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Giduk Kim(Assistant Professor, Soonchunhyang University)

Introduction

This article will explore to fundamental values of social work profession: social
justice and human right. No one can deny the fact through the long history of social
work, our profession has been inextricably related to social justice and human right.
As an evidence of such solid relationships, the Code of Ethics for social workers
proclaims social justice and human right to be one of core values and duties which
social work as a human service profession should pursue and protect (NASW, 1996).

Although a great deal of studies about social work, social justice and human rights
are produced, they have failed to provide an explicit answer to the question of what
the meaning and function of social justice and human rights in social work
profession are.

Colton posits the relationship between social work and social justice is 'decidedly
uneasy, fraught with tension, contradiction and conflict at both the ideological,
conceptual and theoretical levels of policy and practice’ (Colton, 2002: 6259).
Notwithstanding long history of promoting it in the field of social work, human
rights are not clearly demonstrated neither at practical level nor in social work
responses (Lundy, 2004: 60-61).

Recent research argues that contemporary 'changing contexts’ where social work
profession is placed are making such tensional and conflict relations more complex
(Dominelli, 2004). In similar way, Reisch also indicated that today’s complex

environment obscures the meaning and goal of social justice and that hence new
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questions frame both philosophical and political debates. According to his argument,
one of these debates is "how we can reconcile traditional ideas of social justice with
the emerging interest in human rights’ (Reisch, 2002: 348).

In this context, the main purpose of this article is to critically compare the social
justice with the human rights focusing on their potentials as social work perspective
in these changing contexts. By doing so, this article argues the human rights has
more benefits in terms of concept and practice than social justice perspective as a
guiding perspective for social work within these contemporary changing context
symbolized as era of diversity and plurality (Orme, 2002).

The argument the human rights perspective is more beneficial than social justice
doesn’t mean that the effort to realize the ideal of social justice is unnecessary or
meaningless. Rather this article argues that the intrinsic nature and characters of
social justice has severe limitation in realizing its ideas in these changing contexts
compared to the concept of human rights.

In a sense, this paper is somewhat political rather than metaphysical, which are
'two senses’ often used in the social justice studies (Meyers, 1998). Whereas the
study of social justice in metaphysical sense is primarily concerned with theoretical
aspect focusing on conceptualization and verification of its theories, the study in
political vein emphasizes the issues of power, political sanction, and legitimation by
arguing that the ideas of social justice can not be realized without getting any

political approvals within preexisting contexts.

Social Justice and Human Right in Social Work Profession

Both social justice and human rights have been deeply embedded in social work’s
unique mission and practice as guiding values and principles. Since Jane Addams’s
effort for social reforms, the tradition of promoting social justice in social work
profession has been explicitly incorporated in the code of ethics as the core value, in
which the mission of social work is rooted.

The ethical principle for social justice in code of ethics declares clearly that 'social
workers challenge social injustice’ and socal workers are expected to 'pursue social
change, particularly with on behalf of wvulnerable and oppressed individuals and

groups of people.” It adds, in addition, that focus of such effort for social change

220 s=ARI=RIES



KOREAN ACADEMY OF SOCIAL WELFARE
=

should be primarily placed on ‘issues of poverty, unemployment, discrimination and
the other forms of social justice’ and social worker’'s activity is trying to 'promote
sensitivity to and knowledge about profession and cultural and ethical diversity’ and
'ensure access to needed information, services and resources; equality of opportunity;
and meaningful participation in decision making for all people’ (NASW, 1996).

Further operationalization of social justice is also expressed at the standard in the
code of ethics under the heading of 'social worker’'s responsibilities to the broader
society.” According to it, social workers should 'promote the general welfare of
society, from local to global levels and the development of people, their communities
and environments’ (NASW, 1996, Standard 6.01), and 'engage in social and political
action that seeks to ensure that all people have equal access to resources,
employment, services and opportunities they require to meet their basic human needs
and to develope fully’ (NASW, 1996, Standard 6.04).

Contemporary moral philosophical theories tend to limit restrict social justice into
adequate distributions of benefits and burden among society’s members and seek to
find the best ways to bring out such just state of distribution (Dworkin, 2000). The
Code of Ethics also emphasizes this aspects of social justice by noting that social
workers should ’advocate for resource allocation procedures that are open and fair'.
When not all client’s need can be met, an allocation procedure should be developed
that 1s nondiscriminatory and based on appropriate and consistently applied
principles’ (NASW, 1996, Standard 3.07(b)).

Unlike the social justice clearly documented in code of ethics, the human right
1sn't explicitly stated expressed in official document. However, several statements in
the code of ethics can be interpreted as representing human right perspectives
(Steen, 2006). For example, both the core value of 'dignity and worth of the person’
and ethical principle in code of ethics that ’‘social workers should respect the
inherent dignity and worth of the person’ could be considered as a different
expression of human right. It is because human right is defined as the rights a
person has simply because he/she is a human being.

Therefore, it can be assumed that in order for social worker to realize the notion
that 'social workers should respect the inherent dignity and worth of the person’, the
concept of human rights in needed as a prerequisite.

In addition, the statement in code of ethics that social worker promote client’s

socially responsible self-determination can be also interpreted as representing the
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idea of human rights (NASW, 1996, Ethical Principles). Self-determination has been
viewed as an ethical principle derived directly from the value of freedom, which has
been embedded as one of the critical ingredients in the concept of human right
(United Nations, 1948).

Political and civil rights are usually included within the concept of human rights
and they include several political behaviors like voting, protest etc. (Donnelly, 1989).
Social worker are called to promote such political rights by ’facilitating informed
participation by the public in shaping social policies and institutions’ (NASW, 1996,
Standard 6.02).

It is commomly accepted at social level that all human being have the right to
access and request the social resources such as education and health care (Donnelly,
1989). The code of ethics suggests that social work ’should engage in social and
political action that seeks to ensure that all people have equal access to the
resources, employment, services, and opportunities they require to meet their basic
human needs and develop fully’ (NASW, 1996, Standard 6.04(a)).

Changing contexts surrounding Social Work Profession

Since its inception as a profession, social work has worked within a certain
specific contexts which have played a significant role in making profession as it is.
In these days, several studies report that social work profession is facing uncertain
and difficult situation in within which the profession is forced to reformulate its
thinking about theories and practices.

To accomplish the purpose of this article, it is a prerequisite to explicate the
feature and nature of such changing contexts. Dominelli clearly articulated such
changing contexts and their implications to social work profession at three different
levels: Macro, Meso and Micro (Dominelli, 2004: 21-61).

Economic globalization at macro level

According to her explanation, one of the most decisive features at macro-level

context 1s economic globalization. A great number of social work literatures has
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argued that economic globalization is the most important factors that is responsible
for the changing contour of social work profession (Dominelli, 2004: 25; Myles and
Quadagno, 2002: 43).

Globalization in social work is usually defined as ‘the organization of social
relations in ways that promote the penetration of capitalist forces of production and
reproduction into arenas of life hitherto deemed sacrosanct from market—driven
imperatives’ (Dominelli and Hoogvelt, 1996).

The most distinguished change in social work incurred by economic globalization
1s the spread of trends of regulating private life through consumerism, the
commodification of interpersonal relations, the revival of the managerial control over
social work professional and institutions, and introduction of new forms of
governance (Dominelli, 2001, 26).

Such spread of trends has brought out two significant but interrelated outcomes
into social work both practically and ideologically.

One of the two distinguished outcome is to emphasize the process of social work
practice such as contracts between social services users and social work institution
in oder to facilitate easy monitoring and controlling the performance by social
workers and the institutions. Concomitant phenomenon along with emphasizing
procedural strictness in social work practice is the gradual loss of the professional
autonomy and discretion. The commodification of service provision and the
bureaucratization of professional practice are also considered to accelerate the speed
of reducing the professional autonomy and the decision-making powers of
professional (Dominelli, 2001: 32)

Another outcome is the collapse of the ideology of solidarity and pooling of welfare
risks, in oder to provide the common threads of self-sufficiency by stressing the free
market ideology and the individual responsibility. Such shift of ideological and
political climate has dramatically changed the relationship between the state and its
citizen and consequently made society consider the public assistance morally

inadequate (Culpitt, 1992).

Social inclusion and exclusion at meso level

At meso level of the nation-state, according to Dominelli, the most distinguished
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feature of the changing context revolves around the issues of social integration and
the inclusion of the excluded group into the mainstream society (Dominelli, 2001: 34).

Although there may be various different conceptualization of social exclusion, the
most well known concept is that it prevents participation in everyday life but
'without liking it directly to wider economic forces’ (Mandelson, 1997). Behind such
political and ideological climate is a specific view of human being and society, called
'normative consensus,” which legitimates the current structuring of social relations
and ignores the existing structural inequalities (Peter, 1997).

Under the auspices of such normative consensus motivated by neo-liberal market
ideology and force of economic globalization at macro level, contemporary social
work profession is forced to make consistent efforts attempting to reinforce work
ethic and labor discipline for those receiving social welfare service and provisions,
and push them back into labor force, which is now considered as appropriate social

inclusion in changing context (Craig, 2001).

Power relations in the profession at micro level

At micro-level of changing context which is primarily concerned with the
worker—client relationship, Dominelli posits the distinguished and central theme is
about the power relations between them (Dominelli, 2001: 39). According to her, the
traditional views of power relationship between social worker and clients is that
while social worker is powerful, client is powerless. Such view of professional
relation i1s based on a specific formulation of power dynamics in which nature of
power relationship is intrinsically the zero-sum game Wwhere one person or group
impose their will upon another either at an individual or at a collective level.

In this schema, particular power—holders, social workers in this case, are supposed
to have legitimated authority in realizing their will regardless of client’s will. It has
been assumed that the authority on which social workers are able to practicing their
exclusive intervention into client’s life even against client’s opinion is derived from a
specific moral justification called 'paternalism’ (Reamer, 1983).

However, a new perspective on power relation invoked by feminist and
post-modern thinkers has criticised the existing professional interventions as a kind

of social oppression and control. Unlike the traditional view school where the power
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relation 1s viewed as the static matter of control and oppression, it conceptualizes
power as fluidity of meaning negotiated through interactions by multiple agents
concerned than Consequently, power is assumed as a complex phenomenon or force
that is constantly created through incessant negotiations among social actors (Clegg,
1989).

Within these changing contexts, traditional view of power relations in social work
profession doesn’t hold its legitimacy any more because the ground on which social
work professionals assume their prescribed authority has been gradually undermined.
As a result, social workers who take the idea of negotiated power should consider
clients as the legitimate working partners of professional practice, who have an equal
right to decide what is the most effective and adequate intervention with professional
practitioners.

Such trends are also related to the relatively new social work approach, which is
trying to move away from the view of social work as a form of ’‘social medicine’
and to allow clients to involve in the planning of services, termed as participation or
user-involvement approach (Thompson, 2005: 123).

Another similar approach is found in the notion of 'reflexive practice’ (Schon,
1983). Social work approach adopting reflexive approach highlights especially the
process through which practice is carried out, acknowledging clients as a reliable
practice partner. Consequently, practitioner who want to realize the idea of reflexive
approach in practice is obliged to make a intentional efforts in sharing their
professional authority and power with clients, their family members and other

professionals as in user-involvement approach.

Critical Comparison between Social Justice and Human Right
in Social Work

In this chapter, the critical comparison between social justice perspective and
human rights perspective will be carried out. Several references are selected for
effective comparison such as the conceptual integrity and stability as a perspective,
adequate response to the postmodern critique, process and outcome, comparison
between need-based and right-based approach, and aspects of solidarity and

cooperation.
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The focal point of the comparison is the conceptual and the practical benefits of

two perspectives In pursuing social work mission in contemporary changing contexts.

conceptual integrity and stability as a perspective

One defects of accommodating social justice perspective is that it fails to provide a
clear definition and ready application to social work practice (Reichert, 2003: 13).
This is because that the current use of the concept of social justice is elusive and
misleading (Rose-Miller, 1994), but that the term used in the social work document,
eg. the code of ethics, is unclear and sometimes contradictory.

However, the concept of social justice is the socially construed theoretical entities
that are supposed to be very sensitive to the ideological and political atmosphere.
Therefore, no single and unified definition for social justice and its ‘specific’
definition and scope of social justice is prescribed by the assumptions about nature
of human being and society which each proponent of social justice assumes
(Lebacgz, 1986).

Colton, for example, appropriately identifies three contrasting perspective for social
justice, which is libertarian, utilitarian and egalitarian (Colton, 2002: 659). Libertarian
view of social justice concerns primarily with the individual’s freedom from any
external coercion and intimidation, whereas utilitarian view emphasizes the greatest
good for greatest numbers and prefers the redistribution of individual and social
resources for the common good.

Egalitarian view of social justice seems similar to utilitarian perspective in the
sense that both favor of redistribution of resources. However, there is a clear
difference between two. The egalitarian social justice views redistribution of
resources as meaningful effort by itself. In other word, egalitarianism considers it as
a kind of moral obligation of society regardless of the results. Such result is the
common good in utilitarian sense.

Such differences within social justice perspectives have a significant relevance to
understanding the nature of social justice embedded in social work profession, which
is well argued by Banks (2006: 42-44). Banks posits that while a common morality
approach for social work ethics has not been explicitly developed to date, three

different moral origin has been detected in recent social work literatures, which are
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Kantian, utilitarian, and radical.

The point of attention in Bank’s arguments is that although three different moral
origins share a common basic ethical principle such as "the respect for individual
human being” at highest level, the meanings and scopes of social justice from three
different origins are tremendously different with one another.

Whereas the meaning of social justice suggested by Kantian origin revolves around
the concept of 'right and desert’, the utilitarian perspective defines social justice as
'equal distribution’, and the radical perspective sees social justice as ’equality in
meeting needs’.

The differences among three moral origins become much wider when the derived
principles of social justice relevant to social work are considered at practice level.
While the derived principle for social work from Kantian perspective is 'to respect
for users’s rights’, that for utilitarian perspective is 'non-preferential treatment’.
Unlike them, radical perspectives defines the principle of justice as 'redistribution of
goods through which social workers are trying to challenge inequality and to
promote the social change’ (Banks, 2006: 43).

A glance of the statements of social justice in social work documnet such as code
of ethic may seem seems clear, comprehensive and noncontroversial on the surface.
However, a careful examination of the statement finds that it fails to provide a clear
definition and meaning of social justice readily applicable to social work practice.

A acknowledging the nature of abstractness of code of ethics-typed document,
social work practitioners find it very difficult to articulate exact meaning of social
justice and to derive concrete practical strategy from the statement under the
heading of social justice in that 'social worker’s social change efforts are focused
primarily on issues of poverty, unemployment, discrimination, and other forms of
social injustice.’

In addition, no matter what strict analysis is conducted on another statement,
'social workers strive to enhance access to needed information, service and resource;
equality of opportunity; and meaningful participation in decision making of all people’,
it seems almost impossible to differentiate the moral origin of social justice is
embedded in it.

such uncertainty and complexity in social justice perspective in social work
profession reveals severe limitation on play a solid role of bulwark against

comtemporary political climates summarized as the spread of neo-liberalism in global
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level.

The concept of human rights, on the other hand, encompass a more comprehensive
and clearer set of guideline for social work practice than social justice (Reichert,
2003: 13). Most modern political philosophers including Machiavelli, Hobbes, Locke
have regarded the status of social justice as determined by the relationship between
the individuals and the society. And they have viewed the construction of an
external authority, i.e. the society, as an critical components for the maintenance of a
just society. Thus social justice i1s viewed as a social virtue which is constructed
and legitimated by the society (Strauss, 1987).

A critical concept of natural rights need to be dealt with in order to answer the
question of what is the ground on which society earns its legitimacy to construct
social virtues like social justice. The concept of natural rights denote that society
earns such legitimacy from the person consisting it and human being has
'transcendentally obtained natural right’ to evaluate the degree of justice in society
as Independent subject. Consequently it 1s argued that human rights have
transcendency over the specific rights claimed only for certain individuals or groups,
for human rights belong to everyone (Ife, 2001: 8). Such solid stability of human
rights are commonly summarized as universal, indivisible, inalienable, and in
abrogable (Center for Human Right, 1994).

Conceptual account of natural rights and social justice suggest that whereas the
human rights are kinds of self-legitimated entities, the social justice is a socially
constructed concept legitimated by outer authority, which means human right has a
relatively stable and transcendental status compared to social justice (Dworkin, 1977).

In addition, human rights are usually considered as an intact package, which
means that they can’t be separated from one another. Consequently, individual rights
included into the category of human rights are consistent and doesn’t conflict with
each others (Ife, 2001: 11). Thus, these traits of human right provides social worker
with an attractive means to deal with the conflicts afflicted by perplexity and

obscurity of social justice perspective within these hanging contexts.

Adequate response to the postmodern critique of morality

By comparing social justice with ethic of care which are 'two ways of speaking
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about moral problems’, Gilligan appropriately clarified the nature of social justice in
conceptual sense (Gilligan, 1982). She argues that the distinguished features of social
justice are formal and abstract while those of care ethics are contextual and
narrative. Such formal and abstract natures are derived directly from the very
principle of universality, which is one of the main characters of social justice.

Such principle of universality is easily found from the social justice perspective
which accept the Kantian notion of individuality such as Rawls’ justice theory
(Benhabib, 1992).

However, recent recognition of multiplicity of clients’ needs, problems and risks
derived from existential complexity of their daily life experiences seems to threaten
the applicability of social justice perspective. The multiplicity is not compatible with
universality, one of main characters of social justice, enabling its applications for all
the persons in all spheres.

As long as social justice perspectives insist on universalized principle which
envisage isolated subjects with universal rationality as independent actor irrelevant of
diverse context, it fails to reflect on connectedness and dependency of human lives.
As indicated by the antagonist to modern moral philosophers, the shared life
experiences among a specific group of people may establish a specific solidarity
among members within group. Such solidarity plays an important role in excluding
those who neither share them nor identify with them by constructing a specific
moral reasoning for their own.

It is naturally understandable that postmodern moralists argue that it is an
utopianism or even an intellectual oppression to assume transcendental universality of
social justice principle where all of people are willingly to agree and most moral
conflict concerning justice are solved. For postmodern moralists concrete life for
human being is by nature idiosyncratic.

In a sense, the postmodern argument can play some crucial roles in social work
practice. It can amplify voices of the marginalized population in isolated areas and
provide opportunities to deal with cultural and ideological diversities. Postmodern
argument can be an intellectual means to criticize the dominant social and economic
order and it i1s well suited for the changing contexts surrounding social work
profession.

There have been significant efforts to criticize postmodernism of its extreme

relativism and nihilism, which fails to provide a solid foundations on which to
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criticise the existing social order (Atherton and Bolland, 2002), and they argue that it
is not compatible with social worker's commitment to social justice (Ife, 1997). In
this context, it is an critical task for social work profession to find an appropriate
menas which has some flexibility to take account more of the postmodern critique,
and to provide a solid foundation to resist the moral relativism.

It is argued that human rights perspective has the potential to meet this challenge
(Ife, 2001: 106-112). Such potential is obtained from two unique characteristics of
human rights: the discursiveness and the commonality.

One characteristic of human rights is the discursiveness. Human rights are the
concept constructed through human interaction and ongoing dialogues about what
should constitute a common humanity (Howard, 1995). Consequently, the contents of
human right constructed discursively and interactively by the participation could
provide an opportunity and challenge to take account of postmodern critique of
one—dimensionality and oppressiveness embedded in the modernist ethics.

The other characteristic is it’s commonality. The justification of human rights are
based on 'the common humanity’ that transcends culture, race, gender, age, class.
Such commonality can play a role of the safeguard of against the attack of moral

relativism.

Social justice as process and outcome

Recently the difficulty in explicating substantial contents of the concept of social
justice leads to another issue of social justice, which is called the procedural
presupposition of justice. As a result, a major debate concerning social justice has
shifted from substantiality to procedural rightness For something to be just, one
must verify the appropriateness of process used, but not substantial rightness of it
directly.

However, concerning procedural justice, an important question has been raised as
to whether just process can guarantee the just result. The social work profession
also couldn’t be free from such debate of procedural justice.

In his article, Saleecbey strictly distinguishes between epistemological and
ontological aspect in social work research and refers to the pursuit of social justice

as 'the central ontological business of social work.” He further posits that ontological
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verification about social work mission should not be fulfilled with epistemological
efforts (Saleebey, 1990). According to him, the main focus of social work should be
shifted from epistemological aspect to ontological one.

My intention of this article is not to deny his assertion of pursuing social justice
but to stress the difficulty in articulating the contents of social justice, the
ontological aspect of social work. My point is that it is such obscurity of ontology of
social work that make social justice’'s position as guiding value vulnerable and even
unstable with changing political and economical environments.

Accordingly the definition and scope of social justice easily fluctuate along with
changes of political climate, which seems to weaken the status of core values
expected to provide solid and steady guideline for social work practice.

In similar sense, Ife criticizes the current trend of discussion of social justice in
social work profession limiting its effort on procedural justice. According to him, an
exclusive emphasis on procedure leads to a practice concentrating on the just
administration of the existing system, not addressing the inequality and structural

oppression inherent in the system itself (Ife, 2001: 21).

Need-based approach and right-based approach

In the field of social work, social justice perspective historically tends to primarily
focus on the needs of a client, rather than their rights (Reichert, 2003: 9). For
example, some social workers favoring the ideas of social justice derived by social
reformers asserts that social justice, especially distributive justice, should be entirely
operated by the criteria of needs of client, not by those of work, desert or utility.

In this context, an interesting discussion related to social justice and human rights
1s the comparison of benefit between two different approaches in social work
profession, which are need-based approach and right-based approach (Ife, 2001).

Ife posits that social work approach adopting human right perspective has some
important benefits compared to need-based social work approach. According to Ife’s
arguments, social worker’s main role, since its inception as a profession, has been to
define legitimate needs and to prescribe the services to meet them. Such role has
made social worker forced to enter into complex political sphere where social

workers as a profession should assume different role of verifying specific needs for
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specific individual or groups by themselves (Ife, 2006: 37).

On the contrary, accepting human right-based approach can relieve such heavy
political burdens especially in era of political and ideological conflicts.

Under the human right perspective, social work service should be provided not
based on need-assessment but of the human right, a kind of entitlements.

Consequently the role to define and verify the legitimacy of such rights are not
included into social worker's exclusive roles and duties. Rather those rights are
determined from other sources of legitimation like human right conventions and
several charters on human and people’s right which are determined at the higher
and more comprehensive level of politics, which might play a role for social workers
in establishing strong bulwark to protect client’s human rights.

Another benefits from accepting human right perspective is derived from its nature
of being less judgemental (Ife, 2006: 38). As mentioned earlier, social work adopting
human right perspective is supposed to provide services for clients on ground of
human right, their humanity. Consequently, human rights perspective views social
work issues 'in terms of the person’s human right not being adequately met hence
the ’'problem’ is one for the person themselves, but is rather a system failing to
meet that person’s right.” (Ife, 2006: 38).

Such potential of non—judgementality can give clients more power and stronger
justification asking for social work services. Furthermore, human rights emphasize
what must be given to a client, which ’'elevates the discourse in social work into
one not simply of recognizing the needs of a client but of effectively satisfying those
need or not’” (Reichert, 2003: 13). Therefore, the non-judgemental aspect combined
with substantiality in human rights approach amplifies the client’s voice of calling
for the corresponding responsibilities from society, and heighten the probability to
meet the client’s need substantially.

There is another point of interest concerning human need and human right which
might suggest a critical implications for their conceptual relationship. Benn argues
that need criteria presuppose a certain standard condition that 'a person would fall
short of i1s were the need not satisfied and that falling short of it would be a bad
thing—hardship.” (Benn, 1980: 31). In this logical vein, special disabilities are related
with special needs, which calls for special treatment aiming to reach the standard to
be reached. It can be assumed that needs are the claims grounded on a standard

that a person is entitled as a person, irrespective of merit or desert (Benn, 1980: 31).
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The fact that the ground of need claim is based on the humanity means that
need-based approach presupposes the concept of human right as its precondition and
core integral part of it.

In recent, a statement in social work literature appeared which could be interpreted
as placing social justice and human needs below the human rights acknowledging
human right’s pre—conditional and transcendant status over social justice and human
needs. It says that ’'Social justice is a fairness doctrine that provides civil and
political leeway in deciding what is just and unjust. Human right, on the other hand,
encompasses social justice, but transcends civil and political customs, in consideration
of the basic life-sustaining needs of all human beings, without distinction.” (NASW,
2000). It is safe to say that now social work can acknowledge the higher position of

human rights over social justice in term of conceptual hierarchy.

Aspects of solidarity and cooperation

As mentioned earlier, the distinguished impact for social work from changing
contexts is the surge of the free market ideology and the individual responsibility
and the gradual breaking down of the ideology of solidarity and pooling of welfare
risks. Traditionally social justice has been well known ideological means to sustain
the ideology of solidarity.

However, the social justice perspective seems to have some intrinsic limitations in
counteracting against such surge, hence narrowing the scope of political applicability
of it.

Generally accepted notion is that social justice seeks the universality, which has
been called the ideal of impartiality in the area of moral philosophy (Benn, 1980: 27).
On the contrary, the original idea of social justice is not universal but group—specific,
which means that it is applied exclusively to a particular people or nation with the
intention of redressing the effects of hierarchial inequalities (Reisch, 2002: 343). A
careful examination on the concepts of social justice shows clearly that social justice
emphasizes the differential aspects of human being and their circumstance. For
instance, the most popular definition of social justice in history of moral philosophy
given by Aristotle is that 'justice consists in treating equals equally and unequals

unequally but in proportion to their relevant differences’ (Benn, 1930: 26).
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Contemporary scholars also follow such ideas of justice. Frankena, one of the
outstanding moral philosopher, defines social justice as the comparative treatment for
different individuals (Frankena, 1973: 49) and Sterba also suggests that justice
requires giving each person his due (Sterba, 1980: 3).

Since crucial issue of debate concerning social justice is about how to interpret
'their relevant differences’ and 'comparative treatment’, it naturally presuppose
conflict of interest among individuals pressing claims and justifying them. Therefore,
we should treat social justice with caution so that its notion of impartiality should
not be equated with universality or absolute equality. In a sense, the impartiality of
social justice may accepted as same notion as equality, but it is a special kind of
equality in that all individuals should be treated alike but differently in their own
relevant ways. Such a unique aspect of the concept of social justice as conceptually
difference-oriented, controversial, and conflict-ridden does not seem intrinsically well
suited to the ideas of the solidarity and the cooperation.

Another issue concerning solidarity and cooperation has to do with the unique
situations in which social work resides as a profession. Since its emergence as a
profession, social work has had developed a split between individual-therapeutic
approach focusing on individual function and social justice approach aiming at social
change, which is called 'the one hundred year debate’ in social work (Haynes, 1998).
It 1s still questioned whether social work has been able to attain its dual goals of
self-determination and social justice (Figueira-McDonough, 1993).

Figueira-McDonough further criticizes individual approach in social work as boiling
itself down to a version of blaming the victim that reinforce the status quo, and as
neglecting the systematic force which causes social problems. She even argues that
exclusive insistence of individual approach is as if social workers have dismissed
'the social’ from their professional nomenclature (Figueira-McDonough, 2007: 7).

However, unlike Figueira—McDonough, Swenson posits that clinical social work can
absorb the idea of social justice successfully by arguing that clinical social work can
provide some effective strategies based on social justice (Swenson, 1998).

Subsequently a question can be raised that it is possible for social work to
reconcile these two school in profession, clinical social work focusing individual
functioning and social reformers focusing on ideas of social justice. In other word, is
there any ways to establish a common conceptual base on which social work

eradicate infamous name of 'a Schizophrenic profession’ (Figueira-McDonough, 2007:
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5) and attain the solidarity and cooperation between them?

It seems that the concept of social justice is not sufficient enough to bridge the
gap 1n social work. Social justice has explicitly different origin from other values in
social work. While the idea of social justice in social work profession is a kind of
egalitarianism, a specific version of social justice (Van Soest, 1994), the other ideas
and values of social work are the offspring of liberal individualism which conceives
individuals and families as primary agents of their own social welfare (Clark, 2006:
75). Therefore, it seems impossible that egalitarian concept of the social justice can
absorb entirely the individual functioning school which bases its ideology on liberal
individualism.

It i1s the main suggestion of this article that the human rights perspective has a
potential to overcome such fragmentation in social profession and can play a role of
the conceptual common ground on which clinical socal workers and social reformers
can be reconciled. The fact the human rights encompass the individuality and the
sociality provides such potential to be obtained.

On one hand, the idea of human right is basically individual-oriented, for human
rights are given to all individuals equally based on their 'individually’ owned
universal humanity. While social workers adopting social justice perspective would
take a position that seeks to change exclusively the social system accused to make
social problems, practitioners armored with the idea of the human rights are trying
to ensure that individuals for whom they are practicing receive their own full
entitlement, which is intrinsically idiosyncratic. In this context, it i1s well understood
that even under liberal individualism, the job of social services is to prevent
infringements of basic human rights for individual person in society, whatever basic
human rights are (Clark, 2006: 75).

On the other hand, the idea of human rights connotes the concept of sociality.
Both social workers and their clients should be placed in a specific economic and
political context, not in a vacuum. It is within this context that human rights for
individuals in a society are realized, which means that actual realization of human
rights should be comprised of the combination of individual treatment and diverse
social supports. In this context, social workers working for human right is supposed
to practice both as individuals and as a part of broader collective movement (Ife,
2006: 37).

Han asserts that the concept of human rights with its combining nature has three
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important impacts on individual freedom in a society: the enabling effect, constraining
effect, and material effect (Han, 2006).

The enabling effect clearly implies the amalgamation of individuality and sociality
into the concept of human right. According to the explanation of enabling effect, in
order for individual freedom to be realized entirely, the basic social conditions are
needed. It is in this context that the human right tend to expand from basic political
right to economic and social right, which needs concomitant responsibilities and
responses at social level.

The human rights have additional function of providing solid base of legitimation
to set some limit on the social actions. For instance, if necessary in a sense of
individuality in human rights, some economic growth may need to be limited so that
human rights can be protected (Ife, 2006: 32). Such consideration is actually a long
standing moral principle well known to the area of social work by the name of 'the
least harm principle’ (Loewenberg and Dolgoff, 1996: 12).

The notion that human rights encompass the individuality and the sociality
altogether is congruent with the argument that human right also needs to be
understood as both personal and political (Ife, 2001: 160-161). According to Ife’s
assertion, human rights are personal for they impacts personal well-being, security,
survival and self-actualization. At the same time, they are also political for they are
concerning with power distribution in society. Consequently, effective social workers
need to focus on both personal and political aspect of individual well-being
simultaneously and human rights perspective can provide a solid foundation to relate
them.

In this context, it is argued that human rights have a potential to overcome
several fragments in social work profession and provide a common solid ground
which amalgamate individual and social, personal and political aspects of human

well-being.

Conclusion

For social work not only to adjust itself to changing context but also to
accomplish its mission, systematic attention should be paid to establish an alternative

framework or perspective for them, for example, such as ’an overall critical
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paradigm’ termed by Ife (Ife, 2001: 149).

Such perspective should have two critical features. One is the flexibility and the
other is stability, which sounds in a sense entirely paradoxical and contradictory.

With the flexibility, on one hand, the perspective can incorporate into social work
practice the increasing emphasis on diverse context and relativism by the feminist
and postmodern thinkers. On the other hand, with stability, the perspective should
provide a consensual and universal criteria for both individual wellbeing and social
healthiness.

This article argued that human rights approach has more potential to meet those
conditions rather than the social justice and the need-based approach. However, as
mentioned explicitly at the outset, although the article favors the human rights over
social justice and social needs, the intention of the article is not to deny the
importance of the idea of social justice and social needs in realizing the mission and
ideas of social work.

On the contrary, the human rights perspective can enrich and contextualize the
ideas of social needs and social justice and make them more applicable (Ife, 2001).
For instance, social workers seeking to challenge the social injustice need a reliable
measure to evaluate the state of the just, that is, the degree of injustice. Then,
human rights can be an adequate candidate for such role.

Considering the relationship among social needs. social justice, and human right,
human rights can be considered as an universal ends, but social needs as the state
at which those ends are in effect realized in different context. Consequently human
rights can be evaluated as realized when social needs are met. In similar way, social
injustice is considered as the state at which the human right is not realized by the
social factors, not individual ones. Now, in a sense, it is argued that the concepts of
social justice and social needs might be the integral ingredients to construct and
realize the human right.

This article suggests several important directions for further efforts focusing on
human rights perspective in social work.

First of all, in—depth analysis of the relationship between Asian culture and the
human rights is needed to establish the concept of human right more applicable to
Asian contexts like Korea. The most critical question concerning such topics is
whether the concept of human right does transcend the differences between Western

and Eastern cultures or not (Han, 2006).
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Second, to complement the limitation of human rights perspective derived from the
nature of principle-based moral approach, the features of character and relation—based
approach such as the care ethics should be incorporated into it. While some
researches have been conducted about the relationship between the ethics of care and
ethics of justice (Orme, 2002; Taylor, 1998), but little attention has been paid to that
between care and human rights. Critical question is whether the human right is
comprehensive enough to cover all aspects of social work profession.

Third, more attention should be paid to the systematic effort to reconcile universal
human rights and specific human rights. In a conceptual sense, there can be a
conflict between universal human right for all individuals and specific human right
applicable to specific groups. Further researches are needed to articulate the adequate

relationship between them.
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= A AL el B gk 7Hge o Avt 5+ " th(Lebacgz, 1986).

oA, Coltone ALgA ool #st 2 tnlE = FHoZ AFF2(libertarian) 7,
T (utilitarian) T, 183l HFFY(egalitarian) #HHS A gH(Colton, 2002

ol
ol
o0

#E Ze S Aol M FL Aol AS
Bxstal 3os flsf A A1 Y ALES ARwiete As A5

A ofo] #3t BT BHLS A WS $Edte SHAA FE T BA
I AR o] itk 2y & Alolole Wue 2oyt EAth HE5Fe BH A
= Ao AEw 1 AAE 9] de =Yoo g Erh F HFFdAE A9 Aw
S 1 AFrl FololEA zte| AA#glo]l AMFe] =94 R 2 Rue otk 1
33 A Yehde Aol FEFodA wete Fje] Hrk

ALE A eJo] gk o]s} 22 xtolE Banks(2006: 42-44)7F F3E ul ko] A4
AEA WY A1sgele BAL osfstet T3 AAES £k Bankse &4 9
o dig F5H =84 Ho] ofF] Az wHHE FeEHe oA, HT A
AY Ad =F5dAE Al 71A9 =94 7]¥(moral origin)-ZFEF 9] (Kantian), 32
9 (utilitarian), F%159](radical)-°] YA¥ T F43hc}

Banke] 49 42 Al 7px1e] =94 7]9lo] /M w2 FEolM il E9A4
3

& 3 A% 2o A A FHHIL AW, A oJujsh 9o Yo

TEFZ 71 o) Atd At e]o] ofn= ‘A9t ¥ 3 (right and desert)' ]
3 YT HHAME AFAHYE ‘T EHll(equal
A7 #HAM = ALEAYE ‘SF FFAAY HF
(equality in meeting needs) & T}

go) A AAzhe] Aole 2ALe] AASA =2 Ao At A o)

distribution)’Z A &|s}aL,
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A AEE w Bo A4 =edth FEFY BN EEd 4489 dE7E AR
AYE EF3+= A(to respect for users’ rights)'?l vhH FE]F9o BN =&5H A
= ‘AEo] gle= X E(non—preferential treatment)’©|th. 18]al FZAFS] AHA =
olEF T2/ A9 A E AEAAT ERT TAE At A3 ®gE £3
A7l " o] FHo] e AYA|E8 (redistribution of goods)Z A 2] $FtH(Banks,
2006: 43)

ae I e A8y A Yehd ARSI o] #E 23S FoE HUIQl BE
stal, L&A o, =49 AA7t gle AXE Btk e Bop A dyEE, O
3t IEs5d A8Y A3 44 8T F UEE ASIB Y9 s B3] Aot
I YA Eild= AL & o

YA 2L TAEY FHEE Aete 289 AV, AEAY A
3t =92 F2 RIE A4, APE 2 99 ASRAY T 2L o5l 23S uF
ojof gt SHA, 28T EASERH ARSI Jids 93] stal dag A
A Ags EFte 3lo] wlg oHu= As ¢4 2 Aot

aga, e 2350 sl ojwg dAg £4o] o]Foizittal sligty, A8 Y7

= ged AR MUl 2 (Y 7139 BE JxaARFAH A BE ALFES on] ¢
= Fodol g "I SN S8 A2xA 2 Aela, el WAE e A

FYo =94 714 A 71 Aotk

A8Y LA oA ALSg oo #gh o9} e B BEFAZS ALSF oY #H
o] A AFF FFAAY AAFF Fxtoz QotE= dAje] HXF e il o
gt B8 AAAEE ste dH A4 AdHs 7HAAL des YERdT

ol9} i =, <1 Jid- ARSI oo HIE| Eoh x&Fo|n HEg Adg A3 A3
< welsta A th(Reichert, 2003 : 13). Machiavellin Hobbes, Locke 53 22 <t &
A AtAE2 ARSI Aol AdEj7E AT AR BAlol el A% o%@rﬂ Haoh 19
I 5SS FF A F A e 38T AREY fA BFA 2R H

ok mEbA ALEg o= AREel ofs FAEAL HolH = AR 1| ‘:4 (social virtue) 2.2
T

ZFFE ATk (Strauss, 1987).

ASI7F ARSI ol o 2o ALE A wYSs FAEH] A% A3AAS FREe AV F
AAA e gl Falr]l HsiAe Add Al el gk &3t side] gFoid &
87F ok A A g AT 2SS FAske FAYEERREH ZAEAEE 4

Har, Qe ‘HEAHo 7 Hojd zdA(transcendentally obtained natural right)2 7}
A SHE HAZA ALS] QbellAe] o] ARE Hridte AS u|dte Jidel
o wEbd, 1EE 54 TRy gl oSN FAEHE dAss 293t ANE
ZHAAL e AL, sy, e RFolA &3 Zo]7] Wi o|thife, 2001: 8). <1
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Aol 9} e AT AL dubHo g B F ol BIIEAH o) YEEIIEEaL
#7118 & gle Aoz Q¥ HCenter for Human Right, 1994).

A\ AE Aol #g /A Aol ofshd o] 7] AHstd HAA dFY
of whall, ALS|A o= & F-o] ALl o) AIsE, AMF AR A4 Jdelth F, <
Hol Ao wHlaf mwA HFgHola HAFAHQA AHE JHARL Jv= Aotk
(Dworkin, 1977).

G, QlEe BE gk #ejv] 5 A7t g
A, 1S HFo] 23 /Y A ES AEKHo|A MR Aes Yo7 A &
(Ife, 2001: 11). 2B E 1A 2o B o]
oA ARSI I ZHHE T Redoz Qs HUH AFE dsie o

o

of w223l 4to] B Aol

95o] AFHANN st olob| A wh, A8
oe] wo HE EPES FHHoln F4Heldn TRt 1% FYHol: T
49 E45E Aele] Fa 44 F shiel mAgoleke whE 1 AelN 71915

S9% B4 AE Rawlsel AR 2o] A4S B BEFIH A
F&ste RN A LA HBenhabib, 1992).

S 2eeldESe] Q4A 4T AWl EASE BN LA
2A 999 gepdel d@ Aze 4L Asge] BHe A8E @A s 3
AgAele Fad 54 3o U= 4 9o 2A RE Agseldl 4849 5 o
£ a4 9he, g 39T gl Adelr

A3 e wAe] HaAF ol B, AHHE NAE vy Wl FAEE =
S
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A8 AAA A

=
T

i
T
H
3

Nlo
a8

file)

B
T

ERE

A% 2897

=

=

Aol A

il

0
pal

th(Ife, 1997). ©]¥

i

9
i

o} 74

o] lolgkth(Atherton and Bolland, 2002). 158 170] A3 <]

)
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]
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E)-F2A4(discursiveness) 2}
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Folel o

A 57

=71l

S
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=
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I ¥4 (commonality) o A L&
917+ (common humanity)S -4 8l oF
7Hd e]th(Howard, 1995). whahbxad
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=

AL ofyth

aeuy gAY B aEdte A IAHS HAo] 3T ARE FET F
Ae ARM7MehE Fa3 dEo] AVEHAT A8Y AEF w3 a8 BAge F 9
of & =AoA 23 AFEE 5 fith

Saleeby= 19| =4, &8 AFA AAEA] SHY SAEFQA SHS |
&3] FEHA, AR E ‘Al FAAI EXEH AMGeE FTEor gl
AF3ta Utk o YolrbA e, A8Y dFe B EAEA THL ANEFH =F
o2s 43 o]Fold F gle Aolgta F4gth(Saleebey, 1990). 1o W2, A48¢
o] FH I QAEH SHAAN EAEH SHOE Wlgof it

o] =&dlA Ue] Jre AFAHYIE FE)ok ke 19 FAS FA4ste Ao] of
ek, A3 o] g, A8ge EXEZ FHE 93] st Ao oHte AS A
z3te Aotk &, EAEH #Ho] ke Bago] Wslele AXA, BAH F7GlA
A% el He 7HIAZAMY AFAHYE WoFeta BeHE3 S wETE Zlo] o] =&
A FstE < vholth

Hl&E Azl A, Tl gAY golw wog
M2l AFslgele] tat =ole] Age wRFT. 1o o

24990 dAZoAM AlFAH L BAHe FE Feto|dES AHTE ST 2HS
ZrE Stk (Reichert, 20031 9). ol & &0, AB/RE7IE0] S58t= Aol el %t
Aite AEAAELS AEA Y, 53] Buloe SElAEY =Folv FF, a8
#HH o]

ohd &9 oo ol Ao} Brka F4aA A,
bR

weold, Asgel w8 Ay WAW TR FA: STEYR
%

-9
A
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e ofN

201 257



KOREAN ACADEMY OF SOCIAL WELFARE
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1 thIfe, 2006: 37).

97 9)

g
4
o|J
;OE

1.

)
file)
No
=

—_
file)

ojn

B
_Z_ﬁ

ol

ot IHY 1

BAH FE-22977F 28]

R
15

[e)

oA B 1Y

ey
N
o
A

)

T

AN

oA 7]

pusel

A

IR AA e &

=

AN

o13th(Ife, 2006: 38). 2FollA]

4

o)
ol

W

=

3L
STt

6}
19

oA A

Aol 7}

E

=

T 7%

A7 b=}, ALSIA
o]

=
%
EeR
=

R
o

-ol BA "Hohdfe, 2006:

g, ]

L —

A

(e}

28 %o
Aolgta A Z+3it}t. Benn

A 3 Aol 7jQle

P
el

=

]

bk
q

8

2l

gl Sz,

o 4

L
L

i, 84

ol3

=

AZF 3 A

3R).
(Reichert, 2003: 13).

!

il
)

Aetal Atk FgoH(Benn, 1980: 31). ©]%

|

)

—_—
o

rJ

N
B
)

ox

e
ofn
et

—_—

o

B

= Ao] 27+ (humanity)

478 27

A Z(need-based approach)e] <18 7§
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(Benn, 1980: 31).
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=

dH-EoE HAs vk AS ov|git

o, &89 ATolMs o] ARSI S} QIXEET floll AAxAZ, AdH A
AE AABIL Avke Q1A st AbEA o9} QITF &5 Q1A oo HAAE A
o2 M  Ae d7E°l veua Aok 28d A= w29, A=
ool Heolar, Folo] FARIVIE Hdates H o] AWZ, AR H 7ES AFee
374749 Y= (faimess doctrine)S Al F3h= Ao, 19 WHE JdHL, AFEHYE

| ZARAN AU, PAH $EE Gobi aomeAsw 2000). oAl 249
402 g9l A AdeR AXste Aol olrhE oAl

o W o] W3l WEto 2 HE AL A3 JS v X Aol ARAH
H&27]9 gatat QY Az A agla 529 93 (welfare risk)<S 4
[e) =

A Folth, HEHOR A5

ol A9 olge AHKATIE olgF FroE Qe it
U, AR S #HL ol 28 YE ddshs 89SE A Helle 23
A AAE 7HAAL Qa1 AR Q8] FAHeR AL ¢ gle 99s Fol= AeR

drzio g whols 2= Aol o, ALY &Y Hste] FolA FHTY
opgom By RHA(universality)olHE AElE F73h= 01 tHBenn, 19800 27). 1
e} AL AFEEele) Bl ol wAA o] ol 54 agel 2WE F Ao

54 Jidelyt F7tel tis] AAIA EHFo] 7HAL ZAHE A (redress)dt]
= Ao]thReisch, 2002: 343). Ak&lHolo] AdS W3] Aw R,

So] A3 A9 zfolo =HE FXdthe AL & 5 Yt 4

5 59, =Y Hge] dAloA Aristotled] 93] A|71E 7 FESE ALEA o gk
Aoe ‘Aoe 2 AL 24, °yE AL g2, 28y 259 AdE zo(their
relevant difference)ﬂ] s vlg Ao =2 st= A &Asitt+= Aol st ot

(Benn, 1980: 26). & stAE% 223 A9 /Ids wEa ok 7P dix3
YA & 3 WS Frankenat A OE ME OE JIIES AHASE =
Al(treat comparatively)e|2tal A o] gt th(Frankena, 1973: 49). 718]11 Sterba HE3+ A9
o] AFL& 7 JNRIA 2EY oF-E 8Fst= Aol AlRFgTH(Sterba, 1980: 3).
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— .

ALE) ool #g =R FAAJ] olerl ‘a8 A AFol(their relevant
difference)’?} ‘Bl A<l x| (comparative treatment)’' S 3jXdl= Ao B3 #ol7] W
o, AA=HA 85 FAst 2RSS ADEstE e MUE 9 olsBAY F=
o] MAF utel fltk weEkA, -2l 3% A (impartiality)®] 7Hde] EHEAol o)
2 BeH TAEHA FEE, ASAE AT W FIE 7ol gttt ofH WA
5 Qi 2A wolsdd Fx JAAT, B3
gA, 28y 25 AAelA AHAEg HoE 24
Ao 543 P HFolth AR Jide ek e =53

T

31(difference-oriented), =722 ¢]1l(controversial),

™
[

v

>

off ot
o

Lo

=2,

>

Lo

o

o,

oX,

o,

o,

i

Lo

=

H
aga ZA5S Eydod)=(conflict-ridden) SHE EAHoZ Ao FE9 A9
2 Beksla] ke

Avjsh FET B E T2 o5t 28 go] AR A9E AR Yok BEY
o] itk AEAo] B olF, £244e Aol J)sel 2HE F AANE T4
A

(individual-therapeutic approach)¥} A}S|WH3}E H2 o2 sl= ALS) A9 X (social

justice approach) 2.2 o] wds)] ki, o]AL 429 A4

1= =¥t (Haynes, 1998). 22489go] #7243} A3 g olete F 7k SRS 243

< g A=A dsiAe A3 =Ao] Hla ) tH(Figueira-McDonough, 1993).
Figueira-McDonough-2 © yol7} 2849 7048 o] s Hdste] dxAj

o BHSH JFL ASANE FE4A A3, ARH BAS s AL

dgse e dre wwen Yo IUE AAH Aene AReE A &
49717} 15 e) WE LololA Ab8|(the social) THE &1 glolmelE AT 2o A

4

2t 7HA] F338ar 9 tH(Figueira-McDonough, 2007: 7).

I3 Y Figueira-McDonough®} €8], Swenson< *| &3 ¢l(clinical) 4>

oo 7IRket aAQl HAES AFE F Ao FASEA, A5EHA &
(e}

¥ Z3HSwenson, 1998).

~
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=

§ FAZ A4S A4H AT &
SF04 Aol AfA AAF o

@ o) o
5% FE 92 Aot

A1 A 19 (individual-oriented), $jvksld <1
Aol 71238t ZHAfol Al TS5 Fo 5

rr
poy
o
N
;F::, -
A
-
o J
P
Dol
AT <)
o
1o
rJ
)
o
fr 4 2
oo
o
rr
X
i
0
N
N
N
Sv
2
tot
M
2
il
9L
N
o
rr
>
Dol
Sot

s =g3iA Hed, ol BAHo g ZE3 Flot), o] 3k et A, A} 2
9] M E, ARS|IAMH 2~ FFE= 7]EZHQ Qo] FolEA o A1E] FAALES
7182421 Qo] HaFetes Aes He Aol dAoe AL ol & Ae AoltHClark,
2006: 75).

OE sdHozE A4 idS AR JidS WEs Aok AEHA} 259 &
ZolAEE XFFE7E obd oW 583 FAA AEA wEhe] A3 ok ut= o]d
ek stol A 1o Qo] AREe Fola, ol A A AALS AAH A
59 b3k A5 A A o] AFE oo o]Fod F UAde As Yu|gth olg |
g A dAS A3 dote AEHAE MUFoE, 2YuME B He JHF dF
o dFEozAM Aok ghriIfe, 2006: 37).

Hane Q1¢o] 70| zte Afd 2483 A AK3 QhellA 7R1e Aol o9
Z93 9SS Fou FASh FEFET(enabling effect), A &3} constraining
effect), 18]1 &4 # <l & ¥}H(material effect) (Han, 2006).

sEFARAE MABH PSS dANEl 35t

adbel] wam, Hole] 27t A AT JHA

7kl Alghg
He 289 EokilA ‘5] HA o] Y= (the least harm principle) ¢]2h= ©]E 0.2
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1o]th(Ife, 2001: 160-161). Ife®] 7ol w=w,
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Zlo]l = B
g2 A =Y %4 AHZ(principle-based moral approach)o|X E&EH =
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