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HOW ABOUT A TWO YEAR LIMIT ON POVERTY?

here are tremendous

lessons for the welfare
reform fight in what has
happened in the debate over
health care.

For more than fifty years, the
left has advocated for a
national health program —
organized along the lines of
one or another form of
socialized medicine. As the
reality of this country’s health
care (or health financing) crisis
began to sink in with the
purveyors of conventional
wisdom, the chances looked
increasingly good for a version
of what we wanted. It's
instructive to remember that
now as the health care fight
settles into its late stages and
we see the single-payer forces
virtually not in the game.

A major reason that single-
payer proposals are seen as
“unrealistic” is that they have
been defined as “unrealistic.”
In great part, that is the case
because so many of our friends
and allies have opted for the
“realistic” approach and
embrace the Clinton plan. In
essence, the Clinton plan
became the left proposal and
we found ourselves defending
a program that we didn’t much
care for to begin with.
Defending the Clinton plan
becomes even harder when he

by Fred Newdom

spends the bulk of his time
selling out that plan to the
insurance industry, the
business community, and the
forces of the right.

Making the leap to welfare
reform isn’t especially hard at
this point. We see the
administration mixing some
reasonable ideas with anti-
welfare rhetoric worse than
what we heard in the Reagan-
Bush era — only the syntax is
better. And what passes for
opposition these days? There
has been virtually none.

The same types of groups
which joined the
administration’s health care
crusade only to get sold out for
their troubles are now
clambering aboard the welfare
reform bandwagon because it
is the “realistic” thing to do. If
there is anything we should
have learned from the health
care fight, it’s that the absence
of a left opposition means that
the only forces to placate are on
the right. Clinton has done that
on health care with single-
minded devotion. And what
does he have to show for it?
The business community still
opposes him and the
administration now has a
conservative proposal which
even he should be embarrassed
to support.

How much conceding to the
racist sexist, pro-business
forces do you think Clinton
will have to do in order for
them to support decent policies
for the women and children on
welfare? Try to imagine what a
welfare program that Jesse
Helms could support would
look like. The lesson of health
care is to stand up for
programs we can support and
to fight a principled fight. It is
refreshing when the principled
thing to do is also the most
effective.

Until we see a limit on the
time people will be permitted
to live in poverty, the idea of
limiting how long poor people
can get help is obscene. Our job
is to fight all of the welfare
reform proposals which attack
the interests of poor people.
This issue of BCR Reports
contains some more tools for
local organizing around
welfare. An updated Fighting
Back! Challenging AFDC Myths
with the Facts is intended to
give activists more ammunition
to carry on the debate.

The fight on welfare reform
will be hard. On the other hand
if there is anything we should
have learned from the health
reform fight it is that the best
way to fight is to support
something we believe in. m
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Letters to the Editor:

Dear Friends,

I am proud to be the very
first person to have written
a doctoral dissertation on
the life and thought of
Bertha C. Reynolds. My
dissertation entitled
“Bertha C. Reynolds —
Gentle Radical,” was
accepted by the Wurz
Weiler School of Social
Work of Yeshiva
University in 1981.

While I was doing my
work, Bertha Reynolds
was still alive and I talked
with her many times. She
was so happy about what
I was doing. In the course
of one of these visits
Bertha gave me a copy of
a series of essays she had
written on the subject of
Marxism and Religion
entitled “Where Do You
Get Your Ethics?” These
essays are unpublished,
and by her request were
sent to Herbert Apthekar
of the Institute of Marxist
Studies upon her death.

I used the essays
tangentially in my study
and I loaned them to
another student who also
did her study of Reynolds.
They are listed in my
bibliography.

The essays are very
interesting and deserve to
be read and studied and
discussed. I am making a
gift of them to the Pollack
Library of Yeshiva
University and to the
Smith College Reynolds
Archives.

Reynolds left us a
wonderful legacy as we
all know.

Onward,

Joan L Goldstein
New Rochelle, NY
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Annual BCRS Conference in Seattle: July 8-10,1994
This year’s conference theme is “Progressive Approaches to a
Multi-Cultural world: Strategies for Confronting and Transforming
Oppression.” The Puget Sound Chapter of BCRS is excited to be
hosting the conference at the University of Washington. The
conference will be a hotbed of discussions on how social workers
and social activists can build through practice a more equitable and
just world. Friday full-day Institutes include such topics as
“Liberation, Oppression Theory and Practice,” “Welfare Reform”
and “Strategies for Confronting Oppression in the Workplace.”
Saturday workshops include “Strategies for Multi-Cultural
Coalition Building,” “Challenging Oppression through Community
Organizing,” “An Empowerment Model of Housing Activism,” and
“ A Freirian Model of Social Work Supervision.” Local BCRS
chapters are invited to submit information to the conference
planning committee about their activities. During the conference
there can therefore be resource tables that will include individual
chapter information (i.e., flyers, brochures, posters, fact sheets).
Send this information to: CE-BCRS, School of Social Work
Continuing Education, University of Washington JH-30, Seattle,
Washington 98195. Phone (206) 543-5736 FAX (206) 543-1228.

You may also receive brochures by writing or calling the above.

BCRS Brochure Available:

Members wishing to order copies of the Society’s brochure may
request up to 100 copies by calling Mary Jo at Communication
Services at (518) 463-3522, faxing her at (518) 426-3961 or writing her
at: 4 Central Avenue, Albany, New York 12210. The brochure has
an easy to use tear-off return form, and features an “Our Members
Say” section with quotes from Chauncey Alexander, Millie Charles,
Herman Curiel, Lorraine Gutierrez, Barbara Joseph, Maryann
Mahaffey, Mary Bricker-Jenkins, Irmgard Wessel, Susan Kinoy and
Sandy Felder. Order copies for your school or workplace today!

How To Organize A BCRS Chapter:

“How to Organize a BCRS Chapter” organizing packets are
available by contacting Mary Jo at Communication Services at
(518) 463-3522, at

4 Central Avenue,
Albany, New York
12210. The contents
of the packets include
such things as posters,
brochures, book

order forms, recent
newsletters, copy of
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Report from the Committee

for Human Rights Inquiry

Rula Abu Duhou, imprisoned in 1988 after a year
of interrogation, was sentenced to 25 years
imprisonment. Accused of being an accessory to
murder, she has maintained her innocence of
these charges, stating that her confession was
forced by torture during the long period of
interrogation. Her complaint of abuse and sexual
harassment was made in a sworn statement
published by Amnesty International in March,
1991. Duhou was a student of social work at
Bethlehem University and was active in campus
affairs. Her frustrated engagement to her fiancé in
Chicago has meant additional suffering, together
with the substandard conditions in the Hasharon
prison, where she is held.

In February 1993, the Israel Association of
Social Workers was able to visit Duhou, with the
involvement of its Arab Division and the Welfare
Ministry. She presented problems of the
prisoners for whom she is a spokesperson, and
made two personal requests — physical therapy
for a back condition and also for aid in
completing her studies for a degree in social
work. No further word has been received about
the efforts to make these arrangements.

The International Federations of Social Workers
has urged clemency for her and the National
Association of Social Workers is urging
consideration of her release. Without passing
judgement on her innocence, on the basis of
numerous publications by human rights groups
about torture in interrogation, we question the
validity of the conviction and sentencing of this
woman and urge her release.

Only about 600 Palestinian prisoners have been
released and the Palestinians urge release of all
the approximately 12,000

Students Honor Homeless People
in Baltimore
by Joe Lynch

The University of land School of Social
Work’s Student Council on Political Equity
(SCOPE) recently co-sponsored Baltimore’s
National Homeless Persons’ Memorial Day
commemoration at City Hall. SCOPE — in
cooperation with Project HUSH (Helping our
UnSheltered Hungry), the Baltimore City Union
of the Homeless, CASH (City Advocates in
Solidarity with the Homeless), and the National
Coalition for the Homeless invited all the
residents of Baltimore City and the State of
Maryland to join them in honoring the lives and
commemorating the passing of homeless people
who had died in our communities.

The group of seven Community Organization
students at the School organized a candlelight

| vigil, memorial service, and meal in honor of

departed brothers and sisters. A morning press
conference was held at the corner of Charles and
Fayette Streets — site of a steam grate that the
city had spent $7,000 to build a cage over so that
homeless people would not have access to its
warmth. The names of homeless people who had
died in the city were read aloud as ribbon —
adorned index cards bearing the names were
paper-clipped to the grate. The admittedly-
partial list was comprised of 63 women and
men who had died in Baltimore while lacking
an adequate night-time residence — a place to

. call home.

The School of Social Work students viewed this
inaugural event in the city as a solemn occasion
to honor the lives of departed family and friends.
They declared the day to be a time to renew their
commitment to neighbors in need and saw the
service as an end result of poor

remaining. We urge you to write

public policy decisions. Michael

to Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak lt;\lease m;g;“ contributions for | Sioops, Field Organizer of the
Rabin, 1 Kaplan Street, Bakarya, € nBeth - IW: lgit or National Coalition for the
Jerusalem 91007, Israel. Please 350 New Campus Drive Homeless said, “It took a group of
send a copy of your letter to Ruth SUNY College at Brockport | seven social work students to do
H. Wilson, Secretary for the CHRL B , NY 14420-2952 what city officials, churches, and
For more information about the FAX #716-395-2366 service providers had refused to
Committee for International Le“?’t;‘t: %&“&y"" do — commemorate the passing
Human Rights Inquiry, write: Eg'v:iilies, cartoons, etc.l,)are of life with a memorial service
CHR]I, 415 Grand St., #E. 1905, all welcome! characterized by the respect and
New York, New York 10002, Please Note: The deadline dignity that all human beings
212-674-3762. for materials submitted for deserve.” SCOPE will continue its
%";‘:;ar‘g t.;‘e Next efforts to achieve justice for all

September 15, 1994.

citizens — housed and unhoused.




acob Fisher, a close associate

and friend of Bertha

Reynolds, died in March at
the age of 89. He was living
with his wife of sixty-two years,
Cora, in a senior residence in
Mitchellville, Maryland at the
time of his death.

Jack has left a rich legacy, not
only to progressive social
work, but to the entire
profession.

During the 1920's, described
in his first memoir, On
Vanishing Ground, Jack studied
at N.Y.U. and received a social
work degree from the Jewish
School of Social Work in 1928.

In the 1930’s, Jack helped to
organize the National
Coordinating Committee of
Rank and File Groups in Social
Work, a national, left-oriented
movement that challenged
mainstream social work
leadership. An active social
worker in the voluntary Jewish
Federation agencies, Jack
served two terms as President
of the Social Services
Employees Union during the
1930’s.

Jack was also the first editor
of the publication Social Work
Today. Bertha Reynolds
collaborated with Jack on this
publication and in the
promotion of trade unionism
among social service
employees.

Jack not only played a
pioneering role in developing a
progressive movement in social
work. He was one of its
chroniclers. His book, The
Response of Social Work to the
Depression (1980), contains a
detailed account of the
development of the left in
social work during this period.
The history of this period in
social work reflects the strong
impact of this movement on

Jacob Fisher, 1905-1994

the thinking and direction of
the social work profession.

From 1940-1954, Jack was a
researcher for the Social
Security Board. He first faced a
Board of Inquiry in 1948 under
Truman’s 1947 Executive Order
establishing a Loyalty
Program. Finally, under
Eisenhower’s 1953 Security
Risk Program, an investigation
resulted in Jack’s suspension
pursuant to an order signed by
Nelson A. Rockefeller, HE.W.
Under Secretary. Jack decided
to resign several weeks later.

He was among the ten
thousand federal employees
fired or forced to resign for
their political beliefs, and
among two million persons
listed in the Security
Investigation List.

In 1986, Jack broke what he
called the general rule of
silence on the part of victims of
the political purge of federal
civil servants, writing a
memoir of this period and his
earlier activism, Security Risk.

Ironically, he was charged
with membership in the
Interprofessional Association
for Social Insurance and the
National Committee for
Unemployment and Social
Insurance, organizations which
advocated for Social Security,
as well as for other union and
progressive activism.

In his book, Jack affirmed his
work to advance social welfare,
build unions of social service
workers, and organize socialist
activism by social workers. He
described his political work for
Spanish democracy and other
causes while a CP.US.A.
member from 1934-1940. He
looked back at his own
activism and the social
movements of the times with a
critical wisdom from which
present activists can benefit.

Jack later spoke at an event
honoring Bertha Capen
Reynolds, following her
re-recognition by the
profession during the late
1970’s and early 1980's.
Following the founding of the
Society, Jack was among the
first persons to join in the Fall
of 1985.

As organizer, editor and
historian, Jack Fisher has left
the progressive movement in
social work a legacy from
which to build and strengthen
us in today’ s struggles.

Jack is survived by Cora; a
daughter, Judith Goodkind of
Alexandria, Virginia; a son,
Stephen, of Wilmette, Illinois; a
sister, Ruth Hollinger of
Tamarac, Florida, and five
grandchildren. »

Russak &
MMiciuel Dover

The Truth Is Finally Told About “Prime Time”
“EXTRA!” a publication of FAIR (Fairness and Accuracy in Reporting)
published a critique of the September 1992 (rebroadcast in August 1993)
segment of ABC’s “Prime Time Live” television news magazine program.

The article, written by Veena Gabreros-Sud, points out the inherent
racism in the portrayal of welfare recipients as well as the skewed
statistics which “proved” that welfare fraud cases were as high as 50%.
Gabreros-Sud reviews other media attacks on welfare recipients,
including the fingerprinting “cure” for fraud and credits the September
1993 op-ed by Mimi Abramovitz and Frances Fox Piven for seeing
through the hysteria. For a copy of the EXTRA! November/December
1993 publication, call the editorial office at 212-633-6700




WELFARE REFORM NETWORK

Basic Principles For A Just & Humane Income Maintenance System

INTRODUCTION

The Welfare Reform Network
of New York City has
developed a set of basic
principles for a just and
humane income maintenance
system to serve as a guide
during the debate for national
welfare reform. BCR Reports is
reprinting these principles
below. Feel free to give your
reaction via a “letter to the
editor.” These principles are
grounded in the belief that:

B Continuing poverty among
millions of Americans must
be addressed by strong
federal polices that will
assure families and
individuals at least an
adequate standard of living;

B For many people, an
adequate income must be
derived from a combination
of paid employment in the
labor market and government
supports; and

B There is an urgent need for a
universal economic securi
system that is fair, flexible
and dynamic in order to
eradicate poverty and
strengthen our economy.

The Welfare Reform Network
(WRN) was organized in June
1990 and includes Task Force
on The Family Support Act, the
New York City Task Force
Working on Welfare and other
interested groups and
individuals. Inquiries to the
WRN can be addressed to:

The Welfare Reform Network

c/o Federaton of Protestant

Welfare Agencies, Inc.

281 Park Avenue South

New York, NY 10010

Phone: (212) 777-4800

FAX: (212) 533-8792

BASIC PRINCIPLES

Coverage

1. Benefits under an income maintenance system should be available to all
people in need as a matter of right and should continue for as long as
the need remains. There should be no eligibility criteria other than
need. There should be no time limit on aid.

Adequacy

2. Benefit levels under an income maintenance system should exceed the
poverty level to allow a decent standard of living. The poverty level
today is a measure that does not truly reflect the income support
needed to provide the minimum basic needs.

3. Annual adjustments in benefit levels, which take into account increases
in the cost-of-living, should be mandated by law.

4. Asset limits for those on public assistance should be raised above current
levels and indexed.

Administration

5. An income maintenance system should protect the dignity and privacy
of its participants (both consumers and providers).

6. Administration of the system should be efficient and responsible to the
needs of the people it is designed to serve and function to assure fair
treatment and prompt and accurate payment of benefits.

7. The federal government should administer one unified income
maintenance system that provides coverage for all needy persons.

8. All participants (consumers and providers) in an income maintenance
system should receive clear information about their rights and
responsibilities and receive adequate notice and hearing rights
regarding benefits.

Employment, Training and Education

9. Education and training should be made available, along with income
supports to enable people to find, keep and improve employment
opportunities. Options should be available for a variety of educations
and training opportunities, including four years of college.

10. Participation in employment, education and training should be
voluntary, assessed on an individual basis and reflect maximum
individual choice. Work in caring for dependents in the home should
be recognized as valued work and included in assessing the
contributions of participants.

11. Adequate support systems should be available to make employment a
viable option for those who work outside the home (such as: child care,
health care, transportation and family leave).

12. Public and private policies should protect against practices that channel
individuals, particularly women and minorities, into jobs with low
wages, few benefits and little or no opportunity for career advancement.

Child Support Enforcement

13. The burden of establishing paternity and child support orders should be
squarely upon child su: enforcement agencies. Cooperation with
child support enforcement should not jeopardize the privacy and safety
of an income maintenance applicant or recipient or their children, and
should not result in loss of income to the family.

Additional Economic Security Measures

14. The federal government should promote and mandate other economic
safety measures, such as an expanded earned income tax credit, an
adequate minimum wage, a national child support assurance program
and a national child’s allowance, and expanded eligibility for
unemployment benefits.

15. The federal government should promote and ensure universal health
care coverage for all.




BCRS National Steering Committee The People’s Institute for
Columbus Circle S PO. Bo ‘;61563 N York, NY 10023 Surviva Beyond
(o) us e Station, P.O. Box , New York, , . .
Mimi Abramovitz ~ Bob Fisher® Karne Loukas* ngﬁﬁejﬁgﬁt:n‘;: cist
395 Riverside Dr., 4A 907 Key Street 12 Orchard Rd. X
New York,NY 10025  Houston, TX 77079 Windham, ME 04062 network of veteran organizers
H: 212-866-2429 H: 713-868-9825 H: 207-892-5056 and educators dedicated to
W:212-452-7106 W:713-743-8112 David McKell* building a movement for justice
Sandra Bauman* Ken Grossinger* 1000 N. Beaver, #209 by ending racism and other
232 Mather Rd. 176 Peralta Flagstaff , AZ 86001 forms of institutional
Jenkintown, PA 19046  San Francisco, CA H: 602-779-1400 :on. In its 13-
H: 215-885-5790 94110 W: 602-523-6556 oppression. In its 13-year
W: 215-898-5540 H: 415-648-7013 Marilynn Moch® history, the Institute has
Joel Blau® W: 415-673-8755 32 Chestnut Street conducted workshops for over
171 Windsor Place Marian Hartung Central Islip, NY 11722 10,000 people across the nation
H: 718°965-1721 St. Louis, MO 63110 W: 212-274-2173 . . .
W: 516- 444-3149 H: 314-533-0479 Fred Newdom countries. The Undoing Racism
Marti Bombyk W: 314-336-2121 247 Well: Workshops are intensive
412 W. 110¢h St. Susan James* Delmar, NY 12054 two-and-a-half-day workshops
New York,NY 10025 10414 SW 112thStreet  H: 518-439-6411 which enable participants to
H: 212-316-3150 Vashon, WA 98070 W: 518-475-1199 understand how racism has
w: ZIZMI &22%"5_52%43% Lori Reyes become part of our society ar}d
Catherine Bradshaw Cam 254 Hamilton 31:;1-7 what we can do to eliminate it
1623 5. King St. 1 Kaplan Kenmore, NY 1 : ;
Seattle, WA 96144 GraduateSchoolof  716.875.2157 in our personal and community
H: 206-323-6567 Social Service Jerry Sachs® ilV&‘-- The “{?;‘kShOPS. are open
, Fordham University ; 0 community organizers, peace
Don Coone 4 Spring Terrace . 1e Yo . .
701 Noron D O S 003 Greentead, A 01301 and social justice activists,
Kalamazoo, MI 49001 o oz o H: 413-774-7564 religious leaders, social
NS %rbé;:lil:\agﬁr. Laura Stravino® workshops are offered to
Michael Cronin Rochester NY 14610 215 13th Ave,, E. individual organizations or
241 W. 100th St. H: 716.485-2517 Apt. 311 .
X : 3 agencies upon request. Short
Apt.2-R W: 716-395.5509 Seattle, WA 98102 L ¢
New York, NY 10025 i H: 206-322-5950 presentations are also available
H: 212-864-5397 KeithKilty* Ann Withorn® to teach groups how they can
Joan Dworkin®* %ﬁém;’e 143 Winchester St. begin the process of undoing
712 Judson Avenue H: 614-761-3598 B::ooklme, MA 02146 racism in their communities or
fl‘_’m'g_mm W: 614-292-7181 % %1177'_723878'7073?5 organizations. Two workshops
W: 312-236-8308 Beth Lewis scheduled in New Orleans
2 Brewery Square 110 be held July 22-24 and October
§$‘m§6§{ 06513 21-23. For more information,
W: 203-737-2373 *Chapter Contact Person phone 504-944-6119.
NASW Adjudication Process is Questioned
BCR Reports has been contacted | Among his concerns are: the tion about this and/or who
by Edward Berkowitz, aretired | qualifications of members may be interested in the idea
social worker, regarding his chosen for the hearings panel; of an advocacy group designed
concerns related to the the fact that an attorney may to monitor the activities of and
safeguarding of rights in the not accompany a disputant evaluate proposed changes in
NASW adjudication of unless s/he is also an NASW NASW’s adjudication structure
grievances. Berkowitz believes member; and that neither party and process. For more
that NASW members affected to the dispute is permitted to information, contact: Edward
by adjudication (as either argue their case before appeals Berkowitz, Pocono Farms,
plaintiff or respondent) need to bodies. Berkowitz is interested Beaver Lane #333, Tobyhanna,
be educated about in hearing from BCRS members | PA 18466. PH.: (717) 894-4323
adjudication’s pros and cons. who would like more informa-




FIGHTING BACK!
CHALLENGING AFDC MYTHS WITH THE FACTS
L WELFARE "REFORM" TODAY

The campaign promise by then-candidate Bill Clinton to "end welfare as we know it" frames the current
discussion around welfare reform. While advocates would like to end those aspects of "welfare as we know
it” which are harmful to clients, it is clear that the debate has more to do with limiting the length of time a
client can be on the program and making that period as difficult as possible than it does with "empowering"
the recipient. Coercive new plans have gained wide public support by playing to a host of stereotypes and
myths about AFDC and the women who use the program. The following myths, facts, and comments can be
used to undermine the stereotypes that fuel current welfare "reforms” and to build support for more
progressive social policies.

. BACKGROUND

In 1988, the Family Support Act transformed the program called Aid to Families With Dependent Children
(AFDC) from a program to enable single mothers to stay home with their children into a mandatory work
and training program. The 1988 legislation, dubbed “welfare reform", was controversial from the start and
has remained so as states try to implement welfare-to-work programs, with only modest resulits. But, the
Family Support Act was just the first of a series of "welfare reforms” that use government dollars to dictate
the behavior of women on welfare. If work was the first target of the "new paternalism,” the second is the
family life of AFDC mothers. States are now denying additional benefits for children born to women on
welfare. Other programs cut benefits to families who fail to see a doctor, to keep kids in school, and to pay
the rent on time. In the name of monitoring fraud, some states now fingerprint welfare mothers. Additionally,
the current welfare debate centers around how to impose a two-year limit on participation in the program.

II&. MYTH AND FACTS
MYTH: Women on welfare have large families.

FACT: The typical welfare family is a mother and two children, slightly less than the size of the average
family in the United States. Forty-two per cent of AFDC families have only one child, thirty per cent have
two. In the 1980's, AFDC covered less than 60% of poor children in the U.S., down from 80% in the early
1970's.

COMMENT: AFDC families, like other families in the U.S., are getting smaller.

MYTH: Welfare mothers live "high on the hog.”

FACT: The average welfarc benefit for a family of 3 was $367 a month in 1993 or $4400 a year. This is
almost $6900 less than the $ 11,600 federal poverty line for a family of three. Most AFDC families are
worse off today than in 1975, The real (after inflation) value of the AFDC grant fell 45% from 1972-1993,
26% if Food Stamps are counted. In no state in the union do food stamp and welfare benefits together lift a
family of three out of poverty. The average combined state AFDC and Food Stamp benefit was only 65%
of poverty in 1993; in only 4 states was it even 80% of poverty. Meanwhile, during the 1980's, the average
pretax income of the richest 20% of all families rosc 77%, while that of the poorest 20% declined by nine
percent.

COMMENT: /nstead of helping poor women and children live high on the hog. AFDC keeps mother-only
Jamilies living in poverty. But government programs do not have to keep people poor. Cross-national
studies show that U.S. income support programs lifled less than 5% of single mothers with children out of
poverty in the 1980's, compared to 89% in the Netherlands, 81% in Sweden, 75% in the United Kingdom,

50% in France, 33% in Germany, and 18.3% in Canada. Still others can not work due to iliness, disability
or lack of education and job skills.




MYTH: Weclfare recipicnts are lazy and do not want to work.

FACT: Of the 14 million AFDC recipicnts, only 4.5 million are adults, 90% of whom are women - many
mothers of the young children. In ncarly 60% of welfare homes, the youngest child is under 6 years of age;
under age two in 30% of the homes. Many welfare mothers combine work and welfare, concurrently or
sequentially. Still others want to work but cannot find a job (10% of all single mothers are unemployed) or
cannot find jobs that pay enough. (Thc $4.25 an hour minimum wage is $1.75 an hour less than the $6.00
an hour ncedcd to kecp a family of three out of poverty.)

COMMENT: If work paid enough, fewer people would need welfare. If taking care of one's own children
was defined as "work", all mothers would be considered to be working. According to a recent calculation,
| their labors would be worth at least $17.000.

MYTH: Few women on welfare arc white.

FACT: Of all AFDC mothers, 38.8% are African-American, 38.1 % are white, 17.4 % are Latina, 2.8%
arc Asian, 1.3% are Native American, and 1.6% are of unknown race.

COMMENT: [WVomen of color are overrepresented among those on welfare because they are
. overrepresented among the poor. The idea that AFDC is a program primarily for women of color is uscd
to mask the fact that so many AFDC mothers are white, to divide women from each other, and 10 make
welfare a tool in the politics of race.

MYTH: Once on welfare always on welfare. Welfare is a trap from which few cscape.

FACT: Morc than 70% of women on wclfarc stay on the rolls for less than two ycars and only 8% stay on
for more than cight ycars. While many rcturn to AFDC for a period of time within five ycars, duc to
renewed family crisis or job loss, rescarch on intergencrational welfare use has not been able to cstablish
that daughters of welfare mothers nccessarily end up on welfare too. Some do, some do not

COMMENT: The biggest cause of welfare seems to be poverty. It is very hard for children of poor women
lo escape poverty, especially in the current economy with its falling wages and rising unemploymnent. It's
hard to work your way out of poverty. People working at minimum wage jobs earn less than $9000 a ycar.
Employers pay women 70 cents for every dollar earned by men.

MYTLL: Sctting a time limit on welfare participation is nceded to get AFDC mothers to work.

FACT: Since many AFDC mothers alrcady work when they can, time limits are unnecessary and unduly
primitive. Getting tough on welfare may win votes but it hurts poor women. Some time limit proposals
acknowledge the need for adequate job tmining, child care, and health insurance. But in reality, cven if they
were to be funded, all of the supports in the world won't producc a job at a living wage.

COMMENT: Time limits, with or without, job training and social supporis just move welfare mothers
Jurther up the ever longer line of people looking for work. With time limits, women on welfare will become
more qualified, unemployed workers or displace the already employed. Instead of mandatory work for
welfare mothers, we need an expanding domestic economy and a govermmnent commitment to job creation.
Without adequate work, all of the time limit proposals - however generous the supports - are merely more
sophisticated measures to punish women for their poverty.



MYTH: Women on welfare have "kids for money”. Eliminating AFDC will put an end to non-
marital births,

FACT: Dcspitc ycars of research, studics have found no link between the AFDC grant and births outside
of marriage. Indeed, non-marital births are no more frequent in high benefit stales and no greater in states
with rising grant levels than in states with flat or falling AFDC payments. The states provide about $79 a
month per additional child. Like the AFDC mwother, the average taxpayer also receives an annual grant for
children -- the tax deduction for dependcnts. No one claims that taxpayers have more children just to
reduce their taxes.

COMMENT: Neither AFDC nor the tax deduction for dependent children are rewards for having
children. Rather, these income supplements recognize the value of children to society and the high cost of
raising children. The U.S. is the only industrial nation other than South Africa and Japan that does not
provide families with an automatic grant for every child. AMoreover, pregnancies reflect complex human
Jactors, not calculated economic decisions.

MYTH: The AFDC program is costly and bloated, has enlarged the dcficit and decpened the
recession.

FACT: The federal and state governiments together spent $24.9 billion on welfare in 1992, The federal
share amounted to 1% of the $1.3 trillion Fedceral budget. The State share equaled 3.4% of the average statc
budget. Nincty percent of the AFDC budgct is spent on benefits; 10% on administrative costs.

COMMENT: The costs of AFDC can be compared to the $300 billion in tax dollars received by the
Department of Defense and the billions spent on the savings and loan bail out.

MYTH: Mandatory programs are necded to get the welfare poor to behave properiy.

FACT: Mandatory programs do not work very well. Workfare has produced only modest, if any, increases
in employment and eamnings, mandatory programs do not fare any better than voluntary oncs. A recent
study of California's GAIN program found that workfare participants eamed an average of $271 more per
year than non-participants and received $281 a year lcss in welfare and, in San Diego gains receded over
time. A Universily of Wisconsin study found that Learnfare (the program which docks up to $200 a month
from a welfare mother’s check if her children miss school without an acceptable excuse) failed to improve
the school attendance of welfare children, but did exacerbate pre-existing family problems. Docking checks
because welfare children have not reccived their immunization shots, does not take into account that poor
ncighborhoods have few doctors and that public health programs oficn are cut when government budgets
arc reduced.

COMMENT: Afandatory programs imply that the poor will not work, marry, plan their families, send
their children to school, or take them to the doctor unless the government makes them do so. Supporters of
mandatory praogroms for the poor are oflen the same people who argue that the govermmnent should "get of)’
people's backs.” But, when it comes to the poor, especially poor women, they support government telling
people what to do and how o live.

MYTH: If poor women only marricd, they would not be poor.

FACT: Family composition docs not causc poverty. Although two incomes are clcarly better than one, the
poor tend to be poor before, during, and aficr they tie the knot. The majority of the poor live in houscholds
with workers employed full year, full time. About sixty percent of all poor families with children and 85%

of all poor married couple familics with children include someone who works.

COMMENT: Marriage is not an effective anti-poverty strategy for women.




MYTH: Female headed households are responsible for rising poverty rates.

FACT: The number of female headed houscholds has grown only slightly in recent years, but poverty
rates have soared.

COMMENT: Gender does not make people poor. Rather, the differential treatment of women based on
gender has contributed to the povertization of women. Blaming women for rising poverly rates does,
however, mask its real causes.

MYTH: Those who work are not poor.

FACT: 9.2 million workers, or nearly seven percent of the work force, work but are poor. Almost sixty
percent of all poor people live in familics with a part or full time worker. Until the mid-1970's, the
minimum wage lifted those who worked full-time, year round, out of poverty. Today, it leaves a three
person family $3,862 below the poverty line. The economic recovery of the 1980's brought less people out
of poverty than did previous upturns - despite the increase in employment. The main reason for this was
the decline in wages which canceled out some of the gains from increased work. In addition,
unemployment rose from 5.5% of the labor force in 1990 to 6.7% in 1991. The expansion of the Earned
Income Credit (EIC) -- a tax credit for low income working families — in 1990 has moved low-wage
workers above the poverty line. That the EIC was expanded again in the 1993 Budget Reconciliation Act
of 1993 reflects that work is an increasingly uncertain route out of poverty.

COMMENT: For a segment of the population, the promise of the American dream, that if you work you
will not be poor, has not been kept for the past 15 years.

MYTH: The poor are frecloaders on government programs.

FACT: Forty-seven percent of the population receives some kind of direct government benefit, with 5.1%
of the population receiving AFDC. In addition, the tax code provides numerous health, education, and
welfare benefits to the rich and the middle class and another set of subsidies to corporations.

COMMENT: Everyone's on welfare.

Prepared for the Bertha Capen Reynolds Society by:

Mimi Abramovitz, and Fred Newdom,

Professor of Social Work ProAct Consulting Services and

Hunter College School of Social Work Adjunct Assistant Professor

129 East 79th Street, NY, NY 10021 Smith College School for Social Work

(212) 452-7106 Box 2392, Empire State Plaza, Albany, NY 12220

(518) 475-1199
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“Members In Action” Re-visited

(or...how do we practice what we preach?)

Many of BCR Reports’
previous issues had a
“Members in Action” column
which illustrated the activist
work of many BCRS members.
This column has not appeared
in the newsletter for quite some
time, and I'd like to extend an
invitation to readers to submit
brief stories about activities you
(or other folks you know) have
engaged in relative to
progressive practice. I'm
especially interested in hearing
from social service workers
who are responding to the
various “welfare reform”
policies and proposals that

are taking shape all over

the country.

Here in Rochester, New
York, a Republican County
Executive has proposed several
oppressive policies and
programs, and is requesting
waivers of federal regulations
to allow him to put the
programs into place.
Meanwhile, the proposal to
fingerprint recipients has won
approval from the County
legislature.

In December 1993, the local
newspaper ran an editorial
cartoon from the Palm Beach
Post which featured two
extremely pregnant “welfare
mothers” complaining about
how hard life is for women on
welfare, along with their “six
kids by six different scumbag
fathers” who ran out on them.
The cartoon ends by both
women sharing their due dates
for the babies they are
currently carrying.

I wrote an unsolicited op. ed.
article, using (among other
sources) information from the
“Scapegoating Women on
Welfare” piece by Mimi
Abramovitz and Frances Fox

Piven, as well as the AFDC fact
sheet insert from a previous
BCR Reports. This article was
published in a Sunday edition
of the paper in early January. I
identified myself with not only
my employment affiliation, but
also as a member of the
national steering committee

of the BCRS.

The public response to my
article was surprising. I
received several letters which
applauded the politics of my
message, and which contained
the sentiment “it’s about time
someone on a local level
articulated this argument.”

I also received letters from
women on public assistance,
wanting to tell me their stories.
I spoke with several of these
women and made many
referrals to EMPOWER, our
local welfare rights
organization. Finally, I heard
from a young woman who was
about to go to graduate school
out of state. She had never
known such an organization as
BCRS existed, but she wanted
to know how to hook up with
BCRS members when she
moved.

I have since this time had
another op. ed. piece published
which critiqued the
newspaper’s positive slant on a
pilot welfare fingerprinting
project in the Syracuse area.
The point is, not all of us can
write for publication in the
New York Times, but we can
try to publicly argue against
repressive legislation disguised
as “reform” on the local or
state level.

And finally, another local
success story.

On January 26th, the
above-mentioned County
Executive was quoted by the

press as saying: “We have to
change the notion that welfare
is here to essentially make
poverty comfortable and shift
to a mind-set that says poverty
is unacceptable.” Once again
outraged, I challenged some of
the students in the BSW
program where I teach to
connect with a welfare rights
group to hold a press
conference. At this press
conference, I suggested that
they challenge the County
Executive to move in with a
family on welfare for a week to
see how “comfortable” it is.
The students took this idea
and ran with it. A few weeks
later, the public challenge
made the front page. It was
also the top news story on the
local radio stations. The
welfare rights organization
found a member — Beverly
Jackson — who invited this
elected official to live with her
and her four children. And
although the County Executive
declined her invitation, the
local PBS television affiliate
sent a reporter to live with
Jackson and her kids for a
week. The station subsequently
produced a 30-minute
documentary on the welfare
reform debate. A radio station
had the County Executive on a
call-in program to be
challenged by Jackson, which
resulted in an hour-long
discussion of his proposals.
There are lots of us out there
successfully organizing. So
let’s reactivate the “Members
in Action” column. Sharing -
tactics and strategies can help
to energize all of us as we
continue to “fight back.” =

Barbara Kétékpgr, Editor,




Schools of social work affiliated
with the better known
universities are shifting away
from training for professional
practice toward a more
academic model. Many lesser
known schools will follow their
lead. Bertha Reynolds, the
preeminent teacher of
professional practice, would be
alarmed. I certainly am.

Leaders of this educational
movement claim that social
work faculty need to do more
research, be more academic.
No one objects to that; we need
to improve our academic
output. But there is more going
on here than meets the eye.
Under the banner of improving
academic productivity,
quantitative research is being
extolled at the expense of
qualitative research.

This distinction is important.
Qualitative data are typically
drawn from ongoing practice
processes such as case records
and field reports, so that
faculty who do this kind of
research are necessarily closely
bound to students,
practitioners, and agencies.

But quantitative research tends
to draw faculty away from
these relationships.

Earlier generations of
practice faculty draw upon
their continuous involvement
with agencies and practitioners
as the source of data to test and
advance theory as well as to
enrich teaching. They spent a
great deal of time visiting
agencies and consulting with
the agency staff who
supervised students, including
reading case records. They
even practiced themselves.
These faculty encouraged
students to report in class on
fieldwork experiences as

by Richard A. Cloward
primary data in evaluating
theory, and in learning practice.
In this manner, every field
agency was mined for data to
be used in preparing practice
publications.

A new generation of faculty
think that qualitative data are
not rigorous enough. They
think they can measure things,
prove things, put practice on a
foundation of verified
knowledge. Consequently, they
are preoccupied with designing
ways to refract professional
practice through highly
specialized observational
methods, such as experimental
and control groups or survey
instruments. Since they distrust
qualitative data, quantitative
research faculty have little
incentive to cull insights from
the experiences of students and
practitioners, whether in
classroom or in fieldwork
advising. Indeed, they often
view practice-oriented
responsibilities as distractions.

Viable social work education
requires a balance of both types
of research. Having rummaged
around in the social sciences
during my four decades of
teaching and writing, I would
be hard put to say that
quantitative research has
contributed more than
qualitative research. Both
methods have their virtues,
and no scientific or
professional enterprise can
succeed which does not learn
from both.

But quantitative research
appears to be on the
ascendancy, with unfortunate
consequences for social work
education. To illustrate this
point, I take up the case of the
Columbia University School of
Social Work. From all I can
learn, the changes at Columbia

Education for Practice in Decline

are typical of those taking
place among leading schools.

As I said earlier, a
quantitative research emphasis
draws faculty away from
classrooms and field agencies.
Only half of courses are now
taught by full-time faculty at
Columbia, and less than
one-third of students have
full-time faculty as fieldwork
advisers. Students are
disappointed to find that
part-time faculty increasingly
do the teaching work of the
school. As for those among the
full-time faculty who do teach,
their diminished contact with
field agencies makes them less
knowledgeable about the
settings where students intern,
and less able to appreciate the
richness of student experiences
and the puzzles those
experiences present.

Practice teaching
competence, once a key
criterion for promotion and
tenure, is now little valued. A
successful grant-getter can win
tenure, even though being the
worst teacher. Junior faculty
with extensive practice and
teaching competence, but
lacking quantitative
credentials, are being forced to
leave Columbia because tenure
is no longer a possibility for
them. In their place,
quantitative research faculty
are being hired who have
relatively little practice
experience. No senior practice
faculty have been hired for
almost two decades, although
a number of quantitative
research faculty have been. It
is not good for social work
education that faculty have so
little professional experience,
and so limited a perspective
on research.

Continued >




I add, with particular regret,
that no practice method is
suffering more than
advocacy/organizing. To be
sure, this method has never
enjoyed much academic
legitimacy, since it can provoke
political controversy. But the
legitimacy of advocacy/
organizing is now being
undermined all the more
because it is the least
susceptible of the several social
work methods to quantifying
research strategies. How would
one contrive controlled
experiments of legislative
advocacy or of efforts to
organize clients? Most research
on advocacy/organizing relies
on field reports, historical
accounts, and other essentially
qualitative data. These are the
very sorts of research materials
that now tend to be devalued,
with disastrous consequences
for faculty recruitment.

Columbia is a striking case in
point, since it once had a
national reputation for training
advocacy/organizers. During
the past six or seven years,
however, advocacy/organizing
faculty died or retired or left; at
this writing, I am the only one
remaining. Instead of replacing
us, priority has been given
to recruiting faculty who
specialize in measuring things
— behavior modification
experiments, for example.

One result of this shift is that
schools of social work are
becoming more conservative.
They are increasingly less
willing to raise the
fundamental issues of social
inequality and injustice which
create crime, addiction, and
other human maladies, and
which wreck individuals and
families. Social work educators
are less willing to recognize

that struggles against
inequality and injustice entail
conflict, not just publishing
research reports.

Other traditional social work
values are also being
abandoned. Affirmative action
suffers because the pool of
senior quantitative researchers
is limited, and tends to be
composed disproportionately
of younger white men. At
Columbia, minority faculty
have fallen in number from ten
to three (in a faculty of about
40). There is no longer a
tenured faculty member of
color, although there were five
as recently as 1987. Women are
losing power; the last seven
appointees to the full professor
rank were males. And age
discrimination is appearing for
the first time at Columbia.
Three full professors who do
quantitative research were
recently hired at annual
salaries averaging $20,000 more
than incumbent full professors,
although they average 16 years
younger. Such practices
provoked three law suits
alleging age discrimination,

(I filed one of them). In

40 years at Columbia, I cannot
remember faculty ever suing
a Dean.

If practice- oriented faculty
are no longer much valued,
neither are practicing

graduates. In

this time of poor job prospects,
more young people are seeking
graduate fraining to improve
their employment chances.
Private universities are taking
advantage of this situation by
admitting more and more
tuition-paying students (even if
there is a paucity of adequate
field placements), thus
flooding the labor market with
graduates at a time when
seasoned professions are
experiencing serious problems
of salary and job mobility.

One hears reports from
various schools that faculty
who resist these trends are
being denied promotion and
tenure, and are even being
dealt with punitively. Those of
us who are committed to
practice education need
support. Many of us are
struggling unsuccessfully
against the transformation that
is now under way in social
work education. It would help
greatly if concerned social
workers were to begin raising
questions through alumni
association, at conferences, and
in journals and newsletters.
Advocacy/organizing is
especially at peril, and cannot
be saved without a
mobilization by those who
value it.m

Guide to Political Videos Available

Guide to Political Videos, published biannually by Pacifica
Communications, is the only comprehensive resource of the latest
political videos. The premier issue featured more than 400 listings
covering the politics of the environment, foreign policy, gay and
lesbian issues, health care, the peace movement and women'’s issues,
just to name a few. Included is a synopsis of the video and full
bibliographic and ordering information. For ordering information
(Individuals and Organizations pay $10.00, Public Institutions pay
$15.00 plus postage costs) call or write: Pacifica Communications, P.O.
Box 4426, Santa Barbara, CA 93140, 805-965-5873.




Teach-In on Welfare Reform to be Held at Fordham University

On Saturday, June 11, 1994, a
teach-in entitled “The Politics
of Welfare Reform: Not for the
Poor Alone” will be held at
Fordham University, 113 West
60th Street (at Columbus
Avenue) in the 12th Floor
Faculty Lounge.

Speaking will be Mimi
Abramovitz, Richard Cloward,
Frances Fox Piven, and Megan
McLaughlin. In addition there
will be workshops on: “Welfare
Reform and the Politics of
Hate;” “The Welfare Rights
Movement Today;” “Welfare
Advocacy and the Social
Services;” “Welfare, Jobs, and
the Economy: Workfare or Fair
Work?” and “Alternative
Family Policies.” There will
also be testimony from welfare
workers and welfare recipients,
a speak out, and more!

Sponsoring Organizations
are: NYC Chapter NASW;
Social Workers for Peace and
Justice; Fordham University
Graduate School of Social
Service; Bertha Capen
Reynolds Society; Alliance
of Hispanic Social Workers;
Association of Black Social

Workers, Fordham University of preference) and if applicable.
Chapter and the Social Service $5.00 checks payable to the
Workers Action Network. Bertha Capen Reynolds Society

Advanced registration by to: Marti Bombyk, Graduate
May 31st is strongly School of Social Service,
recommended. Registration is Fordham University at Lincoln
$5.00; free for students and low Center, 113 W. 60th Street,
income people. Send note New York, NY 10023-7479.
indicating workshop For more information call
preferences (first three, in order | (212) 636-6651.

WANTED:
Social Workers For Peace

Cia Verschelden, a social work
faculty member at Kansas State
University, is doing research on
the activities of social workers
around peace issues. She is
gathering accounts of social
workers who are working for
peace at personal, local, state,
national and international
levels. Pleasg write or call her
if you or a social worker you
know is doing peace work.

Dr. Verschelden can be reached
at 250 Waters Hall

Manhattan, KS 66506-4003,
913-532-4977.

UE-IUP Fact Sheet On Privitization
Submitted by lowa BCRS Chapter member, Dan Kelly

The push to privatize public services has exploded onto the national, scene
like never before. All across the country, at the federal, state and local level,
public employees and the services they provide have been victimized by
contracting out. Politicians have blamed public employees for the financial
problems of government. They have encouraged the often repeated lie that
“the private sector always provides services more efficiently and at a
lower cost.”

It’s always cheaper... right?

The primary justification for contracting out a public service is lower
cost. A doser look at the track record of privatization explodes the myth.
The total costs of contracting out a particular public service can be massive.
These are the hidden costs of privatization, including;

B Administrative costs: an additional layer of bureaucracy has to
be created to administer the bidding process and to monitor the
contractor. Some contractors continue to use public employees
to train and supervise the new private workforce.

B Equipment costs: Many private contractors can submit “low”
bids because they will use existing equipment, buildings and
supplies already paid for by the taxpayers.

B Cancellation costs: Many contracts with private companies
include Ere:;alties and reimbursement clauses. If a government
agency a contractor or discontinues a contract with a

private firm, it might have to pay out tens of thousands of
dollars to do so.

B Low-ball bidding: It is not uncommon for a private company to
submit artificially low bids to perform a public service, in order
to get a foot in the door. Once established, pressure is exerted to
raise the fee far beyond the original bid.

B Low wage bidding: In nearly every case of contracting out, the

grivate company utilizes a lower paid workforce.
overty wages are not uncommon. A poorly paid and trained
workforce cannot deliver high quality public services.

® Corruption: Privatizing public services invites corruption.
Corruption is the predictable, unfortunate result when public
services are essentially “For Sale.”

B Loss of public accountability: Private contractors are insulated
from public control and oversight. The open, democratic nature
of public services is undermined. Companies provide services
to make a profit, not to serve the public.

It’s clear — privatization costs morel
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Book Order Form
(Please Print or Type)

Name
Address
City State /Prov. Zip Code
Telephone Number - BCRS Member?
TITLE QUANTITY UNIT/PRICE TOTAL
l.eamlﬁgand Teaching in the Practice of Social Work
Reynolds stresses the need for the professional social worker to be List Price
educated as a whole person. She describes the stages of conscious $21.95
intelligence in the process of learning and relates them, to the motivation Member Price
for learning. $20.00
Softbound.
Social Work & Social Living
The practice and %ggoaophy of social work are critically examined. ngtBPgrlsce
Ids es, her i with labor unions, that the Member Price
orientation of social agencies to psychological dynamics makes it $8.00
difficult for clients to seek help. Softbound. :
Between Client & Communi List Price
di grr;éex;are e muw thll‘::n of .pl.d chan, oy Reyn Ids 5995
ients € community, ially in times of ra , o) M f
examines how these icting demans can be resolved. Soggbound °'"$%‘? &;) e
Uncharted Journey List Price
Reynolds’ inspirational autobio-graj ggadedimted to “young social $21.95
workers who are facing realities an ing our ion with wﬂe Member Price
and creativity.” Covers the devel t of her practice philosophy $20.00
the course of her career from 1914-1964. Softbound. :
The Years Have S
A collection of annual greetings sent by Reynolds to her friends from List Price
1935-1973. The collection indludes her annual original verse and narrative $12.95
describing the condition of the world that year and how she had been Member Price
affected bar these events. Makes an excellent holiday or graduation gift. $12.00
Softbound.
Me Lives of Women .
Wi Policy from Colonial Times to the Present List Price
Mimi Abramovitz $17.95
This d ic history demonstrates that the “feminization of ‘ and Member Price
the w state’s current assault on women are not recent devel ents, $16.00
but have long been a defining feature of women’s conditions. So d.
The Visible Poor
Homelessness in the United States List Price
Joel Blait $10.95
A comprehensive look at the political and economic causes of Member Price
homelessness, including an analysis of the nature of the government $10.00
policies, and some proposals for'a more effective response. Softbound.
The Quest for a Radical Profession
Sodial S“e,rvice Careers and Political Ideology List Price
David Wagner
A fascinating account of the surge and dedline of radical thought and Merﬂ)g'rggrlce
activities b analsoc:lal' wgfrkers anx;clae thde IQﬁg’;l Aa highl ek y readable well- $10.00
i an iti ev t amo ’
activists. Softbounysxcsi. pemo po opmen "8
Servirg the People
AnSoaal' mgwnsseggd Social Change List Price
n
While social asrgvic:e work ?;\d polmm have ofbenb:len t*v\i:tv;rhed Mer?l:)%rggrioe
as te i roes, thi { e
vaommnmd uld, be combined or&\g%:nu:(siitv $15.00
Hard cover.
RETURN FORM TO: Torat
BCRS Book Fund ADD 10%
Columbus Circle Station SHIPPING
P.O. Box 20563

New York, NY 10023
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Response to the Call to Join the
BERTHA CAPEN REYNOLDS SOCIETY

O Please send me more information about
the Society.

O I would like to join the Bertha Capen
Reynolds Society.

0O Iwould like to renew my membership.
Enclosed is my check:

O $10Student, unemployed,
low-income member

O $25Member
O $100 Sustaining Member
O $250 Institutional Member

0O Iwould also like a subscription to the
Journal of Progressive Human Services:

O Individual Subscription:
$10 for BCRS members (regularly $12.00)

O Institution Subscription: $20
O Library Subscription: $25

Name
(please print or type)

Address

Institutional /Organization
Affiliation (optional)

Telephone
(Home) (Work)

Please make your check payable to
The Bertha Capen Reynolds Society
and return to:

Bertha Capen Reynolds Society
Columbus Circle Station

P.O. Box 20563

New York, NY 10023

Bertha Capen Reynolds Society, Inc.
347 Wellington Road

Delmar, NY 12054

-

Non-Profit Org.
U.S, Postage
PAID
Permit No. 124
Latham, N.Y.




