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Introduction:


This paper is inspired by the scholarship of Sanford F. Schram. In his writings on Social Welfare and Social Policy, he combines Continental Post Modern theory with the best of the American progressive Pragmatist tradition. This paper draws particularly on Schram’s recent formulation of Compassionate Liberalism as a way of framing both Social Work Practice and Social Welfare Policy (2006:153-180).  For Schram, liberal compassionate practice combines both direct service and social action and represents a critique of the dominant social and economic structure. He uses this same frame to formulate social policies such as a Basic Income and other entitlements. I view Scram’s Compassionate Liberalism as a call for the Liberal and Progressive Left to renew its commitment to the battle against Poverty. According to Schram, welfare reform has not been a success as for as the poor are concerned but it has been successful in muting the call for a renewed War on Poverty.  Also, Shram wants to recover the authentic meaning of compassion from its inappropriate use by Compassionate Conservatism, which in his view is a form of social control to impose a rigid forms of work and family values on the poor.  I also argue that Schram’s positive view of compassionate1 direct service implies that a Renewed War on Poverty requires a dual approach: one, the establishment of Social and Economic Rights such as a Basic Income and other entitlements (i.e. Health Care) which provide resources for better life chances; and second, the creation of Inclusive Social Solidarity for the poor through compassionate social ties and networks. As a former gang worker and poverty warrior, Shram’s framework is similar to ideas that I have worked on for much of my professional career and I have found his concept of Compassionate Liberalism very useful in understanding what work with the poor involves.
Schram’s Scholarship:

The bulk of Schram’s scholarship has been in the area of “deconstructing” the various “discursive practices“ related to welfare and poverty. Here he borrows from the methodology of Foucault (1991), which critiques the way such discourse naturalizes or reifies “subjects,” such as the poor, and removes them from consideration as worthy persons. In his research and analysis, Schram has focused on the ways our society talks about the poor and what such concepts such as  “dependency,” “personal responsibility,” “work,” “family values” imply.  Like many analysts, such as Fred Block (with Somers 2005),  Schram sees that this discourse supports a thesis of the “perversity of the poor” where poverty is viewed as due to the immorality and life style of the poor rather than being caused by structural factors of inequality. Such discourses also support prevailing understandings of gender, race and class and serves to maintain the present structures of social and economic inequalities. The following quote is an example of how this type of discourse is used by conservative writers and politicians. Soon after the Hurricane Katrina had hit New Orleans in 2005, I was in Saint Louis and read, in the editorial section of the local newspaper, the following comments of a local Republican politician:

The people we saw rioting in New Orleans are American flotsam, and they exist in every society. Other than the physically disabled, young children and seniors 80 years old and up, the people we saw hold up in the Superdome and elsewhere are the perfect demonstration of what happens to people who choose (yes, choose) to lead third world lives in a capitalist society.---They were accustomed to living off the government check every month, accustomed to subsidized housing, accustomed to food paid for by food stamps. They’ve elected politicians like Ray Nagin and Gov. Kathleen Blanco to make them comfortable in that third-world existence, and now they have neither the resources nor the political leadership to survive in a time of crisis. Such has been the case throughout history for people who don’t take charge of their lives.


It is at this point in his scholarship, that Schram has been the most critical of Liberal social welfare scholarship (Schram 2002:2).

While conservative critics of welfare, such as Charles Murray and Lawrence Mead championed their political views in books and articles, the center of gravity for most social welfare research shifted to highly refined statistical analysis that sought to avoid being political. From the 1960s to the 1990s, as the corporate-sponsored campaigns to repudiate the welfare state ascended, conservative social welfare scholarship became increasingly vocal and explicitly political. By contrast, liberal social welfare scholarship in this political climate became limited in its political influence by being assimilated into the expert discourse of the bureaucracy.


Schram points out that Jane Addams and Hull House (2002:33-48) and Frances Fox Piven and Richard Cloward, in the sixties, presented viable alternatives to the perversity of the poor thesis (2002:49).

Piven and Cloward consistently grounded all their scholarship in the struggles for social justice, especially among the poor and oppressed. All their scholarship was directed toward understanding the limits and possibilities for social change. They pursued these studies always with an eye to helping make these changes more likely.


In much of his scholarship, Schram has searched for an alternative discourse to challenge this punitive perspective about the poor.
Compassionate Liberalism:


This overall scholarship of Shram sets an important context to his formulation of Compassionate Liberalism which contains two basic elements. One is Scham’s desire to develop an alternative to compassionate conservatism that builds on authentic Charity rather then being in his words “ a convenient discursive practice for rationalizing the discipline meted out by the new forms of governance emerging with the global order” (2006: 154). The other element is to use the “legitimation issues” of the “neoliberal” States power to provide cracks for potential progressive changes. For Scham, Compassionate Liberalism can be a type of foreign body2 that serves the radical incrementalism that he advocates.


Schram’s view of the State draws on conflict theorists such Piven and Cloward and continental theorists such as Derrida (1992 and 2005) and Agamben (1998). In these frameworks the State, including many aspects of western democracies, fit the metaphors of “organized crime” and “rouge states” where those groups who control both valued resources and the “means of violence” creates a basic division of the “included” and the “excluded.” Only through protest and disruption can the “excluded” groups gradually gain “positions” and “rights.” Democracy and particularly Social Democracy are works in progress and only relatively obtained. However, the State’s need for “legitimation” of “law and authority” gives critique an opening for change. There is an assumption of “community” and “common good” that compassionate action can draw on. Also, Derrida and Agamben argues that one of  the major powers of the State is to grant exceptions. It is the paradoxical use of this power that gives Compassionate Liberalism an opening.


Schram uses the concept of “harm reduction” as a basic metaphor for Compassionate Liberal service. “Harm reduction” is most commonly associated with drug treatment such as the needle exchange programs that help heroin addicts access safe ways to inject themselves. However, Schram enlarges the implications of harm reduction to reflect (2006:162-163):

 --a willingness to help people live more safely without changing their behavior, it has in it a suspension, if temporary, of moral judgment, a respect for another’s integrity as a human being to decide for herself or himself how to live. It bespeaks of a compassionate liberalism born of tolerance and dedicated to caring for others regardless of who they are, what they believe, or how they live


He sees this way of “extending the arm of the state to care for those in need but in ways that resist the state’s increased power over the basic terms of life” as a “subversive practice” that is a part of Social Work’s tradition and he views Jane Addams as a model (2006:163).

Jane Addams work in Hull House from the 1890s until her death in 1935 was for much of that time informed by a similar ethic. Addams resisted judging the people she served; she was dedicated to helping them live more safely and to achieve greater well-being, most often regardless of what it was that their marginal position in the industrializing city led them to do in order to create a life for themselves.


The compassionate service worker becomes an advocate for those that she or he are involved with and attempts to bend the system in their behalf. Schram sees such advocacy practice as being created by the possibilities of “good cause” exemptions from sanctions such as those built in to welfare reform laws (2006: 171-172). 

By working on what gets counted as a legitimate exception, we can tap into the latent compassion already existing in the welfare state that allows case mangers to exercise discretion and commit daily act of mercy, This is classic social work as politically inspired practice.

We can practice a politics of exceptions that moves welfare policy toward a more pluralistic appreciation of all the diverse reasons for low-income single mothers might need to continue to receive welfare, perhaps even to the point of granting them not just exemptions but better and more supportive benefits.


Shram does not shy away from labeling compassionate liberalism as drawing on more authentic form of Charity (2006: 165). 

Compassionate liberalism is consistent with the Christian ethic of agape (the Greek term in Latin is caritas), to turn the other cheek, break the cycle of vengeance, and let others be, rather than insisting that “they” become like “us” before we acknowledge their right to live.

Here, he joins those continental Marxists, such as Slavoj Zizek (2000) and Alain Badiou (2003) who draw on Saint Paul as the model for a political ethic. Paul’s words in Corinthians give a similar definition of Charity (I Cor.13:4-7):

Love (Agape or Caritas) is patient and kind. Love is not envious or boastful. It does not put on airs. It is not rude. It does not insist on its rights. It does not become angry. It is not resentful. It is not happy over injustice, it is only happy with truth, It will bear any thing, hope anything, endure anything.

For Schram, Compassionate Conservatism reflects what Hudson and Coukos (2005) call the “dark side of the Protestant Ethic” in its attempt to control the immoral behavior of the poor. Their analysis reflects the view of Max Weber that the Protestant Ethic often particularized the grace of God and economic success was a sign that a person was a part of God’s elected group. This means that the force of Caritas as universal acceptance is muted and changed into punitive action.

As indicated, Compassionate Liberalism functions as a type of foreign body within the present Society and State. In keeping with the concept of “radical incrementalism” this compassionate action can continue to push toward broader and more inclusive policies. It gives a voice to the excluded poor and also makes their suffering visible. Father Greg Boyle, at present a gang worker in the Los Angeles area, (Fremon 2004) gives a good definition of this perspective: 
Compassion is more than just a quality of God and more than an individual virtue, it is a social paradigm. It’s how the system is supposed to work. If we think gang members are monsters, then it will be abundantly clear what we should do--get tougher because they are monsters. If you think they are human beings,--then you open yourself up to a whole slew of complex solutions to really complex causes.


Thus Schram views compassionate liberal practice of direct service as being also a form of social action combining both tolerance and critical advocacy for the poor. In this article, he does not explicitly relate this aspect of practice to various forms of organizing, but he does make a brief reference to nonviolent social action (2006:170):
In order to fulfill the law, we need to transgress it, or so said Christ and such is the messianic tradition, as exemplified by Gandhi, Martin Luther King, Jr., and others. Simply insisting on the justice of the law will never be enough; we need to exercise the mercy of love. We need to grant exceptions for those we have left behind by imposing legal standards of inclusion and exclusion.


We can get a fuller understanding of issues related to organizing by the discussion of Schram’s mentors, Piven and Cloward, in their discussion of the Welfare Rights Movement and the sixties effort to attain a guaranteed income. Their perspective differed from that of many organizing perspectives. In their article entitled, “A Strategy to End Poverty,” they stressed the disruptive character of getting everyone eligible for welfare on the official rolls and therefore receiving welfare. Since welfare was largely a individual state program, this would create a “crisis” for state politicians and cause them to demand a national welfare program with the possibility of a “guaranteed income” included (1987:284).

To mobilize a crisis, we thought it would be necessary to develop a net work of cadre organizations rather than a national federation of welfare recipient groups. This organization of organizers—composed of students, churches, civil rights activists, anti-poverty workers, and militant AFDC recipients—would in turn seek to energize a broad, loosely coordinated movement of variegated groups to arouse hundred of thousand of poor people to demand aid.


They discussed in detail the actual formation of welfare rights groups of welfare recipients by the organizing staff, who disagreed with Piven and Cloward, and the resultant problems. Organizational maintenance and leadership power struggles often took precedent over mobilization Thus,  Piven and Cloward give greater importance to mobilizing the direct service workers (as advocates) over organizing the recipients in to groups. Such mobilization to be successful is dependent on these workers having a value framework similar, if not exactly like, Compassionate Liberalism.


In my own work in low income neighborhoods, I found that the organizing efforts needed to be informed by the concerns of the very poor as identified by compassionate direct service workers. Low income neighborhoods are themselves stratified and if the organizer is only working with those ready to join formal organizations they may develop a skewed since of the needs of those at the bottom of the neighborhood status system. Sometimes such organizations may not benefit these more isolated families. In fact, often  the elimination of the hard-core families with problems, such as drug addiction,  gangs and welfare, from the neighborhood may be the focus of their social action. In the Wesley Youth Project (Farris, Murrillo and Hale 1971: 79), we moved toward the principle that the integration of the neighborhood and the community must begin at the point of maximum damage. The problems of the very poor exhibited on a grand and compelling scale the status anxiety and unequal opportunity that were universal handicaps in all low-income neighborhoods. We felt that the solutions would begin only as the residents, the social agencies, and the educational institutions moved to accept these hard-core problems as their own.  In this project we found that a type of generic or polyvalent worker was needed that combined both Outreach and Organizing as defined below. 

Outreach is the involvement of the worker with the individuals or groups that are at the bottom of the neighborhood social structure--such as gangs, drug addicts, prostitutes, etc.  This activity also involves the worker into the larger institutions or social arenas as mediators and advocates in behalf of marginalized persons. They share their network and social capital with the residents that they work with. 

Organizing is the forming of self help groups or issue groups among all neighborhood residents who are ready to be organized.  Such organizing also pushes the worker into the larger political arenas--possibly even beyond the local community into state and federal government. Again, the worker is attempting to make these groups be inclusive to prevent the excluding the interests of those at the bottom. 

Such workers would do both activities and thus would have to internalize the tensions and conflicts present in the neighborhood social structure. This model reflects the type of view of working in a neighborhood the Schram finds in Jane Addams3 and her colleagues at Hull House (2002:46).

Jane Addams’s settlement at Hull House was never simply a place where the poor got help. It was a important social experiment in which the privileged were as much the subjects as the poor. It was not solely a way of helping but also a way of promoting a social solidarity that valued difference. Hull House was in part created as a place where women of privilege could do good work while they remained excluded from positions of influence in the academy and other major institutions. It also provided a way by which classes could be brought together in relations of mutual aid; in so doing, it became a site for constructing democratically just citizenship. 

Basic Income:


Schram uses this same framework of Compassionate Liberalism to justify his support of a Basic Income. Just as he thinks there is a false dichotomy of charity and social action, which he explored in his formulation of practice, he argues that there is a dialectical relation between entitlements and compensation (2006:176-177). 

Entitlements are a form of melancholy, acting proactively to protect citizens from possible risks to the economic security. Compensation is a form of mourning, granted after the fact as an compassionate charity for those who have already been wronged. In the welfare state, entitlement rights are superior to compensation, which is seen as a lesser benefit for those who have not earned the rights to entitlements.


He shows that this view in practice is not this simple. Unemployment benefits are an “interesting mixes case, often referred to  as both unemployment insurance and unemployment compensation, pointing its indeterminate status as a not quite complete entitlement that is increasingly hard to secure as needed.” He also points out that Social Security retirement benefits, which most of us retirees defend as entitlements are not pure entitlements, since many benefits are targeted with some retirees receiving well beyond what they have paid in. Since present benefits are paid out of contributions by active workers, there is a type of compensation for not working. In an earlier article, Schram uses this dialectical relation of entitlements and compensations to proposes various reforms using different concepts of “insurance risks” to gradually extend “social; insurance” to new populations and to new “risk” situations. Schram concludes “the entitlement/compensation distinction deconstructs and arguably all entitlements can be said to be forms of compensation where we choose to extend aid to people for reasons other than that they strictly have a right to that benefit.” Further, “ even the entitlement state can be said to be base on more than rational-legal reasoning but is also animated by the emotional impulses that flow from compassion to help those in need even if they strictly speaking do not have right to that assistance.”  Schram use of this paradox to justify a Basic Income is worth quoting in full length to make its full impact (2006:178). (the Italics are mine)

The compassionate impulse to compensate is tied to the relationship of the included to the excluded. Phillipe van Parijs takes the idea of compensation a step further when he underscores that the employed class of workers owes a dept to the unemployed and should compensate them via welfare benefits. The employed gain access to wages and social welfare benefits, in the form of privately provided health insurance and pensions and still other subsidies, by virtue of their employment. This employment in benefit-providing jobs is made possible by the regulation of the economy that includes policies designed to ensure economic stability that inevitably prevent the necessary number of such jobs being created for all who need them. Attempts to curb inflation, as well as panoply of other policies that allow employers not to have create more jobs than are profitable, help perpetuate a chronic shortage of such jobs, As a result, the employed owe a debt to the unemployed and should compensate them for it. Parijs, like a growing number of  analysts, proposes a universal entitlement in the form of a basic income guarantee as a way to provide such compensation. The excluded get to be included as possessing an entitlement right by virtue of the need to compensate them for their exclusion. Exclusion becomes the basis for inclusion and the right to entitlement is seen as having been earned because one’s exclusion becomes something for which one should be compensated. More than any other proposal, this one of Parijs for a basic income guarantee provides a dramatic example of how entitlement/compensation dichotomy deconstructs.  

  
Schram does not limit his support to Basic Income as the only policy of an adequate Welfare State. Throughout his scholarship, there are a range of entitlements and compensations that he suggest. His main criteria is the progressiveness of the discourse. In the same volume as his article on Compassionate Liberalism, he looks at the discussions around “asset-building policies.” He critiques in particular the discourse in the American context (2006:109-110):

My argument is that what is particularly bad about asset-building policy is its cramped commodifying discourse that reinforces limiting social welfare policy initiatives to only those who are consistent with the imperatives of the market system and thus assumed to be more palatable to a broader audience. Asset-building policy discourse dooms welfare policy to be limited to getting low-income families to try to succeed in capital markets that are systematically designed to ensure their failure. Such policies can only succeed if they were to supplement low-income families’ savings rates high enough for them to acquire appreciable assets like the nonpoor. Yet that would make asset policies redistributive policies, which is what they are not supposed to be.


He does agree that some of the suggestions in countries where the welfare state tradition is stronger, such as United Kingdom, the discourse maintains greater support for the Welfare State institutions and should be copied in our attempts at “asset-building.”

Ideal War on Poverty:


Implied in Shram’s concept of Compassionate Liberalism is a very broad ideal of what a real War on Poverty might include. Two basic areas are suggested; the area of Social and Economic Rights and also an area of Social Solidarity or Social Capital. Social and Economic Rights policies are ones that assume every citizen has a right to the identified basic goods to maintain their life and capabilities for social relations. These goods are conceptualized as ones that no human should be without.  The most basic social rights are those for a guaranteed Basic Income and for guaranteed health care. Without these two basic goods the life chances of a person are at risk.  Lynn Chancer sees a guaranteed income as opening the door for other policies since it would establish the principle of basic social and economic rights. She suggests (1998:98):

For it may be that the more an idea such as guaranteed income cease to seem preposterous, the better chance other entitlements programs have also to be accorded legitimacy because the very notion of an entitlement would have become acceptable. Ironically enough, then, ideological advocacy of a concept like guaranteed income may have more potential to unleash greater acceptance of universal child care, health care, or social security as its by-product, then if many liberals and leftists persist on what is now at best an only moderately successful and exceedingly defensive course.


For my purposes here, it  not necessary to give a full discussion of the possibilities that might be advocated.4 In other places, I have argued for guaranteed jobs, increased educational reform, universal child care and different housing policies. Some type of Asset Building program that approaches the Stakeholder model and/or Market Socialism might also be included. Also, I have generally viewed the Negative Income Tax as formulated by Fred Block and Jeff Manza’s (1997) proposals to be the best way for a guaranteed income to go in this country.

Social Solidarity policies are ones that enable the poor to use what sociologist have come to analyzes as the advantages of social capital. Here, social capital is defined as the networks and associations that can help to link persons to the larger society and also provide emotional and normative support for personal issues. As Portes(1996) and Granovetter(1995) have shown, not all such networks and associations are equal. In some cases the dense networks of kinship can have negative influence if there is not enough economic resource available to enact the obligations that these networks demand. As Granovetter shows, weak tie networks based on acquaintances often have the greatest instrumental value but have weaker emotional support. The basic core program that I would suggest for social solidarity policies would be the use of Multiservice Neighborhood Centers5 located in low income areas providing services such as preschool, day care, health clinics, recreation, or any other services indicated as needed by the residents. These centers should be staffed by Outreach and Organizing Workers, like those discussed earlier. As indicated, these are generic or polyvalent workers who carry out all of the different tasks. Different levels of neighborhood stratification are often emphasized by the different functions of Outreach and Organizing and each worker needs to be involved with each level. The independence of these polyvalent workers is of critical importance. As indicated, since outreach activities put a primary emphasize on those families at the bottom of both the larger social structure and the neighborhood structure, the polyvalent worker in forced to experience the conflict in both areas and will have to mediate the neighborhood conflict as well as the larger societal conflict between the neighborhood and the rest of society. Also, it is necessary that the hiring and supervision of these polyvalent workers not be put under any organized groups in the neighborhood. This is one of the errors of the present administrations proposal for faith based initiatives. 

Such workers or others involved can be involved in various forms of neighborhood organizations. A form of community organization suggested by some advocates of a guaranteed income such as Clauss Offe (1992) and Andre Gorz (1997) is that of Cooperative Circle Systems. These types of projects could be developed by the above organizers to enable exchange of certain type of services between households depending on needs and the availability of skills. This will be an attempt to build on the informal economy and thus create social capital networks for the residents. The basic principle is that of equality of everyone's hour of work. A “local money” is created which “cannot be desired for its own sake, It cannot serve to serve to enrich some and impoverish others, nor can it play a part of capitalist investment for profit”.

 
Aspects of neighborhood organizing might take many different forms. Some projects could be developed that are owned by the residents though loan funds. Such enterprises will combine market based activities that bring in income which can be used to increase services though the profits. Also such enterprises should hire residents. This is an idea that first emerged during the sixties War on Poverty and were labeled Community Development Corporations (Alperowitz 1999).  Other forms of Cooperatives and/or small businesses should also be encouraged through loans.  Other services could be done by such community development such as some implied earlier in the areas of health care, employment and education. Some of these services could be housed in the multiservice centers.


 Also social action organizations could be formed by organizers of neighborhood residents around relevant social issues. Poor persons and families lack any effective influence on political decisions. This was one of the most controversial aspect of the Community Actions programs of the sixties War On Poverty. In some cases they scared the power structure and politicians were quick to put limitations and controls on their social action. Our experience in the Wesley Youth Project suggest a plurality of styles and even groups may be needed. Our workers were often limited by agency restrictions but were often in contact with more activist groups who were also in the neighborhood. Also, we found that some neighborhood groups preferred more conservative agendas. With such plurality the organizer could draw together on community issues a broad coalitions including groups already organized such as church groups. There is no reason why one perspective should dominate in a low income neighborhood.

There are some issues involved in implementing some of these programs, particularly those listed as social solidarity. The question could be raised whether compassionate liberal service practice should be funded by public funds. Our agency, which sponsored the Wesley Youth Project, received both public government money and several types of private funds; Methodist Church funds, United Way funds and private foundation money and all had their limitations. Methodist Church funds have become more scarce because in the Sixties some funds went to controversial projects rejected by more conservative Methodist who wanted to fund more evangelization. United Way funds and private foundations have moved to evaluations models that often kill innovation and flexibility in the name of research objectivity. This has also happen with public funds based on  contracting with rigid evaluation becoming more popular. When the Wesley Youth Project was funded, government agencies were very flexible. We received funds because of an Anthropologist, Thomas Gladwin (1967), who was on the N.I.M.H. staff and he was struck by the value perspective of our agency. The early stages of the War on Poverty funding were very flexible and created many creative community action programs. How to maintain this type of flexibility and anti-bureaucratic nature of the agencies is a problem. There is no particular reason why such flexibility could not be brought back under public funds 


Another implementation issue is the value perspective of the workers as implied in Compassionate Liberalism. These are not a part of any specific training and in our project, we found it irrelevant to require scholastic credentials. Many of the workers in our project and agency did draw their values from a religious tradition, in our case many from Methodism. However, we did have negative experiences with workers who drew from the more conservative and dogmatic interpretation of the Christian faith. This is the problem with many so called Compassionate Conservative  and/or Faith Based Initiatives. The leading writers in this tradition, Martin Olasky (1996) and Gertrude Himmelfarb (1995) are the epitome of what Max Weber labeled as the Protestant Ethic, with its particularization of grace. We also had workers who drew from Catholic and Jewish traditions. However,  our most compassionate staff member was the research sociologist who was an atheist and drew his inspiration from his symbolic interactionist theory. Also some workers drew inspiration from different literary traditions. A novel which I used was one of Edward Wallant, The Tenants of Moombloom (1963), which tells the story of a young man who develops a unique form of ethic through his involvement with the problems of the tenants in his brother’s buildings. He begins to use the rent collected to solve their problems rather than for paying the rent. He was a type of compassionate rebel and represented every thing but the American Success Dream. We began to label the value perspective the Moombloom Syndrome (Farris and Farris 2001). This value framework  defined the basic code of responsibility expected of the workers as stated in our training:

   1. Service is not at a distance--it means personal involvement with people.

   
   2. No person or problem is beyond our concern or attention. In fact, we are 

                   obligated to search out the “outcasts.”

   
   3. Our motivation for service cannot be the possibility of  success or any 

                   condition that might be associated with the receiver of the service. We can 

                   never really give up on a person.

   4. Our own interests or personal feelings are not of any importance as we serve.  

       We may not personally like the person.

   5. We must individually assume that we are responsible when others do no live 

       up to their responsibility, and thus try our best to make a difference.


Thomas Kemper (1989) calls this “inclusive love: based on authentic giving.” He makes a distinction between exclusive and inclusive love—the first is where a person uses certain particular and specialize standards by which to accord status to another person while in the later a person uses standards “sufficiently general to include within the their scope salient standards found universally.” Kemper further argues that such inclusive love may take two forms: normative giving and authentic giving. Acts of normative giving do not depend on the experience or the emotion of love authentically, even though the same acts maybe performed that the true emotion would evoke.  In Kemper’s research persons who use authentic giving came from families with very nutrient parents (Farris 1996). Thus, the recruitment of such workers would be impossible to reduce to standard testing methods and will require a flexible and creative structure that is willing to take risks.

Implications for Political Theory:


Schram’s concept of compassionate liberalism raises the question of the place of emotional commitments like compassion have in formulating political and moral theory. Social Theorists, as diverse as Martha Nussbaum (1995) and Richard Rorty (1998) argue for using literature such as novels to ground such “wider sympathies.”  In a flourish, John Rawls(2000:211, 306) labels Kant’s concept of equal capacity of all persons for moral worth as the aristocracy of all. His concept of  the  “original position” and “veil of ignorance” is an attempt to ground this ideal.  However, he does not address what emotional content the aristocracy of all might imply.” Scham’s Concept of Compassionate Liberalism deepens Kant’s the aristocracy of all to imply an emotional commitment of genuine universal love (caritas, charity or agape) ys needed particularly by those who attempt to outreach and organize in behalf of the poor. Also, the unconditional acceptance of the Humanity, implied in the aristocracy of all, is extended in policies to compensate those marginalized by the inequalities of our social and economic structures. Schram grounds his concept using theorists such as Derrida and Agamben. The parable in the appendix by La Fontaine, The Wolf and the Lamb, defines the reality of a “non-reciprocal” world where “the strong are always best at proving they’re right.” In such a world, it would seem useless to raise the issue that the poor should be made to act according to the “norm of reciprocity.” However, the text itself suggest that someone is aware of the deception and possibly there is a concept of the “democracy to come” that may give voice to the plight of the Lamb (Derrida 2005:86).

The expression “democracy to come” does indeed translate or call for a militant and interminable political critique. A weapon aimed at the enemies of democracy, it protests against all naïveté and every political abuse, every rhetoric that would present as a present or existing democracy, as a de facto democracy, what remains inadequate to the democratic demand, whether nearby of far away, at home or somewhere else in the world, anywhere that a discourse on human rights and on democracy remains little more than obscene alibi as long as it tolerates the terrible plight of many millions of human beings suffering from malnutrition, disease, and humiliation, grossly deprived not only of bread and water but of equality of freedom, dispossessed of the rights of all, of everyone, of anyone.


I have included in the appendix Walt Whitman’s Song of Myself with La Fontaine’s parable to  show the two poles in Derrida’s theory, reality versus critique. Whitman says that through his imagination the excluded find speech and their emotion find recognition. These two texts together shows the tensions that Compassionate Liberalism attempts to overcome and that it is grounds it in an American tradition of critique and protest.

Whoever degrades another degrades me,


And whatever is done or said returns at last to me---

Conclusions:


Compassionate Liberal service and advocacy practice is a critique of  both neoliberal market fundamentalism and the linked idea of the perversity of the poor. It also implies the content of a renewed War on Poverty.  One further political possibility implied in Schram’s call is that it could provide a framework to mobilize those worker, paid and volunteer,  who are involved with the poor in various services and advocacy. This was part of the attempt of Richard Cloward and Frances Fox Piven in their ,Strategy to End Poverty, in the sixties. For many of us who wore the buttons labeled GAIN (Guaranteed Annual Income Now), this was an exciting campaign. Maybe, a new slogan could be Compassionate Liberalism: Basic Income Guarantee Now. Piven and Cloward later scholarship discussed how close they came to their objective. The hope is that we could win this time.
Endnotes

1. For other attempts to recover “moral discourse” for Liberals and Progressives see Fred Block and George Lakoff (1995).

2. See a similar look at Social Work Practice as a “foreign body” in Farris (1982).

3. See Deegan (1988) for a discussion of the influence of Jane Addams and Hull House on American Sociology and Pragmatists such as George H. Mead and John Dewey.

4. See Joel A. Devine and James Wright (1993) for a full discussion of many programs that would be helpful for the elimination of poverty.

5. In Piven and Cloward (1993) discussions of the advocacy for welfare rights in the Great Society, they primarily present what were called “storefront service centers” as the best model. (268) They analyze several examples. (290-300) 
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The Wolf and the Lamb

The strong are always best at proving they’re right.

Witness the case we’re now going to cite.

A Lamb was drinking, serene,

A ravenous Wolf happened by, on the lookout for prey,

Whose sharp hunger drew him to the scene.

“What makes you so bold as to muck my beverage?”

This creature snarled in rage.

“You will pay for your temerity!”

“Sire,” replied the Lamb, “let not your Majesty

Now give in to unjust ire,

But rather do consider, Sire:

I’m drinking---just look---

In the brook

Twenty feet further down, if not more,

And therefore in no way at all, I think,

Can I be muddying what you drink.”

“You’re muddying it!” insisted the cruel carnivore.

“And I know that , last year, you spoke ill of me.”

“How could I do that? Why I’d not yet even come to be,”

Said the Lamb. “At my dam’s teat I still nurse.”

“If not you, then your brother. All the worse.”

“I don’t have one.” “Then it’s someone else in your clan,

For to me you’re all of you a curse:

You, your dogs, your shepherds to a man.

So I’ve been told; I have to pay you all back.”

With that, deep into the wood

The Wolf dragged and ate his midday snack.

So trial and judgment stood.

---La Fontaine

Quoted from Jacques Derrida, Rogues: Two Essays on Reason (Stanford, Cal.: Stanford University Press, 2005)
Exert from Song of Myself

Unscrew the locks from the doors!

Unscrew the doors themselves from the jambs!

Whoever degrades another degrades me,

And whatever is done or said returns to me . . .

I speak the pass-word primeval, I give the sign of democracy,

By God! I will accept nothing which cannot have their counterpart of on the same 


terms .

Through me many long dumb voices,

Voices of the interminable generations of prisoners and slaves,

Voices of the diseas’d and despairing and of thieves and dwarfs,

Voices of cycles of preparation and accretion,

And of the threads that connect the stars, and of wombs and of the father-stuff,

And of the rights of them the others are down upon,

Of the deform’d, trivial, flat, foolish, despised.

Fog in the air, beetles rolling balls of the dung,

Through me forbidden voices,

Voices of sexes and lusts, voices veil’d and I remove the veil,

Voices indecent by me clarified and transfigur’d . . . .

Dazzling and tremendous how quick the sun-rise would kill me,

If I could not now and always send sun-rise out of me.

Walt Whitman

As quoted in Martha C. Nussbaum, Poetic Justice: The Literary Imagination and Public Life. (Boston, Massachusetts: Beacon Press, 1995)
