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Constructing a Socially Just System of Social Welfare
in @ Multicultural Society: The U.S. Experience

Michael Reisch(University of Michigan)

Introduction: The Dilemma of Social Justice in the U.S.

This paper explores the relationship between social justice and social welfare in
the United States during the past century with a particular emphasis on its evolving
meaning in an increasingly multicultural society and its implications for contemporary
social policies. Throughout modern U.S. history, social justice has been a rhetorical,
if not an actual goal of the nation’s social welfare system. From the beginning of
the 20th century, it has also been a central normative component of the social work
profession, although the meaning and implications of the concept have often been
unclear (Reisch, 2007; Van Soest and Garcia, 2003; Morris, 2002).

To a considerable extent, the source of this lack of clarity lies in the persistent,
but largely unacknowledged tensions between universal views of social justice which
focus on issues of class and economic inequality and more selective conceptions of
social justice, which are rooted in analyses of its differential implications for different
groups on the basis of their race, ethnicity, gender, sexuality, and religion, which are
sometimes linked together under the rubric of multiculturalism. Recent efforts to link
the pursuit of social justice with the establishment of a truly multicultural society
have incorrectly assumed the two goals were compatible with each other and with
the reconciliation of individual and group rights and responsibilities (Caputo, 2000;
Grogan, 2000; Platt and Cooreman, 2001; Marsh, 2004; Fraser, 1995; Ramakrishnan
and Balgopal, 1995).

Yet, these goals are not necessarily compatible. In fact, essentializing people’s

social identities can fail to produce social justice by maintaining oppressive
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institutions and ignoring the role of history in producing injustice (Yee and Dumbrill,
2003; Potockey, 1997). These contradictions emerge from certain debatable
assumptions about the relationship between social justice and multiculturalism.

Those who define social justice in universal terms assume that its pursuit requires
the creation of a more egalitarian society whose primary principles of social
organization reflect “the subordination of market price” to goals of greater social
equity (Marshall, 1950, quoted in Katz, 2001, p. 1). In the 21Ist century, the validity
of this assumption is challenged by the new political economic reality of
globalization and its accompanying ideological rationales (Pugh and Gould, 2000;
Reisch, 2003).

Proponents of such views also largely presume that the maintenance of individual
rights is complementary if not essential to the attainment of social equality. This
argument is at the core of social work values and ethics in the U.S., which have
emphasized such concepts as client self determination for over a century. Yet, as
recently as the 2006 U.S. elections, many voters who supported measures to increase
the minimum wage - a step in the direction of social equity - also supported
propositions that discriminated against immigrants or rolled back Affirmative Action.
This is not merely the result of campaign strategies of the effectiveness of political
messages. Clearly, there are conflicting ideas of social justice at play in the
contemporary U.S.

In addition, universalists assume that in a socially just society both “economic and
social differences between social classes and groups are markedly reduced” (Jansson,
2005, p. 24, emphasis added). This view of social justice presumes that all groups
regard the reduction of social differences as a desirable, socially just goal and that
they agree in broad terms on what social justice means in practice. The reality in
the U.S., however, is far more complicated, as differences over gay rights, women’s
status, the significance of race in determining life chances, and the role of organized
religion in society illustrate.

What these points underscore is that the discourse on social justice in the U.S.
continues takes place on a parallel track with discourses focusing on racial, ethnic,
gender, and sexual equality. Yet, a society’s social welfare institutions must find a
way to integrate these frameworks in their policies, programs, and practices.
Attempts to reconcile the relationship between social justice and social welfare,

therefore, inevitably involve debates over the meaning of such fundamental concepts
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as race, citizenship, and culture and attempt to resolve a difficult issue: How can we
apply social justice concepts based on individual rights so that they address group
needs and concerns? (Katz, 2001; Gerstle, 2001; Foner, 1999).

Persistent Issues

The pursuit of social justice through the social welfare system has been
complicated in the U.S. by a persistent set of unresolved issues. One is the conflict
between universal and group specific conceptions of social justice. Recently, this has
emerged in debates over the merits of using universal human rights as a framework
to achieve social justice. A second issue is the respective roles of religious and
secular ideas about social justice. This has surfaced during the past decade in the
conflict over faith based social services. A third issue involves the relationship
between the goal of social justice and the preservation of social and political
stability. This has often been expressed in tensions between reformist and
revolutionary conceptions of social justice. A fourth issue involves the balance
between the egalitarian implications of social justice and the preservation of
individual liberty. This has also been articulated in terms of the reciprocal

relationship between rights and responsibilities in a socially just society.

Approaches to Social Justice in the U.S.

Over the past century, four perspectives have framed the discourse on social
justice in the U.S. Liberals have focused on the equal distribution of individual
benefits and burdens and the protection of individual rights, particularly civil rights.
Conservatives have emphasized individual liberty and property rights and the
importance of maintaining the social and economic order. Secular or religious
humanitarians have stressed social cooperation, trust, and mutuality. Marxists or
Social Democrats have introduced the goals of economic and social equality and the
desirability of change. They have also underscored the role of ideology and culture
in defining social justice. Most recently, Post Modemists have argued for the

inclusion of marginalized groups and the development of socially just processes of
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decision making.

These diverse perspectives have produced a variety of approaches in the social
welfare arena to achieve the elusive goals of social justice. In the 20th century, the
most widely accepted approach was based on the concept of “fair play” - that
individuals should have equal rights and opportunities to compete in the market. This
approach has often been linked to the idea that individuals of equal merit or equal
productivity should receive equal rewards or benefits.

More recent approaches to social justice have emphasized what Ryan (19xx)
termed “fair shares” - that is, greater equality of distributive results or a more
equitable distribution of resources, rights, opportunities, and status. One example of
this approach is the provision of unequal benefits based on an individual's specific
needs or requirements, for example, a person with a disability. This use of inequality
to achieve a just result contrasts sharply with more traditional bases of inequality,
such as individual status, position, or beliefs, or more contemporary rationales for
inequality, such as the presence of different “contractual” agreements between the
individual or group and the institution with the authority to distribute benefits.

A recent and controversial use of inequality to achieve social justice is founded on
the principle of compensation, such as in the use of Affirmative Action policies,
which give preferential treatment to disadvantaged groups. Debates over such policies
highlight two persistent issues in the U.S.: How can social justice concepts based on
individual rights be applied to group needs and concerns? How can we apply
universal principles of social justice when the term has different meanings for
different groups?

Although it is widely assumed that debates over social justice in the U.S. revolve
primarily around liberal and conservative philosophical differences, views of social
justice in the U.S. are far more complex. They have been shaped by a wide range
of secular and religious perspectives ranging from Marxism to pragmatism to post
modernism. These diverse ideological sources contribute to prevailing confusion about
the meaning and implications of social justice in 21st century society.

In the past several decades, there have been numerous attempts to resolve these
differences. Rawls (1999, 2001) crafted an updated form of Western liberalism, which
tried to balance equality of individual and group rights with a more equitable
conception of opportunities and distributive results. Gil (1998) and Prigoff (2003)

expanded long established social democratic conceptions of justice beyond access to
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critical resources, to include meaningful participation in key decision making
processes, respect for human rights, and recognition of the multiple components of

personal identity.

Assumptions Regarding Social Welfare

Proponents of social justice in the social welfare field have made several critical
assumptions about the relationship between the state, societal social welfare
institutions, and the profession of social work. For most of the 20th century, they
assumed that there will be a gradual and continuing expansion of state responsibility
for social provision, whose modest redistributive results would reduce the level of
social inequality, open up the nation’s social welfare system to a greater proportion
of the population, and replace charitable principles with those derived from a social
justice oriented philosophy. This assumption was predicated on the belief that only
state sponsored social policies could ameliorate the negative effects of a market
economy by collectivizing its social costs.

A second, related assumption, which emerged during the tumultuous 1930s, was
that political and social stability required the existence of a modified welfare state to
sustain the legitimacy of liberal democratic institutions and the appearance of a
pluralistic, socially just society. In other words, that the exigencies of a national
economy and political system required the development of social policies and social
services which would operate within national boundaries. From 1945 1975, these
beliefs forged a broad political consensus and sustained a more widely distributed
prosperity.

A complementary assumption among social welfare leaders was that the stated
social justice goals of social work, which by the 1990s had been codified as “ethical
imperatives” in the profession’'s Code of Ethics (1996), required the existence of a
benevolent state and the cooperation of social workers with state policy making
apparatuses and state sponsored intervention. Their underlying belief was that the
organized social welfare field could serve as an instrument of the state - to further
both its redistributive and benevolent social control goals through social policies -
without compromising the basic social justice values of the profession. These beliefs

were reflected in social work practice and the structure of social service agencies.
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In addition, since the non governmental (or private, non profit) sector played a
critical role in U.S. social welfare history, social work leaders continued to assume
that these organizations had a distinct function within the social welfare system
which complemented that of the state. A crucial part of this distinction was that the
“commodities” produced by such organizations were different from those produced by
the for profit system and, therefore, required a different type of organizational
structure and culture. In this formulation, social service agencies played an integral,
benign, and cooperative role as partners of the state (and, occasionally, the for
profit sector) in the design and delivery of policies and programs. The institutional
goals which emerged from this role were viewed as largely compatible with the
social justice goals of social workers and the needs of clients and constituents. In
sum, this perspective regarded the ethical imperative of social workers to work
towards social justice as compatible with enhanced state intervention in the social
welfare arena and the goals, purposes, and methods of nongovernmental

organizations. Until the late 1970s, these assumptions appeared to be valid.

New Realities

Over the past thirty years, however, economic globalization and major socio
cultural changes have invalidated many of these long standing assumptions. In the
political economic arena, fiscal, monetary and spending policies now primarily
emphasize the creation of a suitable environment for corporate investment. This has
produced persistent calls for budget and tax cuts, attacks on the concept of legal
entitlements to benefits, and increased reliance on private sector alternatives to state
funding and provision of social welfare in such areas as public assistance, health
care and education. The effects on the social justice goals of social welfare have
been widespread.

Today, as a consequence of economic globalization and governmental policies, the
U.S. has one of the highest poverty rates in the world, between 12 13%, and the
median income of U.S. families has actually decreased since 2000 (Center on Budget
and Policy Priorities, 2006a; Danziger and Gottschalk, 2004). The proportion of
children in poverty continues to be the highest in the industrialized world

(approximately 20%) and African American and Latino children experience poverty at
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more than double this rate. Poverty is also particularly high among recent
immigrants, individuals with disabilities, people living in rural areas, and households
headed by single women (Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2004; Bowles, Gintis, and
Groves, 2005; Mishel, Bernstein, et al, 2005; Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2006; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2006; Children’'s Defense Fund, 2006; Forum on Child and Family
Statistics, 2006; Rank, 2004; Rainwater and Smeeding, 2003). In addition, the gap
between the official poverty line and median family income has widened considerably
during the past four decades (Rank, 2004).

These statistics alone do not reflect the depth, chronic nature, or likelihood of
poverty for specific segments of the U.S. population. Nor do they indicate how many
individuals live just about the official poverty line or experience the lasting effects of
previous extended spells of poverty. One ominous recent development, for example, is
the stark increase in people living in intensive or extreme poverty - under 50% of
the poverty line - and the number of persons who remain poor for one year or
longer. Such conditions are more than five times more likely to occur among African
Americans, Latinos, and female headed households (U.S. Bureau of the Census,
2006; U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2004; Sanchez, 2006; Borjas
and Katz, 2005, Hertz, 2005, Holzer, Offner, and Sorensen, 2005, Danziger and
Gottschalk, 2004). As a result of poverty, therefore, a large proportion of the U.S.
population, particularly in communities of color or immigrant communities, are at
significantly greater risk of a wide range of health, mental health, and social
problems (Dahl and Lochner, 2006; Case, Fertig, and Paxson, 2005; Slack and Yoo,
2004; Capps, Fix, Ost, Reardon Deaton, 2003; Corcoran, 2001).

The U.S. is now the most unequal of all industrialized nations and more unequal
than at any time since World War II (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2006; Mishel,
Bernstein, et al, 2005). According to research conducted by the Economy Policy
Institute and the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities (2006b), the top 1% of all
U.S. households now has as much disposable income as the bottom 40% and half of
all adults are at economic risk in terms of their literacy and education. These risks
are particularly acute for African American, Latino, and American Indian youth, the
children of recent immigrants, and children in single parent, female headed
households (Children’s Defense Fund, 2006; Case, Fertig, and Paxson, 2005, Caiazza,
Shaw, and Werschkul, 2004; Cauthen and Lu, 2003; Cancian and Reed, 2001). The

long term effects of recent tax cuts and the disappearance of the nation’s budget
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surplus will further exacerbate this situation.

At the same time, persistent ideological and political attacks have eroded the
credibility and capacity of government as a problem solving institution, especially in
the social welfare arena. The core idea behind the welfare state - that a nation
state could mitigate the effects of its national economy and create a more just
society through fiscal, monetary, and social policies - may no longer be valid due
to the effects of globalization. The recent trend to devolve responsibilities for
economic and social issues to fiscally strapped state and local governments has this

problem more intractable than ever.

Multiculturalism and Conceptions of Social Justice

Another set of assumptions about social welfare in the U.S. has been shaped by
the dynamic character of the nation’s demographic composition and the socio
cultural effects which these demographics have produced. Throughout the 20th
century, it was widely assumed that the racial and ethnic divisions in U.S. society
occurred primarily along a “majority minority” axis. At the turn of the 20th century,
this was conceived largely in terms of the differences between native born white
Americans on the one side and immigrants, African Americans, and non Protestants
on the other. In the late 20th century, the equation has been changed by a greater
emphasis on factors of gender, race, and sexual orientation. This formulation now
juxtaposes white, male, middle and upper class heterosexuals with all other groups
and assumes that “minority” groups will remain in minority status (numerically and
in terms of power and resource distribution) for the indefinite future. It further
assumes that the principle tensions in U.S. society will be between the dominant,
majority culture and various so called minority groups.

These assumptions have obvious implications for the pursuit of social justice goals
within the social welfare field. First, that it is the responsibility of the “majority” to
develop forms of social provision which would gradually create a more egalitarian
society in which invidious discrimination in all forms would eventually diminish or
disappear. In turn, it is posited that the creation of a more egalitarian, multicultural
society will lead to greater, if not universal support for all justice based social

policies and a broad consensus about the roles of the state, the market, and religious
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Institutions in achieving this goal. These beliefs have also shaped social work
practice in the U.S. For example, it is widely held that the equitable resolution of
persistent racial and cultural issues is compatible with the maintenance of the major
features of the U.S. social welfare system and prevailing theoretical paradigms. All
that is required to respond effectively to new demographic and cultural realities is
the integration of a veneer of multicultural consciousness. The skills needed to
achieve social justice remain basically unchanged.

Examining these assumptions critically is important to understand contemporary
discourse about social justice in the U.S. Throughout U.S. history, this discourse has
largely occurred on a parallel track from debates over racial, gender, ethnic, religious,
or sexual equality, although the meaning of such concepts as race, citizenship, and
even humanity have been central to the relationship between social justice and social
welfare (Katz, 2002; Gerstle, 2001, Foner, 1999). Bitter conflicts have emerged and
reemerged during the past 150 years over such issues as immigration, linguistic and
cultural diversity, and the nature of social equality in an increasingly heterogeneous

society.

Social Justice and U.S. Social Welfare: A Brief History

Since the 19th century, social welfare in the U.S. has been conceived as a means
of addressing the collective public good through the provision of material assistance
and nonmaterial support to individuals who are in situations of human need and
vulnerability. According to Titmuss (1963), it was designed as a corrective to the
“diswelfares” of modern industrial society. The U.S. response to these changes was
the development of a form of welfare capitalism, consisting of a patchwork of state
and federal policies designed to create a floor on aggregate consumption, while
reinforcing longstanding cultural values about work through the stigmatization of
dependency (Axinn and Stern, 2005; Jansson, 2005; Katz, 2001; Patterson, 2001).
Government funding for social welfare has been limited, the locus of policymaking
has often been decentralized, and the private, nonprofit sector has played an
important role in the provision of what remains a fragmented network of services.
Social policies have been rationalized by certain underlying assumptions about the

relationship of government to the market, the motivations for individual and collective
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behavior, and the goals of the social welfare system. They have also been shaped
significantly by racial and gender attitudes (Jansson, 2005; Patterson, 2001; Brown,
1999; Lieberman, 1998; Abramovitz, 1999).

Among the assumptions which have guided U.S. social policy is that economic,
demographic, social, and cultural issues arise from distinct sources and can, therefore,
be addressed separately. Over the past several decades, however, such assumptions
have been challenged or undermined by dramatic shifts in the global economy and
an unprecedented transformation of the nation’s population. In addition, the idea of
social welfare - as well as many specific social welfare policies - has been
increasingly attacked from all points on the political/ideological spectrum.

Conservatives and neo-liberals have challenged the principles of centralized state
planning and regulation. They have attacked the so called “dependency culture”
which social welfare policies had allegedly promoted in their pursuit of social justice
goals. They have also criticized the welfare state for undermining freedom, personal
choice, individual responsibility, and motivation (Murray, 1984; Mead, 1992). Critics
on the left have attacked the welfare state as an agency of normalization and social
control, which primarily serves corporate and elite interests (Piven and Cloward,
1995, Margolin, 1997). Multiculturalists have criticized welfare state provisions for
applying universal concepts of well being to definitions of the “common good,” and
thereby ignoring the specific needs of gender, racial, ethnic, cultural, religious, and
sexual minorities (Hill Collins, 1990; Young, 1990; Ewalt, Freeman, Kirk, and Poole,
1996). Recent demographic changes have intensified and compounded these debates.
For example, policy liberalization concerning the rights of women and sexual
minorities has conflicted with the cultural norms and values of diverse immigrant
groups, such as those from Islamic nations, South and East Asia, and Latin America
(Fellin, 2000). This situation is further complicated by the government’s response to
post 9/11 fears of terrorism.

Throughout the history of U.S. social welfare, the relationship between social
justice and social welfare has been framed through four distinct conflicts. One is the
conflict between cultural and ideological homogeneity and heterogeneity. The
competing metaphors of the “melting pot” and the “mosaic” or “cultural salad”
symbolize these differences. A second is the contradiction between coerced cultural
assimilation and coerced physical and social segregation. Both dominant and

subordinated groups have alternated between embracing cultural amalgamation and
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celebrating cultural separatism.

A third theme reflects the relationship between individual and group identity and
group rights. Through the mid 1960s, social justice was largely equated with the
application of “color blind” meritocratic principles, in the words of Martin Luther
King, Jr., that individuals should be judged “not by the color of their skin but by
the content of their character.” In the past several decades, however, the emergence
of the concept of multiculturalism has been, in part, a reaction against both the
persistent realities of social injustice and oppression and the ideal of a color blind
society itself. According to this perspective, the affirmation of individual worth and
identity requires the recognition of the existence of systematic discrimination on the
basis of group identity. In turn, this institutional discrimination persists, in part,
because of the conceptualization of race and gender largely in individualistic terms
(Johnson, 2001; Hill Collins, 2000; Young, 1990).

The fourth theme, with particular implications for the field of social welfare,
focuses on the linkage between “Americanization” and the equal application of justice
(Foner, 1999). The resolution of the question: “Who is an American?” - which has
clear political, social, and cultural implications - is closely linked to the resolution of
the questions: “Who deserves help? Who must provide it?” - which are central to
the development of any nation’s social welfare institutions. At the most fundamental
level, this involves the meaning of citizenship, that is, legal rights and the basis of
entitlements to social protections and benefits. It also concerns the balance between
the attainment of universal ideals of life and liberty and the preservation of cultural
distinctions regarding the meaning of the “pursuit of happiness” (Katz, 2001). The
question of how universal social justice goals can be achieved in the context of
increasing demographic and cultural heterogeneity, however, has yet to be answered
satisfactorily.

The goal of social justice was first suggested as an alternative to traditional goals
of charity in the social welfare field at the turn of the 20th century. To its
proponents, social justice required the replacement of hierarchical principles of private
benevolence with universal public standards of decency that would be enforced
through government policies and rationalized by social scientific research (Addams,
1902, 1912, Wise, 1909; Tucker, 1913, Abbott, 1924). Developed largely out of
enlightened self interest by secular and religious elites, this definition of social

justice synthesized liberal, social democratic, and moral principles. These included
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equal political rights, the reduction of privileges based on birth, the maintenance of
individual dignity (an updated version of humanism), and the promotion of equal
opportunity to compete in the market economy. Ironically, during the period in which
social justice rhetoric was first introduced into the U.S. social welfare field, the U.S.
was “more thoroughly racialized than at any point in American history” (Foner, 1999,
pp.12 13). From the outset, therefore, the pursuit of social justice in the social
welfare field was hampered by the denial of inclusive rights of citizenship to a
significant portion of the U.S. population, based on their gender, race, ethnicity, and
religion. Even many settlement houses, which explicitly professed social justice goals,
denied access to people of color (Carson, 1990). To a considerable extent, the history
of U.S. social welfare reflects the struggle to overcome this barrier and apply social
justice principles universally (Katz, 2001; Reisch, 1993).

Two aspects of these struggles are significant for contemporary efforts to achieve
social justice because they remain unresolved. First, each group in U.S. society that
has fought to overcome social injustice has sought to modify the prevailing universal
rhetoric of social justice, largely based on unstated hegemonic values, to fit its
particular historical circumstances, needs, and aspirations. This frequently created
conflict between these groups and mainstream allies, between different “minority”
groups (who had to compete for scarce resources and power), and within these
groups themselves. Today, the persistence of these conflicts makes the development
and maintenance of broad based social justice oriented coalitions a challenge.

Although white proponents of social justice focused primarily on the expansion of
rights or entitlements, the concurrent institutional and ideological abandonment of
inclusive ideas of citizenship significantly hindered efforts to apply the concept of
social justice to the field of social welfare. Barred access to white run or white
dominated institutions, people of color forged a concept of social justice that was
defined in terms of racial or ethnic uplift. In different forms in different eras, it
combined elements of cultural pride and social assimilation that contrasted with
mainstream conceptions of social justice which stressed a mythical “general welfare.”
By expanding the idea of social justice to include themes like self help, mutual aid,
and social (not just political) equality, racial, ethnic, and religious minorities redefined
the meaning of social justice in ways that would eventually have wider implications
(Carlton Laney, 2001; Carson, 1993; Hamilton and Hamilton, 1997; Reisch and
Andrews, 2001). While this enabled them to retain their cultural heritages and
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provided a modicum of security, it made it more difficult to develop a unified vision
of a socially just society.

By creating alterative forms of social service, disenfranchised groups underscored
how the focus on universal rights by their mainstream colleagues ignored the
structural and ideological sources of racism and sexism, This made explicit a “dirty
little secret” which pervaded even the relatively sympathetic confines of the social
welfare field: that the prevailing idea of social justice within the mainstream social
work profession emphasized democracy and equality before the laws, rather than
equality of resources, power, or status. Even leaders who were sensitive to issues of
cultural diversity did not seriously consider the concept of cultural or social equality
(Elshtain, 2002).

Second, while it is widely accepted that the progress of social justice has been
neither linear nor unidirectional, it is less frequently acknowledged how the meaning
of social justice in the U.S. has been transformed by the very struggle to create it.
The differences between the policy proposals of the early and mud 20th century,
which emphasized assimilation and homogenization, and those of recent decades, such
as Affirmative Action, comparable worth, reasonable accommodations, and gay
marriage, are considerable, in both theoretical and practical terms. Recent policy
innovations have expanded the meaning of social justice well beyond the elimination
of institutionalized discrimination and class, racial, religious, or gender based
privileges. Although the rhetoric of social justice has reflected these changes to some
extent, the complexities of applying these ideas to an increasingly diverse society
have yet to be confronted.

Through the use of different strategies marginalized groups have redefined the
social justice goals of U.S. society. One strategy has been the application of a
critical perspective to the concept of assimilation. At the 1920 National Conference on
Social Work, Roosevelt Wright asserted “The Negro wants a democracy, not a
whiteocracy” (p. 286). He and others argued that a socially just “melting pot” was
impossible in the absence of mutual respect, the abolition of oppressive laws and
institutions, and the establishment of equal rights and responsibilities.

In response to the barriers created by restrictive ideas of citizenship, minority
groups developed their own institutional means of assistance. Guided by concepts
such as racial or ethnic uplift, sisterhood, or religious solidarity, the institutions they

created emphasized their unique cultural identities, in sharp contrast to mainstream
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ideas of social justice which focused on the “general welfare” (Carlton Laney, 2001;
Waites, 2001, Iglehart and Becerra, 1996, Gordon, 1991). These institutions took a
variety of organizational forms, including mutual aid associations, self help groups,
community associations which stressed economic development and education, and
more formal social service agencies (Gerstle, 2001; Beito, 2001; Rivera and Erlich,
1998, Simon, 1994; Chan, 1991; Rivera, 1987; Hernandez, 1983; Morris and Freund,
1966, O’'Grady, 1931). Although the development of such organizations provided some
material, psychological, and cultural benefits, it also perpetuated the difficulty of
reconciling the practice of social welfare with a unified vision of a socially just
society. Nevertheless, the reform proposals which emerged from these alternative
social welfare institutions ultimately led to the development of more comprehensive
ideas about social equality that would eventually have implications for the entire
nation (Reisch and Andrews, 2001, Hamilton and Hamilton, 1997, Carson, 1993; Lasch
Quinn, 1993; Gordon, 1991).

A third strategy involved the use of specific, often dramatic issues to create
multiracial or multicultural coalitions to pursue social justice goals, without
abandoning the focus on racial, gender, or religious injustice as it specifically affected
a particular group. Examples include anti lynching campaigns in the South
organized by African American women’s clubs and the YWCA and advocacy on
behalf of female industrial workers (Hammond, 1920; Gordon, 1991, Hine, 1990;
Salem, 1990; Reisch and Andrews, 2001).

Despite these efforts, for most of the 20th century mainstream social welfare
leaders in the U.S. could not accept a view of social justice that reflected full social
equality. Initially, part of this failure was due to their inability to distinguish between
the problems of FEuropean immigrants and those experienced by immigrants from
Latin America or Asia and African Americans (Axinn and Stern, 2005). Yet, the
reasons for this persistent failure were more complex than the influence of racism
and religious or class prejudice. They involve the difficulty of balancing the rhetoric
of universalism with the recognition that unique social and economic problems
require selective approaches to social policy development. Using different words,
proponents of social justice have struggled for over a century with an issue still
unresolved by their counterparts in the contemporary U.S.: whether universal goals
of social justice are compatible with the attainment of a multicultural society. This

challenge required more than the acknowledgement of the effects of cultural
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hegemony on the definition of societal goals. It also required a reorientation of social
welfare philosophy and methods beyond the capacity of the vast majority of its
leaders in the U.S.

The emergence of the U.S. welfare state between the mid 1930s and the mid
1970s provided a potential institutional vehicle through which social justice could be
achieved via the U.S. social welfare system. For the most part, however, U.S. social
policies, even during periods of reform, reflected persistent patterns of institutional
racism and sexism, sometimes under the rubric of protecting the rights of state
governments (Patterson, 2000; Hamilton and Hamilton, 1997; Rose, 1994). Again, this
gap between the rhetoric of social justice and the reality of social injustice cannot be
explained solely by prejudice or ignorance within the social welfare field.

My research indicates several possible explanations. First, since the New Deal, a
series of national mobilizations - motivated by the Depression, World War II, the
Cold War and, most recently, the so called “War on Terror,” has compelled
Americans to adopt, at least symbolically and rhetorically, an appearance of national
unity. This facade has both inadvertently and deliberately masked the persistence of
social Injustice and inequalities based on race, ethnicity, religion, gender, age, and
sexual orientation.

Second, in several eras economic prosperity and the accompanying waves of
consumption and materialism partially hid the persistence of long standing social
divisions. The growth of suburbs and, more recently, the decline of public space and
the privatization of civic life have isolated many white Americans from the realities
confronting racial and ethnic minorities (Sugrue, 1995; Fisher and Karger, 1997).
Media images have perpetuated negative stereotypes of minority groups (Reisch,
2003).

Third, persistent attacks on proponents of social justice, rationalized by the need
for national unity (against Fascism, Communism, terrorism), have persuaded large
segments of the public to view social justice movements as unpatriotic, even
subversive or “Un American” (Reisch and Andrews, 2001; Schrecker, 1998). This
provided political cover for those who sought to roll back even modest social
reforms and to heighten latent social tensions through appeals to the insecurities of
many members of the white working and middle class. The recent use of post 9/11
fears to promote anti immigration and anti welfare policies i1s but the latest

illustration of this tactic.
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Finally, the drive for professional status among social workers, which fostered a
search for universal theoretical frameworks, often ignored the particular issues
confronting racial and ethnic minorities, women, or gays and lesbians. For many
years, cultural differences were characterized, explicitly or implicitly, as deviant. More
recently, critiques of mainstream theoretical constructs have emerged, which have
subsumed a universal emphasis on social justice within the more immediate concerns
created by group specific inequalities and identity based oppression. Writings on
multiculturalism, therefore, have tended to focus narrowly on alternative theoretical,
practice, or research models - admittedly, a welcome addition - rather than broad
structural analyses which attempt to weave alternative perspectives into the fabric of
general social justice goals (DeAnda, 1997; Goldberg, 2000; Gould, 1996).

The persistent gap between social justice rhetoric and the realities of social
injustice have had several contradictory effects. It provided a powerful rationale for
the development of separatist social movements among oppressed and disadvantaged
populations, and inspired new forms of scholarship, new models of social services,
and new theoretical frameworks. In combination, these trends revised and expanded
the meaning of social justice in U.S. society (Nussbaum, 1999; Morris, 2002; Young,
1990; Hill Collins, 2000; Johnson, 2001). This produced a dramatic change in social
work theory and practice, particularly regarding racial and ethnic minorities and
women. The introduction of post modern theory added momentum in this direction
(Leonard, 1997).

Proponents of post modernism drew attention to the oppressive relationships and
unequal distribution of tangible and intangible resources produced by dominant
cultural institutions and the normative power structure upon which it is founded.
Some Post Modernists have substituted attacks on discriminatory policies and
Institutions - as the sources of social injustice - with efforts to eliminate the
relational roots of racism and poverty (Gibelman, 2000; Beck and Eichler, 2000; Hyde,
1998; Leonard, 1995). Perhaps inadvertently, by the 1990s their efforts had produced a
subtle, but distinct shift in the debate over social justice in U.S. society - a shift
away from universal ideals of racial or gender justice towards what might previously
have been viewed as cultural separatism (Gross, 1995; Keyes, 1991). Recent attempts
to bridge the gaps between proponents of social justice and proponents of
multiculturalism have been largely unsuccessful (Van Soest and Garcia, 2003; Reisch,

2002). The rejection of universal liberal ideals of social justice which underlie these
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critiques also gave impetus to ongoing conservative attacks on social welfare and its
underlying social justice goals (Murray, 1984; Mead, 1992).

Recent scholarship in the U.S. social welfare field has further obscured the
relationship between social justice and multiculturalism and made their goals appear
less congruent than ever. To date, no single synthesis has been widely embraced
despite attempts to do so through the use of such diverse frameworks as pragmatic
liberalism or Neo Marxism (Marsh, 2004; Prigoff, 2003; Van Soest and Garcia, 2003;
Caputo, 2000; Hill Collins, 2000; Fisher and Karger, 1997; Leonard, 1995). A human
rights framework has some potential as a bridging concept, but it, too, has been
challenged in the U.S. and elsewhere because of latent cultural biases. At present,
each of these approaches also lacks specificity and clarity, which limits their utility

as guides for policy change.

Conclusion: Social Justice in a 21st Century Social Welfare System

These profound economic, demographic, and environmental changes raise several
critical questions about how social policies can achieve social justice in the 21st
century. Which groups should bear the social and economic costs of change? Which
conceptions of social justice will guide the development of social policies? What roles
should the public, nonprofit, and private sectors play in creating and implementing
these policies?

Finding answers to these questions is more difficult in the U.S. because of certain
unique features of its social welfare system. Social policies in the U.S. have, until
recently, been driven more by pragmatic than ideological considerations. The U.S.
has relied more on the private sector and less on government than other nations
(Jansson, 2005, Axinn and Stern, 2005, Katz, 2001; Patterson, 2001). U.S. social
welfare tends to have more limited goals and a more decentralized organizational
structure. The U.S. is also more demographically diverse than other industrialized
nations (Reisch, 2005).

This so called “American exceptionalism” will affect how the U.S. will respond to
contemporary economic and demographic developments. Given the nation’s long
standing emphasis on individualism and self reliance and resistance to seeing

problems or their solutions in group terms, the U.S. is not likely to pursue
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collectivist approaches to social justice, in the absence of powerful economic or
political imperatives. Ironically, there has also been a contradictory tendency in the
U.S. to attribute the problems of at risk populations to the possession or absence of
particular cultural characteristics or behaviors. In combination, these tendencies have
maintained the status quo and undermined efforts to promote social justice. The
relative weakness of working class and left wing political parties and the absence
of sustained interracial social justice movements have also made it difficult for
alternative, social justice oriented policy proposals to obtain or sustain legitimacy
(Reisch, 2005).

As a result of recent economic and demographic transformations, however, long
standing conflicts between charitable and social justice perspectives on social policy
have now emerged in a different context. For most of the past century, social policy
debates in the U.S. focused on the extent to which the government should establish
rights or “entitlements,” engage in institutionalized redistribution, or promote various
forms of compensation or redress (Katz, 2001). These principles are now under
attack by the logic of a world market system that regards social investment as an
impediment to capital growth. A neo liberal, “post Fordist” regime has replaced the
Keynesian style system of social welfare that first appeared in the 1930s. This new
regime requires significant alterations in the institutional fabric of policymaking to
abet “the pursuit of a competitive edge in a global economy” (Jessop, 1999, p. 353).
Social policies are increasingly designed to enhance corporate profits rather than
individual, family, or community well being (McDonald, Harris, and Winterstein,
2003; Piven, 2002).

Under these circumstances, what vision of social justice can be developed within
the U.S. social welfare system? How can a unified conception of social justice
emerge when different communities have fundamentally different ideas of social
justice, often in contradiction with each other? The construction of such a vision
requires us to move beyond outdated assumptions about the nature of social justice
in a multicultural society.

First, the social divisions within U.S. society are no longer strictly along the
traditional “majority minority” axis. Contemporary demographic, political, and
cultural realities underscore the growing complexity of inter group relationships in
the U.S. and undermine the use of long standing racial, ethnic, and religious

demographic categories.
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Second, it is no longer clear that the expansion of social provision alone, whether
through market mechanisms, state policies, the non governmental sector, or some
combination thereof, will on its own create a more egalitarian society in which
invidious discrimination will eventually disappear or significantly diminish. The
pressures of economic globalization have intensified the contradiction between the
rapidly changing numerical status of minorities and the persistence of institutional
racial and ethnic inequalities in employment, education, housing, and health care (U.S.
Census, 2006; Holzer, et al, 2007, Mays, Cochran, and Barnes, 2007; Child Welfare
League of America, 2006, Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 2006b). In a
globalized economy, the efficiency of the corporate sector is increasingly predicated
upon lowering the costs of production, especially labor, and shifting the social costs
of the market (such as pollution and health care) onto the public sector (Pugh and
Gould, 2000; Reisch, 2003). Economic globalization has been buttressed by an
accompanying 1deological rationale: that capitalist goals, values, and behaviors
pervade the world economy and shape all major institutions and market mechanisms
(George and Wilding, 2002; Piven, 2002). These changes appear in the language that
guides policy discourse and in views of the policymaking process (i.e., the means of
determining and legitimating societal priorities).

Economic globalization has thus revealed many of the anachronistic features of our
policy making system and the declining importance of political boundaries and
allegiances. Simply put, national governments (to say nothing of state or local
governments) lack the scope, speed of action, and institutional capacity to respond to
economic, demographic, and social problems emanating from forces outside their span
of control. The 20th century welfare state was founded on the belief that national
governments could regulate the effects of national economies. Now that economies
are transnational in scope, governments lack the authority and power (some suggest
the will, as well) to change their social policies in response (George and Wilding,
2002).

Third, there is diminishing evidence that demographic diversity alone will generate
increased support for across the board egalitarian, socially just policies. Prevailing
assumptions often fail to acknowledge that not all differences of status or privilege
are equally significant in the distribution of societal goods, power, and opportunities.
They also obscure increasingly complex social tensions over such justice related

issues as abortion, faith based social services, gay marriage, stem cell research,
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child welfare laws, school vouchers, welfare reform, and immigration.

In sum, in a rapidly changing political, economic, and social environment,
characterized by globalization and major demographic, technological, and cultural
transformation, the development and implementation of socially just policies have
become increasingly complex. The locus of policy making and implementation has
also shifted: on the one hand, as a consequence of devolution from the national to
the state and local arenas; on the other hand, as result of globalization from the
nation state to supra national institutions and from the public to the non profit
and for profit sectors. Ironically, while the creation of more socially just policies
will require greater democratization, many critical policy decisions are now made
through non democratic means, often outside of long standing political processes. A
social justice orientation to social policy development and implementation, therefore,
must include a focus both on the substance of policy and on the policy making
process itself. The latter would include greater emphasis on the use of participatory
action research, community based policy advocacy, popular education, the creation of
multicultural coalitions, and efforts to train community members in public speaking,
legislative advocacy and the use of media. This would strengthen efforts to evaluate
the impact of policy and monitor its implementation.

How then, do we move beyond rhetoric calls for social justice in the 21st century?
First, we must structure our social welfare policies so that vulnerable populations are
held harmless in the allocation of resources, particularly in periods of fiscal
contraction or scarcity. Second, we should emphasize in our organizations missions
and our theoretical frameworks the values of collective and mutual responsibility.
This implies an embrace of our common humanity, even if the expressions of that
humanity vary due to cultural norms, religious beliefs, and life circumstances. Third,
our policies should prioritize prevention over remediation, not merely for its long
term consequences, but also for the structural, non stigmatizing analysis of human
needs it implies.

Fourth, the programs which emerge from these policies should stress multiple
forms of helping. Socially just practice would not require individuals, families, groups,
or communities to adjust their problem definitions or preferences for assistance to
pre existing models of intervention. It would also involve the development of a new
social welfare synthesis which emphasizes both rights and needs. This would enable

us to blend a selective approach to people’s unique problems within a universal
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framework.

Finally, we should promote genuine democratic participation of all stakeholders
within democratic institutions and organizations. Efforts to expand civic participation,
particularly among women and youth, are necessary but insufficient steps. Unless
expanded participation occurs in settings in which people’s voices are genuinely
heard and in which they have a meaningful decision making role, efforts to promote
nominal participation will only heighten cynicism, apathy, and withdrawal. We should
also foster community empowerment through leadership development - not only by
cultivating new indigenous leaders, but also by redefining the nature of leadership
itself in a more collective, less hierarchical manner.

It is increasingly clear that debates over issues like welfare, health care, and
education can no longer be separated from those over employment, environmental,
and immigration policy. It is also clear that discussions of social justice cannot be
based on outdated assumptions which fail to account for the enormous economic and
demographic changes that have already occurred. Let me finish my remarks by
citing one example.

In less than fifty years, the elderly population in the U.S. will be considerably
larger than today. Two thirds of this population will be white and they will be
supported by fewer workers, the majority of which will be persons of color, as will
nearly 60% of the nation’s children. In order to maintain retirement and health
benefits at their current levels, the U.S. will have to provide educational and social
supports for today’s children to enable them to earn an average wage that is 150%
higher than today (Social Security Administration, 2006). Without dramatic
improvements in such supports, these children will be economically worse off and the
U.S. will be unable to sustain current health and income programs for the elderly
(Campbell, Haveman, Sandefur, and Wolfe, 2005).

These statistics have profound implications for how the U.S. defines and attempts
to achieve social justice. They involve the resolution of such issues as inter
generational responsibility and equity, the determination of funding priorities in an
era of chronic fiscal scarcity, and the management of social conflict in an
increasingly diverse society (Esping Anderson, 2002). They are not hypothetical
questions; they have real world implications. As Ozawa (1997) argued eloquently and
prophetically a decade ago, unless current trends in social welfare spending are

reversed, the U.S. is on a self destructive econo demographic course which could
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make the dream of social justice less likely than ever to be realized.
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HEA FaMe EVbssitar 3 7 HA dge s

H AR tf-gste] gt Jae 2SR EXT|HS A9 34\0]‘}31‘:}. “?_2 &
T &

z
(racial uplift)”, Alefel, Ew 2 AHE EHE o5 7|#He A5 e E313
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s XA o] AL WMAFF ALS|EA| 7| o] FAT “HAAH EA"e= e
Y3}tk (Carlton-Laney, 2001; Waites, 2001; Iglehart and Becerra, 1996; Gordon,
1991). &FAF BX71#E5L A5 UZ HA(mutual aid association), AFZF S(self-help
group), AAEZ I (community organization), At AHIA71 5 thekdl FHES =it
(Gerstle, 2001; Beito, 2001; Rivera and Erlich, 1998; Simon, 1994; Chan, 1991; Rivera,
1987; Hernandez, 1983; Morris and Freund, 1966; O'Grady, 1931). HIZ o]&|3 7|&E
o] EZ4, AgZ #3173 FHoAN B2 AMESdA Ews HedE EFstal AEE
| AHE GolAs) o ddstste] Tt Heol B 0134 = TS a2gdE £
Stal AgatEo] A ThFgt ALSER 7S] AR S BHoh EBEQ] LS
5 Ao o]ukx|Eth (Reisch and Andrews, 2001; Hamilton and Hamilton, 1997;
Carson, 1993; Lasch-Quinn, 1993; Gordon, 1991). 4] W& A&e Zwz Q=7 xpd
o #ASs FASHEA AFHYE AT tRITFo% vEsFe dds weEs Ao
o FRAA SR GAETH YWCA 283l A=A FsA =] X8gs v
ZAH Qo] o]z st Mol E A o o]tk (Hammond, 1920; Gordon, 1991; Hine, 1990;
Salem, 1990; Reisch and Andrews, 2001).

N

a8y ol d¥ox EFstn 2047] W= FH AMEEA AAELS 4G
oule] HeH AL E &8k X stk 7] 3 olfr= FHA olRAEe] A
dsh= olelw3 @ e ofrolAl oRIAEe] B e ol wo] HEHE e ¢
25kA] £l 7] wZo]th(Axinn and Stern 2005). SHA|YF Bt} F=A<Ql olf+= 87t
3] AZshs A4, TuA, AwA B3R 4 B oY 2AE 48]

A e BPFosh AEFod zze BYol Bastth F BAZ
BAH AP QA5 93 AE Parid AEHA AP L
slok @k AR le] AAAES B AVt YRS
A FA7sRA s TSk o BAY @2 %) AsHE
AARUY e QFT W ok A EA AT 21
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1930 FHHRE] 19709 F9HA] wlmoll A BEX57HY] SdS A E A7 AL 9
£ AdE F JEFE I AEF 7INE vtda Tt 2Hd % Bt va o] AL
BYAAL AL HBA FAZRE wEotd AdEs] 2 A o] A tH(Patterson,  2000;
Hamilton and Hamilton, 1997; Rose, 1994). o]/ (FiAH) 0.2 X Al oo} &Aoo A2 H
Aol Bedl R4 ARAE A% Bunezt AW RUt H4Ee
QB ol o2 AW Ad e olf2 .
THlELe] BHA R vFelEe] GE AXH HolA Jdue Aotk dF £ Al
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ATEE, ol AAANA, ¥4, 13 A2 At Age FNL Iz FKol vhA
EEAoEE Fol= vF A7t BRE AHY ol stk 1 A oUW e
e Q% WE Fu, A3 BASE AR 2R, 2 2AE Ak F WA o
FE AAA WeY A%z AYE & 9

= e R B e R L R S R o
(privatization of civic life)x B ®MOEZ sloF AFEY AFHoz A5 2835}
3 a5 AES B4% £ e 2 7HAXZATHSugrue, 1995; Fisher and Karger,
1997). 18]al "y ojs &g A0 ol A2 Wdslo ZH Ag0lEd)
ek 244 <4S zHelA7)E dol 719 g tHReisch 2003). Al | o] Abs| T
o2 A%dE F Uk ARHEES FASE o2 AEAY 50| Hll=3, HyF,

“H]-1]=2(Un-American)”0|2}al AlZEoA A53st=d AF A HReisch and Andrews,

2001 Schrecker, 1993). 53] Wl =sAI5Y FAZAISAA A3 459 FEXE X
st 213 AN ZRAE JAE = e T AXF S HEJL I o= F
< 911 HY o]|% vlmALS|of] whAs FEALS Hro|uA AT grEXx] Ao @ Jik

< TG v e R o A Aole FEZHOEAM ARREAALY A9E F
ste Aol ARE F vk ARRIEAADE dEHor Wse AHNAN LA E
A S NEA olFES UFA FUH AEHor ALY feMe Bo BRHA
deol Bada 3 Fole LA Ao FHAT 22y ol A
St H R MRl 28R A4l /Mde 28sk= AEA e ids Al
ebatar itk H gEdtoo #dE dFES Eu EHeH FAIAR] tigtolE
o 2H& Fi lon FResta EiH olgg tAld thehH olEse] TAHA 9l

tH(DeAnda, 1997; Goldberg, 2000; Gould, 1996).

32

oA AGAls AL A8 RRAY Aol BE BA A4
of W 1 2 FRAZC oY 2elAEel AR &
Folom AZe FRe) AL, Az 28T o
o FEHoR ol HFALF A AMS]H 29 4t’1% A7l 71T
(Nussbaum, 1999; Morris, 2002; Young, 1990; Hill Collins, 2000; Johnson, 2001). Z&<=
ANFF 443 B AFEA |83 ARl B2 ¥sE vt a2jal o
23 M= IAHEHYSE olF S WAE JketAl H At

3 o

}‘_Z:-E—F—Eﬂb]%% A2 kel ddFE o3 AgA BAS BHEI Eulel ©
s 7T E2ERUUS FAAE T A58 2EE AR 7|8l tig HgEY
+ Wy apd —r-J 4L gll= ddd 2o JFAHGibelman, 2000; Beck and
Eichler, 2000; Hyde, 1998; Leonard, 1995). ¢J%=3tA= @SkAIE 1990dthol] o]2igh 1
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2 AFA e gg =4 BEA AR Ao BA Zrow #3HA F
ANS F Ae NEA AFAYR olFsHA HIUY F, A, IF, U
I pEEY] 9 Aol AYd AEA ARSI FTE ALY
AHGross 1995, Keyes 1991). 138 B33t T A3 A 99}

ol AxE Fole kgl UlFE A9 ti(Van Soest and Garcia, 2003;
Reisch, 2002). BHZF ASG o5 AFstel= ol8d w29 BFEFgAs9 ALSE
A1 ¢} A A Y] A4S FEPot (Murray, 1984; Mead, 1992).

Fo| vl ARREA] SabE e AR Y et dEstFe] BAE v oA HE
i F BRE T Ae ofHA STk vIFAEEA S A8 ATt
ApATEo) AMGS Tl A9 dwslFYE ST o|E4 AAE wHEHe A=
7F o8 W Qo Asgtk(Marsh, 2004; Prigoff, 2003; Van Soest and Garcia,
2003; Caputo, 2000; Hill Collins, 2000; Fisher and Karger, 1997 Leonard, 1995). 1=
o] o]E3 2 ARS|A e}t st AE FHEted o] o= A= IAA )
N dgs & oy I A £33 HHeRE < Aol oY ofAAl B

4 WstE fFrsty] 93 /NEA T Aol 53 AXYH Bt

i
i)
o
4
I,
L
fo ™
o

AA, A7rE, 8RS FAD WSE 2047] APA BololA Mgl el @
o 9L 7T ow @ Awo] A8 BAA Ws] vlge Bl S A
BANN g Asgelel e Folelsl? BF, wgdel, T8l Uz dee] 4
2

Aol G GTe Fololslre AREAG A Yasuoler & A

a8y vl=e] 553 ARSI EAAA wEol o]t AFe @& 377 A
m= o] ARSI HE7HA] old Hue 85 =4S :

Ugtro A EA]E Qbg e @o] oFE3] $tth(Jansson, 2005 Axinn and Stern,
2005 Katz, 2001; Patterson, 2001). = ZA¥} ttE& vt} A3zl Zxe} EAZE
zx2 F2E5 7HAA =AY Pl B3 2 ofd Afstd wvtRG gddt d7TE
£ 7FA 2 It (Reisch 2005).

o]H 3t A9 “v=F o T2 (American exceptionalism)’= 59 AAFH, AFT=E
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2 #sle] tigste WA dFS = Aotk W= ;M AJAFYet AxY AAhe
FAE JE4 AdolA sidste As A58k Gevh 1 A% vl=oA AR S
A J2HA S FolA Fstele Alee AEE 4R, AHEE a7 AAEHA %
= & odth W E, vgdA s L9AIT EAE NS Adelut S R ==
© Aol Asity. WZol mlmelM= ASAA A Bl At Ao E AL
4o 55 FATIEe BP0l Aok AR g ke AT FHu AT, 2
g HRAFA AR Y FFo FAl= ik ARSI e Aol HAstHE AL o
Al gcH(Reisch 2005).

:Law A2 A, AFFES A2 A NP SAT AU A4
A P AR TUe wold Hlth AFAX vFe] AR GEe YR
Arh} BAAY o), AR Bl Fol AYsol sh=kek Dol AIrhKatz 200D).
ey H2 AHEAE A AR AAER BFse AAAATR Q8 ole@

FES AZE FE solsta stk 19308t el S 2E 71EY AAFIH AbS)
A AT RAE-FEFO] ARFEARZ tAHL 3l MER EAAAE A
QAo Hoh A1g FAA dEE HES TS FU3(Jessop 1999 p353) A<, 71,

AGatse]  eFHYE 7199 oo Fete FHE HES IFS I
(McDonald, Harris, and Winterstein, 2003; Piven, 2002).

ol d 4q HolA AREANN AFHgE oW WFoE WANA BA? AW
slth AFE g e] Sfn)sk 747 BhEA ASER JE 4R S o EA shte FEE
A8 GJulg olZod F 927k olHF AR G2 3] AWM 12 A
3l 7ol Mol Bast altk sk A, o o T AEE ‘TRt &g

B Foz ReldA @gty) WEolth obyg vRAEE AW Asdgol de
W oo oAn A1 A% 9% 1dn FuE EdE @ 9FTE ¥Rt e

‘jr =4, O ol ALEEo Fivto 2= ApH S st HEAFE FEE] £
st7] witolth. AAAMASY] e AAFY tEstE Afet 159 dotst
, 1S, 17, FEAES 98 HosHA Y (US. Census, 2006 Holzer, et al,
2007, Mays, Cochran, and Barnes, 2007; Child Welfare League of America, 2006;
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 2006b). 7dA13t8 AN 7192 e84 4
Fo 7HAH =5H 4 B gEZ o)A HIth aga drhu AR EAH] REE
FaEoko AL 4 d=vtel E=5HA HAtHPugh and Gould, 2000; Reisch, 2003).
BAAA S AHEFY o F(AE sl o5l AlA BA, T 71H, Aol FfEte
1)l 9s] E7ZEAHGeorge and Wilding, 2002; Piven, 2002). ©]#3F W3l= A3
AAGENA AR EE &ol9t AAZAARAANE HFHL Utk AAAAS S v

b ofy
r-{u:

ofr
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