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Forging a Profession for Social Justice or Picking Up
the Scraps: Whither Social Work in the 21st Century?

Mark E. Courtney (University of Chicago)

What should social workers do? I begin with this question because I believe that
the social work profession will be ill equipped to face the challenges of the next
century unless it actively struggles with this question and comes up with a coherent
answer. I alsobelieve that it is a very difficult question to answer with any degree
of clarity in a way that is likely to gain much consensus among social workers,
social work educators, or social work researchers. Nevertheless, if the profession
does nothave a general understanding of what future social workers should do in
their social work, then how can itconstruct useful programs of social work education,
or conduct research that will inform social work practice, or advocate for changes in
social welfare policy that will support a tenable vision of social work? Indeed,
without answering this question how 1s the profession to decide who is a social
worker, and who is not? I deliberately emphasize the question of what “should”
social workers do as opposed to what they do now, because I am not convinced that
the current lay of the land, at least in the U.S., provides much direction for the
future of the profession. I believe that nothing short of a serious reconsideration of
the relationship between the social work research, education, and practice

communities will ensure the vitality of social work into the future.

I do not have a simple answer to the question I pose and I do not believe that a
simple answer exists. In fact, I should be clear at the outset that the argument I
present here probably generates more questions than answers. I begin by trying to
provide a definition of “social justice.”Many social workers and social work scholars

throw around the term social justice in their efforts to describe what social workers

Mark E. Courtney 795



KOREAN ACADEMY OF SOCIAL WELFARE
— .

should do. I too believe that the profession should be centrally concerned with
creating social justice through the work of its members. However, the meaning of
this term is far from self evident. In this essay I briefly introduce John Rawls’
notion of distributive justice in order to provide a conceptual framework for
discussing how the social work profession might organize itself around the concept
of social justice (Rawls 1971). To those unfamiliar with Rawls, I should make clear
that by using his theory to describe a mission forsocial work, I am framing the
issue as a philosophical one. My approach is not unusual, many scholarly attempts
to define a mission for social work are essentially philosophical or ideological in

nature.

I then point out some serious challenges, all closely related to each other, to
employing this, or, for that matter, any conceptualization of social justice as a
guiding framework for social work. The challenges I describe, however, are not
essentially philosophical ones. Rather, I rely on the sociology of professions and the
current state of affairs in social work in the U.S. to argue that social and
institutional forces make it very difficult, at least in the U.S., for social work to be a

profession devoted to promoting social justice

I conclude by arguing that social work researchers, educators, and practitioners
shouldengage in an ongoing debate about the direction of the profession that
assumes distributive justice to be a worthy organizing principle, but recognizes the
need to (1) delineate the professional "turf” worth fighting for (i.e., what should be
left for other professions and what should be claimed for social work) and (2)

1dentify what the profession needs to do to claim that turf.

I apologize in advance for using the case of social work in the U.S. to illustrate
what my tone may suggest I believe to be fairly universal issues in the development
of the social work profession around the world. What I know about the nature of
the social work profession outside of the U.S. I have picked up anecdotally from
colleagues from abroad. I have no doubt that the issues I take up are more salient
in some countries that in others. In particular, I recognize that the concerns I raise
here apply mainly to countries with post-industrial market economies social work in

countries with planned economies or in countries in the majority/developing world
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may look very different from the picture I paint here.

Distributive Justice as an Organizing Principle for the Social
Work Profession

For many years social work scholars have used social justice as an organizing
framework for thinking about social work ((Beverly and McSweeney 1987, Ross and
Shireman, 1973). Some authors have even relied specifically on Rawls' theory of
distributive justice as a way of discussing how social work might be considered a
social justice profession (Reid and Billups 1986; Wakefield 1988a). Most noteworthy
perhaps is Jerome Wakefield's use of distributive justice in a lengthy philosophical
argument where he makes the case that psychotherapy, when used for certain
purposes, constitutes work on behalf of achieving social justice and should therefore
be considered an appropriate form of social work practice (Wakefield 1983b).He
makes this argument in response to earlier authors who tended to wuse
macro-practice examples to illustrate social work's role in promoting social justice
(e.g., policy-making, community organizing, etc.) and downplayed the importance of
or criticized clinically-oriented work. One of my primary reasons for using
Rawls’theory to provide a framework for thinking of social work as a social justice
profession is because it has been used very persuasively by Wakefield to provide a
big-tent definition of social work practice. I am not interested here in arguing about
which elements of current, or future, social work practice might be considered
consistent with a social justice focus, though such an argument can certainly be
made (Specht and Courtney 1994) I am more concerned here with how difficult it is

to maintain a profession organized around this focus.

While a full treatment of Rawls’ theory is beyond the scope of this essay, a brief

introduction should provide the foundation for further discussionl). Rawls proposes

1) Rawls’ theory has been criticized on a number of grounds. For example, Utilitarians argue that Rawls’
approach does not maximize utility, Libertarians argue that his approach involves infringements on liberty,
and others argue that his theory is not “ambition-sensitive” enough (Lamont and Favor 2007).
Nevertheless, Rawls'concept of distributive justice is particularly useful in examining how social workers
might think of their work as helping to achieve social justice. For a detailed explanation of Rawls’s theory
as it might be applied to social work see Wakefield (1988a).

Mark E. Courtney 7197



KOREAN ACADEMY OF SOCIAL WELFARE
— .

the following two principles of justice, which are ordered in terms of priority
(Rawls 1971):

1. Fach person has an equal claim to a fully adequate scheme of equal basic
rights and liberties, which schemeis compatible with the same scheme for all;
and in this scheme the equal political liberties, and only those liberties, are to
be guaranteed their fair value.

2. Social and economic inequalities are to satisfy two conditions: (a) They are to
be attached to positions and offices open to all under conditions of fair equality
of opportunity; and (b), they are to be to the greatest benefit of the least

advantaged members of society.

It is important to note that Rawls intends for his theory to apply to all “primary
goods,” by which he means any socially—-distributed goods that a rational person
might want in order to pursue their plan in life. Principle 2b, known as the
“difference principle,” implies that if it is possible to raise the absolute position of
the least advantaged further by having some inequalities of primary goods, then such
inequalities should be allowed only up to that point where the absolute position of

the least advantaged can no longer be raised.

Arguably the primary importance of Rawls’ theory for social work is that it “leads
to the establishment of a social minimum of primary goods below which nobody is
allowed to fall” (Wakefield 1988a, pg. 200). From this perspective, asociety in which
large numbers of people were allowed to fall below this minimum would be
considered unjust. Therefore, a reasonable mission, or “organizing principle” to use
Wakefield's terminology, for a profession concerned with minimal distributive justice
would be to ensure that individuals have the minimal resources necessary to be full
participants in society?). It should be clear that this is a purely philosophical
approach to defining social work’s mission, in other words, what social workers
should do. This approach says nothing about how feasible this mission might be as

an organizing principle for the profession in the “real world.”

2) Rawls is primarily concerned with distributive justice for individuals. Nevertheless, it is not difficult to think
of distributive justice in terms of the needs of families, groups, and even communities (i.e., the traditional
social work “clients”).
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The concept of minimal distributive justice should sound familiar to social workers,
social work educators, andsocial work scholars. Indeed, the code of ethics of the U.S.
National Association of Social Workers (NASW) and the mission statement of the
International Federation of Social Workers, while making reference to more universal
ambitions such as enhancing client well-being and human potential, also make
specific reference to meeting basic human needs, to achieving social (distributive)
justice. Of course, asserting in a mission statement that one’s profession is devoted
to achieving distributive justice is not the same as being able to organize one’s

profession around such a goal.

Challenges to Creating and Maintaining a Profession Devoted
to Distributive Justice

If the social work profession ideally should be organized around the goal of
achieving distributive justice, then what might get in the way of the profession
succeeding in this endeavor? Here it is useful to turn to the sociology of professions.
Functionalists view professions as serving clearly identifiable social functions and
ascribe to professions a certain set of traits (e.g., theoretical knowledge; formal
training/education; professional organization; code of ethics; community sanction or
license; competency testing; publics service; fee-based payment; etc.) that categorize
them as a special type of occupation. This way of thinking about professions has
had some influence within thesocial work profession in the U.S., causing both periods
of activity directed at making social work “more professional” and arguments from
observers who have criticized the functionalist criteria as being arbitrary and not
particularly relevant to social work practice (Austin 1983). Functionalists have
generally characterized social work as exhibiting some but not all of these traits and
as a result have labeled it a “semi-profession” (Etzioni 1969; Greenwood 1957; Toren
1972). What is interesting about the functionalist perspective is not how well it
explains the evolution of social work or other professions (it does not), but rather
how much sway it still holds within the profession. Social work textbooks and
leaders of social work professional organizations still proudly list various functionalist

criteria as evidence that social work is indeed a profession.
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Social theorists and sociologists in particular, however, have generally moved
beyond functionalist accounts of professions. For example, social theorists operating
from a political-economic point of view have argued that a profession, rather than
being an occupation that exhibits particular characteristics, is in fact an occupational
strategy used by members of an aspiring occupation to advance their economic
self-interest. Stanley Wenocur and Michael Reisch, two proponents of this view, thus
describe a profession in the following terms: “we view a profession as a quasi—
corporate enterprise whose members have obtained a substantial degree of control
over the production, distribution, and consumption of a needed service commodity”

(Wenocur and Reisch 1989, p. 4).

Some sociologists, while recognizing the role of political and economic forces in
influencing professions, have attempted to create more nuanced theoretical
frameworks for understanding the emergence and evolution of professions. One of the
most influential of these theorists is Andrew Abbott (1988; 1995). In The System of
Professions, Abbott (1988) relies among other things on his historical and empirical
study of social work to argue that professions are not organized around distinct
functions; the history of professions is best understood as the history of conflict
between occupational groups over turf that could potentially be “professionalized.”

Abbott saw professions as living in a social ecology:

“There were professions and turfs, and a social and cultural mapping
—the mapping of jurisdiction—between those professions and turfs.
Change in this mapping was the proper focus of studies of professions
and happened most often at the edges of professional jurisdictions.
These edges could be studied in the three arenas of workplace, public,
and state and admitted different kinds and levels of settlements, ranging
from full and monopolistic jurisdiction to much looser forms of purely

intellectual jurisdiction or clientele differentiation.” (Abbott 1995, p. 552).

Abbott (1995) later amended his theory to try to better account for how
professions emerge over time out of various complex and diverse spheres of activity
that have not yet been claimed as professional turf, such as, in the case of social

work in the U.S. charity organization, social settlements, and administration of
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institutions for dependent populations and criminals. Over time, some tasks come to
be seen as belonging “inside” a given professional sphere whereas others are pushed
or gravitate “outside.” According to Abbott these boundariesarise because of
differences across a number of dimensions including differences between the types of
people doing a particular kind of work (e.g., gender), differences in styles of work
with similar clients (e.g., psychodynamic versus behavioral approaches) anddifferences
in the nature of the workplace (e.g., schools, hospitals, community centers). Abbott’s
theory helps explain how social workers in a given country might see tasks or
clients that were once done by social workers or proto social workers as outside of

social work’s domain of professional concern (e.g., work with adult probationers).

Although they derive from somewhat different theoretical and empirical traditions,
Abbott’s approach to understanding professions and that of the political-economic
theorists have a very important element in common;, both of these perspectives see
conflict over professional turf as key to the professional enterprise. Of course,
Marxists would generally place little stock in the idea that social workers'concern for
distributive justice has had much at all to do with the evolution of the social work
profession. Putting aide the question of whether social work has in the past used the
pursuit of distributive justice as an important guiding principle, with some idea of
how social scientists understand how professions function in the real world it is now
possible to consider the feasibility of social work using the achievement of minimal
distributive justice as its mission. Can social work really be organized around the
goal of ensuring that individuals have the minimal resources necessary to be full

participants in society?

First, it i1s important to acknowledge that other professions engage in work that
can be seen as helping individuals, families, and groups to achieve distributive justice
social work does not have this professional turf to itself. Some of these professions,
such as law, operate in realms where social workers (at least in the U.S.) seldom
tread. Although social workers sometimes advocate for changes in laws in order to
maximize distributive justice and in some cases even help empower people by
making them aware of their legal rights, it is indisputable that the legal profession
takes primary responsibility for assisting individuals and groups in the enforcement

of their legal rights. Even when mainstream legal institutions may fail in this regard,
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it is public-interest attorneys, not social workers, who seek to address inequities in
access to (legal) justice. In other words, in some realms it is clearly the case that
professionals other than social workers have taken on the primary role of helping

ensure minimal distributive justice with respect to a primary social good.

What is perhaps more problematic is the fact that other professions can make
reasonable claims to providing distributive justice in many areas where social
workers are regularly employed. For example, social workers in the U.S. are
employed in health and mental health care settings and schools. Cannot health care
professionals argue that they are engaged in the task of ensuring that people have
access to the health care they need in order to be able to be full participants in
society? Are not educators and the other non-social-work professionals working in
educational settings at least to some extent trying to ensure that people have the
human capital they need to be full participants in society? A quick read of the codes
of ethics of professions working in these settings will ensure the reader of the
concern of these professionals with social justice. Put simply, it is difficult to argue
very persuasively that social workers are the only professionals in these settings that
are concerned with ensuring minimal distributive justice for the individuals served or

affected by these institutions.

Moreover, social work is largely absent in the U.S. from service areas where a
profession devoted to ensuring minimal distributive justice should arguably have a
large presence. The most striking example of this is the area of public welfare. The
U.S. welfare system underwent a radical transition in the late 1990s, moving from a
system of cash assistance for low-income families with children to a focus on
moving parents in these families into the workforce through provision of
welfare-to-work programs, child care, health care, and other work supports. Nor
surprisingly, many of the parents served in the new welfare system face enormous
challenges as they try to balance the demands of work and parenting (Acs and
Loprest 2001, Courtney et al. 2005). Nevertheless, a recent study of licensed social
workers found that less than one percent was employed in income assistance and
less than five percent was employed in any setting that might be reasonably likely
to connect these social workers to parents involved with these welfare programs
(National Association of Social Workers 2006).

202 s=ARI=RIES



KOREAN ACADEMY OF SOCIAL WELFARE
=

Social work, at least in the U.S. 1is not the only profession concerned with
ensuring minimal distributive justice. In some areas we are bystanders while in most
others we are one of several professions engaged in this task. Perhaps most
troubling is the fact that we are only marginally involved in providing some services
that are arguably at the center of efforts to ensure minimal distributive justice. If
social work seeks to be a profession devoted to ensuring minimal distributive justice,
then it will certainly need to pursue that goal in the context of a complex and

highly contested inter—professional domain.

A second challenge to organizing the social work profession around the goal of
achieving minimal distributive justice is the fact that the people most in need of help
to achieve distributive justice are generally unable to pay for that help. “Volunteer
professional” is an oxymoron; if a social worker cannot make a decent salary they
will choose to perform some other kind of work. This leaves those interested in
developing and maintaining the social work profession with two options: (1) focus on
performing tasks that are of interest to clients who are able to pay and/or (2)

convince government and/or the philanthropic community to support social work.

The problem with the first strategy is that it tends to move social work practice,
and the institutions of the profession,away from activities directed towards achieving
minimal distributive justice. I have argued elsewhere that the movement of social
workers in the U.S. into the private practice of psychotherapy is an example of
social workers putting more of a priority on professional autonomy and access to a
middle—-class paying clientele than on serving social work clients who cannot pay
and for whom helping usually means involvement in publicly-supported social service
systems (Courtney 1993; Specht and Courtney 1994). I have sometimes heard the
argument that the presence of large numbers of social workers within the profession
who are able to attract paying clients strengthens the legitimacy of the profession,
thereby making it a more effective advocate for people who cannot pay. Perhaps, but
if professions really are mechanisms for claiming and retaining occupational turf,
then one must ask whether having a relatively large subgroup of social workers
interested in an area of professional turf that is marginal to the central mission of
the social work profession actually strengthens the profession’s ability to retain or

expand turf that is more consistent with the mission.If the lobbying efforts on behalf

Mark E. Courtney 203



KOREAN ACADEMY OF SOCIAL WELFARE
— .

of private practitioners by NASW and state chapters of the professional organization
in the US. provide evidence of how this dynamic actually plays outwithin
professional organizations, then there may be real cause for concern (Specht and
Courtney 1994).

For a profession devoted to achieving minimal distributive justice, efforts to obtain
a paying clientele are also problematic when they are made in an area of
professional turf that is highly contested. If other professions are more than happy to
meet the need for a particular primary good, then how does social work help achieve
the goal of minimal distributive justice by fighting with those professions over the
provision of this good? In the U.S. for example, social work is one of several
professions that struggle over the privilege of providing mental health services to
individuals who can pay privately or who have health insurance that will reimburse
them for the cost of such services. Each of these professions makes unique claims
regarding its expertise and some have succeeded better than others in carving out
professional niches (e.g., psychiatrists generally have a monopoly on prescribing
psychotropic medications). However, it is far from clear that social work provides a
service that is either distinctly different from or better than services provided by one

or more of the other mental health professions (Specht and Courtney 1994).

Of course, government and philanthropy bring their own set of challenges as
funders for social work services directed at achieving minimal distributive justice. In
many countries, and the U.S. is no exception, it is far from clear that the
government 1S in the business of ensuring minimal distributive justice.
Publicly-supported social services are often more concerned with social control
functions than with ensuring that people acquire the primary social goods necessary
to be full participants in society. Moreover, as the British social policy theorist
Richard Titmuss famously observed, services designed specifically for the poor tend
to become poor services. These services are not only poor for those they are
intended to help; the working conditions in the public and private social service

agencies that provide these services can also be quite poor.

Private philanthropy is also a problematic source of potential support for a

profession devoted to minimal distributive justice. Although social work in the U.S.
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owed much to private and religious philanthropic support during its early years and
continues to benefit from philanthropic resources, such support often comes with
strong 1deological strings attached. Philanthropic funding is also quite limited
compared to the resources of government and organized philanthropy can be quite
fickle, meaning that it seldom can be relied upon for the kind of long—term support

needed to create professional jobs, except perhaps the jobs of foundation employees.

Despite the limitations of government and philanthropy as sources of support for
social work, it should be clear that they remain the only game in town for those
who wish social work to be a profession devoted to ensuring minimal distributive
justice. While some individuals are able to pay for the services of professionals,
many are not and it is these people that should be the primary focus of a profession
whose mission is the achievement of minimal distributive justice. Democratic
government at its best is a manifestation of the public’'s commitment to the common
good; government should be committed to helping ensure that all members of a
society have the ability to fully participate in that society. Similarly, organized
philanthropy has long concerned itself with giving a “hand up” to the socially
excluded. Given the limited options, social workers should not look this gift horse in

the mouth for too long.

In summary, I believe that social work’s mission should be the achievement of
minimal distributive justice, but this is only a philosophical ideal. In the current
real-world context, social work is not the only profession that can lay claim to this
mission, or at least parts of it, but turf claiming is at the heart of the professional
enterprise. Lastly, social work must find a way for social workers to get paid for
their efforts on behalf of minimal distributive justice; the likely sources of that

funding are government, and, to a lesser degree, philanthropy.

Whither Social Work in the 21st Century?

As I mentioned earlier, I do not have an easy answer to the question of what
should social workers do? However, I do have a few ideas regarding steps that

could be taken to move in the direction of answering that question. I believe that
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social work educators, practitioners, and researchers should accept minimal
distributive justice as a worthy organizing principle for the profession. Social
workers do such a wide variety of things that it is very difficult to explain to
ourselves, let alone policymakers or the general public, what it is that we do.
Nevertheless, one common theme that runs through most social work practice and is
found throughout the history of the profession is the desire to help society’s most
marginalized to become full participants in society. The concept of minimal

distributive justice nicely captures the essence of this desire.

Even with agreement about our mission, we are still left with the task of deciding
how best to use our profession to achieve it. It is long past time for a vigorous and
ongoing debate about the direction of the profession that recognizes the need to
delineate the professional "turf” for which we are willing to fight. This debate, when
it is engaged in at all, is too often left to members of professional organizations that
do not represent the entire profession and are dominated by social workers who are
often more concerned with their professional privileges than with maximizing the
ability of the profession to achieve its mission. There are far too few opportunities
for the various parts of the professional enterprise (social workers, social work
educators, and social welfare researchers) to get together to discuss our turf, or the
lack thereof. Which roles are we willing to leave to other professions, either because
the roles are not central to our mission or because anotherprofession is already doing
a reasonably good job? Which new roles do we wish to claim and professionalize?
Which roles are in danger of being lost to the profession? These are questions that
must be answered now and will continue to require answers as long as the
profession exists.] will not try to answer them here except to say that the answers

are likely to differ widely across cultures and time.

When we identify our professional turf we also need to identify what we need to
do as a profession to claim and retain that turf. Social work educators have an
important role to play since it is they who are crucial to the reproduction of the
profession; teaching the next generation the same things that were taught to the last
generation will not equip new social workers with all the knowledge they need to
claim and retain professional turf that is essential to creating minimal distributive

justice. The leaders and members of social work professional organizations such as
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the NASW must be willing to question how well their efforts support the
achievement of minimal distributive justice. They should reach out to social workers
who are not members of these organizations to better understand why they do not
participate. Might they be working with populations, in settings, or in roles that are

not well represented by current professional organizations?

Lastly, we must recognize that progressive ideology alone will not muster the
resources necessary to support a profession that is organized around establishing
minimal distributive justice. To mobilize public and charitable resources, we will need
to redouble our efforts to demonstrate the effectiveness of social policies and social
work practice in actually helping individuals, families, and communities to fully
participate in society. In other words, we still need a much better empirical
knowledge base supporting our work. We need this empirical knowledge not only to
mobilize resources, but also because our professional project is morally bankrupt
without it. If our clients could always freely choose to pay us themselves for our
services then we might be able to rest assured that they at least believe that our
services are worth the resources devoted to them. However, since we must generally
rely on government or philanthropy to pay us our salaries as professionals, it is
reasonable to ask whether the goal of minimal distributive justice is best served by
devoting resources tosocial workers, and social services, rather than directly to the

individuals, families, and communities that these resources are intended to help.
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ANGES ABBALDEAE S0l AANGRD A, AGERA Bwe Fxe &
A5 M e Aolth Z, ol MASEY AATE QMRS MR 3
So a4 e Zoltt.

WakefieldE Rawlse] ©o]&& 7[R 1 ALFEAAHE wj$ A=
Bo| BT Rawlse] o]2< 711 A3 EA oA ALS|H oS o]E
7k thalA A BRAT B ZFoHE ojd Al3EA S| mgdx A&HoE A}
379 7Hx9} FAHET deME AHRA Gtk BE o] FAE trojdve

7H e FEs e 7132 v F 4k (Specht and Courtney 1994). thAalo] E Zoj 4
© AR EAE sted o AR THAE fFAEE Aol drby ot el =
e Tk g

Rawlse] &8l Es £ oM EF A48T = fith vzl o7|dA= 3tekstA

Rawlse] ool thsh 4Bstnst Foh). Rawlse FO(E#H)E et 22 T 747
%oz AYAh T A7 Fo AR89 AHo] A5 AT SAh

A, 2E AL

27 & Rawls7} Bl 7 R E “A=x13 2 3Hprimary goods)” o] A|5 715 A3t

= Ak FFaor sty “YAbE AlSH(primary goods)" & FE AU JlQle] A4S A

WA Feke BE AEE ASE grsith 259 92 T F WA “HA A (the

least advantage)ol Al Hdl9] o]¢] BRA"L 71 L9AIZY AHE MAAZ & v

“A2}2A A SH(primary goods)’e] BBl FE&E 4 on I3 BEHFTLE o592

AE 9 o) MAAZ & ¢S W7A T FHEH o= Ao|th

1) Rawlsel O|20| %2 oM TS YD Uch o2 Sof, Z2IFYXSS Rawlsel 0|20 “74ole
ZM 28 FF'E TSI ¢T UASS d[ESiCE XFFLAXES RaWIs°I ol20| 7helel Xtze| &
dist= AX|7F okl v st O 2] Rawlse| O[22 “ofdt FHA"0|X| 2rcl= dH|To| AcKLamont

and Favor 2007). &0l = =76t Rawlsel EMELl= AtE|AIEIIE0| AtEHolE MHsts ARIE
of AFE ofEHA YZst=rte dotste £2 FHES M3dl Eoh Rawlsel =T O[E0| AbE|A
Aol ofEA XMB==otol s 2ot ARMIS| 20 A o™ Wakefield(1988a)& & 11s5ts| BiztCt
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A2 AR EA] wA 9 ARSI EA] AEAES oA E A RAVE ARA Y-S T
a7 98l 71sFoolM AFe AEHozMY VIES THAA AREA A Y] AEAS
FAt

aHu 25 Aol E7FEH A EAES O o Ve FoA HIe AHESAl o
Tt ARBolE7ES HEAS O ol Afre A4S A e AYdddew BA
Bl BABAA BRANA HEZZH ol S BAA olds FEATI7 Hs 53
Aol FALSh= AbEECl AMEste dFe A=Y ARZolgta Euh olH 3 Az
7H2 ti3 Al ka9l Stanley ncurS’Jr Micheal Reische H#2& thad 2o] A9
ok - 3

71de g Eoh(We view a professmn as a quasi—corporate
enterprise whose members have obtained a substantial degree of control over the
production, distribution, and consumption of a needed service commodity” (Wenncur
and Reisch 1989 p4)

2 9 AR EL AR Y FXNAAY FFEES FE85HA FAEF o]
E7te] Bt #4S 7M. Andrew Abbott(1983; 1995)& o] #-oFe] o

The System of Profession(1988)ol4 A}3]E-x]2] AZAAIATE F3
Fr715ol wel AR E= Aol okt FAS T e AR 9
ATEY JAL=E olsfste Aol gtk FEATY. S, AEFolge IFS &
A 9 75 FAY AFEcla & F vk Abbotte W z
A}3] 2 A E)H(social ecology) & 7+53F] Tk
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