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C. Change and Continuity at York
In 1828, the members of York’s tory benevolent societies began instituting
significant changes in the manner in which they set about providing relief to the
poor.”> What contributed most to these changes was the dramatic increase in the
number of emigrants placing demands on the Society’s privately contributed funds.
While taking pride in having provided relief to “hundreds” of individuals in previous
years, members of the Society were faced with at least this number of applications
for relief in 1828 alone. In the course of that year the Society managed to assist some
800 men, women and children, with moneys obtained from subscriptions and church
donations. Having exhausted this source of funding, the Society’s members took the
unprecedented, and for some disagreeable, step of launching a door-to-door cam-
paign. To make the task of approaching residents easier for the Society’s “Collec-
tors,” as well as to reflect the type of relief that the Society was, out of necessity,
now restricted to providing, members decided to change the name of the organisation
to The Society for the Relief of the Sick and Destitute. Despite these efforts, by the
end of 1828 the Society’s treasury had been “entirely exhausted.””®
Within a short time, these organisations began looking to the provincial govern-
ment for supplementary financial support. The founding of the York Emigrant
Asylum in 1828 marked a noticeable shift toward the increasing role of government
in financial support to “privately” initiated poor relief efforts, increasingly so in the
1830s. The person who played the most important role in establishing the Asylum
was Sir John Colborne, recently arrived in his post as lieutenant-governor. Colborne
was invited to become a patron of the local “Stranger’s Friend Society” and
participate in its annual meeting.”” Having previously been “a Member of Several
Charitable Societies, which had been productive of very general good to the Poor,”

people who benefited from the Society’s various “poor relief” efforts, it was later claimed that in
the period from 1817 to 1828 “hundreds™ had “by its exertions been rescued from the greatest of mis-
ery” (“Founding of the Benevolent Society and Emigrant Asylum” 1829, RG7 G14, vol. 55, at 8734-
8, NAC, cited in Bachre, supra note 4 at 59).

75 The Society for the Relief of Strangers in Distress was only one of the “benevolent” societies
established by members of the tory oligarchy at York. While leading male members of the local gov-
erning élite devoted their attention to operating the local “Stranger’s Friend Society,” their female
counterparts joined together to form The Female Society for the Relief of Poor Women in Childbirth.
Founded in November 1820, the Society was set up to raise funds for providing relief to poor women
“during their confinement.” The kinds of relief included gifts of food and clothing, caring for children
left unattended by birthing mothers, and paying for the services of a midwife or physician, if required.
Like its male counterpart, this Society was funded through annual subscriptions and operated by vol-
unteers. The women most actively involved, both as contributors of money and in overseeing its op-
erations, were honoured with the title of “Govemess.” In the period from 1820 to 1828, the Society
operated “under the special patronage of Lady Sarah Maitland” (“First Report of the Female Society
for the Relief of Poor Women in Childbirth” Upper Canada Gazette and York Weekly Post, 22 Novem-
ber, 1821; cited in Firth, supra note 60 at 226). After 1828, the leading “Ladies of York,” acting under
the “special patronage” of the wife of the new lieutenant-governor, Lady Colbomne, continued to en-
gage in organised efforts aimed at alleviating the distress suffered by poor women in childbirth. In the
late-1820s, Lady Colborne and other leading female citizens of York increasingly began to lend sup-
port to other charitable causes.

76 Bachre, supra note 4 at 60,

77 Toronto Public Library, Powell Papers, S.P. Jarvis to W. D. Powell, 24 December 1828; cited
in Firth, supra note 60 at 233.
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Colborne proposed that a number of changes be made in the constitution of the
Society, the most important being the establishment of an emigrant asylum.”® He
also took the unprecedented step of offering governmental financial aid to support
its operation. Within a few weeks, a separate Committee of Management was created
to oversee the operation of an emigrant asylum.” Although it was agreed that persons
appointed to this Committee would work in close cooperation with the Society for
the Relief of the Sick and Destitute, it was also agreed that they would undertake a.
distinctly different task. Rather than overseeing the operation of a strictly “private”
and notably “non-institutional” poor-relief effort, the Committee’s members took up
the task of managing an institution partly funded by the provincial treasury.?’ The
York Emigrant Asylum was typical of many other new poor relief agencies estab-
lished in Upper Canada in the 1830s. Far from intervening to compensate for the
breakdown of earlier mechanisms employed to deal with the poor, during the 1830s
the provincial government began offering financial support aimed at ensuring that
they would be better able to cope.?! A similar degree of historical continuity was
evident in the attitudes Upper Canadians held in the 1830s toward the English poor
law.

IV. The Politics of Poor Relief and the Rebellion of 1837

A. Houses of Industry and the Soup Kitchen Debate

The most telling evidence of the degree to which the leading members of York’s
benevolent societies continued to be prominent tories can be found in the annual
report that John Strachan presented at the sixteenth annual meeting of the Stranger’s
Friend Society in December 1833.82 Strachan commented on the many charitable
endeavours that citizens of York undertook in the year following the peak flow of
emigrants from Britain, and in the aftermath of the major cholera epidemic that
followed in its wake. Strachan was especially pleased to report on the work of the
committee appointed to dispense “the magnificent contribution” made by citizens
of York to relieve the distress caused by the cholera epidemic. He noted that since
the summer of 1832 the committee’s members had “disposed of several hundred

78 Ibid.; NAC, Colborne Papers, MG 24 A 40, vol. 29 at 8392.
79 Ibid. at 8392.
80 Baehre, supra note 4 at 60-61.

81 Although the onset of massive immigration in the late-1820s prompted the provincial govern-
ment to begin offering financial support to various organised poor relief efforts at York, the increase
in demands placed on York’s major benevolent societies did not have the effect of altering their overall
fundamental character. As in earlier years, in the 1830s the major benevolent societies at York re-
mained predominantly tory organisations. As had previously been the case, in the 1830s the members
of different tory benevolent societies established at York would continue to work in close cooperation
with one another. Moreover, while the major tory-led voluntary societies that operated at York in the
1830s continued to devote energies to pursuing different charitable causes, their members also contin-
ued to share a sense of being united in a common endeavour: providing relief to the poor in the most
economical manner possible, while at the same time working to guard against the spread of pauper-
ism. . .

82 “Report of the Chairman of the Annual Meeting of the Stranger’s Friend Society held on Sat-
urday the 14th December, 1833" in Colborne Papers, supra note 78 at 8464-8466.
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orphans and fatherless children, by binding them out to respectable families or
otherwise providing for them.” Strachan also noted that ““a great number of widows”
who could not afford to care for their children were found work as domestic servants,
while several who had infants and were therefore “unable to earn any thing for their
support” were still being cared for by the committee.

Another local charitable institution that Strachan praised for the economical
manner in which it brought relief to the poor was the “Soup Kitchen” that the
Stranger’s Friend Society began operating in early 1832. He proudly stated that
“[a]fter several years trial, there is ample proof that the Soup Kitchen is the most
ready and extensively useful form of dispensing relief that has yet been attempted
in this place.” As proof of the manifest “cheapness” of this poor relief measure,
Strachan pointed out that within the last year alone more than 16,000 rations were
issued “at rather less than two pence” each. While the province was now receiving
many more destitute emigrants than it had in previous years, Strachan pointed out
that economical measures like the Soup Kitchen made it much easier for York’s
charitable societies to cope with this influx. Specifically, he informed his audience
that:

This Society has now existed for sixteen years, and although the demand upon its slender resources
having during that time very much increased, yet by the attention paid to its expenditure, it can be said
that the money actually disbursed since rations were distributed from the Soup Kitchen, has been
much less, in proportion to former years, than the good actually effected; or in other words, that three
times the relief, under present arrangements, can be dispensed at the same cost.

Like many of his other public addresses, Strachan’s report on the activities of the
Stranger’s Friend Society had noticeable political undertones. Specifically, Strachan
made a point of responding to criticisms levelled at the Stranger’s Friend Society for
having decided to open their Soup Kitchen. He responded by stating that, in light of
the proof he presented of the “great benefit arising” from the Soup Kitchen, he trusted
that the “malicious calumnies raised by persons who without compassion them-
selves, seem to delight in accumulating misery and distress, will be treated with the
contempt which they deserve.” One individual that Strachan undoubtedly included
among the group of “heartless” persons was William Lyon Mackenzie who had
editorialised on the role played by public soup kitchens as a “wrumpet” for calling
pauper emigrants and “a standing rendezvous for indiscriminate pauperism.”8 In
later editorials he would attack the Tories’ support of the poor, sarcastically referring
to his political rivals as members of the “Soup Kitchen party.” The political debate
over poor relief, reflected in Strachan and Mackenzie’s argument, grew increasingly
bitter in the years leading up to the Upper Canadian Rebellion of 1837.

Two major events that sparked this debate were the enactment of legislation that
provided for the construction of “Houses of Industry,” and the opening of the
province’s first House of Industry at Toronto in 1837. After more than forty years
of coping with different types of deviance and dependency without state-supported

83 Ibid. at 8464.
84 Colonial Advocate, 26 April 1832.
85 Constitution, 28 December 1836.
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segregative institutions of control, in the 1830s Upper Canadians began the move
toward establishing such institutions for criminals, the insane, and the poor. In the
spring of 1837, the Upper Canadian House of Assembly enacted a House of Industry
Act that authorised district JPs to oversee the construction of a house of industry in
their districts if three successive grand juries recommended such an institution.®
Earlier historians have concluded that what happened in Upper Canada closely
mirrored changes in poor relief occurring in the 1830s in England.®” However,
additional historical data suggests that what happened in Upper Canada represented
quite the opposite.

From his study of the changing character of Upper Canadian poor relief in the
1830s, Rainer Baehre concluded that the founding of the Toronto House of Industry
reflected significant changes in the “structure” and “underlying ideology” of Upper
Canadian poor relief practices.®® Specifically, he maintained that “[iln the 1830s,
eligibility for relief began explicitly to include the “moral” character of the needy.”
Those involved in providing relief began to distinguish more carefully between
“deserving” poor, who could not support themselves, and “able-bodied” unemployed
poor, considered “less-eligible” for relief. Baehre argued that the shift in the
“underlying ideology” of poor relief in Upper Canada in the 1830s was greatly
affected by coinciding developments in England. The most important of these was
“rationalisation,” or tightening up, through enactment of the new English poor law
in 1834. In essence, Baehre contended that founding the Toronto House of Industry,
alongside enactment of the House of Industry Act of 1837, came from concern that
“prominent” Upper Canadians, following the English example, had for developing
a more cost-saving, uniform, and centrally-controlled poor relief system. As evi-
dence for this connection, he pointed out that only after Sir Francis Bond Head, a
former English Poor Law Commissioner, was appointed lieutenant-governor of
Upper Canada in 1835, were concrete steps taken to establish houses of industry at
Toronto and elsewhere in the province.

Although Baehre produced a more plausible account than other recent inves-
tigators who have attempted to develop more “state-centred” accounts of the
development of the house of industry, alongside other Upper Canadian “discipli-
nary” institutions,% there were nonetheless several problems with his interpretation.
Bachre’s account suffered three related empirical flaws. First, his account failed to
recognise that both the founding of the Toronto House of Industry and the enactment
of the House of Industry Act of 1837 were initiatives spearheaded by Upper Canada’s
tory governing élite. Secondly, he failed to recognise the intimate connection that
existed between the broader political debate over tory support for pauper emigration
from Britain, and the bitter political controversy that surrounded steps taken to
establish houses of industry for the poor. Thirdly, while claiming that developments
in the 1830s reflected a shift toward the increasing use of institutions to deal with

86 Statutes of Upper Canada (1837), 7 William IV, c. 24.

87 Baehre, supra note 4; Edginton, supra note 58.

88 Baehre, supra note 4 at 80.

89 Edginton, supra note 58; Dehli, supra note 58; Gaucher, supra note 58.
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the poor, and thus the great influence that the tightening up of the English poor law
had in Upper Canada, Baehre failed to note the fact, or attempt to explain why, there
were no houses of industry established in Upper Canada under the terms of the
enabling legislation of 1837. The Toronto House of Industry was the only one that
operated in Upper Canada until the late-1840s, when steps were taken to establish a
second house of industry at Kingston.

In the debate that ensued over the need for establishing houses of industry in the
1830s, Upper Canadians were clearly divided along ideological and political lines.
While members of the tory governing élite strongly supported the move toward
establishing houses of industry for the poor, members of the opposition Reform party
led by William Lyon Mackenzie were vehemently opposed. The major reason that
Reformers had was that they viewed the houses as another one of the onerous costs
that stemmed from the Tories’ practice of encouraging politically docile British
pauper emigrants to settle in the province. In addition, Reformers viewed the Tories’
support for houses of industry as another of the deceptive strategies they were willing
to resort to in their attempt to keep down political unrest. This force of opposition
would have a significant bearing on the outcome of such houses and such legislation.

B. The Tory and Reform Attack in Toronto

Like most earlier important poor relief developments at York and Toronto, the
move toward establishing a house of industry at Toronto was led by prominent local
Tories. In December 1836 a formal request to the mayor of Toronto called on him
to arrange a public meeting for devising better “ways and means of relieving the
poor.” The request came in a letter to the mayor signed by prominent Upper Canadian
Tory leaders John Strachan and John Beverley Robinson,”! along with George
Cruickshanks, D’ Arcy Boulton, and Robert Stanton, the Warden of St. James.

Proceedings and outcomes of the subsequent meeting held on 26 December 1836
were reported in both the local Tory and Reform presses,”? and in minutes of the
meeting kept by the first secretary of the Toronto House of Industry.” These sources
offered evidence of both the extent to which the Toronto House of Industry was a

90 Angus, supra note 25; Patricia Malcolmson, “The Poor in Kingston, 1815-1850" in G. Tul-
chinsky, ed., To Preserve and Defend: Essays on Kingston in the Nineteenth Century (Kingston:
McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1976).

91 John Beverley Robinson was born in Berthier, Lower Canada in 1791. He was the son of a Vir-
ginia Loyalist who had come to the province with his family after the American Revolution. Although
his father’s death led to the impoverishment of his immediate family, Robinson was fortunate in gain-
ing the interest and concem of prominent citizens in his education and professional future, the most
notable being the chief justice of the province, William Dummer Powell. During his youth Robinson
was a student at John Strachan’s Cornwall Grammar School. He subsequently went on to become a
key figure in the province’s tory governing élite. While still a law student, at twenty-one, Robinson
was appointed acting attorney-general for Upper Canada, and later held the positions of elected House
of Assembly member, legislative and executive councillor, solicitor-general and attorney-general. In
1828 he was appointed chief justice of Upper Canada. For more detailed biographies of Robinson, see
Brode, supra note 59; and R. Saunders, “Sir John Beverley Robinson” Dictionary of Canadian Biog-
raphy (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1982) vol. IX, 668-78.

92 Constitution, 28 December 1836; Patriot, 3 January 1837.
93 Toronio City Archives: Toronto House of Industry, Minutebook, 26 December 1836.
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Tory-led initiative and reasons why Reformers opposed its establishment. In addi-
tion, they provided evidence of the fact that poor relief developments in Upper
Canada in the 1830s did not simply mirror events in England.

The meeting on December 26th at Toronto City Hall auracted 250 people.
According to the report in the Patriot,** Archdeacon Strachan began the occasion
by outlining reasons why he and others requested the meeting. Assuming his
accustomed role, the Archdeacon told the gathering that “the object of the meeting
was to devise means of relieving the Distressed Poor” of the City “during the
inclemency of the present winter,” because ““the contributions raised at the Episcopal
Church, and distributed weekly to the poor, had proved quite inadequate to the relief
of so large a number.” Strachan pointed out that despite many benevolent efforts
already made, including recent arrangements by the Corporation of the City of
Toronto to employ able-bodied poor at breaking stone used on the streets, “some
more extensive means” had to be devised to provide “for the relief of the numerous
widows, orphans, sick and other distressed poor” who would “otherwise perish from
cold and hunger.” One measure discussed was the establishment of a house of
industry.

Having begun as a congenial gathering of “charitably-minded” Toronto citizens,
the meeting on December 26th soon turned into a battleground that saw local Tories
and Reformers arguing over needs and purposes. In his obviously tory report, the
editor of the Patriot commented on the fact that later in the meeting D’ Arcy Boulton
got up to speak, only to be interrupted by the late arrival of “six persons attached to
the Republican Party,” whose “sardonic expression” made it clear:

that the firebrand of discord was about to be thrown into the proceedings of the mecting, and the be-
nevolent and charitable objects of those who called that meeting, defeated if possible.?

At the first opportunity he had, one of the intruding Reformers, James Lesslie,
proposed a resolution which recommended that a portion of the clergy reserves,
controlled by the established (Anglican) church, “be appropriated for the relief of
the poor,” by being sold to provide funds for “the establishment and endowment of
Houses of Industry.”® According to the report in the Patriot, while Reformers who
showed up at the meeting claimed concern with providing more adequate relief to
the poor, their resolution clearly intended that a *“well calculated” effort would defeat
“the benevolent objects” of the meeting’s organisers. In the editor’s view, the real
purpose of the Reformers’ resolution was to offend “the Venerable Archdeacon,”
even though he was “admitted by all parties ... to be the most indefatigable friend
the Poor ever had in this city.” While Strachan and his followers professed the need
to keep politics and poor relief separate, the Reformers who disrupted the meeting
shared the view that the two were inseparable. In addition, as they complained on
numerous occasions in the years leading up to the Rebellion of 1837, they felt that
Tory support for houses of industry was closely tied to their stand on pauper

94 Supra note 92.
95 Ibid.
96 Ibid.; Aitchison, supra note 31 at 650.
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emigration. Another well-known “Republican Party” member who showed up at the
meeting held on December 26th was William Lyon Mackenzie. His subsequent
account of the event, in an editorial entitled “The Poor and the Tories,” asserted that:

The Elections are just a coming, so Doctor Strachan, the Chief, our old friend D’ Arcy, and the perpet-
ual Church Warden Robert Stanton, H.M.P,, put in their hand, to be generous and after declaring, ata
time when the Assembly are praying for 100,000 more Irish and Scotch paupers ... that the poor in
Toronto are so miserable that unless they obtain relief from subscriptions “many must perish from
cold and hunger,” asked a Public Meeting, where it was expected the great folks would have had their
own way....

The hint at touching the [Clergy] Reserves bro’t up the Archdeacon who declared he did not stand in
need of the lecture Mr. L{esslie] had read him. He was quite out of humour ... [but] Mr. Lesslie persist-
ed, on which the vencrable Archdeacon got up and left, followed by Harris, Boulton, and Stanton. .
So far as the Soup Kitchen party were concemed they were defeated, and deservedly, for had they got
their way there would not have been a day’s work to a labourer in 1836.%7

Despite the success he claimed in exposing the political intrigue of the “Soup
Kitchen Party,” Mackenzie and fellow Reformers were unable to defeat entirely the
“benevolent” purposes for which Strachan and others had organised the meeting. On
the contrary, the meeting of December 26th saw several new poor relief measures
introduced, one being the decision to undertake the voluntary work required to
establish a new house of industry. By the third week of January 1837, an arrangement
had been made with Toronto City Council to allow “the old courthouse on Richmond
street” to be used as a temporary “House of Refuge and Industry.” Within days the
volunteer staff began to take charge of those who applied for relief.”®

Owing to efforts of its predominantly Tory supporters, by the fall of 1837 a
permanent house of industry existed in Toronto. Significantly however, while
Tory-led Toronto citizens succeeded in creating a house of industry that would
continue to operate for many years to come, it never did so along lines proposed
under the enabling legislation of 1837. Throughout most of its life as Toronto’s
leading poor relief organisation, the house of industry ran as a voluntary charitable
institution, receiving most of its funding from subscriptions and donations.” Al-
though the “voluntary” character of the house of industry began to give way to a
more “public” base in the latter part of the nineteenth century, when the City became
its major funding source,!® other aspects of its original character remained intact.

Even at the end of the nineteenth century, the house of industry provided both
“outdoor” and “indoor” relief, with the former always far exceeding the latter. In
addition, following the example set by early supporters, this relief continued to be
offered only to “worthy” poor. Throughout the nineteenth century most worthy poor
who applied for relief received outdoor relief, while only the most “distressed” and
“deserving,” such as the elderly, deserted wives, and children, were taken into the
institution.!®! Most significantly, data bearing on creation of the Toronto house of

97 Constitution, supra note 92.

98 Aitchison, supra note 31 at 656; G.P. de T. Glazebrook, The Story of Toronto (Toronto: Univer-
sity of Toronto Press, 1971) at 88.

99 Toronto City Archives: Toronto House of Industry, Annual Reports, 1837-1887.
100 [bid., Annual Report for 1886.
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industry revealed that its supporters did not simply follow the lead of Sir Francis
Bond Head and the more restrictive public workhouse system which took hold in
England in the 1830s.

C. The Fate of the House of Industry Act, 1837

The same Reform opposition that threatened to undermine efforts made to create
a house of industry at Toronto also stood in the way of implementing terms of the
enabling legislation of 1837. Reformer opposition was directly tied to their broader
attack on the Tory policy of encouraging “pauper emigration” from Britain and other
alleged “public abuses” committed in the attempt to perpetuate their “authoritarian™
rule. This opposition had a significant bearing on the ultimate fate of the legislation.

For Reformers like William Lyon Mackenzie, the House of Industry Act was
simply another of the many corrupt Tory policies foisted on the population. Most
dramatically, on 2 August 1837, Mackenzie published a lengthy report on the “City
Reform Meeting” held at Toronto on 31 July to disclose the many “official delin-
quencies” and “public abuses” by the ruling Tories.!%? In his report, Mackenzie noted
that everyone at the meeting agreed on how “under this mockery of human Govern-
ment” Upper Canadians had been “insulted, injured and reduced to the brink of ruin.”
According to Mackenzie, one of the most serious “public abuses” committed by the
Tories was the role played in ruining the province’s economy. Added to this,
Mackenzie noted, was the fact that in spite of the province’s terrible financial
condition:

A law has been passed enabling Magistrates, appointed during pleasure, at the representation of a
Grand Jury selected by a Sheriff holding office during pleasure, to tax the people at pleasure, without
their previous knowledge or consent, upon all their rateable property to build and support work-
houses for the refuge of paupers invited by Sir Francis from the parishes in Great Britain; thus unjustly
and wickedly laying the foundation of a system which must result in taxation, pestilence and famine.

Reformers continued their attack on the House of Industry Act throughout the
months leading up to the Rebellion of 1837. Like Mackenzie, writers in the Reform
press from other parts of the province accused the Tory government of attempting
to create an English-style public workhouse system for “containing” the pauper
emigrants they invited to the province. For example, on 17 October 1837, the
Cobourg Globe published an editorial in which the writer pointed out that while the
enabling legislation passed in the House of Assembly referred to them by the
“dignified” name of “Houses of Industry,” in fact what the legislation provided was
the creation of English “Work-houses.” He added that while those who supported
the legislation claimed these so-called “Houses of Industry” would be “an improve-
ment on the Workhouses of England,” in actual fact they would be places “wherein
poverty and prostitution are yoked together, live under the same roof and eat the
same bread.”!%

101 Toronto City Archives: House of Industry, Register, 19 January to 29 October, 1837; Toronto
House of Industry, Annual Reports, 1837, 1861, 1872.

102 Constitution, 2 August 1837; also cited in C. Read and R. Stagg, eds., The Rebellion of 1837
in Upper Canada: A Collection of Documents (Ottawa: Carleton University Press, 1985) at 55-65.

103 Cobourg Globe, 17 October 1837, reprinted in the Kingsion Chronicle and Gazetie, 28 Octo-
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The accusation was vigorously condemned in the Upper Canadian Tory press. A
week after its reprinting in the Kingston Chronicle and Gazerte, the editor published
a letter from “A Friend of the Poor” who took it upon himself to directly rebut the
accusations made in the Cobourg Globe.'® The writer specifically pointed out the
lack of substance to the claim that the English poor law was being introduced to keep
down political unrest. Contrary to the claim that the Act “originated with the
Government, in some Court sycophant,” this “Friend of the Poor” asserted that:

... the measure originated with as independent a member as any in the Legislature, and the draft of the
Bill was copied from an Act which passed in one of the New England States, where similar Institutions
have been in existence nearly forty years; and which have proved to be very satisfactory and beneficial
to the community. So far from its being in any shape connected with the Poor Law system of England,
by introducing poor laws into this Province, a House of industry is probably the only measure that will
wholly prevent our having any organized poor laws among us.

Why were there no “public” houses of industry established in Upper Canada
under terms of the enabling legislation of 1837? One answer was that the fate of the
enabling legislation was tied to the outcome of the Rebellion. If indeed, as Mack-
enzie and other Reformers argued, houses of industry proposed in the legislation
were intended to maintain political control over the population, then maybe the
Rebellion and subsequent putting down of any immediate threat to the Tory oligarchy
lulled enthusiasm for establishing such houses. An alternate reason for the fate of
the House of Industry Act was that Reformers convinced enough Upper Canadians
that the legislation aimed at finally introducing the English poor law. Upper Cana-
dians had long been apprehensive about the dismal consequences that could flow
from following England’s example of a “public” poor relief system. All that
opponents of the House of Industry Act needed was to convince potential members
of grand juries that they should refuse to make the three presentments needed before
the legislation could be put into effect. There is evidence which suggests that this
may have been what happened.!® However, regardless of how one explains either
the fate of the House of Industry Act of 1837, or the specific circumstances associated
with creation of the Toronto House of Industry, developments in the realm of poor
relief in Upper Canada in the 1830s, as in earlier decades, did not simply follow
coincidental initiatives in England.

In this way, Upper Canadians rejected one part of their English legal inheritance
in order to fashion their own legal instruments, public and private, for what remains
an intractable social problem.

ber 1837,
104 Kingston Chronicle and Gazette, 4 November 1837.
105 Murray, supra note 29 at 199-201; Smandych, supra note 17 at 404-05.



