortsarece female
apprentices to modify their conduct, threatened adults with financiattigshahd even cancelled

some apprenticeships.

Asylum officials’ refusals to intervene in problematic placements

In Baltimore, BOA officials demonstrated an occasional unwillingness tiviav
themselves in problematic indentures. The earliest example oktiasibr occurred in response
to Reverend Harrison’s September 1846 letter to the BOA Managers, pskimigsion to
transfer Matilda Grimes’ indenture over to her sister. WheMgngagers finally addressed this
request in November, they announced that “the Ladies having bound Matildz @rithe
Reverend Mr. H. Harrison have no longer any control overHein"this manner, the Managers
emphasized their inability to render any judgment in the matter; the imdexgreement with the
Reverend Harrison transferred the responsibility for Matilda Grisgeiarely to him, and it was
simply not the place of BOA officials to intervene in any quarrel, problem,aiside related to
the apprenticeship. The BOA Managers were equally unhelpful when MrssNppeared in
front of the Board in June 1884 on behalf of her brother-in-law Mr. Miller. Maosris told the
Board that although Mr. Miller had only had the care of his apprentice BakeelPfor the past

month, he found the boy “perfectly unmanageable and he desired to know what he should do with

57 WC, The Orphaline Society, January 1819-Januaby 1Bleeting of September 1846.
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him, as it was impossible for him to keep hith.The Board suggested that Mr. Miller ask the
Children’s Aid Society of Baltimore to take Baker and situate himitbsitadvice marked the
extent of their involvement. BOA officials made no real effort in either of these cases to
intervene in, mediate between, or sooth the frustrated parties involvexsépioblematic
indentures, but rather left it to these troubled masters tovee@ difficulties they were
experiencing with their apprentices.

Officials at the BOA were not the only asylum authorities in eithgrtaidecline to
intervene in problematic apprenticeships. During the 1870s and 1880s, tAd_bHi@s
Committee occasionally refused to respond to the complaints about apprastieels In some
of these cases, like those involving Annie Chappell, Hannah HallimellMartha Marsh, the
Ladies Committee responded curtly to adults’ complaints, noting thatdbeld take no notice
of it,” that they were unable to “interfere in the matter,” or that theydooot “take any action in
the matter.® In other instances, they were less abrupt in their exchanges witr srest
mistresses, though the message was the same. When the adultsarotiang Norris and E.
Litterton contacted the Board in October 1871 and July 1872 because Jane ‘thppedeticate
for the work required her” and E. Litterton had behaved badly, the Ladies @emmginforced

its inability to intervene, but also expressed its hope that Janefermamild “give Jane another

58 WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb8b1Bleeting of June 2, 1884, Discussion of Bakemied.
For more information on this boy, please see WCAB&dmission Books, Book 4, Boy's Book, 1847-1893.

%9 The BOA did dismiss a group of BOA boys to Mr.iRat, who was an agent of the Baltimore branch dfd@m’s
Aid Society. The CAS assisted the BOA with thecplaent of boys who behaved inappropriately in gyduan or in
the homes to which they had originally been disetsshe CAS also referred a few children to the Blordadmission.
For more on these CAS-related cases, refer to: B@A, Board Minutes, September 1881-December 1B&&ting
of November 6, 1882; Meeting of March 5, 1883, Saia Willie Spradling; Meeting of July 2, 1883, Bussion of
Eddie Sills, William Spalding, Raymond Bailey anddkew Granger. Meeting of February 4, 1884, Miauir Harry
Briggs; Meeting of February 1, 1892, Minutes onl#&iWhalen; Admission Books, Book 4, Boy's Book 4781893,
Entries for Frank Hugo; Andrew Brider; Marion KnigiCharles Hoffman; Andrew McNeale; Charles BolaMilliam
T. Price; Richard Shedden; Edward Hugo; Charleglam; Robert Reese; Daniel Ball; R. William Wajkeharles
Simms; Joseph Bruchey; Harry Denman; Samuel Taidarry E. Norris; William Devine; Charles Smith; Wé H.
Alls; Edwin Alls; Henry Myers; Conrad Myers; HarBroogs; William Diamond; Charles Wallace; JamemEssy;
Francis Howard; Robert Warner; Edward Buck; Harejb8rt; Philip Hopkins; Daniel Granger; John Be&dmission
Books, Book 6, Males, 1887-1898, Histories of Rich@/irt; Edward E. Berry; Willard McComas.

80 For the cases of Annie Chappell, Hannah Hallivaeild Martha Marsh, refer to SHSR, Minutes, Ladiem@ittee,
May 1870-August 1892, Meetings of July 2, 1873,iApr1875, and March 30, 1887.
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trial” and that the other girl’s mistress would “try her for a whife The Ladies Committee’s
refusal to involve itself in these cases does not appear to havedmeected to requests to
transfer apprentices or cancel indentures. Indeed, a number of masterstegstsas lodged
similar requests during the 1870s and 1880s, and in many of these cases, thEdradidtee
actively participated in the resolution of conflicts. The decisiorimotterfere in some cases
may simply have been one of a number of strategies the Ladies Committegex when it
came to problematic indentures. In some instances LFOA officialdedetm deal with

problems, and in others they chose to ignore these issues.

Asylum administrators and the transfer of children

Asylum authorities in both cities responded to difficult placements asaitbldecisions
to transfer children from one situation to another. HOF officials appéavehad little choice
in the matter, as the absence of formal indentures at the HOF medrérchihd adults were not
legally bound to one another, and unhappy adults could simply show up at the HOFit#long w
children in tow, and return these children to HOF officials. HOF adminisdratiowed a large
cohort of children including Margaret Kenley, Clara Ward, Mary @hisBertie Sheffield,
Louisa Holt, and Richard McCullough to reenter the HOF in this manner durisgdbad half
of the nineteenth century and early years of the twentieth céftdtyough HOF authorities

proved willing to allow children to reenter the asylum, examples revaghéaawere not

61 SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Aug@®t2] Meeting of October 4, 1871, Discussion of Jdogis;
Meeting of July 3, 1872, Notes on E. Litterton.

52 For the case histories of these children, exathiadollowing documents: WC, HOF, Registers, B&oMarch
1861-March 1870, Entry for Margaret Kenley; Regsst@ook 5, May 1875-November 1881, Example of &£Hr
Ward; Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Record for Mahyselin; Registers, Book 7, 1892-1895, Case ofiBe
Sheffield; Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Historj.otiisa Holt; Registers, Book 10, 1903-1910, AcdafrRichard
E. McCullough. For additional examples of placetag¢hat proved unsatisfactory and resulted in éfaglmission of
children into the asylum and HOF officials’ effottsplace them out again, see the following exaspWC, HOF,
Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, HistooEBridget Sprangin; Margaret Sowers; Georgianasns;
Annie Saunders; Mary Stewart; Joseph J. Baldwimgisters, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, Account &bphy Heck;
Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 1881, Exarmapisbert Cochran; Kate Hinkley; Thomas Lawrenceijl\&/
Kauffman; Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Cases afid@pangler; Grace R. Jackson; Registers, BoaRI2-1895,
Entries for Mildred Kelly; Florence Tannencliff; @Hes Lupus; Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Recimmd®scar
Waltz; Margaret Snack; Willie Williams; Daisy Vimjia Stephens; Ethel C. Blecker; Mary L. Dillon; AalBennett;
Registers, Book 10, 1903-1910, Histories of Jeaart@t Hammond; Sophia Rosie Schmidt; Mabel Grah&litiiam
G. Sipes; Jennie Leila Riley.
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allowed to remain indefinitely. HOF administrators sent Martha Wood obeagylum in
November 1864 to what was the girl's second placement, only several weekegaftest
mistress, Mrs. Terrett, had returned her for having “behaved in a veegmiistful manner®®
This pattern continued as well in the decades that followed, wittirehilike Thomas Lawrence,
Maggie Cripps, and Annie Bennett reentering the asylum only to leavenfisesagain once
HOF authorities located alternative situations that HOF Comnitzabers hoped would prove
more satisfactory

BOA officials proved less willing than HOF authorities to transféldren, and it was
not until the last two decades of the nineteenth century that asylum stlators allowed this
practice. The earliest example of such a shift involved Fanny Talkemmistress protested that
Fanny was “incorrigible” in November 1882. The BOA Managers beganaheg sionth to
discuss the alternative arrangements that might be made forlitendiby December, the Board
had reversed its initial decision to send her to the Female House of Reftidadetransferred
Fanny to a new situation in Howard CoufityFanny was not the only disruptive child that BOA
administrators dealt with in this way. BOA administrators allowed Pag#eFs mistress [Miss
Horvitz] to return the “disobedient and rude” girl to the BOA in May 1896, aniflelé that same
month to transfer the girl out of the asylum into the care of her sistemgasPelatives desired
her returr?® Both of these examples suggest BOA officials were becoming more égaibl
were being forced to be more flexible, during the late nineteenth centunyitndzane to

apprenticeship arrangements. The return of children like Ida Davis and @Hreliner, who had

83 WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 18¥gLount of Martha D. Wood.

54\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 1&3ise of Thomas Lawrence; Registers, Book 6, 183D,
Example of Maggie Cripps; Registers, Book 8, 18962, History of Annie Bennett.

5 \WCc, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb&61Bleetings of November 6, 1882 and December 8218
5 \WC, BOA, Board Minutes, June 1895-October 1897efitg of May 4, 1896. For another case in whiébrener
BOA resident was transferred from his original plaent to another position, please see: WC, BOArBbhnutes,
June 1895-October 1897, Meetings of February 18@7Aril 1897, History of Joe Purnell.
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engaged in no misbehavior but whose mistresses subsequently brought them keak\tuith,
reinforces the waning power of BOA authorities when it came to thecemfient of indenture.
Like their peers in Baltimore, LFOA officials occasionally agreettansfers if children
had health problems or misbehaved, though such shifts were not always assurethelL&7@s.
Asylum authorities transferred Margaret Kiddock from her position wits. Manzley in
February 1877 because the girl's mistress complained she was “too deaf tsbénoher
household,” and they acted in the same manner twenty years later, when andufonar@e
LFOA resident’s health deteriorated while she was in sef¥id@ough LFOA officials proved
willing to transfer apprentices who suffered from health ailments, tleey more conflicted
during the 1870s when it came to transfers involving apprentice misbehawilathe masters and
mistresses of Elizabeth Steel, Margaret Cox, and Elizabeth Fewsomaltfair requests to
send these unruly children to other positions defiiedet this reticence was short-lived, and
between the late 1870s and the mid-1890s, the adults in charge of ElizabethNGagayet
Price, Ruth Stevenson, and other former LFOA inhabitants won permissrangtet these girls
because of the misconduct the latter had engaged in while in these hdsi€efitlough it is
impossible to know whether or not these children were truly unruly, or if they simply
reacting to bad treatment or engaging in “normal” child behavior, theavimhwas clearly

being interpreted by some of the adults charged with their superaisioad. Indeed, these case

87 According to the BOA Board Minutes from March 898, Ida Davis was seventeen years old when shelaesd
with a Mrs. Leopold, who was the wife of the Chile@ounsel. Ida was to receive four dollars pertimamtil she
reached the age of eighteen, and she was respofaitdiothing herself. Mrs. Leopold returned idaarly October
1895, some seven months after she originally thekgirl into her home. For more on her case, $¥€;, BOA, Board
Minutes, June 1895-October 1897, Meetings of M&r,ch896 and October 4, 1896. Albert Gardner wagesars old
and his brother Eduard was four when the two bagewlaced in the BOA in April 1897; both were aragly from
Westminster, Maryland. The boy’s mistress [Mrsghier] returned him to the asylum in January 196d, @ovided
BOA authorities with no explanation for this returior more on Albert Gardner, please see: WC, BBgard
Minutes, June 1895-October 1897, Meeting of Ap8®Z; Board Minutes, April 1905-December 1914, Megiof
December 1906 and February 1909.

68 SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Aug@$t2] Meeting of February 7, 1877, Discussion of d4aet
Kiddock; Minutes, General Committee, February 188&-ch 1903, Meeting of April 8, 1897.

% SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Aug@§t2] Meeting of February 1, 1871, Example of Elethb
Steel; Meeting of March 1, 1871, Discussion of Maeg Cox; Meeting of May 5, 1875, Notes on Elizakdetwson.
0 bid., Meeting of September 5, 1877, Focus ondBieth Cavey; Meeting of August 6, 1890, Historyefrgaret
Rawlinson; Minutes, Ladies Committee, Septembel188ptember 1900, Meeting of May 1, 1895, Discussio
Margaret Price; Meeting of April 5, 1893, NotesRuth Stevenson; Meeting of September 4, 1895, Nmidslizabeth
Birch.

312



histories verify not only that apprenticeship transfers occurredsaridol, but that they
happened, as they did in Baltimore, as the result of children’s miscom#lgbar health.
During the late nineteenth century, LFOA authorities also proved sympgdihé&tansfer
appeals that came from adults who had experienced significant changesdwthsituations.
The Ladies Committee moved Jane Davies from the Whittaker househattbie©1880
because Mrs. Whitaker could no longer afford to retain the girl avan$& Between 1880 and
1900, asylum officials continued to shift former LFOA girls to new situatiwhen unexpected
developments in the lives of indenture holders made it impossible folefamarentices to
remain with these adulfé. The master of Helena Rowland and Margaret Cowan informed the
Ladies Committee in March 1893 that he was moving to Canada, and asked & thensf
indentures of these two girls to Mr. and Mrs. Widdup, who had purchased hisylduisiness.
The General Committee asked the Ladies Committee to look into dpegal, and after a
satisfactory investigation, the girls’ indentures were so tearesf’® As this example
demonstrates, the issue for asylum administrators was whether or.reotdwirs. Widdup were
the right people to hold these girls’ indentures, not whether or not thehginselves should be
transferred. LFOA administrators clearly understood the girls’ otigiaster as unable to
continue in his duties, and made no efforts to oppose the transfer of thesendbildrmore
suitable household. This willingness to excuse adults from the appsditis they had entered
into with the LFOA and its former residents was unique to Liverpool,lzere is no evidence
that Baltimore asylum administrators ever allowed the transfévilofen because the adults in

charge of these children experienced a significant change in theirditiragions or conditions.

"I SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Aug@$t2] Meeting of October 6, 1880, Discussion of Jane
Davies.

2 For the history of Jane Smith, refer to: SHSRWlNEs, Ladies Committee, September 1892-Septehdisr,
Meeting of December 6, 1899, Case of Jane Smiti.aéditional examples such as these, please sdellibwing:
SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Augu$2] 8/eeting of October 2, 1889, Account of Emilyiln;
Minutes, Ladies Committee, September 1892-Septefi@d, Meeting of September 1, 1897, Minutes on Amy
Griffiths; Minutes, Meeting of December 6, 1899sBission of Jane Smith; General Committee, FebAg82-
March 1903, Meeting of December 2, 1897, Notesromamed girl.

73 For this case, please see: SHSR, Minutes, L&besmittee, September 1892-December 1911, Meetihigarch
2, 1893 and April 6, 1893; Minutes, General ComeeittSeptember 1892-September 1900, Meeting of MartB93.
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Asylum authorities’ efforts to oblige adults to adhere to the termp&aoing out arrangements

Though asylum administrators in both cities yielded to some of the adhdts
complained about the children in their care, they also acted to protezfaoner asylum
residents’ rights and prerogatives. When Grace Jackson’s misttiessHrowne] suddenly
declared after six years that she could no longer control the girl artddu@a return her to the
asylum, HOF officials could not force her to retain the child, as ther meeindentures in place.
HOF authorities adopted another tact, ordering Miss Browne to pay ten dailaes [Grace’s]
services.”In this manner, asylum authorities guaranteed Grace received compefusetiensix
years of service she had provided to her mistfe®&OA officials acted similarly when they
discovered in 1893 that John Cornelius’ master [Mr. Ridgeley] was moinerating him for his
work, and in 1894 that Edward Seibert’'s mistress [Mrs. May] “had for a numbearcs een
hiring out” the boy> BOA officials chastised John’s master, informed him that financia
compensation of the boy was mandatory, and obtained payments for John that atawee
month interval€® The BOA Managers’ reprimand of Mrs. May and her husband was far more
severe. The Managers concluded Mr. May’s binding of Edward was unlavefiulhéy could
sue Mr. May “for the wages he collected beyond what he had provided Edward,egnd th
ordered Mr. May to remain responsible for the payment of the twentysi&itiward was to

receive at the age of twenty-offleThese cases illuminate the efforts Baltimore orphanage

™ \WC, HOF, Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Entry foad® R. Jackson.

S For the example of Edward Seibert, see WC, BOArBdinutes, September 1881-December 1895, Meetifgs
April 2, 1894 and May 7, 1894.

8 For the history of John Cornelius, please exarttiegollowing: WC, BOA, Board Minutes, Septemb&81-
December 1895, Meetings of February 7, 1893 ancMéy 1893. BOA authorities launched an invesitigainto
Cornelius’ placement in February 1893, after thg fiddenly returned to the orphanage in the midtieestorm,
looking ragged and asking for financial assistance.

TWI, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb&5]18/eeting of May 7, 1894. BOA officials firstdked
into Edward Seibert’s situation in April of 1894hen Mrs. May appeared before the Board, and infdrinem that
Edward had recently fled his position and thatrstéonger had any employment for him. She askedmkbtexcused
from the payment of the twenty dollars she wasgatid to provide the boy when he reached twentyyenes of age.
It was only after the Board looked into the mattext they discovered the boy had not fled his posibut that the
Mays had hired him out to other parties, and teghan officials realized Mrs. May’s story had baertrue; see WC,
BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-December 183%%tig of April 2, 1894.
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authorities made to compel some masters and mistresses toHaifildsponsibilities to the
children in their care.

Officials at the LFOA also engaged in efforts to force unwilldglts to honor their
duties to the former asylum inhabitants in their care. Between the 1870wed890s, the
Ladies Committee mediated between children and their mistressatedipeand forced some
adults to carry out their contractual responsibilities to femalecagipes. When Elizabeth
Ellerton’s mistress [Mrs. Parker] asked the Ladies Coramitt September 1870 for permission
to transfer the girl, the Ladies Committee agreed, but stipulatetMia Parker still hold
[continue to be bound according to the terms of the contract] the indentures aedpuasible
for the girl.””® This decision prevented Elizabeth’s mistress from divorcing herseifthe
original indenture, or from her obligations to the girl. The Ladies Ctteenbuttressed this
stance as well in a number of other cases, most forcefully to thoseurelbatders it believed
were trying to find any method by which they might shirk their duties. Orecase involved
Margaret Cox, whose Master wrote to the Ladies Committee, compkdoed her behavior, and
asked to exchange the girl for another apprentice. The Ladies Commefitteed, saying it
“could not sanction any change or transfer.” When the man persisted witmiptamnts, the
Ladies Committee responded vehemently that “to whatever occupation herm@edled to put
the girl, he must provide her a suitable home, and hold himself responsitiie fodéntures’
LFOA officials’ reply emphasized the legal tie binding mastek @pprentice, that there was no
way for this man to evade his duties to his apprentice, and that he vpastiheltimately
responsible for Margaret Cox’s well-being.

Decrees that emphasized the duties of the original indenture holdeueadnn the years
that followed, as the Ladies Committee tried persistently to requiults to honor the

apprenticeship covenant. Some adults determinedly complained to the Caufigsttee about

" SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Aug®§2] Meeting of September 7, 1870, Focus on Elitabe
Ellerton.
” bid., Meetings of March 1, 1871, and April 5, 18 Minutes on Margaret Cox.
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their apprentices, in the hopes that they might eventually be releasethéiowontracts, but the
Ladies Committee just as tenaciously refused to allow thesespiartielly emancipate
themselves from indentures. When a Mrs. Scott appeared before the Comnutte®te
repeatedly to its members as well during the early months of 1875 to tobjEsttwo
apprentices’ behavior, the Ladies Committee simply directed #retdey to write to the girls
about this problem. When the woman sent yet another letter in May 1875, the Cathmittee
stated that it “could not release Mrs. Scott from her agreement.” ThesL@ommittee did agree
to allow this woman to place the girls in another household, yet it stressed¢havith the
transfer the female apprentices remained her overall respogdibilitdenture holders who
applied to LFOA officials to transfer their apprentices for otkasons, such as iliness, were
often still held accountable for children. The Ladies Committee taidaMCartwright’s sick
mistress [Mrs. Maxwell] she could send the girl to a friend, but thigevas permitted only on
the condition that Mrs. Maxwell continue to retain the girl’s indenturesremain the individual
charged with the girl’s custody. This ruling indicated LFOA officials were perhaps sympathetic
to Mrs. Maxwell's poor health, but it also demonstrated how determined DA BEthorities
were to prevent indenture holders from extricating themselves from ttraatsrthey had made

with the orphanage.

Liverpool orphanage officials’ responses to problematic placemeisauto that city

Orphanage administrators in both cities responded to placement comiplagmterkably
similar ways, yet Liverpool authorities also attempted to resolve sdiiese conflicts with
appeals to the children involved, the enactment of financial penalties, anthewamcellation of
apprenticeships. LFOA officials proved particularly concerned with comgrfeimale
apprentices to modify their problematic behaviors. In some of these deséisose involving

M. Lamb and Ada Jones, the Ladies Committee corresponded with girls tindtagsthem to

80 |bid., Meetings of February 3, 1875, March 1, 1835 May 5, 1875, Minutes on S. Matthews and Mnha
8 |bid., Meeting of March 30, 1887, Account of Ma€artwright.
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behave more appropriately in their situations, while in others they Hadgpear in front of the
Ladies Committee or the General Commifte&Vhen Harriet Chappell’s mistress brought her
before the Ladies Committee in November 1873, the Ladies “spoke most setaodsiChappell
and begged her to behave betf&r’FOA administrators were not as understanding in their
dealings with Jane Bond and Elizabeth Bradbury in March and September of 1882eriEnal G
Committee “severely remonstrated” Elizabeth and “pointed out the sevossquences to
herself if such bad behaviour was continued,” while the Ladies “severgiynanded” Jan¥.
Though the tone that LFOA officials employed in the case of Harriet Chapibetedi
significantly from the anger they expressed in these other two dasesessage LFOA officials
sent to all three girls was consistent. These girls were endamgfeegir apprenticeships, and they
must immediately alter their behavior, as they were risking not onlp$iseof the premium that
was to be awarded to them at the end of a successful apprenticeship perdgh the pocket
money and quarterly payments that their masters and mistressesipmrsesl to make to them
for the duration of their indenture. This effort to reach out to problempprentices was unique
to the LFOA, and there is no evidence that any other orphanage officaptdtl to guarantee

the continued survival of apprenticeships in this same mé&nner.

82 For cases in which LFOA officials correspondechvgtrls and instructed them to behave properlyaggesee:
SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Augus®?l 8/eeting of February 3, 1875, Cases of M. Lamdb &.
Matthews; Meeting of September 5, 1877, Examplelafgaret McCall; Meeting of April 6, 1881, Exammg&Ada
Jones; Meeting of February 2, 1892, Discussionusi8 Steen. In some cases in which girls appéarfeaint of the
LFOA LC, the LC actually invited adults to bringesse children to the asylum. In other instancekeriture holders
simply showed up at a Ladies Committee meeting thidlir unruly apprentices in tow. For cases inchtgirls
appeared before the LC, please refer to the follgwiSHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Aa1¢i892,
Meeting of May 5, 1875, Example of Caroline Rowboif Meeting of March 7, 1883, Case of Amy PendIgton
Meeting of August 6, 1890, Case of Margaret RawimdMeeting of March 2, 1892, Account of Ruth Stesan;
Minutes, Ladies Committee, September 1892-Decert®et, Meeting of April 4, 1894, Notes on Maggie teos
Meeting of August 20, 1894, Notes on Alice Turrdeeting of June 2, 1897, History of Agnhes Smith.

83 SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Aug@®t2] Meeting of November 5, 1873, Focus on Harriet
Chappell.

84 SHSR, Minutes, General Committee, February 1882ch&903, Meeting of March 2, 1882, Discussion of
Elizabeth Bradbury; Minutes, Ladies Committee, M&y0-August 1892, Meeting of September 6, 18820riof
Jane Bond.

8 |t remains unclear from surviving LFOA documentsatvages these girls were when adults began tolaamgbout
their behavior, and whether or not these complaiotsesponded to particular developments in thet lives, like
the onset of their interest in the opposite sex.
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In a number of other cases involving problematic apprenticeships, LFQhalsffi
employed the financial terms of the indentures in an effort to compe$ aduétain their
apprentices. Repeated problems occurred between Eliza Waddington andress iiiss.
Whatham in 1887 and 1888, and by November of the latter year, Mrs. Whatham demanded
LFOA officials release her from the indenture. The Ladies Comemiégponded to this demand
with the instruction that Mrs. Whatham must either keep the indentures; trepforfeit of £2.2
to Eliza, as she had not fulfilled her part of the trust. The financialtyexssociated with
terminating the indenture apparently dissuaded Mrs. Whatham from purseiimgtter any
further, as the Ladies Committee members noted the following month tHaadklecided to
keep the girl until the end of her apprenticeshif-he Ladies Committee cited the same choice
and fee when Elizabeth Wilkinson’s mistress complained about the girlltorasificials in
November 1890. Accorcing to the Committee, this woman could either continue agshe gir
mistress until the end of her term of service, or she could pay the money, anerfeléfrom
the arrangemefit. In this manner, LFOA administrators used the monetary aspects of indenture
agreements to deter some adults from efforts to divest themsélesr apprentices, and to
oblige them to fulfill the oaths they had sworn per these arrangements.

Though LFOA officials employed financial penalties in an effort to guaeattte
continuation of some troubled apprenticeship arrangements, they and theirdod@®rparts
did cancel some problematic apprenticeships. Apprentice health psoffehmisconduct
triggered a number of these cancellations, as they also did traatsiees FOA. The LAOB

Committee terminated the apprenticeship of T. Sharples in March 183dskeeaf the boy’s

8 Though it is clear from surviving LFOA documertisit Mrs. Whatham agreed to keep the girl untilitiienture
contract terminated, the number of years that neethin this apprenticeship remain unclear. Mrsatam had
originally provoked the ire of the LC in August I8&y allowing Eliza Waddington to allow the giol leave her
service. The girl returned to the mistress, batgloblems between the two boiled over in July 1888l the LC had
to convince the girl to behave in a more satisfactoanner and also persuade the woman to giveithangther trial.
See SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Augi882, Meetings of August 3, 1887, July 4, 1888y&imber
8, 1888, and December 5, 1888.

87 SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Aug@$2], Meeting of November 5, 1890, Case of Elizabeth
Wilkinson. LFOA officials offered no further inforation on this case, and the outcome remains unclea
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“physical weakness,” and decided to cancel John Hadley’s indentures émBeptl882 in light
of the boy’s deficient eyesight. At the LFOA, the General Committee rescinded the
apprenticeship of an unnamed LFOA girl in December 1888 because the girl heoasiok to
serve, and ended Sarah Capper’s indentures in May 1898, after the girldsaftetapse in her
health® In all of these cases, children’s inability to engage in prolonged periodwviokse
prompted officials’ rulings, and led to the termination of these arrangemerespudlian
apprentices who engaged in acute misconduct also occasionally earnedvéemszh
cancellations. LAOB representatives ended William Lloyd’s indentarEsbruary 1862 after
they determined the boy was guilty of “bringing charges against his mastdr could not be
sustained,” and they terminated Henry Linstead’s apprenticeship in Novég@gafter hearing
“repeated complaints of [Henry’s] miscondugt.’In both of these cases, Liverpool asylum
officials understood the serious misbehavior these male apprenticesngagng in as

completely unacceptable, and as a valid reason for the dissolution of thénbleyntures.

What types of complaints did children lodge about their masters andssesfe

Though asylum officials in both cities regularly recorded adults’ abjegto the asylum
children in their care, they provided far less information when it carokilidren who
complained about their adult masters and mistresses. This waslgpes in Baltimore,

where children often ran away from positions and returned to the asylums. THoAgnH

8 For LAOB officials discussion of T. Sharples, fleaee the following: SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphayluxa,
January 1861-June 1883, Meeting of March 16, 1&de these same set of minutes, Meeting of Septe2Bb&882,
for the account of John Hadley and his placement.

8 Though LFOA officials cancelled the indenturestaf unnamed girl and Sarah Capper, they attemsted:k to
provide these two girls with some assistance dutieq illnesses. The General Committee askeditimamed girl’'s
master to provide her with some money and a godfit,and the LC used money from the LFOA Benevoleund to
send Sarah Capper to the Woolton Convalescent Hortige hopes that she would recover her strengtr.the
history of the unnamed girl in question, see SHS&)eral Committee Minutes, February 1882-March 1808:ting
of December 6, 1888. The Ladies Committee asassthe General Committee discussed Sarah Cappseshistory
in some detail, and her admission entry into thytuas also survives; please refer to SHSR, MinuBeneral
Committee, February 1882-March 1903, Meeting of Ma$898; SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, Meetfgs
May 4, 1898 and June 1, 1898; SHSR, Admission RagisFemale Orphan Asylum, November 1882-Janu29p,1
Entry for Sarah Capper.

% SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861e Xi883, Meeting of February 21, 1862; Meeting of
November 7, 1866. For another example, please SBESR, Minutes, General Committee, February 18&2e
1903, Meeting of April 2, 1891, Case of Mary Jones.
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HOF administrators mentioned the reappearance of these youngstew)lyheccasionally
identified children’s objections to their situations. These acepant others from Liverpool,
reveal that former asylum inhabitants in both cities who complained dt@dumasters focused
on adults’ treatment of them, and on their failure to honor their respdtiestid these children.
A few histories also reveal the existence of another group of foisylema children who chose
not to voice their displeasure with their situations to asylum admatoss, but instead took
matters into their own hands, and simply abandoned these positions.

In Baltimore, former asylum residents who raised objections about ppeerdiceships
cited adults’ treatment of them as the principal problem they fadéa:n Mary Perry appeared
suddenly at the BOA in June 1836, she informed the Managers that her nasskering her out,
despite the fact that she still had eighteen months left on her appsbipicand that this was a
clear violation of the terms of the BOA indenture conttackarah Heath was less specific in her
description of her objections to her mistress’ [Mrs. Williamshtment of her, though she clearly
came to the BOA in July 1847 to “make complaints of Mrs. WilliafAs&nd Ida Zepp also
suggested to BOA officials that she was ill-treated when she fled hemdéippship with Mr. and
Mrs. Everhart in May 1894, though the differences between the more famillaaB®the
Everhart household clearly had much to do with her complaint. According to the BOA
Managers, Ida “gave no satisfactory reason for leaving Mrs. Everhdroimesickness and
general charges of cross language &t¢&drmer HOF residents also indicated adults’ poor
treatment of them was central to their unhappiness with their situati#esrge Kennedy fled the
Roberts household in March 1873 when he was nine or ten years old, and though th& boy sai

little overall about his return, it was clear that his master’s behhad triggered this actiof.

STWC, BOA, The Orphaline Society, Board Minutes,ulsny 1819-January 1857, Meeting of June 1836, Agtofl
Mary Perry.

92 |bid., Meeting of July 4, 1847, Case of Sarah Heat

% For information on Ida Zepp and her placememtagé see WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 188&+Dleer
1895, Meetings of February 5, 1894 and May 7, 1894.

9 Information on George Kennedy is contained in BNOF registers; see WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, Mag61-
March 1870; Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April B37
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George Moffit, meanwhile, absconded from his master’'s home and reentessyltira in
January 1879. He reported that his master “had treated him very cruetlytfia this had
prompted his return to the HOF, even though he was at this point too old tbagaimitted into
the asylun?> Adult misconduct and misbehavior motivated these former HOF resatehts
few of their BOA counterparts as well, to voice their discontensytuen officials, and to seek
assistance from them.

Liverpudlian apprentices who contacted asylum officials about appremficeroblems
also suggested how central adult behavior was to their dissatisfadtiothese arrangements.
John Cunliffe wrote to the LAOB Committee in November 1875 to complain abounasiser’s
treatment of him, and John Kirby contacted LAOB authorities in January 1876 jectedlio
the “conduct and treatment” that his mistress accorded him. Thesetagzréumrned to asylum
officials in an effort to guarantee they received what was due theppsentéces, and to make
their displeasure with their adult masters and mistresses knownill®Efiams also pursued
this course of action at the LFOA. Priscilla wrote to the Ladiesrltiee in April 1899 to
protest her mistress’ behavior towards her, and inform asylum offib&ti$he woman had not
upheld her recent promise to asylum officials to put the girl's clotimegddd repair” or to pay
her wages regularff. The communication that Priscilla Ellams and these two LAOB boys
entered into with Liverpool asylum officials indicates they understoocetiiprocal nature of the
indenture contracts and what was due them as apprentices, and Prigti#a’also hints she was
aware that an appeal to asylum officials might allow her to sevéiekexith an objectionable
mistress. The qirl's efforts won her transfer to a new mistragsth@ opportunity to work for a

woman who would hopefully honor her responsibilities to her new apprentice.

% Though HOF officials identified George as too e readmitted, they did not specify his exaet agOF
representatives decided to transfer George Maffihe Boy’'s Home at the end of January 1879. Fareron this boy,
see WC, HOF, Registers, Book 5, May 1875-NovemB&i.1Record of George Moffit. For the accountmdther
HOF boy who objected to his master’s poor treatneéhim, prefer to the case of Willie Headley; infation on this
boy can be found in: WC, HOF, Registers, Book881t1892; Registers, Book 9, 1896-1916.

% SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861e Xi883, Meeting of January 25, 1876, Account bhJo
Kirby; Minutes, Ladies Committee, September 189pt&mber 1900, Meeting of September 7, 1898, Histbry
Priscilla Ellams.
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While some apprenticed children complained to Liverpool orphanage offibials #neir
masters’ and mistresses’ improper treatment of them and the |&ikirs to fulfill their
responsibilities as indenture holders, others contacted these orphdnggestrators to voice
their overall discontent with their positions. John Sharples’ “expresseaytdat dislike to the
business of a haircutter” in his communication about his apprenticestiie LAOB Committee
in November 1867% Sharples’ complaint illustrates the boy possessed a developed sersse of hi
rights to work in a trade that he desired, and the frequent complaints Betr8an [Sharples’
master] lodged about the boy suggests perhaps even efforts on John'sipset tthe man and
escape an unhappy placement. Sharples was clearly angry about hisisiyeanot all of the
communication children had with Liverpool asylum officials turned on thigtiem When
former LFOA inhabitants Lucy Cook and Freda Richards contacted the LFG3®1inahd 1903
respectively, their unhappiness with their situations was palpabley Cook actually begged “to
be taken away” from her mistress’ home in her correspondence with the Gesitireda
Richards was more restrained in her initial letter to the Latkasmittee, in which she identified
herself as “unsettled and lonely in her situation.” Yet by the following moméhto® was
“begging to leave her situatiof®” These letters reveal not only these girls’ sadness with life
outside the asylum, but their expectation that Liverpool orphanage officalsl assist them.
These children clearly understood LFOA and LAOB officials as mediatorsvandgeardians,

and appeals to them as the proper way to deal with difficult apprengiseahkidid the group of

97 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861 Ji883, Meeting of September 29, 1868. The LAOB
Committee decided, in light of these complaints;aacel the boy’s indenture once the boy's mastdrfbund him a
new situation. For the history of another Liverpapprentice who voiced objections to her positiod anger about
her situation, refer to the history of CatharinggHes; see LFOA, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May0i8idgust
1892, Meeting of June 4, 1873. The LC placed Hagtith her mistress [Mrs. Barnsdale] in January31&hnd five
months later the Committee received a letter froengirl in which she voiced her dislike of situatias well as her
mistress. Catharine Hughes was unique amongsgirthup of Liverpudlian apprentices who remainechigirt positions
and communicated their discontent with orphanageiaf; she fled her situation in May 1874, afbdficials did not
provide her with the tangible assistance she welsiisg. For more on this girl, please see: SHSRukés, Ladies
Committee, May 1870-August 1892, Meeting of May874.

% SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Aug@§2] Meeting of December 2, 1891, Focus on LucykCoo
The LC received a letter from the girl's mistrdsattsame month in which she objected to Lucy’sltpetthvior.

% For the correspondence Freda Richards engageithii. ROA officials, and the account of this gireesthe
following: SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May708August 1892, Meetings of October 7, 1903 andevaver
4, 1903.
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former asylum inhabitants in Baltimore who made similar appeals to orpylamasfficials in
that city.

Though asylum officials in both cities heard from children who were unhappyheith t
situations, a number of former asylum residents in Baltimore and Livecthosé to run away
from households, rather than voice the objections they had about these situaéisasistories
from the HOF reveal that former HOF residents fled positions atgge raf ages. Eight-year-old
Mary McCafferty and ten-year-old Harriet Hobbs found their respegiiacements so intolerable
that Mary ran away in January 1859, only days after entering Mrs. Dean’s &uodnidarriet fled
after approximately three months of residence in Mrs. Harken’s hods&h@ther former HOF
inhabitants, including twelve-year-old Theresa Rose and Alexander Vemaeiifteen-year-old
Ella Rossman, acted in a similar manner, and removed themselves fraonpdbity clearly
found undesirabl&' Liverpool asylum children also quit their apprenticeships, rather than
remain in situations they found untenable, though the exact ages at wRicarttzavay remains
unclear from surviving asylum records. Jane Blundell fled the Scosehold in 1871, and
absolutely refused to go back, despite her mistress’ request to havetdamed to her homé?

In the decades that followed, a number of former LFOA girls including Agodsdton, Mary
Kirby, Elizabeth Danning, and Maud Roberts engaged in a similar courseanf, &td simply

abandoned their situations of their own volitf8h. Though female apprentices were not the only

190 Both of these girls were nine years old when thege sent to these households, though this wasettend
placement for Mary McCafferty and the first for IHat Hobbs; for the histories of these girls, s&¢C, HOF,
Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Cases of Mary CathavicCafferty; Register, Book 6,1881-1892, Caskafiet
Hobbs.

101 For WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Accafrftheresa Rose; Registers, Book 2, March 1861cMar
1870, Entry for Alexander Richard Marmaduke Venfagisters, Book 8, 1896-1902, Example of Ella Rass

102 SHSR, Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asyldogust 1840-August 1851; Minutes, Ladies Committee,
May 1870-August 1892, Meetings of June 1, 1870,Aumgust 2, 1871. The LC eventually decided tovaltbis girl to
stay with her sister, who agreed to keep her.

103 SHSR, Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-Aug®$2] Meeting of February 7, 1877, Discussion of égn
Eccleston; Meeting of October 6, 1886, Minutes aaryKirby; Minutes, Ladies Committee, September2:89
December 1911, Meeting of July 4, 1894, Notes araBketh Danning; Meeting of May 1, 1895, Case ofita
Roberts. For other cases in which former LFOA bitamts left their apprenticeships, examine thiofaihg: SHSR,
Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-August 1892ete of September 7, 1870, History of M. McThuhkeeting
of November 2, 1870, Case of Caroline Evans; MgatirMay 6, 1874, Notes on Catharine Hughes anthFai
Simpson; Meeting of November 4, 1891, Account ofeimRoberts; Minutes, Ladies Committee, SeptertBop-
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former orphan asylum residents in Liverpool to leave their situations ramtg engaged in this
behavior, and it was far more likely that a boy would run away from the LA@B. it3ohn
Wilson was one of the few LAOB boys to flee his position. He abandoned hengpeship to a
Liverpool ironmonger in February 1862, after only two months of set¥ceike his LFOA and
Baltimorean counterparts, this child chose not to turn to the orphanage foelp, or to provide
LAOB officials with any indication of his dissatisfaction with his agament prior to his
decision to flee from it.

What did asylum officials do in response to complaints children lodged dtsaubtiasters and
mistresses?

Asylum officials in Baltimore responded to children’s complaints alywit adult
masters and mistresses, in a very limited and haphazard manner. Woiddsadti the HOF
proved most concerned with finding these children new situations, BOA awbacegmed
unable to settle on a uniform and coherent response to such complaintsalgdffitiverpool
reacted to children’s objections with inquiries into these complamiiswéh efforts to make
adults fulfill their duties as indenture holders or with decisionenmwe children from their
situations.

HOF officials’ proved more focused on locating new situations for cimlditeo
complained about their situations than they did on investigating accigsafionistreatment or
punishing masters and mistresses if they had engaged in unacceptablé cAsguen officials
did contact George Kennedy's master after the boy fled his situation, anglibkly concluded
that he had “better remain at the Home and study as his education appeardtehaydte
neglected.® Yet they took no action against Mr. Roberts for his lack of attention tentitier,

but instead readmitted George and soon placed him out again into anothienditathey

December 1911, Meeting of October 3, 1894, Focusliomie Hather; Meeting of October 1905, MinutesElizabeth
Eaton.

104 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861e X883, Meeting of February 21, 1862, Notes om Joh
Wilson.

195 wC, HOF, Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 18 Entry for George Kennedy.
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hoped would prove more satisfactory. HOF officials appear to have taketessénterest in the
claims of mistreatment that George Moffit and William Headley lodgedihat their masters.
Asylum officials sent both boys to new situations, but there is no evidesgenade inquiries
about these boys’ objections. In Willie Headley's case, the HOF Examiningiftem assumed
the boy was responsible for the failure of his placement, but decidenédign a chance to do
better” and placed him agaiff. All three of these cases illustrate the restricted effb@F
authorities made to address children’s objections to their mastetbelualso reveal the limited
options these children had and suggest the limited recourse asylum adtoirsishay have
possessed in such cases. Even if HOF officials did believe some typsireatment had
occurred, as they clearly did in George Kennedy’s case, the options venl#iem were few.
There were no indenture contracts in use at the HOF which stipulatedrtioellar treatment of
children, and the absence of these contracts prevented HOF authamitigrifsuing any type of
remuneration, financial or otherwise, from masters who may have atistrihe former HOF
residents in their care.

BOA officials reacted to children’s objections about their mastea more varied
manner than did their HOF peers. Though BOA authorities did place at leagtitthwho
lodged a complaint into a new position, they also responded to children’saigegith
correspondence with the master in question and with indifference. The BOA&damid write
to Mary Perry’s master [Mr. Atlee] once they discovered he had tieegitl out while she was
still his apprentice, in order to “inquire why she was sent away and infonrtht he is
responsible for her Board.” This appears, however, to have marked the extsyitiof
officials’ involvement in this matter, and there is no evidence thatAlee made financial

amends to Mary®’ The Board’s response to Sarah Heath’s complaint about her mistress Mrs

108 HOF officials transferred George Moffit to the B®yome at the end of January 1879 because heowasd to
remain in the asylum; see WC, HOF, Registers, Bydday 1875-November 1881, History of George Mofftor
information on Willie Headley, please see: WC, HBEgisters, Book 6, 1881-1892, Entry for Willieadéey;
Registers, Book 9, 1896-1916, Discussion of WHeadley.

197w, The Orphaline Society, January 1819-Januaby 18leeting of June 1836, Minutes on Mary Perry.
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Williams was even less remarkable. The Managers appearee@iadiffo the girl's claims,
noting immediately after their discussion of Sarah’s case thatities had resolved to “give the
children a holyday.” They never discussed Heath's objections again, anthagpened to Sarah
Heath as well as Mary Perry remains unclf8aBOA authorities reaction to Ida Zepp’s protests
about her mistress seem to have fallen somewhere between the lifoitesdtieey made to get
Mary Perry financial remuneration from her master and the indifter they demonstrated to
Sarah Heath. The Managers talked to Ida about her objections, but quickiydedntey had
little merit, and the BOA Admissions and Dismissions Committee soamss$ied her to another
situation. Indeed, BOA officials seemed less concerned about the veraddidysoflaims than
they were with Ida’s decision to run away from her position and return toythenrasBOA
officials were alarmed by the number of girls adopting this course of altiimg the 1890s and
actually passed a rule following Ida Zepp’s return which prohibited foasyum inhabitants
from staying in the asylum for more than one night after their dismfSsal.

Liverpool asylum officials responded to apprentices’ complaints abouttiurddmlders
with active investigations into children’s claims and with judgmentsatt@empted to compel
adults to satisfy their responsibilities to children, or with decsstorremove them from the adult
involved. After John Cunliffe and John Kirby lodged protests about their realsfeOB
officials sent visitors out to the households in which these boys detsidevestigate the
conditions in these homes. They did not, as their counterparts at thedBalisylums did, write
to masters and mistresses, or simply ignore the adults involved irath@sgement5? Though
LAOB officials provided no further information about John Kirby or his coinpl# is clear that
the visit asylum representatives made to the home of John Cunliffe’srroastirmed the man

was not fulfilling his duties to his apprentice. The LAOB Visitor digzed that John’s master

108 |pid., Meeting of July 4, 1847, Notes on SarahtHea

19\wc, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb8b1Bleeting of May 7, 1894, Notes on Ida Zepp.

110 gHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 18611883, Meeting of November 21, 1875, Notes om Joh
Cunliffe; ; Meeting of January 25, 1876, Minutesdmin Kirby.
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had “neglected to supply shoes when required,” and obtained promises from havide phoes
“at once” and “to allow him [Cunliffe] 2/6 a week'* Authorities at the LFOA did not act in
guite the same manner as their LAOB counterparts when it came titidsi&tlams’ April 1899
claim that her mistress [Miss Clough] was treating her poorly, baitntas because they had
already conducted a surprise visit to Miss Clough’s house in September 188g8ange to the
continual complaints the woman herself had made about her two apprentices. Dsnmgtt
the LFOA Visitor removed Dora Mott, who was the other former LFOA iriaabserving as
Miss Clough’s apprentice, and informed the woman that unless Prisciddhes were “put in
good repair and the money paid regularly, the girl would be removed.” Thewddl through
with this ultimatum in the wake of Priscilla’s complaint, and decidedassign her to a new
position as soon as they “found a suitable situation for her, so that stdiomhl out her

term."llz

Did any of the orphanages engage in repeat placements of the sam@&®hildre

HOF officials were the only orphan asylum administrators in eithetcityadmit
previously placed out residents, and to engage in repeated attemptsiss disfdren to
satisfactory situations. Between 1854 and 1910, a large group of HOF childremim&oghie
Harvey, Willie Brown, Ray Murray, Pauline Latham, and Lena Gross becana eegytum
inhabitants, who left the asylum in the care of unrelated adults and retuteastance because

their situations proved unsuitafé. The histories of Maggie Campbell and Carrie Brown

11 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861e X883, Meeting of November 21, 1875, Case of John
Cunliffe.

112 SHSR, Minutes, Female Orphan Asylum, Septembe-T8&cember 1911, Meeting of April 5, 1899; Meetofg
September 7, 1898.

13WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Accoursophie Harvey; Registers, Book 3, April 1871-Af875,
History of Willie Brown; Registers, Book 5, May 18 November 1881, Entry for Ray Murray; RegisterspB6,
1881-1892, Case of Pauline Latham; Registers, Bpdl896-1902, Record of Lena Gross. For more elesygd
children who were HOF repeat residents, refer éoftfiowing: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-18E#tries for
A. and Elizabeth Hieronimus; Mary Creighton; MaegavicWilliams; Florence Virginia Taylor; JosephiBtake,
Isabella Keys; Agnes Moore; Eliza Constadt; NeBliekman; Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1&@mples
of Bridget Sprangin; Margaret Kenly; Mary Sower&dhora Ortl; Georgianna Parsons; Annie Saundelith E
Berkley; Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 1884ses of Arthur Thompson; Verney Smith; Pear| Albert
Cochran; George Wallace Smith; Kate Hinkley; Sallel Carrie Brown; Thomas Lawrence; Rachel Feritmrence
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illustrate how extensive HOF authorities’ efforts could become whemiedo placing repeat
asylum residents suitably. Maggie Campbell’'s initial placemmeApril 1878 with a woman in
Sykesville, Maryland, lasted only a few days before the girl was rettorthe HOF without
explanation. She remained in the asylum for a month, was sent to a househdtidhior&azand
returned again to the HOF after only a month, in June 1878. The following montloffidds
sent Maggie to a woman in Harford County, Maryland, and though she remaihedgasition
for five months, she again reentered the HOF in January 1879. It was on therootasir
fourth dismissal, some fifteen months after her initial placement, theiatsf finally found
Maggie an agreeable situation with a doctor and his wife in Baltiibietook HOF authorities
nearly as long to find a satisfactory situation for Carrie Brown. TBE Bommittee dismissed
Carrie to five different households between March 1882 when shelyriitiithe asylum and
August 1883, when asylum administrators finally located a lasting position f&r Harthese
cases and many others, HOF officials demonstrated a real commitmentringhildren ended
up in situations that were acceptable to all parties, and in tipisatesad a more flexible
approach to the placement of children than did their counterparts at thel BOB and LFOA.
It is impossible to know the exact impact that repeated shifts betweesythmand
outside households had on HOF children, though the history of at least one esjolkesit r
suggests asylum inhabitants might use HOF administrators’ lenidray iivcame to
readmissions to disengage themselves from unsatisfactory situafteashild in question was
Margaret Kelly, who was indentured in June 1864 to a family living indtlidills, Maryland.

Margaret remained with this family for nearly six years beforeasked them to return her to the

May, Henrietta Kirchner; Frederick Denny; Regist@&sok 6, 1881-1892, Examples of Mary Ghiselin, HRial
Harrison; Harriet Hobbs; Rosa Baker; Wallie IglehBmma and Addie Spangler; Emma F. Dulin; Maggipgs;
Ethel V. Crittenton, Annie Hall; Registers, BookAfril 1891-December 1895, Cases of Goldie Hud#gildred
Kelly; Florence Tannencliff; Bertie Sheffield; Ches McDaniel; Katie Imhoff, Mary and James Fulkagiters,
Book 8, 1896-1902, Entries for Lizzie Deck; Estéflaskell; Margaret Gorman; Margaret Snack, Williaegphart;
Ethel C. Blecker; Ella Fleischer; Mary Blanch Selgklary L. Dillon; Annie Bennett; Registers, Boo®,11903-1910,
Histories of William G. Sipes; Jeanette C. Hammadvidry Fulka; Reuben A. and Lottie B. Pitcher; SaraiMitchell.
14\wce, HOF, Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 18&tount of Maggie Campbell.

115 |bid., Entry for Carrie Brown. The girl's finalacement was with a family that resided in Annerfdel County,
Maryland.
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HOF in February 1870, and asylum officials soon arranged her second placementamiily in
Frederick County, Maryland. Margaret resided in this home for four monthshemtniot
deeming her home a desirable one,” she requested another transfer ba¢kQé tfe
Margaret's requests illustrate the girl possessed a developed defofitivhat she was entitled
to, and of what a satisfactory position entailed. Her actions also indleatenew HOF
authorities allowed children to return to the asylum from unsuccessfehpdsnts, and that
failure in one position did not disqualify a child from being dismissed agaeifuture. She
had after all, resided in the HOF for seven months prior to her origimdihbiout, and had
witnessed during this period the return of several children frondfaiteations. She clearly
understood that she could quit the positions she objected to, that HOADffioidd willingly
readmit her, and that she might eventually enter a satisfactoryaitugivven the continued
efforts HOF authorities made to find the proper situations for isatagsidents.

The case of Margaret Kelly must have proven instructive to other HORtamab as did
those of other children who acted to remove themselves from their plasenAdietr all, children
residing in the HOF found themselves joined by former asylum inhabitants reanat
castigated or expelled for their actions, but simply allowed baokle HOF. Resourceful
children might use this knowledge to engineer their returns to the asylina hopes that their
next placement would prove better. Yet it would be erroneous to assume thaeatresidents
were able to exploit HOF officials’ propensity to readmit childreth&r own advantage. Once
children left the orphanage, they were the dependents and subordinatesiaftthe avhose
homes they served and resided, and though the HOF proved extremely agreeatdlaitong
children, this fact in itself did not suddenly alter a power dynamic &évaréd adults. The
experiences of Annie Saunders and Ethel Crittenton illustrate thdvdistages easy readmission
and continual placement efforts posed to HOF inhabitants. Annie Saunders»sgeatspf her

childhood shifting between the asylum and situations in search of a suitakitnpasd though

118\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, HistorWairgaret Kelly.
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there were several instances in which the girl was able to remaie ilo@ation for an extended
period of time, each of these was disrupted by yet another fHo&hel Crittenton was placed a
total of seven times between October 1896 and January 1901, and at least oneisifdeses
returned the girl because she did “not like her well enough to adopt her, apsti¢ddo.**
The numerous positions these girls and other HOF residents were sent ke, @elative ease

with which adults returned them to the asylum, suggest many HOF raguesessed little

control or input when it came to their placements.

Conclusion

According to HOF and LFOA administrators, there could be no question about the
success of the dismissals to unrelated adults they arranged for nrary &siylum inhabitants, or
about the happiness and well-being of these children. Indeed, HOF authitétidstters from
former asylum residents like Mary _ and Henry Rodgers, in order to megnfiow positive these
children’s lives were outside the asylum. Mary _ informed HOF autharniti&865 that she liked
her new home, and that she had “a doll and box of toys, and a wash tub, and a wash board, and a
clothes horse™® Henry Rodgers echoed Mary’s sentiments, noting that he was “much pleased
with his new home,” that he attended school every day, and that he also went th“&@tair
Sabbath School” as wéfl® LFOA officials also emphasized the successful nature of the
apprenticeships they arranged for girls with unrelated adults. They hatazhty three of the
twenty-five LFOA girls apprenticed out between 1879 and 1880 had “givenértutiieir
employers” and that only six of the forty-seven girls apprenticed beth&f#1 and 1883 had
proven not satisfactory’ This data certainly suggested the dismissal of asylum residents to
unrelated adults was a nearly perfect means of shifting children fromythendse the outside

world, but it was misleading, because it obscured the numbers of childremuyhy s

17wce, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 18¥&ount of Annie Saunders.

18\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Case oélEth Crittenton.

19wWce, HOF, Annual Reports, Eleventh Annual Reportyiear ending November 23, 1865, p. 10.
120|hid., Twenty-Ninth Annual Report for the year émgiNovember 23, 1883, p. 6.

121 SHSR, Annual Reports, Female Orphan Asylum, Repothe year ending December 31, 1883, p. 6.
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disappeared after leaving the orphanages, as well as the facathathidren were put into
unsatisfactory situations and found it difficult to escape such pkmsmIt is impossible to
know how many children were truly happy and how many were miserable inuiosis

asylum authorities arranged for them, because orphanage officialdimdBa and Liverpool

failed to investigate what happened to the majority of children aftgl¢fte¢hese institutions.
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Chapter Nine: Return to Family

Though the majority of Liverpool asylum children and many of their countsnpart
Baltimore were dismissed to unrelated third parties, another contiofgénatse youngsters left
the asylums and returned to their families. Indeed, of the asylum childrehdar dismissal
arrangements are known, more than 62% of children in Baltimore and more théfithoofe-f
children in Liverpool were released to the care of their relati®ee Table 7.1) Relatives sought
the return of these children for a variety of reasons that rangechanges in their economic
status to their desire to keep families together or reunite themorathér reasons that were
unique to each city. They also encountered a range of responses from asyliats tdfthese
applications. At least one group of family members was investigatedh@nghtmany family
members had their applications approved, asylum administrators denieceqgtrests because
relatives were unacceptable, or because children were too young or voiceghbsition to
living with their kin. Some relatives ended up with children, others gave up anappeals, and
still others utilized the agency they possessed to override orphafiagdsdofiecisions about
who should have the care of these children. One group of Baltimore and Livelptioes even
engaged in efforts to find satisfactory situations for asylundeess with varying degrees of

success that depended on which orphan asylum their kin inhabited.

What views did asylum officials possess when it came to the relativesylum inhabitants?

Children’s residence in the asylums regularly brought orphan asdomnistrators into
contact with the parents and other family members of asylum inhabifahsylum authorities
had surprisingly little to say between 1840 and 1910 about the relatives oftthdsenc
Liverpool orphanage officials recorded no insights during these decades lailobenés families.
Baltimore asylum administrators proved less reticent than thegrpidlian peers, and their
comments suggest a significant difference existed between HORIsfffositive understanding

of children’s relatives and BOA officials’ more ambivalent noti@bout children’s kin.
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During the second half of the nineteenth century, HOF officials voicédstiygport for
the dismissal of children to their families, and articulated thew that these men and women
were productive citizens who turned to the asylum during moments of unexpedted a
unpreventable crisis. Though HOF by-laws required relatives to sigtemsta swearing they
would not “interfere with or trouble the Managers or the family with whomy HOF residents]
may be placed, nor claim the child until she arrives at the age of eightéeh,bfficials
regularly allowed for exceptions to this rule, in “cases of extréaséitution whentemporary
relief may be afforded” It was this notion of temporary relief that was central to HOF affici
understanding of children’s’ parents and relatives. According to the HOf@tee, the
children the asylum housed were “mainly children of [the] virtuous andtmolus poor, who
from sickness or sudden misfortune, or in time of financial embarrassme scarcity of labor,
were thrown suddenly out of employment—people who toil one day for that wieids fleem
the next.? Children’s relatives were not chronic applicants seeking réligfrather hard-
working men and women who had experienced some unforeseen calamity that had led them t
appeal to the HOF and its authorities for aid. Indeed, it was this understahdhilglren’s
family members that fueled HOF authorities’ willingness to maiketions to the original
asylum by-law that prohibited early exits, and to return children tortsetives on a regular
basis.

BOA officials appear to have been more conflicted than their HOF couritewdeen it
came to their understanding of children’s parents and relatives. BOiAismlators provided
virtually no insight into their feelings about these individuals dinélearly years of the twentieth
century. When asylum authorities finally did address this issue in 1992yéne clearly on the
defensive against reformers who argued that the proper way in whicH teitthe@oor children

was to remove them from the city and place them in country homes away frofaihiées of

L WC, HOF, Miscellaneous, Constitution and By-La®g;Law Number Nine.
2WC, HOF, Annual Reports, Report for the year egdilovember 23, 1861, p. 7.
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origin. The BOA Managers argued that the country home dismissal afrasyhabitants was
simply “out of the question,” because “many of our children have either a fataenather, and

are eventually to be returned to a parent as soon as the child can berchyetidoparent® In

this manner, BOA authorities suggested the physical presence of slatidethe rights of these
relatives to guide children outweighed whatever dismissal p@#sfavored for asylum
inhabitants, but they also revealed their own conflicted feelings abativesland the return of
children to them. The Board voiced its concern that in many instancestuheof children to
families meant the “retarding and perhaps the undoing of much that was faltheewef the
children,” and made clear it supported children’s return to family onlyuseaaf the asylum’s

need for “strict economy’” These officials clearly possessed doubts about the return of asylum

inhabitants to their relatives, though there is no indication that thesesdougp translated into an

actual effort to prevent children from going to their relatives.

Why did relatives seek the return of children from asylums in Baltimodeliverpool?

Baltimore orphanage officials often noted what motivated relatapseals for the return
of these children, and authorities in Liverpool occasionally sugdegbat had prompted appeals
as well. These accounts reveal that relatives in both citied sskave children returned to them
because they were able to provide for these children and becausesthegttempting to keep
families together, either before or after a move. Yet relatives iinitaé articulated other
reasons as well for these dismissal requests that their coutgénplarerpool did not identify as
significant. The family members of youngsters at both the Baltimgteras returned for these
children in the wake of pronounced changes in family composition which ct#ate
remarriage, or because they required the work these children might piotigen. Relatives in
Baltimore also applied to have children dismissed to their caregsoms that were unique to

each asylum. HOF parents regularly returned for their children bechpaeental reconciliation

3WC, BOA, Annual Reports, 1902 Annual Report, p. 10
4 bid., Annual Reports, 1905 Annual Report, p. 7.
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and improvements in parental health, while BOA relatives sought the wdtahildren because
the latter were of age and eligible for dismissal from the orphanage.

One group of relatives in both cities explained their appeals for e i@t children
from the asylums in terms of their ability to financially sustain ceiid In Baltimore, the largest
number of these cases actually involved mothers of children such as éabh,Amy Hogg,
and Clinton Woolford, who suggested their economic situation had improved, atidesaid
hoped or believed they could now provide for these children. These HOF and BOAsmother
offered no other specifics about their situations, and though it is likely hed found
employment and could support these children, it is not certain that thisueas &ll of these
cases. While mothers at both asylums proved remarkably similar in terms oflg aequired
ability to provide for children, there was a notable difference in the nuofla@peals officials at
each institution received from mothers who had obtained situations in winak possible for
children to reside with them. No BOA mothers indicated their appeatsdiv children hinged
on these types of situations, or that they had attained such employmen¢. HKOE meanwhile,
there was a group of women, including the mothers of Ida Reid, Maria Rogersa§ hom
Hammond, and Rosa Froba who applied for children after finding situatioredltive¢d each

woman “the privilege of having her child with hér.The return of this group of HOF mothers to

5 For the admission record of John French, see WAF, HRegisters, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Eftrylohn
French. See the following for the histories of ARggg and Clinton Woolford: WC, HOF, RegistersMay 1875-
November 1881, Entry for Amy Hogg; Registers, B60H.884-1892, Notes on Clinton Woolford. For aidadial
examples see: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 185418&tory of Laura Bowman; Registers, Book 2, Mat861-
March 1870, Accounts of Mary Lizzie and Henry Haulatsephine Smith, John French, Jessie Matthevesnas
Connelly, Homer and Lawrence Johnson; RegisterskBo April 1871-April 1875, Entries for John, Usiaand
Maggie John; Registers, Book 5, May 1875-Novemi8&11 Histories of Charles and William Hoffnagle, jidogg;
Registers, Book 6, 1884-1892, Examples of Almaldadgie Rickle; Walter Erno; Registers, Book 7, 18835,
Records of Arthur and Robert L. Moore; Eleanora Amilennie, Dora and Mary Henry; Kate and FrankyD&harles
Edward and Herb M. Pensmith; Charles Holland; ReggsBook 8, 1896-1902, Examples of Marie, Sadilaeroy
Peacock; Gertrude and George Parsons; Eva May, dhdassop and Millie May Phillips; Clara Stella &fgle Cain;
Louisa and Kate Vogedes; Elizabeth and Margareg&&ErHenrietta Livington; Thomas Elmer and Gracald/i
Wright; Carrie Baudbender; Charlotte, Harry andgifira Solomon; Elmer and Minnie Dungan; Cora Mind@aarles
Edward, and William Howard Metz; George C. Watsbora Brashears; Edna Marie and Lawrence Winfieleérl

5 HOF officials used this phrase specifically ie tases of Ida V. Reid and Maria Rogers; see W, HR@gisters,
Book 1, 1854-1864, Entries for Ida V. Reid and MdRiogers. For the histories of Thomas HammondrRa®a Froba,
examine: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 186XdWid 870, Example of Thomas Hammond; RegisterskBoo
April 1871-April 1875, Account of Rosa Froba. Ske following as well for the records of other nethwho
returned for HOF children after having found sitoas in which they were allowed to have their dréld with them,
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the asylum only after they had obtained this type of employment suggests timesie were
clustered in domestic service, or in other types of employment that occuthedtte confines
of a household, and also hints that these women possessed even fewer chiotbeg tR@A
peers when it came to their economic options and achieving a measgmomic stability.
Perhaps even more significant than the large number of HOF and BOA mothers who
asked for their children because of changes to their economic cianes was the rarity with
which fathers made such appeals. At the HOF, the fathers of Gracedaed Hbuseholder, and
Theresa and Amelia Naple, were the only men between 1854 and 1910 to make apieits f
children that were explicitly connected to changes in their economitiaitsia These fathers
told HOF authorities in October and November 1900 that they could now support tlizerchi
and suggested they had remedied the previous problem of unemployment thaghed gien.
HOF officials provided no other insights into these cases, and though BOAiteshor
encountered similar appeals, they were also quite vague about what hadidbatigese fathers.
When they discussed the applications Mr. Brown and Mr. Schuberd made in Det&8iband
March 1882, they noted only that Mr. Brown “felt he was now able to give her [hisnedna
daughter] a good home,” and that Mr. Schuberd was able to “give them [Georgenaynd He
Schuberd] a comfortable hom&.They were even less specific in their discussion of the appeals
the fathers of Rosa Lang and Joseph Gray made in December 1883 and May 1884. In hoth cases
BOA Board Members noted only that fathers said they could now provide focliidiren, and

offered no other informatioh.Yet this lack of specifics did not conceal the significant shift tha

see: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, Cases of Geoigg, IStephen Raybold, Kate Morrison, Emma Hildetdran
Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Recor8liphonsus Beiler; Registers, Book 3, April 1871fAA875,
Examples of Lewis Vogt, Orlando Smith; RegisterspB8, 1896-1902, Entry for Kate Vragel; Regist&sok 10,
1903-1910, Case of James McKenzie.

"WC, HOF, Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, ExampleBhafresa and Amelia Naple; Grace May and Eldredsiviat
Householder.

8 WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb8b1Bleeting of December 5, 1881, Notes on Mr. Brawn
application for the dismissal of his unnamed daeightleeting of March 16, 1882, History of Mr. Geer§chuberd.
For more on George and Henry Schuberd, refer t@, BOA, Admission Books, Book 4, Boy's Book, 184898,
Entry for Henry Schuberd; Admission Books, Boolvles, 1887-1898, Example of George Schuberd.

9 WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb8b1Bleeting of December 3, 1883, Discussion of Rosa
Lang; Meeting of May 5, 1884, Notes on Joseph Gray.
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had occurred in all of these fathers’ lives when it came to economicse Ten had gained the
financial means necessary to allow them to satisfactorily providedordhildren.

Relatives in Liverpool also made appeals for the return of childedm#re rooted in
their ability to financially provide for children, though far fewer relaitlean in Baltimore
suggested their appeals were linked to recent changes in their ecéobumes. In January
1872, Sidney Brook’s married sister [Mrs. Sherlock] applied for her return,ramdsed to
“provide for her [Sidney] and give her a comfortable hoMeThis pledge of financial
responsibility was enough to secure Mrs. Sherlock the release ofteerasid in the years and
decades that followed, the relatives of LFOA inhabitants like Margrhark, Annie Harrison,
Florence Sykes, and Elsie Mossman employed similar promises of econguoitsibaity and
won the custody of these girls as wellAt the LAOB, children’s kin also achieved the release of
boys such as A. Patterson, Henry Atkinson, and John Mills with appealduistadted relatives’
ability to maintain these childréh. In a few LAOB cases, family members explained their
appeals in terms of a shift in their economic fortunes. S.H. Jones’ esldtxlared only that
“they could now support him,” and William Glass’ relatives informed LAO#c@&s that they
were “now in a position to keep him themselvEsThough changes to their economic situations
did allow the relatives of children in Liverpool to ask for theiuret these appeals were much
smaller in number in Liverpool than in Baltimore overall. This celyauggests relatives in
Liverpool found it more difficult than their counterparts in Baltimore teraheir economic
situation for the better and claim children, though parental death may hged plaignificant

role in Liverpool as well. The majority of children in Liverpool werkk duphans, and other

10 SHSR, Minutes, LC, May 1870-August 1892, Meetifiganuary 3, 1872, Example of Sidney Brooks.

1 bid., Meeting of June 4, 1884, Discussion of Meejnmark; Minutes, GC, February 1882-February 19deting
of January 6, 1885, Notes on Annie Harrison; MeptihMay 5, 1892, Focus on Florence Sykes; Minut€s,
October 1900-December 1911, Meeting of April 19@hutes on Elsie Mossman.

12 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 18611883, Meeting of August 31, 1868, Case of AtdPsdn;
Meeting of December 23, 1872, Focus on unnamedMowtes, Boys Orphan Asylum, October 1869-Octdt&#4,
Meeting of June 1871, History of H. Stewart; Megtof February 1872, Discussion of Henry Atkinsorinies, Boys
Orphan Asylum, February 1875-November 1886, Caselofi Mills; Minutes, General Committee, May 1900-
February 1914, Meeting of September 9, 1901, Actotiwalter Taylor.

13 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, October 186%Ber 1874, Meeting of January 1873, Notes on 3oHes;
Meeting of October 1873, Account of William Glass.
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members of their families may have been less likely to return tcssthenafor them than their
own parents would have been had they experienced a shift in their economiarsituati

Relatives also asked to have children returned to them in the hopsspirig families
together prior to a move, or as part of their efforts to reunite famitgbaes after such
dislocation had already occurred. In Baltimore, HOF parents regularlylegpeatheir
children because they intended to relocate outside of Baltimore, and wantezl ¢bildren with
them. Elisa and Charlotte Taylor’'s mother told HOF authorities in Ocfi@%9 that her husband
had moved to Pittsburgh in the hopes of having better success there than he hadhizwlaire B
that he had recently sent for the rest of the family, and that shekirgs ttze girls out so that
they might make this mové. The family members of other HOF residents including Charles and
Harry Bowers, Edith Hanson, Frank Zenanski, and Edward Hooper voiced simitdioimse
when it came to their dismissal applicatiohdVlany of these relatives intended to move with
their children within Maryland or to other states in the mid-Atlarggion’® Yet there was also
some variety when it came to the intended destinations of these relgiives parents,
including the mothers of Ferdinand and Alphonoso Provost and Cary Dannelly, and the father of
Kate, Alice and Frederick Urry, discussed upcoming moves to states irnrtheastern,

southern, and Midwestern parts of the couhtrfhere was even a small contingent of relatives

4 WcC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Recordslish and Charlotte Taylor.

5 bid., Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875x&mples of Charles and Harry Bowers; Registers kEpdMay
1875-November 1881, Record of Edith Hanson; RegisBook 6, 1884-1892, Case of Frank Zenanski; fexs,
Book 8, 1896-1902, Account of Edward Demming Hooper

18 For the histories of children whose parents wepging locally or to other states within the mid-gitic, refer to:
WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Recordsarbltha, Mary and Delia Schilling; Mary and Elizélhe
McCann; Registers, Book 3, March 1861-March 187;0hints of John Thomas and William B. Connolly;gifiia
and Rose Isabella Straney; Howard Fetchette; RegjBook 5, May 1875-November 1881, Admissiongsaaf
Thomas and George Stone; Maggie and Louis RhineBarah E. and Martha A. Clinton; Florence and Naoadier;
Adolph and Theodore Weixalbaum; Registers, Bodk884-1892, Case of lone Bent; Registers, Book 8618902,
Histories of Irma, John and Raymond Qualey; Lutbantley; Jessie Hayden; Susie and Ruth Miller; Edwa
Demming Hooper.

" Ferdinand and Alphonso Provost’'s mother appliedtfeir return from the HOF in March 1880. Shelghit she
was moving to Massachusetts and that she couldstipgr sons. Cary Dannelly’s mother told HOF aditfes in
August 1882 that she was moving to South Carolimhveanted to take the boy with her. The fathekatie, Alice and
Frederick Urry admitted them into the HOF in Mai@v3, and removed them in August 1873. He inforiedr
authorities that he was moving to Chicago and wheldaking his three children with him. For theseords, please
see: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 3, April 1871-AABI75, Entries for Kate, Alice and Frederick Urryedssters, Book
5, May 1875-November 1881, Accounts of Cary Dannélerdinand and Alphonso Provost. For the casether
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who informed HOF authorities that they were leaving the United Statestamding to their
countries of origin. The parents of the Barron brothers removed them fronOth@HVarch
1874, after Mr. Barron regained his health and he and his wife decided toteeimgland, and
Joseph Gibson’s mother asked for his dismissal in August 1898 because shedetitdego
back to Ireland® These parents and family members, as well as those intending stme;, m
acted to obtain custody of children prior to their relocations away frowaré&ae

In Liverpool, the pattern was reversed when it came to relocation, witiveslactually
appealing to have children dismissed to them after the former leadialmoved away from the
city. The family members in this contingent proposed the long-distansparanf these
youngsters and offered to cover the costs of this travel, as partra#ftbes to reunite their
families. Annie Williams’ brother [Mr. Edward Williams] and Ameliajis uncle contacted
LFOA officials in March 1873 and October 1900 with this type of plan in mind. Mlawis
asked to have Annie sent to his home on Prince Edward Island in Canada, andHayislia
uncle requested the girl be sent to him in New South Wales. The IGahesittee agreed to
these appeals, though they did require the men to send the money for the ggdgepand they
also asked Mr. Williams to make his sister’s travel arrangesnentAOB relatives lodged
similar appeals for the long-distance transfer of asylum inhabitamtela Edward Tumber’'s

relatives and Harold Gregg’s sister contacted asylum admioistiatMarch 1873 and October

children whose parents were moving to the North®outhern and Midwestern United States and apfidietheir
return, see: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 5, May 1R@vember 1881, Discussion of Edith Hanson; Regis®@ook 6,
1884-1892, Examples of Joseph Basala; Clarence, &l Richard Sheckells.

18 For the accounts of children whose parents apfietheir dismissal from the HOF and announceit théention to
move to foreign countries, examine the followiny'C, HOF, Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 18TGases of
Joseph and Frank Eden; Robert W., James M. andld@uarron; Louisa, Charlie, Julius, William and thti

Kruiker; Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Recordsrahk Zenanski; Mary Ann Smith; Registers, Book §92-1895,
Example of Charles Price; Registers, Book 8, 189621 Entry for Joseph J. Gibson.

19 SHSR, Minutes, LC, May 1870-August 1892, Meetifilarch 5, 1873, Minutes on Annie Williams; MinutesC,
September 1892-December 1911, Meeting of Octob&9@), Account of Amelia Hay; Minutes, GC, Februs8g2-
December 1903, Meeting of October 4, 1900, Disamssf Amelia Hay. According to the LC, Amelia wasing sent
to Sydney on one of the White Star line of shiphe LFOA Secretary was in the process of notifytimg girl's Uncle
of this fact, and was also busy trying to insuegirl remained safe until her family members ckinier at the end of
her voyage. There were several other examples ichlFOA officials made clear their willingnessgend girls in
this manner if relatives provided the money foiittravel expenses, though it remains unclear @s¢hcases whether
or not girls’ relatives ever complied with this tesgt; see: SHSR, Minutes, LC, May 1870-August 1882eting of
September 5, 1888, Case of Jane Harrison; MeetiAgrd 3, 1899, Notes on Alice Dixon
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1909 from New York, and asked for these boys to be transported to them. The LAOBteemmi
dismissed Edward to his family members four months later, afteivieg the money they had
sent to cover his passage and “part of [the] cost of [his] ou#fitd they released Harold Gregg
even sooner, because his sister provided “the necessary funds for [his] lamithiga month of
her initial request for the bdy. These children and their LFOA counterparts were reunited with
their families because of the funds the latter could provide for ehiltransport, and because of
the desire these relatives had to reunite with their kin.

Though the relatives of orphanage residents in both cities askedetohikren
dismissed to them because they could provide for them or because they twdaep families
together or reunite them, family members in Baltimore also retuorethiidren because of
remarriage, health improvements, parental reconciliation, bedaesadeded children’s
assistance, or because children were of age. At both the Baltiaytuena, one group of parents
appealed for the return of their children after having remarrieda dotl Henrietta Ranke’s
mother contacted HOF officials in April 1862, to inform them that she hadetiagain and that
she wanted her children back home withfieFhe mothers of William Ricper, Samuel and Mary
Condell, John and Willie Padgett, Charlie Kane, and Gladys and Mildred Eraglersimilar
reference to their remarriages, and a few hinted at the exaddtithpa shift to a new wife had in

terms of their childre® Annie and Willie Moore’s mother told HOF authorities in her February

20 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, October 186%0er 1874, Meetings of March and July 1873, Notes
Edward Tumber; Miscellaneous, Honorable SecrethtiggoCommittee Minutes, September 1892-Decembgt 19
Meetings of October 11, 1909 and November 8, 1B&pry of Harold Gregg.

2L\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Accountlerfrietta and Julia Ranke.

22 bid., Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1876trifor William Ricper; Registers, Book 5, May 187
November 1881, History of Samuel L. and Mary Liz@endell; Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Historiedatn and
Willie Padgett. Charlie Kane and Gladys and MittEmgler were BOA residents; for the admission r@sof these
children and other information about them, exantieefollowing: WC, BOA, Board Minutes, Septemb&B81-
December 1895, Meeting of April 1, 1889, Focus draie Kane; Board Minutes, April 1905-December 391
Meeting of November 1909, Notes on the Engler chilgdBOA, Admission Books, Book 13, Female Admissio
1901-1913, Records of Gladys E. and Mildred E. BngFor additional examples of such mothers, plesag: WC,
HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Résof James and Willie Owens; Registers, BodWd&y
1875-November 1881, Entries for Joseph M. Huntewik Jenkin; Registers, Book 6, 1884-1892, Exaraplsda
Sanford; Registers, Book 7, 1892-1895, Cases ofaV8impson; John W. and Anne Clarke, Blanche dfréd\M.
Shogogue, William Tyson; Registers, Book 8, Adnuesiand Monthly Reports, 1896-1902, Histories afrii&arle,
David Daniel Smith, Marie L. and Earle J. HasluggRters, Book 10, 1903-1910, Admission recorddafy
Nelson, Phillip and George May, Margaret E. and &Muay Harris, Robert Roland Johnson, Clarence Rhéuy,
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1875 interview with them that she had recently remarried, and was “going tdeepisey. **
Her comments suggested her changed marital status meant a sigsffiftan her financial
fortunes. Remarriage had provided her with the economic means to run a houseélsaoistain
her children, and had led to her request to have Annie and Willie disrtissed Records from
the BOA demonstrate that marriage also positively affected some wohwesulysequently
returned to the asylum to reclaim their children. The 1891 and 1907 remadfidggyask
LaPorte’s and Ethel Collison’s mothers supplied the former with “vemyfortable
circumstances” that allowed her to care for Frank, and enabled thedaitevide for Ethef?
These women gained financial security from their new marriages, aad ttwg change to their
economic status that allowed them to remove these youngsters from theoBa#sylums and
reincorporate them into the family unit.

Fathers in Baltimore also profited from remarriage and sought thre @tahildren from
the asylums because of this change, though the benefits they derived wedetoaiae physical
presence of wives in the home rather than to increased financiabge®8etween 1840 and
1910, the fathers of Rosie and Lottie Yates, Rosa and Herman Obender, and thecMiciKery
made clear that the key component in their applications for the retureio€hildren was their
recent marriages. The fathers in this group did not suggest, however, agsylany residents’
mothers did, that remarriage had provided them with the financial mear/igepior these

children, but rather that the physical presence of their new wivedlbagé for these appeal3.

Walter Beach, and Alexander Russ; BOA, Board Misu8eptember 1881-December 1895, Meeting of Novegbe
1882, Application made by Mrs. Stonecipher; Meetifigune 6, 1887, Focus on John Harvey Bramblestivig of
October 3, 1887, Discussion of Joshua and Marye? ddéeting of October 1, 1888, Notes on Mrs. My&tsgting of
June 3, 1889, Focus on Mrs. Kauffman; Meeting ofilg 1891, Account of Frank LaPorte; Meeting oaidh 4,
1895, Account of Franklin Jones; Board Minutes,eJi895-October 1897, Meeting of June 1, 1896, iHistb
Isabella Wiseman; April 1905-December 1915, Meetihovember 1908, Minutes on Ethel Collison; Adsiugis
Books, Book 6, Males, 1887-1898, Record of Walteti&; Admission Books, Book 13, Female Admissidt8()1-
1913, Cases of Catherine E. Lichtenberg, GladysMitdied E. Engler, Ethel S. Knapp, Margaret P.&5al

Z\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 18 ecords of Annie and Willie Moore.

24\WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb&61Bleeting of April 6, 1891, Discussion of Frank
LaPorte; Board Minutes, April 1905-December 191%elihg of November 1908, Notes on Ethel Collison.

% see the following for examples of HOF inhabitarféghers who remarried and subsequently appliethoreturn of
these children: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 188841 Accounts of Annie, John and Henry Sykes; RegisBook
2, March 1861-March 1870, Entries for Louisa andoGae Zell; Willie Kenly; Mary Disney; RegisterBook 3, April
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Mr. Yates informed HOF officials in December 1900 that he could now “keep[fResie and
Lottie] at home, in a household in which his newly acquired spouse would watdhesemirls.
The addition of the new Mrs. Yates to the household provided Mr. Yates with chilojations

he previously had not possessed as a widower, allowed him to remove his daughténs fr
HOF, and to end the family’s association with that institution. Thsgmce of Mr. Obender’s
new wife had a similar impact on that family as well. Mr. Obender regpdmtAugust 1902 that
he could “now take care of them [his children] at his home,” as thi oéstis remarriagé®
Remarriage clearly allowed the fathers of asylum children inrBaité relief when it came to the
daily management and functioning of these men’s families, rathertteatonomic stability it
meant for their female counterparts. The different benefits thdwemsoand fathers in Baltimore
derived from remarriage reinforces the centrality of the nindtegentury sexual division of
labor to these men and women'’s lives. Men'’s duties as economic pragideir®d the presence
of spouses who could care for the family’s children and the domestic aspasofisehold,
while women'’s roles in the domestic sphere, as well as the low wageseceived in the work
sphere, required the presence of spouses who would provide financiatigderfamilies.

There were also a small number of cases at both of the Baltimore agylwmshh
parents appealed for children because they required assistancewathomte. These requests
occurred far more frequently at the HOF than at the BOA, and primarily ird/tteemothers of
asylum girls. In one group of these cases, the mothers of childrendikeNi¢Poland and Annie
Moran wanted their daughters returned so that the latter mightthssistvith childcare. Mrs.
McPoland informed HOF officials that she had recently gotten aisituat a pickling house, and
that she “wanted Mary at home to attend to two younger children” and Mrsn igiatad she had

recently changed jobs and had an infant at home that she needed Anniddowhile she was

1871-April 1875, Examples of Cora and Mary Kate Mmmery; Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 1881,
Records of James Pridgeon; George and Eddie KoReigjsters, Book 6, 1884-1892, Cases of Frederick@u and
Harry Schaum; Rose, Sadie and Hugh McCoy; Regjdask 7, 1892-1895, Entries for Frederick Williamd Louis
M. Schomm; Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Histaviedoseph Edwards and Florence Sheedy; Lottie arsteR/ ates;
Herman and Rosa Obender; Bertha and Margueritegir; ISusan V., Minnie M., and Jennie Petre.

26\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Exampldsotiie and Rosie Yates; Herman and Rosa Obender.
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at work?” Other mothers required children’s help with the piece work or outworkpesrégrmed
within their own homes. Catherine Brogan’s mother asked that the girlrbessksl to her from
the HOF in November 1863, so that the girl might help her with her sewing work, andeviteg
and Elena Holland’s mother removed them from the BOA in January 1896 becausatsie wa
“her children to aid her” with the work she intended to obtaithese examples, as well as those
involving mothers who needed childcare help, verify that it was theneeal for additional
assistance that drove some mothers to return to the Baltimore asyleoksim their children.
For some asylum families in Baltimore, the return of children was intitodalleviate
occupational or maternal difficulties mothers were unable to resolve iowre

Parents also returned to the Baltimore asylums to reclaim thieirechfor reasons that
were unique to each orphanage. At the HOF, parents asked for their chilciiaaebthey had
reconciled with their spouses and were cohabitating together once agame and Joseph
Dean’s mother told HOF authorities when she appealed for their return in Nev&B869 that
her husband had returned home, and had “promised to take care of his farvig” Dean’s
appeal suggested the positive impact her husband’s presence had in taefarofly’s
viability, as did the narratives the mothers of Mary and Lottie Coxenefamd Lily Helfresh,
and Dorsey Maguire provided HOF officials. Many of these women had enterethauom@ne
child into the HOF at the time their husbands had deserted them or beconcalphgbsent
from the home, and all of these women returned for their children aftehttsiands had

resumed their physical presence in the hda.few fathers, including those of Joseph and

27 bid., Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Records offMAcPoland and Annie Moran. For the history obtrer child
whose father asked to have her out when of ageagshe might care for his younger children andiaidter the
household on a daily basis, see: WC, BOA, Boamdutis, June 1895-October 1897, Meeting of Janug8g,1Case
of Anna Lee Matrr.

28 Catherine Brogan had been in the asylum for apmaely twenty months at the time of her dismissag WC,
HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Example of GateeBrogan. Marguerite and Elena Holland were $hort-
term residents of the BOA, who remained in thewsylor approximately a month. For the historieshefse girls,
examine the following: WC, BOA, Board Minutes, 8ulB95-October 1897, Meetings of December 1895Jandary
1896, Records of Marguerite and Elena B. Holland.

2\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1&&mples of Jennie and Joseph Dean.

30 |bid., Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, Accounts bbttie and Mary Coxen; Registers, Book 6, 1881-18%2&tories
of Annie and Lily Helfresh; Registers, Book 7, 188295, Entries for Anne, Gertrude and William TayRegisters,
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Fannie French, Eugene Madden and Blanche Talbot applied for the dismigsklrehdrom the
HOF after the return of wives as well. Yet men filed such appealsstafreuently than did
women®* The differences in the numbers of mothers and fathers who returned forH@Erc
after reuniting with a spouse reinforces the gender dynamics at fitegsm situations. Women'’s
lower wages meant they faced greater economic constraints with@l¢ apouse than did
fathers who were separated from their wives, and the return of a mase speant an increase in
economic stability and a woman'’s ability to keep her children within the hodlsehdInot the
orphan asylums.

The parents of some HOF inhabitants also sought their dismissal frosythma
because they had experienced a positive change in health that allomed tggin assume
responsibility for their children. The mother of Annie, Emma and Willis&sought their
return from the HOF in early September 1878, after she had recovered “frapethef iliness
that obliged her to place the children in the InstitutifnAt the time she filed this dismissal
request, Mrs. Glass had only recently left the infirmary, and shenviis irespect quite similar
to a number of other mothers in this contingent. The mothers of Sophie and \ivi]ligakhes
Fisher, Irene Douglass, Clarence and Oscar White, and Howard Miller had caniylydoeen
discharged from the Baltimore medical facilities where they had leeeiving treatment for

undisclosed conditions and ailments, and they returned soon after thede agk HOF officials

Book 8, 1896-1902, Records for Alberta Miller, @iMiller. For the histories of other HOF childrehose mothers
returned for them after their husbands returnezhgd see: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-186dounts of
Mary and George Maxwell; Registers, Book 3, Ap8IF1-April 1875, Records for Joshua and James Sdtvard
Turner, Annie Pursell; Registers, Book 6, 1881-182amples of Frank and Mary Poole; Registers kBtdl892-
1895, Histories of Charles, John G. and Margarétaidd; Anne, Gertrude and William Taylor RegistdBsok 8,
1896-1902, Cases of Louis H. and George F. He2ogsey Butler Maguire; Ella, Rosa, Loretta, and iGts®Coates;
Rosalie, Jack and Floretta Maurice Clinedinst; &liMiller; Eugene Godsey and Ethel Jones; Virgie Bha
Lowman; Mary Jane, John Irving and Mayfield Murp@berta Miller.

3L bid., Registers, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875e€vbrds of Joseph and Fannie French; Registers, 8obs81-
1892, History of Eugene Madden; Registers, Bodk8B2-1895, Account of Blanche Talbot. For addiioexamples
of fathers who asked HOF officials for the retufriheir children because their wives had returmefér to the
following: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 188arch 1870, Entries for Ida, Alice, Charlees Edwand Ann
Elizabeth Sard; Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Gassvin Eli Feucht.

%bid., Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 188dcaunts of Annie, Emma and Willie Glass. AccordiadiOF
officials, both of their parents were sick at logdirmaries. Mrs. Glass had them admitted inte HOF in late August
1878, and returned for them as soon as she was &ime two and a half weeks later.
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to dismiss their children to theth.Perhaps even more significant than the rapidity with which
these women returned for their children was the nearly complete absenee lodging similar
requests. Henry and Samuel Greenwood’s widowed father was the only jonmedll father to
request the return of his children. He applied for them in April 1902, and shatiifeecovered
his health and can give the boys a hofieThe fact that it was overwhelmingly mothers who
applied for HOF residents after their health improved suggests #s that maternal iliness
posed to the stability of asylum children’s families overall, ancirgytdemonstrates that there
was a group of children in the HOF whose stay was only temporary, until thikiers’ health
improved.

Though there is no evidence that any BOA parents appealed for the return of asylum
inhabitants because their health had improved or because of parentalisgmmanother group
of parents asked for the return of their daughters and sons because {dese wiere of age.
Annie Jacobs’ mother applied to have the girl returned to her in Octoberat®&Béxplained that
the reason for her request was the girl's age. Annie was fourteesnoj@and was thus eligible
to exit the BOA®® Other family members timed their appeals to coincide with childrenintly
gained eligibility for dismissal as well. Ernest Montgomery'sxdraother [Mrs. Forest]
appealed for his release in June 1882, when the boy was fourteen years old andittoenoddn

longer in the asylum,” and the fathers of Louis and Alger Browning and Hangi®acted in a

33 |bid., Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, HistorieSophie and Willie Hirt; Registers, Book 8, 1896-298xamples of
James Milton Fisher, Irene Douglass, Clarence aswhONhite; Registers, Book 10, 1903-1910, Accadiftoward
James Wheeler. For other cases in which mothitisfiemaries and soon after appealed to HOF adstriators for
their children, see: WC, HOF, Registers, BookB4t&864, History of Sarah Donald; Registers, Booklarch 1860-
March 1870, History of Maggie Sutton; RegisterspB8, 1896-1902, Documents involving Clarence atmiele
Williams, Esther Miller, Henrietta Kirsch. Thereere a few mothers who had not been in residencgitmaries for
their illnesses, and who returned to the HOF feirtbhildren as soon as they had recovered thaitheefer to WC,
HOF, Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Reéar Maggie Jones; Book 6, 1884-1892, Exampleelarfy
and Carrie Simmons, Samuel and Lawrence Stein,

34 Mr. Greenwood placed these boys in the HOF inl4®92 when he was quite sick; for more informatiee the
following: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 8, 1896-19&2a¢ries for Henry Burgess and Samuel Spencer Gregthw
35WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb8b1Bieeting of October 3, 188, Notes on Annie Jacob
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similar manner, waiting until both boys were of age to present theicafiphs for dismissaf
As these examples suggest, BOA residents’ parents usually madestngssts, though there
were a few children, such as Ernest Montgomery, Alverda Davis, anddHémbhes, who
proved exceptions to this pattern, and whose grandmother, or siblings retuctach ttlhem

from the asyluni! There is no evidence that the relatives of HOF children waited biititen
were of age and then appeared at the asylum to appeal for their return, @osetiee of such
appeals certainly suggests more stringent dismissal rulesiwelisce and were enforced at the
BOA than at the HOF.

Did asylum officials make inquiries into the family members who appbethe return of
children?

Asylum administrators in Baltimore and Liverpool did make inquiries $oime of the
family members who applied to have the care of children, but in bothtbigies investigations
occurred irregularly, and were not compulsory parts of the dismissal groces

In Baltimore, the inspection of relatives and their situations werenazhfo the BOA,
where officials occasionally scrutinized the appeals childfamsly members made. The BOA
Board’s earliest mention of these familial investigations happenkthich 1835, when its
members ordered the BOA Visiting Committee to make inquiries about wiogthet Catharine
Sullivan’s sister and Caroline Pergoy’s cousin were suitablevio the care of these girf.
There were no other mentions of this type of familial examination duringitbeing two
decades, and it was not until the 1880s that the BOA Board began to look moratfyaqte

relatives seeking the dismissal of BOA inhabitants. BOA officiaderinquiries into the

3 |bid., Board Minutes, September 1881-December 1BRB®ting of June 5, 1882, Notes on Ernest Montggme
Meeting of April 1, 1889, Discussion of Louis Broiwg; Meeting of March 6, 1893, Minutes concerninariy
Dennis; Meeting of June 4, 1894, Account of Algeo\Bning.

87 Alverda Davis' married sister [Mrs. Wilson] apmiéor the girl’s dismissal in March 1886, and Harélolmes’
brother asked for his return in December 1892. rRare on these cases, see: WC, BOA, Board MinSegstember
1881-December 1895, Meeting of June 5, 1882, Dsonf Ernest Montgomery; March 1, 1886, Notebrerda
Davis; Meeting of December 5, 1892, Focus on Hakmtines.

BWC, The Orphaline Society, January 1819-Januaby 1Bleeting of March 2, 1835, Accounts of Cathafudlivan
and Caroline Pergoy.
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appeals for dismissal filed by Willie Frederick's and Fieldet Wallace Martindale’s mothers in
November 1883 and April 1884, as well as into the applications made by the familyers of
Walter Butler, Ambrose Whaley, George and Frederick Green, and ottdrenHiletween 1884
and 1910 before deciding whether or not to allow the return of these clildféw rise in the
number of these investigations certainly suggests BOA officiale mere concerned with the
issue of relative suitability during the late nineteenth centurytthey had been in earlier
periods. Yet these evaluations continued to occur haphazardly and renmaopgmaal element
of the dismissal process at the BOA.

Asylum officials at the LFOA and LAOB also investigated family rbens seeking the
return of children, though as in Baltimore, these inquiries occurred ondguently, and were
not a precondition to the departure of a child. LFOA officials first mentidinis type of
investigation in February 1874, when they decided to make inquiries aboigt Nemrich’s
aunt, who had asked to have the girl dismissed t&’hBuring the 1880s and 1890s, LFOA
authorities made similar inquiries when the family members oflidsBettina Foust, Ellen
Prescott, and Elsie Mossman applied to remove these girls, yet thiof yqgreitiny remained rare

overall when it came to Liverpool asylum girls’ relatiVesAt the LAOB, these inquiries were

%9 See the following for the appeal Walter Butler'ada for him: WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September1:88
December 1895, Meeting of November 5, 1883. Forination on the application Mrs. Martindale lodgeith BOA
officials for the return of her two sons and on limys themselves, see the following: WC, BOA, Badinutes,
September 1881-December 1895, Meetings of ApdlBB4 and May 5, 1884; BOA, Admission Books, Book 6,
Males, 1887-1898, Entries for Fielder and Wallacatiidale. For other cases in which BOA officimlgestigated
children’s relatives, see: WC, BOA, Board Minut8eptember 1881-December 1895, Meeting; Meetindsioé 2,
1884 and July 7, 1884, Discussion of Walter Bufiéeeting of October 5, 1885 and November 2, 18&8e®f
Ambrose Whaley; Meeting of November 2, 1885, Acdewi George and Frederick Green; Meeting of Ma9318
Notes on Rosy Schaffer; Meeting of October 1, 1885tories of Alice and Bessie Groves; Board Misuté&pril
1905-Decmeber 1915, Meetings of November and Deeed09, Example of Vjera Campbell.

40 SHSR, Minutes, LC, May 1870-August 1892, Meetifigebruary 4, 1874.

41 It remains unclear from surviving LFOA documewtsether or not Bettina Foust's Uncle and Ellen Botis Aunt
were granted custody of these children; asyluntiaff said nothing more about the results of irigaibns into these
relatives. Elsie Mossman'’s stepfather asked femih’s return in April 1909, and the LC sent seleommittee
members to discuss the matter with this man thmesaonth. The Visitors reported that Elsie’s sépfr had
recently found employment with the Mersey Dock &tabour Board, and determined he was a “very reapkc
man” who was in a “position to give Elsie a goodriey” they agreed to return the girl to him that samonth. SHSR,
Minutes, LC, May 1870-August 1892, Meetings of keliy 2, 1881 and March 2, 1881, Notes on BettinsEo
Minutes, GC, February 1882-March 1903, Meetinguby 2, 1891, History of Ellen Prescott; Minutes, L&ptember
1892-December 1911, Meeting of June 6, 1894; MgetfrApril 1909, Notes concerning Elsie Mossmaior F
additional examples, see: SHSR, Minutes, LC, M3§0tAugust 1892, Meeting of January 5, 1887, Disicusof
Rose Coveney; Minutes, GC, February 1882-March 1BR&ting of July 4, 1894, Discussion of Edith dsbn.
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even more limited in their scope. The only investigation LAOB offigiadsitioned prior to 1900
occurred in May 1879, when they stated that Thomas McGirty would be allowed toigo to h
sister “if upon enquiry by Mr. Bolton, it seems desiraifelh the early years of the twentieth
century this pattern reversed, as LAOB administrators increasedithigers of inquiries they
conducted into the family members asking for the return of LAOB boys, and LEDArdies
virtually ceased investigations. At the LAOB, the sisters of 3arhemas, Albert Price, and
Joseph Calveley, the brothers of Fred Rogan and Thomas Boothroyd, and the Ullicésiof A
Averill all found themselves subject to this type of inquiry in respdagheir appeals for the
return of these boy8. The numeric increase in these investigations at the LAOB suggest
increased diligence on the part of the LAOB Committee, yet as imia#j these inquiries
continued to occur only sporadically.

Was there a group of asylum children in both cities who were reqularhisdied to their
relatives?

Asylum officials in Liverpool returned a large group of girls and alemnumber of
boys to their relatives because the children in question were unfitrforeseln August 1851,
LFOA officials realized Emma Stone was “delicate and asthmatic,” et they dismissed the
girl two years later, it was not via indenture as a servant, boeteare of her relativés. They
continued to return unhealthy children in this manner, and though some girls Sarala8lack,
Annie Higgins, Elizabeth Brocklebank, Mary Johnson, and Ellen Prescott weeetol had

achieved, or were over their age of majority at the time of their diamibere was also a

42 Thomas McGinty was dismissed to his relatives iyést 1879; for the history of this boy, refer ®HSR, Minutes,
Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861-June 1883, Me@tinday 26, 1879, Focus on Thomas McGinty. Forenmm
this boy and his dismissal from the asylum, refer $HSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, February5tBiovember
1886, Meetings of May 1879 and August 1879, Disicussf Thomas McGinty.

43 Albert Price, Fred Rogan and Thomas Boothroydeveent to their siblings, but James Thomas waslisotissed to
his sister. Whether or not Joseph Calveley antedlAverill were returned to their relatives rensaimclear from
LAOB documents. For the histories of these boyanene the following: SHSR, Minutes, Miscellanepdsnorable
Secretary of the Committee, May 1900-February 184gkting of October 8, 1900, Account of James Thema
Meeting of April 10, 1905, Discussion of Albert & Meeting of September 14, 1908, History of Jhsealveley;
Meeting of Februay 10, 1902, Notes on Fred RogagetMg of September 14, 1903, History of ThomastBoyd,;
Meeting of September 12, 1904, Account of AlfredeAil.

4 SHSR, Discharge Registers, Female Orphan Asylurgust 1840-August 1863, Entry for Emma Simpson &ton
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number of unwell girls who were dismissed to relatives well beéfag reached the age of
sixteen® In all of these cases, the reason why girls were returned to relatagethe same.
These girls were “unfit for domestic service,” or “delicate,” #ngs ineligible for the normal exit
arrangements asylum officials usually made for LFOA inhabif4nBy 1910, LFOA officials
had dismissed at least fifty-one girls in this manner, and this group oflinyhgiels comprised

the largest contingent of LFOA inhabitants dismissed to relativest the LAOB, this type of

4 SHSR, Minutes, LC, May 1870-August 1892, Meetififovember 4, 1874, Case of Sarah Black; Minut&, L
September 1892-December 1911, Meeting of Novemb®894, Notes on Ellen Prescott; Meeting of Mag895,
Discussion of Elizabeth Brocklebank; Admission Re&gjis, Female Orphan Asylum, November 1882-Jari&8%,
Cases of Elizabeth Brocklebank, Mary Johnson, Bflesscott. For additional examples of such gigfer to: SHSR,
Discharge Register, Female Orphan Asylum, Augud40i8ugust 1863, Account of Mary Ann Halpin; Minuté<,
May 1870-August 1892, Meeting of June 5, 1878, ston of Augusta Bradbury, Meeting of January8l79l,
Account of Ann Bell, March 4, 1880, Focus on MamgaCrilley; Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asyl April
1867-February 1875, Examples of Augusta Alice BuaglpAnn Bell, and Margaret Crilley; Minutes, LCe@ember
1892-December 1911, Meeting of June 5, 1896, Dsonof Clara Williams, Meeting of April 1, 1896a€e of
Hannah Waterhouse, Meeting of December 2, 1896\Nm Jane Clementine Laurenson, Meeting of Octb®ie4,
Notes on Agnes Rogers; Admission Registers, Fe@giban Asylum, November 1882-January 1895, Hisbbry
Clara Williams, Hannah Waterhouse, Jane Clemehtieenson, Mary Johnson; Discharge Register, Fe@iglhan
Asylum, February 1889-April 1904, Records of FlaretWilliams, Ethel C. Lawrence, Georgina Hoos, Marisaac;
Minutes, LC, October 1900 Admission Registers, Her@aphan Asylum, February 1895-April 1907, Entfies
Agnes Rogers. For accounts of girls who were dised well before they were sixteen to relativesibse of their
poor health, examine the following: SHSR, DiscleaRggister, Female Orphan Asylum, August 1840-Aug863,
Case of Mary Ann Hind; Minutes, General Committéehruary 1882-March 1903, Meeting of June 6, 18@6punt
of Isabella Waterson; Minutes, LC, September 18@2dmber 1911, Meeting of September 5, 1894, Caktanf
Spears, Meeting of June 5, 1895, Notes on Esthed Wéeeting of June 3, 1896, Account of Ellen WilsMeeting of
Admission Registers, Female Orphan Asylum, NoveriB82-January 1895, Entries for Isabella Waterstary Jane
Spears, Esther Ward, Minnie Ellen Wilson; DischaRggister, Female Orphan Asylum, February 1889141904,
Entries for Viola Melrose Bate; Jane Ellen Bootltplylary Elizabeth Brumfitt; Ada Boycott; Ada ChesteEsther
Jackson Fillingham; Ann Wilson; Ann Thomas; Isabélloore; Lilian Ryan; Elizabeth McDowell; Bessiern
Cunningham.

46 |FOA officials regularly used these terms to dimrthe girls in group; see SHSR, Discharge Registemale
Orphan Asylum, August 1840-August 1863, Exampl®afy Ann Hind; Minutes, LC, May 1870-August 1892,
Meeting of November 4, 1874, Case of Sarah Bladkefihg of August 4, 1875, Account of Mattie Browieeting
of March 1, 1882, Case of Catherine Alice Balmeegting of October 4, 1882, Discussion of Emma Rumdybi
Minutes, GC, February 1882-March 1903, Meetingufel6, 1896, Account of Isabella Waterson; Meetihg
February 3, 1898, Discussion of Mary Johnson; Cisgh Register, Female Orphan Asylum, February #889-
1904, Histories of Viola Melrose Bate, Jane EBsothroyd, Mary Elizabeth Brumfitt.

47 SHSR, Discharge Register, Female Orphan Asylungusul840-August 1863, Example of Mary Ann Hind;
Minutes, Ladies Committee, May 1870-August 1892etg of November 4, 1874, Case of Sarah Black;tMgef
August 4, 1875, Account of Mattie Brown; MeetingJafnuary 1, 1879, Notes on Mary Ellen Baron; MeetihMarch
1, 1882, Case of Catherine Alice Balmer; Meetin@ofober 4, 1882, Focus on Emma Robbins; Meetingaf 6,
1891, Examples of Annie Higgins and Mary E. Leesbfinutes, LC, September 1892-December 1911, Mgetfn
September 5, 1894, Notes on Mary Spears; Meetidpgémber 7, 1894, Account of Ellen Prescott; Megtf May
1, 1895, Cases of Elizabeth Brocklebank, Elizahettister, and Minnie Barnwell; Meeting of June B93,
Discussions of Esther Ward and Isabella Watersaetvg of February 5, 1896, Example of Clara Witi&a Meeting
of April 1, 1896, History of Hannah Waterhouse; Meg of June 3, 1896, Minutes concerning Ellen WfilsMeeting
of December 2, 1896, Case of Jane Laurenson; MeetiRebruary 2, 1898, Discussion of Mary Johnddeeting of
September 7, 1898, Example of Ada boycott, Meatingune 7, 1900, Record of Ada Chesters; Meetingatbber 2,
1891, Notes on Ann Wilson; Meeting of May 7, 19DBnutes about Annie Thomas; Meeting of Septembd982,
History of Isabella Moore; Meeting of October 1029 Case of Ethel Lawrence; Meeting of January9®31 Account
of Georgina Hoos; Meeting of May 6, 1903, Noted oRyan; Meeting of November 4, 1903, Discussioiofisaac;
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return was less common, though LAOB officials did resort to these typesnaisdals in
particularly difficult cases. The LAOB Committee sent thueramed boys to their relatives in
December 1871 because they had “some physical defect” that preventiedsdftien placing
them as apprentices. One of these boys stammered “very badly,” amathieery near
sighted,” and the third was “small and weak for his age and deli€ateXOB officials returned
these children because they, like LFOA officials, understood unhealtbyerhds unsatisfactory
candidates for service and their relatives as the logical ratspé children who did not meet

asylum criteria for normal placement.

Why did orphanage officials refuse to return children to some familyhessh

Asylum officials in Baltimore and Liverpool refused to return some chiltiveheir
family members because they identified some aspect of thesea®krd unacceptable, or
because the children involved were too young to leave the asylums. Yet Lir@istichtors
also denied some relatives requests for children becauselthegived did not approve of
these proposals.

In some cases in Baltimore in which orphanage administrators idéméfegives as
undesirable, they objected to the association between the relativetiomaes alcohol. The
HOF Committee refused to return Mary Jamieson to her parentsrah NI&61 because they
were intemperate and because Mrs. Jamieson was often in the AImSh&@a.officials
denied relatives’ applications for dismissal as well when theydeheeinfluence of alcohol.
The BOA Managers rejected Mrs. Mink’s application for her daughter LeuWiihterode in

April 1891, as well as the appeals Willie Myers’ Aunt and Franklin Janegher [Mrs.

Meeting of March 1905, Focus on Lily Howells; Distge Register, Female Orphan Asylum, February ¥§89-
1904, Records of Viola Melrose Bate, Jane EllentBayd, Mary Elizabeth Brumfitt, Lillian Lyon.

48 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, October 186%0er 1874, Meetings of November and December 1871,
Discussion of three unnamed boys with health praobleFor additional children that LAOB administratdismissed
to relatives because their health issues precltidad from normal placements, see the following:S8HMinutes,
Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861-June 1883, Cadetuf Briscoe; Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, Octd&69-
October 1874, Meeting of March 1870, Accounts ofBardman and Thomas Sharples; Meeting of Janugt¥,1
Focus on two unnamed boys.

4 WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Case ofyMamieson.
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Freeburger] made for these boys in March 1895 because of these womerts diltahol.
According to BOA officials, Mrs. Mink resided in a “saloon,” and would takewvti#a to live in
this establishment, Willie’s aunt ran a saloon, and Mrs. Freeburgamwearried to a man who
“drank and was harsh” to her s8hYet orphanage officials in Baltimore did not always identify
the problem with relatives as alcohol. In some cases, BOA and HORlsfiitijected to the
character of some of the family members asking for the return dfehil HOF authorities
declined Mrs. Catlin’s request for the return of her daughter Jennidindfg 1862 because they
believed her to be “a depraved mother” whose home was in a “wretched conalittbowhose
character was questionable, though they never specified what it was adatietttbat was
problematic. BOA Managers also rejected the appeals Isabekaniafss mother and Vijera
Campbell's aunt made in April 1897 and November 1909 because they regardedtineseas
“undesirable” and ‘irresponsible and inconsequéhtBaltimore asylum administrators clearly
understood these family members as unacceptable custodians oflittteacted to keep
asylum residents away from them.

Liverpool orphanage administrators also denied relatives’ appeal®foatthin of
asylum children because they objected to some aspect of the individudled, though these
types of rejections occurred only at the LFOA, and were far less commarenpaol than they

were in Baltimore. Between 1840 and 1910, LFOA officials discussed only two aseh cThe

%0 This marked Mrs. Mink’s second unsuccessful apfmeahe return of her daughter. Mrs. Mink’s fiegiplied for
the girl in April 1890, and in that instance, BOfficals offered no explanation as to why they a@ehher request. For
information on Leuwilla Winterode, refer to: WCQOB,, Board Minutes, September 1881-December 189%tikig of
April 7, 1890; Meeting of April 6, 1891; BOA, Adng®n Books, Book 5, Girls Only, 1882-1900, Caséaiwilla
Winterode. For the histories of Willie Myers andhfklin Jones, refer to the following: WC, BOA, &d Minutes,
September 1881-December 1895, Meeting of Marct835 1Histories of Willie Myers and Franklin Jon@simission
Books, Book 4, Boy's Book, 1847-1893, Account ofli¥iMyers

51 Jennie Catlin’s mother persisted in her effortsviio the return of her daughter, and eventuallgdia lawyer to
pursue this course of action. HOF officials nateat Mrs. Catlin believed her daughter had beeartdfom her in the
first place because she was a Catholic. The HGFsean advised by counsel to transfer Jennie tl&t’'s Orphan
Asylum, which was a Roman Catholic orphan asylumBattimore City; for the account of this girl, se&/C, HOF,
Registers, Book 2, March 1861-March 1870, Examplieanie Catlin. For the accounts of Isabella \Wige and
Vjera Campbell, examine: WC, BOA, Board Minutasmd 1895-October 1897, Meeting of April 1897, Disian of
Isabella Wiseman; Board Minutes, April 1905-Decentt#15, Meeting of November 1909, Notes on Vjeranghell.
For the example of another such case, examine: B@@, Board Minutes, June 1895-October 1897, MgetihMay
4, 1896, Discussion of the Chenowith siblings; VBOA, Admission Books, Book 5, Girls Admitted, 188390,
Records for Susan Olive and Maud H. Chenowith.
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first of these occurred in October 1874 when Mrs. Ellison asked to removesteelsuisa
Banks from the asylum, and the second happened in June 1886, when Rose Coveney’s uncle
requested her dismissal. The problem with Mrs. Ellison’s appeal wasngbthan herself, but
her neighborhood, which did not mesh with the Ladies’ middle-class notions of afatw
appropriate living situation for a LFOA girl. In their rejection of hepeal, the Ladies focused
specifically on her residential setting, noting that the “neighbourhood whereElison lived
was considered unfit for a young girf."The Ladies refused the application Rose Coveney’s
Uncle made for similar reasons. A member of the LFOA Ladies Conemitiged this man’s
household in June 1886 and concluded both his home and his family were unsatisfactory to have
the care of this gifl® In both of these cases, LFOA relatives proved remarkably similaeito t
counterparts in Baltimore. These family members failed to sasgfura officials’ standards of
acceptability when it came to the dismissal of asylum children, anel denied the return of their
kin.

BOA and LFOA administrators occasionally refused to release asyligdenmtssto their
relatives because the children involved were too young for dismissaln Mi&Vallace asked
to have his sons James and William sent to him in June 1882, BOA authoritieheidgg tof the
boys as the impediment that prevented them from acceding to his request.ingctmtde BOA
Managers, these boys were “too young to be bound out,” and were thus inéigiitenissal.
This was certainly true in the case of William, who was not yet faurteeugh James had
already achieved the age of fourteen and was clearly old enough to leaveAtfié BOA
authorities refused to release Susie Phillips and Mary and Joshea limause of their youth as
well. BOA administrators rejected the February 1887 application Susegidmgother [Mrs.

Huffington] filed because the girl was sixteen, and still two years stheaige at which she

52 SHSR, Minutes, LC, May 1870-August 1892, MeetinfjSeptember 2, 1874 and October 7, 1874, Focus on
Louisa Banks.

53 |bid., Meeting of June 2, 1886, Discussion of RGseeney.

54WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb8b1Bieeting of July 3, 1882, Discussion of Mr. Vdak;
Admission Books, Book 4, Boy's Book, 1847-1893, ri&rst for James and William Wallace.
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would be eligible for dismissal. They explained their decision not tageleleven-year-old
Mary and seven-year-old Joshua Poole to their mother in October 1887 im &2nnilg, and Mrs.
Poole soon withdrew her application for her childfeOA officials demonstrated in their
rejection of these appeals their commitment to retaining childréreiasylum until they reached
particular ages, and they also made clear a significant differereedrethemselves and their
counterparts at the HOF, who appear to have never rejected relativestsdoutse return of
children because they believed asylum inhabitants to be too young for dismissal.

Though BOA officials were the only Baltimore orphanage authorities wihee# to
return asylum inhabitants to relatives because of these childrents ey were not the only
orphanage administrators to reject dismissal applications fared@s®n. Indeed, there was a
small group of cases at the LFOA in which asylum administrators nheateitovas the age of the
child that prevented the dismissal of children to their famiéyniers. When Amelia Clucas’
sister [Mrs. Heckman] asked to have the girl sent to her in February 18T4diks Committee
refused because the girl was “too young to leave the Asyltimiiey rejected other applications
for dismissal for the same reason, including the appeals Mabea&lliaunt made in February
1876 and John Cunliffe lodged in June 1877 for the return of his sister Elizabeth. didw La
Committee informed Mabel’s aunt that her application would have to widithengirl reached
the age of sixteen, when she would be eligible for dismissal from the LFOAhendeferred
John Cunliffe’s application for a year, so that fifteen-year-oldabketh might achieve the age of

majority>’

SSwWcC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb8b1Bieetings of February 7, 1887 and October 37188
For another case in which BOA officials denied latiees’ appeal to return a child because therattes too young,
see: WC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Deeerh®95, Meeting of October 1, 1888, DiscussioMcs.
Myers.

%6 SHSR, Minutes, LC, May 1870-August 1892, Meetifiebruary 2, 1874, Notes on Amelia Clucas.

57 Ibid., Account of Mabel M. Williams; Meeting of da 6, 1877, Discussion of Elizabeth Cunliffe. Eoother
example of relatives whose appeals for the retitF@A girls were denied because LFOA officialsrdiied the
girls as too young for dismissal, refer to: SH&Rutes, Ladies Committee, September 1892-Decetbet,
Meeting of February 7, 1894, Minutes on Sarah Cappe
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In a few instances at the LFOA, the impediment to a resident’s dismi&sahe child
herself. LFOA officials denied the appeal Maria Cartwright's cousideno have the girl sent to
him in April 1855, not because they were opposed to this application, but becaissévisigr
decidedly declined going to her relatives” and told officials she &pred to be apprenticed®”
Sarah Dinsbury articulated similar sentiments in March 1891, atdsrbther-in-law wrote
“begging” to have the girl dismissed to his wife and himSeRoth girls voiced their direct
opposition to their family members’ requests, and their resistanbede arrangements led
LFOA administrators to reject these proposals outright. The ee@sbdms for Maria Cartwright's
and Sarah Dinsbury’s rejections of these proposals remains uncleah&sortiving LFOA
records, but it is clear that this type of inhabitant-originagéasal of relatives’ appeals was
unique to the LFOA. There is no evidence that LAOB or BOA children resestaity fmembers’
appeals in this manner and in the one instance at the HOF when a child]fiviaeson] did tell
asylum officials she did not wish to return to her parents, officials lnaadyl decided not to
return the girl because of parental intemperdhcEhe fact that a few LFOA girls were not only
able to articulate their feelings about being dismissed to thatives, but were able to refuse
such placements suggests some female Liverpudlian asylum residgritavegossessed more
options than their male counterparts in Liverpool and their male andef@mahterparts in

Baltimore when it came to dismissal.

What lengths did relatives go to in order to recover children from themsyl

In theory, the return of asylum children to relatives was supposed to beght&irevard
process, in which asylum authorities either granted or denied thesetee@ungl this decision was
final. Yetin their dealings with asylum children’s’ relatives, Batire and Liverpool orphanage

administrators encountered a group of men and women who did not understand the dismissal

%8 |bid., Meeting of April 1, 1885, Case of Maria Garight
%9 |bid., Meeting of March 4, 1891, History of Safmsbury.
80WcC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Case ofyMamieson.
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process in this way. These family members were determined to retiddren, and they
employed a variety of tactics to get their children back. Relaitiviesth cities engaged in
repeated requests for these children in an effort to wear asylumlsffioian and obtain custody
of them, though it was only in Baltimore that some family members turnedatioofificials for
assistance as well. Parents of children in Baltimore also won teyposiody of children and
then attempted to keep children permanently, or simply stole children out sfthma without
officials’ permission.

In Baltimore, the relatives of some HOF residents made repeatedtetubave the
children dismissed to their care, or appealed to local courts or commuitigi®for assistance
in their quests to obtain their kin. Christiania Myer’s father made frégureh‘very annoying”
visits to the HOF in June 1862, and these visits, as well as Mr. Miegat to “put an end to his
existence if he did not get possession of the child,” culminated in HOBraigs return of
Christiania to her father. The relatives of other HOF inhabitaraseatployed persistent appeals
to win back children. HOF Committee Members “reluctantly resignedé KicQuillan to her
mother’s care in September 1864, after Mrs. McQuillan filed repeafdidatpns to have the
girl dismissed to her, and they sent George Keys back to his mother in ICkQ6kein light of
her “determination to have hini*” A few relatives depended not on their own agency, but on the
assistance of Baltimore officials to regain the custody of childrearl@te Hill's mother asked
the Reverend Rowland of the Franklin Square Baptist Church for help inltbe¥8B1, and
Charles, John and Mary Scharman’s father turned to a local JustieeRéace in April 1900 for
assistance. The Reverend Rowland “urged” HOF officials to returndfieaind HOF officials
subsequently sent the girl to her mother. Mr. Scharman, meanwhile, densahisisditness to

care for his children to the unnamed judge, and won their return with a cdertloat awarded

51 |bid., Record for Kate McQuillan; Registers, Bdgkl1896-1916, Case of George Keys.
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him custody’? Relatives in Baltimore used the influence of local officialsyel as their own
persistence, to regain the care of children whom Baltimore asylum Isffizie not intended to
return to these individuals.

LFOA officials also found themselves dealing with a population of reativho refused
to take no for an answer when it came to dismissal requests, and who proesdeisistent as
their HOF counterparts in Baltimore. The Ladies Committee réfisefirst appeal Mrs.
Heckman made for her sister Amelia Clucas in February 1874 on the grounds thatths tpo
young, but Mrs. Heckman would not be deterred, and made a second appeal forhikee girl t
following month. The Ladies Committee referred this request to ther&eCommittee in an
effort to again dissuade Mrs. Heckman from her application, but she cehtonparsue the
matter. In April, Mrs. Heckman actually rejected the earlier writtepeals she had made in
favor of an appearance in front of the Ladies, in order to “press hertcdaemove her sister,”
and that same month the Ladies Committee yielded Amelia to hev'ssistire. Mrs. Heckman's
determination ultimately thwarted LFOA officials’ efforts to keep&lia away from her, as did
the Mr. Harrison’s persistence. Mr. Harrison first appealed toddesk Committee for his niece
Annie Harrison in January 1885, and the matter was referred to the Geaemaiittee, which
denied this appeal. Mr. Harrison refused to accept this rejectioimwed to submit additional
petitions for the girl's return in February and March, and finally achievadaysf Annie in
April of that same yedt. The relative ease with which Mr. Harrison and Mrs. Heckman obtained
the LFOA girls they were seeking demonstrates the trouble that soenmhed and persistent
relatives caused for asylum officials was not limited tdiBalre.

Parents in Baltimore did not limit their efforts to reclaim claldfrom the asylums to

only repeated requests or appeals to local officials. One group of relatisggdipermission to

52 |bid., Book 6, 1881-1892, Entries for CharlottdlHRegisters, Book 8, 1896-1902, Cases of Chakledohn J., and
Mary E. Scharman.

53 SHSR, Minutes, LC, May 1870-August 1892, Meetifidpril 1, 1874, Case of Amelia Clucas. For more
information on this case, see: Minutes, LC, Mayd-8wugust 1892, Meetings of February 4, 1874 andcMd, 1874,
Discussion of Amelia Clucas. See SHSR, Minutes, Bfbruary 1882-March 1903, Meetings of Januaty886,
February 8, 1886, and March 4, 1886, History of iértarrison.
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remove children temporarily from the orphanages because they had planned spetddbe the
children, and then kept children permanently. BOA authorities permitted Brad&rs to have
her daughter Isabella Wiseman on the girl's birthday in March 1897, and Hidialsfallowed
Clara and Beulah Lewins and Lula and Annie Earnest to go with their mathdes¢h 1895 and
May 1899, so the former could visit some relatives who had traveled to Batimsee them,

and so the latter could supposedly have family pictures fAkenall of these cases, the outcome
was the same. Mothers retained permanent custody of these girls, arehdailéd to reenter
the orphanages. In other cases, parents were allowed to care for childrgrittuBOA

summer vacation, but were expected to return them when the BOA reopemedaih t The
fathers of Edith Myers and Mary Stahl, and the mothers of Mary and Maldbaran, Midgie
Kennard, and Ogle Tall were all granted the care of their childineing the summer break, and
opted to retain permanent custody of these BOA inhabitaritsemains unclear why almost all
of the children recovered in this way by parents were female, though sohesefirls,

including Isabella Wiseman, Clara Lewins, Lula Earnest, and Mary S&ableld enough to
provide assistance to adults within the family household, in whatever awasinecessary. It

is also unclear in a number of these cases why asylum officials wgreitimg to grant
temporary custody to family members. Though BOA officials objectedrso 8&unders
permanent custody of her daughter because she “had no home and was known to behanfit for t

care of the child,” they and their HOF counterparts did not make cleathehypposed the

4 BOA officials were equally determined to keepblsiéa away from her mother, because Mrs. Saunders ho
home and was known to be unfit for the care ofcthitel.” They had police officials summon Mrs. Sders and
Isabella to the Northwest Police Station, but Iateemother refused to give the girl up. The asyls legal advisor
[Mr. Wade] asked Mrs. Saunders if she would allbes man who had placed the girl in the asylum tameshis
guardianship of her, and Mrs. Saunders consentddstarrangement. The matter was resolved inrmerathat was
satisfactory to everyone involved in the case.tRercase history of Isabella Wiseman, refer to: ,\®OA, Board
Minutes, June 1895-October 1897, Meeting of March8B7, Discussion of Isabella Wiseman; Admissioolg,
Book 5, Girls Only 1882-1890, Entry for Ella Isah®lseman. The records for Clara and Beulah Lewmsthe
Earnest sisters can be found in the following sestirdVC, HOF, Registers, Book 6, 1881-1894, Cak€$ama P. and
Beulah Lewins; Registers, Book 8, 1896-1902, Exas\pff Lula and Annie Earnest. For an examplegiflavhose
sister removed her in this way, please see: WCQA B&imission Books, Book 13, Female Admissions,1:9913,
History of Pearl M. Kraft.

5 Wwc, BOA, Admission Books, Book 5, Admitted, Gifisly, 1882-1890, Accounts of Mary and Martha Klaasm
Book 13, Female Admissions, 1901-1913, Recorddtidgie B. Kennard; Edith B. Myers, Mary Stahl; Adsgion
Books, Book 12, Male Group, 1901-1913, Account gféDNesley Tall.
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outright dismissal of the other children in this group to their relafiv&¥hat is quite clear from
these examples is that some Baltimore parents did use the stratagpoifaey permission to
obtain the permanent return of their children.

Though the parents of some Baltimore asylum children parlayed temportoghcimso
permanent possession of children, it was HOF mothers and fathers who derhibgieen without
asylum officials’ permission. The earliest of these HOF removalsred in the late 1850s and
the 1860s, when the fathers of Maria Ollenberger, Laura and Elisabeth Pdt&tary Jones
arrived at the asylum and took these girls out without the BOA Matron’eetfsin the years
that followed, a few fathers continued to remove HOF residents withgdutrasfficials’
permission. Annie Long'’s father “knocked a plank off the fence and stothildevhile she was
playing in the yard,” in May 1878, and Edward Allason’s father lifted him overaylara fence
and walked off with the boy in April 189%. In other cases, HOF inhabitants’ mothers
engineered the removal of children without permission. During the secdraf the nineteenth
century, the mothers of Virginia Geddes, Mary and Rachel Poole, Marion Thomsagn, Ma
Connaway, Mary E. Fisher, Andrew Pfister, Harry Nebb, and George Allason tookrtira the
asylum without first obtaining the consent of the HOF Committee. Most &4 themen simply
appeared at the HOF, located their children, and fled with them, thouglotherraf Mary
Fisher did actually go to the Sunday school her daughter attended, and tookfthendhat
location® The fact that a group of HOF mothers and fathers resorted to this typamfal,

reveals that some parents in Baltimore did not believe asylumatdfitad ultimate authority

56 WC, BOA, Board Minutes, June 1895-October 1897etitg of March 1, 1897, Discussion of Isabella \Wise.

57 WcC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, EntriedMaria Ollenberger, Laura V. and Elisabeth Potaat] Mary
Jones.

%8 |bid., Book 5, May 1875-May 1881, History of Anrlieng; Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Example of &iv
Henry Allason.

5 For the accounts of these HOF residents, exarhmétiowing: WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-48Bntry for
Virginia Geddes; Registers, Book 2, March 1861-Mat870, Records of Mary and Rachel Poole; RegisBarsk 3,
April 1871-April 1875, Cases of Marion Thomson, M&onnaway; Registers, Book 6, 1881-1892, Accoahfts
Andrew Pfister, Harry Edward Nebb, George Fredefitason. For the admission record of Mary Fistsee: WC,
HOF, Register, Book 3, April 1871-April 1875, Hisyoof Mary E. Fisher.
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over their children, and demonstrates they understood it as their prezdgativnove children

when it suited them.

What lengths did asylum officials go to in order to prevent children from benopesl to
unsatisfactory relatives?

Asylum administrators in Baltimore and Liverpool did go to some extraargliengths
in their efforts to keep children away from their relatives, though #pgiroaches were quite
different. Orphanage authorities in Baltimore appealed to local ¢dfieral agencies for
assistance after they determined particular relatives posetinests to the children. Liverpool
asylum officials also asked other agencies for their help when it caocestain cases, and
actually acted in some cases to remove children from their probtekimabefore the latter ever
petitioned for the return of these children.

BOA administrators enlisted the aid of local officials and agermcieases when they
believed it was imperative to keep children away from their relatileMarch 1897, the BOA
Managers appealed to the Baltimore City police for help after Mrs. Sasuredesed to return her
daughter Isabella Wiseman to the asylum after a birthday holiday. Tiegels were
particularly worried about Isabella, as Mrs. Saunders “had no home and was krimavartfit for
the care of the child.” The police summoned Mrs. Saunders to the NW Polioa,Statl the
asylum’s legal advisor convinced her to return Isabella to the man who hiamébriglaced her
in the BOA’ BOA officials turned again to local officials for help thirteemngelater, after
Vjera Campbell's aunt applied for her and Vjera asked to see this won@h officials
contacted the Henry Watson Children’s Aid Society of Baltimore almustdiately, and asked
the organization to “place her [Vjera] in a home far enough away to asskeiation with the
relatives impossible.This appeal did not, however, yield the same success as BOA officials’

earlier appeal to the police, and Vjera ultimately ended up withumer & was only after the

“WC, BOA, Board Minutes, June 1895-October 1897etibgs of March 1, 1897 and April 1897, Focus @abédla
Wiseman.
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BOA Managers asked the local Charity Organization Society to iga¢sti/jera’s aunt and these
officials recommended Vjera’'s aunt that BOA officials decided to all@girl to remain with
this relative”" The common element in both these cases was BOA officials’ use bbfficials
and agencies. In cases in which asylum administrators hoped to keepseaatay from
children, BOA officials sometimes depended on local resources outsite BOA itself.

Asylum administrators in Liverpool also sought assistance from otbaci&s when it
came to relatives they did not believe should have the care of children thieOg\ officials did
not wait for problems to develop, as did their counterparts in Baltimarected preemptively to
keep children from their problematic kin before the latter ever petititane¢te return of these
girls. The Ladies Committee was so worried that Hetty Marshisaond “very undesirable”
relative would seek her return in 1903, and that Sarah Spencer’s “undesioétde’rwould
appeal for her dismissal in January 1909, that its members acted betbtrelpaeclude these
possibilities’”> The Ladies turned to Dr. Barnardo’s for aid with Hetty Marshée éa September
1903, in the hopes that this organization would send the girl thousands of milesawéagr
unnamed relative. The Ladies Committee emphasized that this wastloptien “both for her
health and also to get her out of the way of an undesirable friend—her only dwerjyobl.”
The Ladies Committee resorted to a less grand transport schersmatweiSarah Spencer from
her mother in January 1909, and this time appealed to the Waifs and Strays @ogainiza
Clapham to see if that organization might find a place for the girl indhet. Officials from the

Waifs and Strays Organization agreed to assist the LFOA, to have ong offtbials watch

over the girl in her new situation, and to open the Clapham facility to Spestt& on the days

" |bid., Board Minutes, April 1905-December 1915,élegs of November 1909 and January 1910, Notégjena
Campbell.

"2 SHSR, Minutes, LC, October 1900-December 1911 tidige of January 1903 and September 1903, Casettf H
Marsh; Meetings of January and October 1909, NateSarah Spencer; Discharge Register, February-O88éard,
Entry for Sarah Ann Spencer.

" bid., Ladies Committee, October 1900-Decemberl] 8eetings of January 1903 and September 1902 @fas
Hetty Marsh. LFOA authorities did not identify wieeHetty Marsh was sent after going to Dr. Barnardbiough the
majority of the children who ended up in Barnardagtitutions were transported to Canada.
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she was not workin§f. These examples reveal orphanage officials in both cities utitized t
assistance of other organizations in their efforts to prevddutifrelatives from obtaining
children, but they also make clear that LFOA officials were the @yl administrators in

either city who employed preemptive planning to preclude such developments.

What role, if any, did the family members of orphanage inhabitantsmpthe placing out
process?

The relatives of some Baltimore and Liverpool orphanage resideatsdosituations for
these children to enter once they left the asylums, though the degueeegssthey experienced
in these endeavors depended on which asylum children inhabited. Official8attiimare
asylums and at the LAOB in Liverpool allowed relatives to find positionstibdren, though
their LFOA counterparts proved far more hostile to relatives sugggsditicular places for
children to occupy. LFOA officials appeared willing to tolerate type tof familial intervention
only in cases in which extenuating circumstances made it difficult fturasgdministrators to
dismiss LFOA girls. Their opposition to relatives’ involvement in tlaeiplg-out process was in
marked contrast to LAOB officials’ dependence on family members te madt-asylum
arrangements for children. In a few instances, relatives in both ciie®diimit their
involvement in placing out to finding children positions, but actually contéiséesituations
asylum officials had already made for these children, though this gragic more common in
Baltimore than Liverpool.

There was a small group of family members in Baltimore who arrangeehpdets for
HOF and BOA residents during the 1880s and 1890s. The mothers of Charles Gosradlieand S
Hedgger returned to the HOF in April 1881 and May 1882 and asked asylum autharities f
permission to remove these children from the asylum. Both women informed asfjtiatsof

that they had obtained situations for the children, and HOF officials voiceppusition to these

" |bid., Meetings of January and October 1909, Disimn of Sarah Spencer.
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women’s actions or to the dismissal of these children from the Bi@Fthe decade that

followed, the relatives of Annie Haynes, Maggie Matthews and August iBtand employment
for them and won the return of these children as Reft the BOA, this practice was more
uncommon, though there were a few instances when family members locategraeenil
positions for asylum residents. When Edward Granger’s mother applied fagrnisshl in June
1885 and Miss Orem asked to have her son John Nelson returned to her in March 1886, both
women had already obtained situations for the boys. Mrs. Granger had “secuf&diward] a
place with Mr. Epps a Cabinet maker,” and Miss Orem had found “employment f@idiim
Nelson] at present in her linte store and expects later to give him & ttadmth cases, BOA
officials approved these requests, and though they ordered Mrs. Grapgevitle additional

proof of her character and the employment, they offered no evidence that tken awey way
opposed to relatives’ involvement in the placing-out pro€egsdeed, these examples reveal the
active role that the family members of some Baltimore asylum ehildiayed in locating
situations for children.

Relatives in Liverpool also located situations for asylum chilgifeough LFOA officials
proved far less willing than their counterparts at the LAOB or in Baltinwedlow relatives this
role, and LAOB authorities demonstrated a dependence on children'gaefatr placements
that was not evident at the LFOA or in Baltimore. During the 1870s and 18804, dffi€als
periodically rejected applications for dismissal that came froniyfanembers who assumed
they had the right to place children. When Ann Heaton’s Aunt asked LFO/alsffic dismiss
the girl in February 1872, she told them she was going to apprentice Ann to a shompoSout

That same month the Ladies Committee declined her request, and theniglioamth the Ladies

S\WC, HOF, Registers, Book 5, May 1875-November 18&tounts of Charles Gosnell, Sallie V. Hedgger.

" bid., History of Annie Haynes; Registers, Bookl881-1892, Account of Maggie Matthews; RegistBank 7,
1892-1895, Case of August Stahl.

TWC, BOA, Board Minutes, September 1881-Decemb8b1Bleeting of June 2, 1885, Account of Edward @ean
Meeting of March 1, 1886, Discussion of John Nelson
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actually apprenticed Ann to Mrs. Richard Atherton as a sefvaithe Ladies Committee also
rejected the December 1880 and May 1885 requests that M. Shaw’s grandmother and M.
Duxbery’s sister made to remove these girls from the asylum and péanérito positions. The
sentiments the Ladies Committee expressed in both these casesnilare $he Secretary told
M. Shaw’s grandmother that the “Committee took the responsibility uporséiess of
apprenticing the girl,” and M. Duxbery’s sister that “when the girl is old enobhghCommittee

will place her out.”

The Ladies Committee asserted its institutional authority witethe
statements, and reinforced that it, and not family members, possd@sateutontrol of the girls
who resided in the LFOA. The appeals Mrs. Heaton, M. Shaw’s grandmother, ancb&rnds
sister made were not rejected because of the unsuitability of thegmafsplbut rather because
these women acted impertinently and overstepped the boundary between faynifaand
institutional power.

Though LFOA officials rejected most of the applications girls’ fgmiembers made to
locate occupational situations for these children, they occasidoaty themselves enlisting the
aid of girls’ relatives. The Ladies Committee allowed theifiamembers of Jane Spencer,
Emma McClelland, Dora Drew, Florence Brooks, Gertrude Hannons and MéeysBa to take
these girls out of the LFOA during the 1880s and in the early 1900s, with the andergtthat
they and not the Ladies Committee, would be responsible for finding tinsseark®® LFOA
officials did not make clear why they supported familial involvement in theng out process in
these cases when they had opposed it outright in other instances, yet sase bidtories

suggest the Ladies Committee may have had little choice but to allsgvritlatives’

involvement. The family members of Dora Drew, Florence Brooks, and Gertrude Havaon

"8 SHSR, Minutes, LC, May 1870-August 1892, MeetinfjBebruary 7, 1882 and March 6, 1882, Minutesceaning
Ann Aspinall Heaton.

" bid., Meeting of May 7, 1884, Case of M. Duxberry

8 bid., Meeting of January 5, 1881, Account of JSpencer; Meeting of October 7, 1886, Focus on Emma
McClelland; Minutes, LC, October 1900-December 19éeting of March 1908, History of Dora Drew; Miegt of
May 1910; Meeting of October 1909, Notes on FloeeBoooks; Meeting of May 1910, Cases of Gertruderidas
and Mary Patterson.
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well outside of Liverpool and its surrounding environs, making it difficullLie®A officials to
situate these children, and prompting the turn to girls’ family mesrfoerassistance. In the case
of Jane Spencer, it was not relatives’ location that was the problenathoert the girl's age. Jane
was nineteen years old, had yet to be placed, and possessed a brother who pFD#sed L
officials in January 1881 to provide her with a situation and “in all resjpectesponsible for
her.”®" Jane Spencer and the other girls in this group posed unique problems for Li@4soff
that they did not usually encounter during their dismissal of girls, and simgady easier in
these cases for LFOA officials to include relatives, rather thantsleurinvolvement.

LAOB officials’ response to relatives who attempted to involve therasetvthe
dismissal process could not have been more different from that of tf@# t&unterparts.
LAOB authorities regularly allowed relatives who had found situations A@R inhabitants to
have the care of these boys. Between 1868 and 1910, the LAOB Committee seny-tiutesxt
boys, including WH Lester, Hanry Chadwick, John Hough, Edward Prescott, and Gegitge

family members who had located work situations for themihe employment that relatives

81 SHSR, Minutes, LC, May 1870-August 1892, Meetifiganuary 5, 1881, Notes on Jane Spencer.

82 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861e 883, Meeting of May 22, 1882, Case of WH Lester
Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, February 1874-Novenit836, Meeting of July 1875, Notes on Henry Chaélwic
Meeting of February 28, 1881, Minutes on John HoWwdiscellaneous, Honorable Secretary of the Conemitt
Minutes, May 1900-February 1914, Focus on Edwaeséttt; Meeting of February 10, 1908, Notes on Gedirail.
For the histories of other LAOB boys whose relaitiad found them situations, see: SHSR, Minutegs ®rphan
Asylum, January 1861-June 1883, Meeting of Dece®Bel1868, Notes on G. Mackinnon; Meeting of Rdy 1876,
Case of unnamed boy; Minutes, October 1869-Octb8@4, Meeting of November 1869, Notes on unnamegl bo
Meeting of April 1871, Minutes on Thomas Buchanad &obert McAdams; Meetings of March and April 1874
Discussion of Percival Gelshon; Meeting of Augu&t4, Discussion of unnamed boy; Minutes, Febru8ifb1
November 1886, Meeting of September 1875, Accotifarles Eaves; Meeting of July 1876, Case ofigfl
Harrison; Meeting of February 1878, Minutes on Wariday; Meetings of May and July 1878, Notes on Té®mm
Ranson; Meeting of July 1878, Focus on Fredericididty; Meeting of July 1879, Accounts of Archiba&tdlton and
Robert Edwards; Meetings of May and August 1878cDssion of Thomas McGinty; Meeting of August 1879,
History of James Boyd; Meeting of January 24, 188ibutes on Richard William, William Henshall, Jokivilson,
and Thomas Banks; Meeting of March 1881, Casestof Jewett and George T. Walker; Meetings of Manth May
1881, Focus on Archibald Wallace; Meeting of A, 1881, Cases of Joseph Briscoe and Henry Harrdeeting
of August 22, 1881, Histories of Walter Huddart &ifiled Bibby; Journals, Boys Asylum, December 1&%&cember
1921, Minutes for November 14-December 12, 1898¢cssions about Douglas Trowsdale and Robert Russel
Minutes for May 15-June 11, 1900, Account of WitliAVakefield; Minutes for August 11-September 100Q,9
History of Thomas Grafton; Minutes for SeptemberQdober 8, 1900, Case of Thomas Johnston; Mirfates
January 1901, Notes on Daniel McGregor; MinutedMarch 14-April 15, 1901, Focus on William Lewisjmtes for
September 9-October 14, 1901, Account of Walteddrainutes for March 10-April 14, 1902, Focus Henry
McGivern; Minutes for September 1903, History ofa@bs Lynd; Minutes for January 11-February 8, 190gtes on
George Johnson; Minutes for January 13-Februarg435, Discussions of Sidney Rankin and George a&bn
Dunning; Minutes for February 10-March 9, 1908, Epée of Edward Spread; Minutes for May 11, 1908céumnt of
Arthur Craine; Minutes for September 15-October1¥9 and October 12-November 8, 1909, Historyaaies
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located for these children varied enormously in its scope, though somsebthe were actual
apprentices. Percival Gelshon’s family members engineered his apgshigt to a homeopathic
chemist in April 1874, and the uncles of Archibald Fulton and Douglas Trowsdatged for
these boys to be indentured to a joiner and a moulder in June 1879 and DecembBeiCtBes.
LAOB boys left the asylum to reside with family and work for local tsaaen, the Liverpool
City Council, the London and Northwest Railway, or in unspecified positfotrsa few cases,
boys were even sent to relatives who promised to teach them a trad® aditnistrators
dismissed George Gordon to his uncle in April 1903 with the understanding that hd “woul
instruct him [George] in the business of a blacksmith,” and they sergySranmkin, William

Grainger, and Herbert Hadfield to uncles who were plumbers, confectionebsiwhers?

Bloomfield; Minutes for October 12-November 8, 1968cus on Richard Parry and Harry Westhead; Mitebus,
Honorable Secretary of the Committee Minutes, M@9QtFebruary 1914, Meeting of April 6, 1903, Histof
George Gordon; Meeting of November 9, 1903, Cat@bomas McLean and Edward Prescott; Meeting ofidan
11, 1904, Discussions concerning William Follettl &tarold Griffiths; Meeting of March 14, 1904, Neten William
Bushell; Meeting of March 13, 1905, Minutes on V&lith H. Grainger; Meeting of February 21, 1906, Gafdderbert
Hadfield; Meeting of September 9, 1907, Focus orRahkin; Meeting of February 10, 1908, Discussioh&dward
Spread and George Trail; Meeting of February 891 8dinutes on David Craine; Meeting of April 11,119 Notes on
LC Williams.

83 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, October 186@Ber 1874, Meetings of March and April 1874, Higtof
Percival Gelshon; Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, Eeby 1875-November 1886, Meeting of June 1879, Gase
Archibald Fulton; Journals, Boys Asylum JournalcBeber 1897-December 1921, Minutes for November 14-
December 12, 1898, Discussion of Douglas Trowsdale.

84 A number of the LAOB boys in this group ended uprking for a variety of tradesmen; William Harrisaent to
work with a wheelwright in July 1876, William Walkeld was placed with a cabinetmaker in the summé&e60,
Thomas Grafton went to work for the Engineering &&ment at Messrs. Evans Shipbuilders, William &bllvent to a
position with a local painter, and David Craine wast to work for a plumber. For the case histooiethese boys and
others who ended up in positions their relatived floand for them with tradesmen, please see: SHWBRtes, Boys
Orphan Asylum, January 1861-June 1883, Meetingemfeltnber 28, 1868, Notes on G. Mackinnon; MinuteysB
Orphan Asylum, February 1875-November 1886, Meatinguly 1876, Discussion of William Harrison; Joals,
Boys Asylum, December 1897-December 1921, Minwted/fay 15-June 11, 1900, Discussion of William Wakd;
Minutes for August 11-September 10, 1900, Focustwmas Grafton; Miscellaneous, Honorable Secretftiie
Committee Minutes, May 1900-February 1914, Meetihdanuary 11, 1904, Minutes on William Follett; &tieag of
February 8, 1909, History of David Craine. For taeords of boys whose family members obtainedtiposi for them
with the Liverpool City Council or the Liverpool diNorthwest Railway, refer to: SHSR, Journals, 88gylum,
December 1897-December 1921, Minutes for Septed®&€ctober 8, 1900, Focus on Thomas Johnston; eknfatr
January 1901, Case of Daniel McGregor; Minutesvfarch 14-April 15, 1901, Account of Williams Lewillinutes
for January 11-February 8, 1904, Discussion of Gedphnson. For LAOB boys whose relatives fouedhith
situations in unspecified trades, see the followiS$SR, Minutes, October 1869-October 1874, MeediApril
1871, Minutes on Thomas Buchanan and Robert McAgkhasting of July 1875, Case of Henry Chadwick; kiteg
of September 1875, History of Charles Eaves; MgatinJuly 1878, Focus on Frederick Hardisty; Megtifi March
1881, Minutes on John Jewett and George T. Walkernals, Boys Asylum, December 1897-December 1921,
Minutes for November 14-December 12, 1898, AccaiiRobert Russell; Minutes for October 12-Noven®et909,
Notes on Harry Westhead; Miscellaneous, Honorabtee$ary of the Committee Minutes, Meeting of Mateh 1904,
Case of William Bushell.

8 SHSR, Miscellaneous, Honorable Secretary of the@ittee Minutes, May 1900-February 1914, Meeting\pfil

6, 1903, Notes on George Gordon; Meeting of Ma@hl®05, Account of William H. Grainger; MeetingBébruary
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These histories reveal the central role that many LAOB residetésives played in obtaining
post-asylum situations for boys, and the cooperation that occurred betw@ehddministrators
and children’s family members.

LAOB officials demonstrated a real willingness to allow boys’ nedatto participate in
the apprenticeship process, yet this acceptance of family membersemasit may have
stemmed more from absolute necessity than from LAOB officials’ fiibk relatives should
play a role in the placing out process. Liverpool was infamous in theeemtbtcentury for its
large population of unemployed children. Its economy was dominated by commerce and trade,
and this marked it off as different from other towns in Lancashire likmBoDIdham,
Blackburn, and Preston, where the textile industry was of prime econopoctamce. The
emphasis on trade and commercialism in Liverpool meant a paucity ofrrdgliime
employment for Liverpudlian children that was in stark contrast to therjgiobs so many of
their peers in other parts of Lancashire were able to adju€aildren in Liverpool were most
likely to enter service-sector positions, if they were lucky enough to ficld@ositions, and the
LAOB and its efforts to indenture boys reflected the difficulties tlcatirred in Liverpool when
it came to finding positions for children.

LAOB administrators were extremely apprehensive during the lastiBrades of the
nineteenth century about finding enough apprenticeships for LAOB boys, andleboetention
of too many overage boys within the asylum. The LAOB Committee worsiedrdy as 1868
about the asylum’s ability to locate an adequate number of positions for hoysexe ready to

leave the asylum, and they decided in July of that year to place admetits in some local

21, 1906, Focus on Herbert Hadfield; Journals, Beggdum, December 1897-December 1921, Minutesdouary
13-February 13, 1905, Discussion of Sidney Rankin.

8 Michael Fielding and Michael Winstanley, “Lancashthildren in the nineteenth century,"Working Children in
Nineteenth-Century Lancashjred. Michael Winstanley (Preston: Lancashire @p&ooks, 1995), p. 9-10; Barbara
Copeland and Gavin Thompson, “The ‘Boy Labour Reoblin Lancashire” inVorking Children in Nineteenth-
Century Lancashireed. Michael Winstanley (Preston: Lancashire @p&wooks, 1995), p. 93-95. For additional
information on the dominance of Liverpool’s serveaetor and trade, as well as the limited employrapportunities
for children, refer to: John K. Waltobancashire: A Social History, 1558-198danchester: Manchester University
Press, 1987), p. 211.
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Liverpool newspapers asking for “situations for some of the B8y$tie decision to enlist the
public’s aid in this matter suggests there were too few applications foBLAa®s during the
period, and indicates LAOB officials had to adopt more flexible attitumearti non-asylum
officials’ involvement in the placing-out process than did their LFOA copatts because of this
shortage. The Committee’s decision seven months later to allow boysitoedigso apply for
situations for themselves,” confirms LAOB officials’ anxiety aboyla®s inhabitants’
placement, as well as their increased adaptability when it camlei¢h individuals could play a
role in locating situations for asylum residefits.

LAOB officials continued to voice concern about locating enough positionsyhma
inhabitants in the years that followed as well, and they sent siecgeaumbers of boys to
situations outside of Liverpool and its surrounding towns, as the city’s egaioply did not
have enough full-time, steady work for male childfenEven this out-migration of boys from
the LAOB to positions at greater distances from Liverpool did not hawegolve the dismissal

difficulties asylum officials encountered, however, and the latterasorgly turned to

87 SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, January 1861e Xi883, Meeting of July 27, 1868. At the Febru8§9
Committee meeting, asylum officials elaborated dratsuch advertisements would say, and suggestgdnbuld
read as follows: “The Orphan Boys Asylum Committeee several boys about 15 years ready for seavidewill be
obliged to any friends of the Institution who walksist them in finding situations for them.” Pkease notes for
Meeting of February 1869.

8 |bid., Meeting of February 1869.

8 For more on the enduring shortage of regular vemailable to boys in Liverpool between the secoalfl &f the
nineteenth century and the early years of the te#mtentury, refer to: Malcolm Fielding and Mieh&Vinstanley,
“Lancashire children in the nineteenth century,Wiorking Children in Nineteenth-Century Lancashad. Michael
Winstanley (Preston: Lancashire County Books, 19953-17; Barbara Copeland and Gavin Thompsohe“Boy
Labour Problem’ in Lancashire,” Working Children in Nineteenth-Century Lancashed. Michael Winstanley
(Preston: Lancashire County Books, 1995), p . B3-1These authors agree that a principal conefdriverpool’s
economy throughout this period was the lack of war&ilable to male and female children. For theedastories of
former LAOB boys dismissed to positions outsidéigkrpool and its surrounding towns during the A87see the
following: SHSR, Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, Redny 1875-November 1886, Meeting of March 1875,
Discussion of William Chadwick and James PenrosepAnts of two unnamed boys; Meeting of April 18XWbtes on
Job Steen; Meeting of July 1875, Example of Johm&g Meeting of November 1875, Cases of three medaboys
sent to London to work as clerks for the London &1 Western Railway, Account of Richard Gore; Niggf
December 1875, Minutes on John Ambrose Thorntoretig of February 1876, Histories of Thomas Bas#itljam
Drysdale, William Mitchell, and Thomas Fanvel; Magtof March 1876, Focus on Edward Taylor; Meetfidlay
1876, Notes on Daniel Foulkes; Meeting of June 1&@&mples of Richard Jones and James Brown; Mgsefin
August 1876, Case of Henry Stafford; Meeting of Bimber 1876, Account of Henry Robinson; Meeting afyM 877,
History of William Cottrell; Meeting of November I8, Minutes concerning William Manifold, Henry Lastk, and
Thomas Shaw; Meeting of November 1878, Notesaomed McCall and John Leche; Meeting of March 1880,
Account of George Drenon; Meeting of April 1881,s€af William Porter; Meeting of July 1881, ExampfeEdward
John Morris; Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, Meetirid-ebruary 1874, Histories of John Jones, Hugh slcared
William Edwards; Meeting of November 1874, NotesTénomas Parr.
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youngsters’ family members in an effort to alleviate overcrowding landetention of overage
boys in the orphanage. One notable example of this phenomenon occurred in early 1879, when
the LAOB Head Master told the Committee that there were sixteenrbsiging in the asylum
who were over the age of fifteen, and he stressed to them that “some ofgtadggtting very
old.”*®® These warnings prompted the LAOB Committee to order the Head Mastertswt the
relatives of the six oldest boys in the asylum and ask them to remove thenbigysvide for
them. The families of these boys responded quickly to these requesisysireturned to their
family members between March and May 1879, and two more LAOB resideritsJafte 1879
to go to positions their kin had secured for thHérThough asylum authorities were able to send
eight more boys to positions they had located for them, it is clear thezeneenents of crisis at
the LAOB in which there were simply too few positions available for boysfaamities provided
LAOB administrators with invaluable assistance during these pduotiking in boys or finding
situations for them.

Another period of anxiety about placements and overage boys ensued at the LAOB in
January 1885, when Committee minutes indicated that fourteen of the 147 childreagyltine
were older than fifteen, and that no one had recently approached the asgking apprentices.
By February, there were 149 children in the LAOB, and nineteen boys were past tfe ag
fifteen, which was the age at which they were to be dismissed from the 2$yllA®B
Committee members continued to worry about these issues in thedfalireter of that year. In
August they noted several boys in the asylum were almost sixteen lgeasdthere were still
no appeals for apprentices, and in November they reported no children hiad &fylum since
October, and mentioned the continued absence of applications for appréniibeshigh point

of this anxiety occurred in January 1886, when the LAOB Committee ackihgedehat there

% bid., Minutes, Boys Orphan Asylum, February 18¥&ember 1886, Meeting of January 1879.

% |bid., Meetings of March 1879, May 1879 and Ju@@al

%2 Ibid., Meeting of January 1885; Meeting of Febyu2B, 1885.

% |bid., Meeting of August 24, 1885; Meeting of Sapber 28, 1885; Meeting of November 23, 1885.
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were 149 boys in the asylum and “some of these boys are now very old; twmdarthever
sixteen years of age, and several of them are very nearly sixte€his dilemma was
compounded by the fact that no boys left the asylum during the month, nor was anyone seeking
apprentices at this time. This was a serious crisis for theB,&0d it was boys’ relatives who
once again came to the assistance of asylum officials. The farmipens of six boys removed
them from the LAOB in April 1886, and thus provided LAOB administrators witkeasure of
relief from this placement predicament. During episodes such amtivisich a number of boys
attained their majority at the same time the asylum had a limited nuiagplicants seeking
apprentices, family members relieved asylum overcrowding by finding ties places or by
accepting them into their homes.

Not all of the relatives who participated in the placing-out prodested their efforts to
finding children situations. Some family members actually involved thlwes after children
had already been placed, in an effort to terminate the arrangements affitials had made for
their children. In Baltimore, the HOF relatives who engaged in this type ofibepasved
particularly vocal about their unhappiness with asylum-arranged placemiemielia Wildt's
mother complained almost immediately after the girl was sent to theHubdisd Mrs.
Dickerson, telling HOF authorities that she objected to the woman’stiaddyger [Amelia] or of
her being indentured™ Mrs. Wildt's protests soon won her the return of her daughter, and other
relatives acted in a similar manner to end the placements of theis kiell. Mrs. Messersmith
demanded the return of her niece Catherine Newman in March 1896, though more tharswo ye
had passed since the girl’'s placement with her unnamed mistress, aiedlatin’s sister
caused her sister’'s mistress [Miss Horwitz] a “great deal abteg’ in her campaign to win her

sister's returr’® These complaints soon yielded results as well. HOF officials treesfe

94 bid., Meeting of January 25, 1886.

% WC, HOF, Registers, Book 1, 1854-1864, Examplarglia Wildt.

% WC, HOF, Registers, Book 7, 1892-1895, Historgafherine Newman: Book 8, Admissions and Monthlpdtes,
1896-1902, Entry for Mattie Lavinia Martin. Forather case in which relatives’ interfered with gaents and
expected the return of children, see: WC, HOF,ifexg, Book 7, 1892-1895, Account of Florence @eor
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Catherine back to her Aunt, and sent another girl to Catherine’s mistréesgirl's replacement,
and Miss Horwitz returned Mattie to the asylum after having theafdrver for only twelve days.
As these examples reveal, familial opposition to third-party placemert certainly not unheard
of in Baltimore, and did result in the return of some former HOF inhabitariie telatives
hostile to these arrangements.

Familial involvement in arrangements that asylum officials had alrealychildren to
appears to have occurred far less commonly in Liverpool than in Baltimorehthblegst one
example reveals it did happen at the LFOA. In April 1908, Annie McAvoy'’s tstersiasked
LFOA officials to remove the girl from her position in the laundryhatAdcote Home, though
the girl had occupied this situation for eleven months, and to dismisstheirtoare. LFOA
officials responded to this familial interference with a combinaticlactfcs that included the
leveraging of a financial penalty, delays and an appeal to the othertimstinvolved for
assistance. The Ladies Committee ordered Annie’s sisters torge foutfit the orphanage had
originally presented to the girl, and made these two women apply to the Atlmotedirectly for
the girl. They also contacted the Adcote Home to express “the great ngmetis of this
committee [the Ladies Committee] that Annie should leave Adcateqyag of their effort to
more forcefully resist the McAvoy sisters’ request. Unlike asydgiministrators in Baltimore,
LFOA officials were ultimately successful in their efforts toadlethis familial interference in
already made placements. Annie remained at the Adcote Home, won her predamoary
1911, and then left to become a cook in a new, unspecified loéatimie’s history suggests
the resistance LFOA officials engaged in when they encountered eslafiposed to children’s
placements. These officials acted out against relatives in a nthahéneir peers in Baltimore
did not, and made stronger efforts than their counterparts to actively tfamtiléal interference

in the dismissal process.

97 SHSR, Minutes, LC, September 1892-December 19EEtiNg of October 1906; Meeting of November 1906;
Meeting of April 1908, Meeting of January 1911, B®bn Annie McAvoy.

370



Conclusion

Children who ended up in the Baltimore and Liverpool orphan asylums came from
families that had disintegrated as the result of death, diseasetypal@holism, and other
realities, and that required the aid these institutions could proxida it came to dependent
children. Yet children’s residence in these institutions did not seagsmean the termination
of the relationship between children and their relatives. For manynagyhabitants in
Baltimore and Liverpool, life in the asylum marked only the temporary intgosrupf their bond
with their kin. Indeed, many of the same conditions or realities that forcedtpand other
family members to enter children into the asylums in the fiesteplvere subject to reversals that
allowed kin to return to these institutions and petition for the returniloireh, and surviving
asylum documents are filled with the accounts of relatives seekimgttlra of these youngsters.
What followed these requests most often depended on asylum officials, tamiyhmembers,
and even asylum residents played a part in shaping the outcome of thesg, appethle
arrangements made for the children involved. Many former asylum resitignisimately end
up living with their kin after their tenure in the asylums, though children itinBade had a much

greater likelihood of being dismissed to their kin than did their counmteripaLiverpool.
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Chapter 10: Conclusion

This dissertation has posed a number of different questions about nineteehth
twentieth-century orphan asylums in Baltimore and Liverpool, the children shtzdein these
orphanages, and the families that utilized these institutions. Chief ahesggis how
comparable orphanages in both cities were to one another, or if theseonstivere really more
different than they were alike. My analysis has illustrated there some significant differences
between orphanages in both cities, especially when it came to the tygeisli@h, full orphans
or otherwise, that asylum administrators proved willing to admit, and tdwalsidum officials
controlled the orphanages. Yet there were far fewer differencesetbatated these institutions
from one another than there were commonalities among them. Put simplylttme®sand
Liverpool orphanages were remarkably similar overall, especially vtleame to their staff
composition, the funding that sustained these institutions, the treatmerdiaimd) asylum
officials accorded the children in their care, the goals orphanagsespatives had for the
children, and the dismissal methods these institutions employed when iticeme send
children into the world outside orphanage walls.

Orphan asylums in both cities were staffed by Matrons or a Headmastdresad t
employees, as well as asylum teachers, were central to the dailysidition of these
institutions. Though it was most common for Matrons and Headmasters to sesyguan
disciplinarians, asylum managers in Baltimore and members of thesd &timmittee and
General Committee in Liverpool also acted in this capacity as well, asel tffecials most
commonly found themselves dealing with problematic boys. Private fundingewtaldo the
existence and continued survival of orphan asylums in both cities, though these geplasa
demonstrated a growing reliance during the second half of the nineteenity canpublic
funding. And the actual instruction that occurred in these orphanages was tdynarka

comparable as well: asylum children were segregated according emdeprovided with a
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secular education, Protestant religious instruction, and vocatiomahtyaihat they used in the
asylum and were expected to use as well after their dismissal froenrnisgtitions.

It was only during the late nineteenth century that several of these opthams altered
these arrangements. During this period the BOA began to send children to ditysphbbls
and the Liverpool orphanages placed asylum schools under national goverromeintal
Though the emphasis in both cities’ orphanages was certainly not leisuitieador the
children in residence, asylum officials did make some efforts tocetfi@se youngsters at least
some outings and celebrations each year that would take them outsitiithtans, if only on a
very temporary basis.

Gender analysis provides additional insight into the realitidsesitorphanages, and
illuminates not only who held the administrative power in these institytiortslso the nature of
the sexual division of labor that existed within these institutions digitsaas well as children.
Female asylum reformers in Baltimore were central to the adraitigst of the BOA and HOF,
and possessed more power than did their female counterparts in Liverpoolyveibise
subordinate roles to the male reformers associated with thatasgylums. Gender also played a
central role in shaping the responsibilities that female and nadbkdes had in these institutions,
and the division of labor that was in place in the orphanages. Female ésgtimars in both
cities were expected to fulfill not only their professional dutiesdagational instructors, but a
number of domestic tasks within these institutions that their maléerpants at the LAOB were
exempt from because of their sex. More flexibility was apparent whamg ¢o asylum children
and the sexual division of labor, with children of both sexes in Baltimore ardooiel
performing much of the same types of work and labor within the asylum. Indeed, ittwentiino
the late nineteenth century that this more flexible sexual divisiorbof ave way in Baltimore
to a more rigid practice in which asylum residents were to receivadtist in and perform only

that labor which asylum officials understood as gender appropriate.
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Yet my investigation is significant not only for what it makesackbout the daily
manner in which the Baltimore and Liverpool orphanages functioned, the vatligsauction
provided to young inhabitants, or about the sexual division of labor withie th&titutions, but
also for what it reveals about the continued commitment that orgésiraboth cities
demonstrated throughout much of the second half of the nineteenth centurgpgpréniceship
of children. The fact that apprenticeship was a practice ninbteentury orphanages utilized in
their placement of children is not surprising. Historians like Susde? Steven Anders, and
Timothy Hacsi have demonstrated the manner in which colonial and anteblitotions used
indenture to dismiss childrénYet the general consensus among historians who study childhood
and children is that indenture gave way in the later nineteentirgea other practices.
According to a number of scholars, children might be returned to their fapplaeed informally
in rural or country homes, or boarded in households with families to which theyuweslated,
but it was exceedingly rare, or simply unheard of, for former asylum inhabitaehd up
contractually bound to adults via indentures during this péribly. research reveals the
enduring use of apprenticeship when it came to a number of the Baltimore arpbbive
orphanages, and suggests the indenture of orphanage inhabitants wasapst aetimited
during the later nineteenth century as some historians have claimégp$my findings can be
understood as an indication of the need to reconsider this particular claing@ad a reason to
continue exploring orphanages in other locales, as well as the labor arratgyerade for these
children once it came time to leave these institutions.

Though the Baltimore and Liverpool orphan asylums were remarkably comparable

overall, the same cannot be said about the populations of children whitadhhbse institutions

! Susan Lynne Porter, “The Benevolent Asylum—ImagkReality: The Care and Training of Female Orphans
Boston, 1800-1840" (Ph.D. dissertation, Boston lg@rsity, 1984); Stephen Anders, “The History of @Welfare in
Cincinnati, 1790-1930" (Ph.D dissertation, Miamiitrsity, 1981); Timothy Hacsc§econd HomeOrphan Asylums
and Poor Families in Americ€Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1997).

2 priscilla Ferguson Clement, “Children and Chari§tphanages in New Orleans, 1817-1914yiisiana History27
no. 4 (Fall 1986): 348; Joan Gittef®gor Relations: The Children of the State in iy 1818-199¢Urbana:
University of lllinois Press, 1994), p. 21.
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between 1840 and 1910. These children were in some ways striking similar. Irtibethte
majority of orphanage residents was locally-born, healthy, and neither newboinfants. In
addition, many of these children were not the only children from their &dienter these
institutions, and they actually resided in the orphan asylums at the sagrastone or more of
their siblings. Yet the similarities between the two populationsittfren themselves did not
extend beyond these realities. Indeed, whereas nearly all Liverpool orphesidgats were full
orphans, the majority of Baltimore asylum children actuallly came from $iamehich both
parents were living. Asylum children in Baltimore entered théscitsphanages at younger
average ages than did children in Liverpool, and there was evenl goup of Baltimorean
orphans who were younger than two when they were admitted. There is no ethderRes of
the children in the Liverpool orphanages were this young at the time oéttigi. But Baltimore
children not only became residents of the city’s orphanages at yourgeoragverage, they also
remained in these institutions for shorter periods of time on avéragalid poor youngsters in
the Liverpool orphanages. And it was not only in these respects that asyidirarcin both
cities differed. Evidence suggests the absence of illegitimatesdybarscommitted children in
the orphanages in Liverpool, though a population of these types of childreenteaslyg in
residence in the HOF and BOA in Baltimore.

Conclusions about the families of origin that orphanage residentdtim&a and
Liverpool came from are more limited in their nature, because dfitfieeent types of questions
that orphanage officials posed when children were admitted into thesatimissit My analysis
does highlight, however, the role that internal disruptions in thesedarplayed in the turn to
orphanages for assistance, and suggests as least some of theissraladidifferences that
existed when it came to these families. Asylum children’s fathets @eacentrated in similar
trades in both cities, though fathers in Baltimore had a greatehbkeliof being unemployed, or
employed as transportation workers, industrial employees, or of servinganbd forces, than
did their counterparts in Liverpool, and the latter more often worked in matitities than did
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Baltimorean fathers. There was a more significant differenceckettihe families of orphanage
residents in Baltimore and those in Liverpool when it came to the paymleo&af for children’s
residence in these institutions. Indeed, there is no evidenceehafatives of children in the
LFOA, LAOB, and LIOA compensated these asylums for children’s stays, dsedianily
members of many Baltimorean orphanage inhabitants.

Additional information from each city may suggest additional avenuesngbarative
analysis when it comes to the families of asylum children in botls cittas, for example, clear
that the majority of Baltimorean asylum children were the offsprifgnoérican-born parents,
though there was a group of HOF inhabitants whose mothers and fathers wgrelfora.
These children came from homes in which mothers were far more likelyatifend to be
affected by poverty and unemployment, and to be rendered single parents bedzisieatht,
desertion, or incarceration of their husbands. lliness, disability, pretemce, and unemployment
all posed significant challenges to the stability and survival otiasghildren’s families in
Baltimore, and mothers were more often than not the parent left respdosibtsathering the
myriad of problems that commonly threatened these families. On theffirese points, the
reality in Liverpool remains unclear, as surviving asylum recoads the LFOA, LAOB and
LIOA do not make clear whether or not the majority of Liverpool orphans had pavbatwere
English by birth, or if these parents were foreigners. Yet evidencetfi@iriverpool orphanages
does suggest that the mothers in these families faced dilemmastkatimilar to those that
their counterparts in Baltimore experienced. Most of the asylum chikligwerpool came from
families in which fathers died first, and the remaining parent diedaewsars later. It is quite
possible that Liverpudlian mothers who survived the deaths of their spousieonted the same
types of social and economic problems that so many Baltimorean mothers emzbpritarto
their turns to the orphanages, and that the families of asylum children iaitiegtwere even

more similar than this study demonstrates.
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Though possible avenues of comparative analysis may remain for futotarsao
evaluate when it comes to the families of asylum children in Bakirand Liverpool, little
guestion remains as to the centrality of orphanages the population aé$ahmt turned to these
institutions. Orphan asylums offered adults options for the care ottiikiren that they would
otherwise not have possessed, and represented the private sectooss sotue difficulties that
public officials in both cities proved unwilling and unable to address. Thsti®itions provided
children with a degree of stability that was in many instances missingitwteeme to their
families of origin, and though there were a variety of experiences whamé to the children
who resided within the orphan asylums, some children formed lasting emaioomections to
the Baltimore and Liverpool orphanages. Indeed, in the period before e aflmothers’
pensions in the United States, and the expansion of social welfarsigme\and the welfare state
in England, orphanages played a critical role in the care that dependergrchi both countries

received, and this role deserves our attentio