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Abstract

Community development is a field of practice that encompasses many disciplines and has special
resonance for social work. Although the definition of the term community development is not
consistent throughout the literature, this article proposes a definition that broadly conceptualizes
the term as the synthesis of solidarity, agency, and community well-being. The role of social
indicators to measure the impact of community development initiatives is discussed. Social
impact bonds, a form of social impact investing, are presented as a tool to encourage a more
holistic approach to community development. This is achieved by moving beyond individual
program output measures and focusing on community-level outcomes. The limitations of social
impact bonds are also discussed as is their relevance within the larger social work context.
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The field of community development is broad and encompasses many domains of practice, from
planning and public health to economic development, but has always had special resonance for
social work. Although the definition of what can be included in the field is expansive, the
spectrum of activities in which practitioners engage is much more limited (Dorius, 2011). How
success is measured relative to these activities is even narrower, and we argue that this limited
conceptualization of community development is problematic for the field. This article seeks to
(1) conceptualize community development broadly as the intersection of solidarity, agency, and
community well-being, (2) discuss how the utilization of social indicators can lead to community
change, and (3) present a framework based on social impact investments, specifically social
impact bonds, to guide policy and research in a manner that moves the field of community
development forward in a productive way.

Conceptualizing Community Development

There is significant debate in the literature about the definition of community development
(Dorius, 2011; Matarrita-Cascante & Brennan, 2012; Summers, 1986). The term itself is
imprecise and is often utilized interchangeably with other terms such as “social development,
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“community building,” “economic development,” “community practice,” and “community
economic development” to name a few (Midgley, 2014; Weil, Reisch, & Ohmer, 2013;
Rothman, 2007). In spite of the variance within the literature, it is apparent that any definition of
community development must be as universal as possible in order to allow for generalizability to
a diverse array of communities.

Bhattacharyya (1995, 2004) offers a broad and generalizable definition of community
development as solidarity and agency. He defines solidarity as consisting of a common social
identity as well as social norms, both of which are strong enough to result in emotional impact on
individuals if either are violated. Agency relates to the capacity of the community to work
together to achieve some mutually defined goal. Giddens (1984) discusses agency within the
context of power and frames agency as more than the capacity or ability to act. He states that
deciding to abstain from involvement is a valid choice and constitutes the utilization of one’s
agency. Hustedde and Ganowicz (2002) elaborate on Giddens’ definition by expanding agency
to include capacity building for decision making, community intervention, and reflection upon
the interventions.

Although this is a good starting point, it is important to note that community development
initiatives go beyond focusing exclusively on solidarity and agency. It can be argued that the
purpose of community development initiatives is to improve community well-being, and it must
be acknowledged that community development as solidarity and agency is not inherently good or
positive (Dorius, 2011, Taylor, 2003). Taylor (2003) discusses the negative aspects of
community that can lead to exclusion, discrimination, and persecution. Examples of this can be
seen in the existence of neighborhood gangs, hate groups, and totalitarian regimes, which all
demonstrate solidarity and agency. This issue can be addressed by expanding the definition to
incorporate the concept of community well-being as a component of community development.

Community well-being is a nebulous term (McCrea, Walton & Leonard, 2014, 2015). It includes
a wide range of potential social, economic, cultural, and other issues that are identified by
community members as being important (Cox, Frere, West, & Wiseman, 2010). This definition
can be further elaborated through socioeconomic factors, such as household income or home
ownership rates that focus on specific, material improvements in the lives of community
members (Biddle, 2014; Lee, Kim, & Phillips, 2015).

The concepts discussed above can be synthesized to form a definition of community
development that is comprised of (1) solidarity, (2) agency, and (3) community well-being. This
definition can then be examined through the lens of social indicators.

Operationalizing Community Development Outcomes through Social Indicators

The results of community development activities are often measured in terms of program-level
outputs (e.g., number of jobs created, housing units built, number of people at a community
planning meeting) (Schuchter & Jutte, 2014). These program-level outputs are easily counted
and reported, but do not provide rich description of community-level change. Dorius (2011)
noted that many funders and organizations engaged in community development work have
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stopped trying to use scientific measures to evaluate organizations and instead rely on self-
evaluation that is not generalizable to the implementation of similar efforts in other communities.

The use of social indicators can help shift the focus of community development work from
program outputs to community outcomes. Social indicators are measures that provide
information about some aspect of the well-being of a community, often relying on aggregated
statistics of multiple programs in the community and community demographics linked to
program outcomes. Examples of social indicators include more traditional, community wide
measures such as area median income, housing values, and employment rates. Yet social
indicators are a broad group of community well-being measures that can focus on a wide range
of issues such as neighborhood quality and stress (Montpetit, Kapp, & Bergeman, 2015),
neighborhood disorder (Gutman, McLoyd, & Tokoyawa, 2005; Marco, Gracia, Tomas, & Lopez-
Quilez, 2015), community and resident satisfaction (Jorgensen, Jaimieson, & Martin, 2010; Talo,
Mannarini, & Rochira, 2014), subjective social status (Jackman & Jackman, 1973; Shaked,
Williams, Evans, & Zonderman, 2016), and measures of discretionary time and time poverty
(Goodin, Rice, Bittman, & Saunders, 2005; Williams, Masuda, & Tallis, 2016).

The social indicators movement began in the 1960s and reached its peak in the 1970s (Carley,
1981; Flynn & Wells, 2014; Land, 1975). At the time, the focus was on collecting and compiling
data. A lack of models for integrating the information into larger systems analyses led, in part, to
the decline of the movement (Gruenewald, 1997; Phillips, 2003). In spite of these challenges, the
use of social indicators seems to be on the rise once again (Lee, Kim, & Phillips, 2015). As a
result of this trend, it appears likely that the use of social indicators will increase at an even
greater rate over the next few decades. We hypothesize that social indicators will be important
for community development work moving forward for reasons including:

* Increased accessibility and use of portable, personal computing devices (e.g., laptops,
tablets, smartphones) has fundamentally changed the ability to collect, store, and
analyze large quantities of data.

* The proliferation of big data has made an enormous amount of information available for
analysis.

* Personal computing devices allow for more extensive, clearer, easier, and immediate
communication worldwide. This includes the ability to share large quantities of data in a
way that was not previously possible.

* There is a growing recognition by local communities of the importance of social
indicators. This is evidenced by anecdotal observations of an increasing number of
community organizations collecting data that has not previously been collected.

* The growing trend in social impact investing (to be discussed below) demands a more
detailed analysis of social indicators to inform these initiatives.

Given the increased availability and increased ease of using social indicators, these measures
provide an excellent opportunity to better understand the broader community impact of
community development initiatives.
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As previously noted, the lack of data acquired through a scientific methodology is a challenge
faced by many funders of community development initiatives (Dorius, 2011). As communities
fail to effectively answer the question of what funders receive for their investment, changes in
the funding landscape continue to negatively impact community development efforts. For
example, federal funding allocations for community development initiatives in real dollars
continue to decrease while demand for these resources increases (United States Department of
Housing and Urban Development, 2014). In an era of budget cuts and reduced government
spending, communities will likely face pressure to find new and creative ways to argue for
additional investment.

Social impact investing is a broad category of tools and methods that involve private investment
in initiatives that will benefit the larger community (Daggers & Nicholls, 2016). More
specifically, social impact investing is the investment of funds in a project or organization that
will lead to both a financial and a social return on that investment (OECD, 2015). The underlying
concept behind social impact investing is that in addition to a possible financial benefit to the
investor, the investment will have a positive social and/or environmental impact (Hochstddter &
Scheck, 2015; Clarkin & Cangioni, 2016).

History and Function of Social Impact Bonds

Social impact bonds (SIBs) are one form of social impact investing. They were first used in
United Kingdom in 2010 and in the United States in 2012 (Humphries, 2013; Liebman, 2011).
SIBs are financing tools for social programs that are designed to attract private-sector investment
by providing a financial incentive when programs achieve pre-established goals (Schinckus,
2015). The basic underlying premise of SIBs is that prevention is more cost effective than a post
hoc intervention. For example, investing in high quality preschool that improves children’s
reading readiness is premised to be less expensive for taxpayers than years of special education
and tutoring in public schools for children who struggle to gain literacy later. Social impact
bonds pay out to investors when a predetermined target is hit—for example, when a certain
percentage or threshold of SIB-funded preschoolers have acceptable reading readiness scores. In
this case, the social investors would receive a profit, and the preschool would potentially be more
attractive to additional bond investors for additional funds as well as to traditional nonprofit
grant funders. The profit payment made to the investor would be paid by the local government or
school district. This payment would be less than the amount needed to provide reading
remediation services to those children in the future. As a result, the children become better
readers, the investors make a profit, and the local government or school district saves money. If
preventative measures can be utilized to reduce negative consequences and increased
intervention costs that would occur later, public funders can stretch their dollars further and
communities will see greater benefit (Cox, 2012).

Utilizing SIBs in Community Development to Facilitate Community Change

As SIBs become more well-known they have the opportunity to provide significant and
extensive positive impacts on community development work by pushing community
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development professionals to view their work more holistically. Through the monetization
process that is inherent in SIBs, community development professionals will be incented to focus
on social indicators that effectively measure community well-being in the form of community
outcomes and not just program outputs. This can be done by focusing on the broader social and
economic impacts that occur beyond the immediate population for which services are being
provided. It is important to note that this is not an approach currently taken by existing SIBs, but
it is feasible approach that could have substantial positive implications for communities.

To better understand how this approach to implementing SIBs could benefit communities, it is
useful to use terminology from the field of economic development. When economic developers
discuss job creation, they categorize jobs as direct, indirect and induced. Direct jobs are those
created by way of the target firm. Indirect jobs are jobs created by other firms that act as
suppliers to the target firm. Induced jobs are jobs created as a result of spending that flows from
direct and indirect jobs (Pollin & Garrett-Peltier, 2011). The same terminology can be utilized to
better conceptualize potential savings created via SIBs. Direct savings would be the savings of
program A over program B, i.e., savings in direct expenditures due to the efficiency of one
approach or program over another. Indirect savings would be the savings from not having to
provide additional services to an individual in the future.

Direct savings through efficiency may seem to be the most important factor. If a less expensive
social program can meet the same target outcome as a second, more expensive social program,
then the first social program may seem more attractive. However, indirect savings that reduce the
need for either social program in the future can move to the forefront if SIBs provide a cash
infusion that allows a massive scaling up of a highly effective program that prevents negative
outcomes and greatly reduces the need for costlier, community-wide, tax-funded intervention at a
later date. Moreover, induced savings then exist as positive externalities for the community.
Quality of life for the whole community improves when community members are (for example)
generally literate thanks to high quality preschools and generally employed because firms in the
community are creating jobs. If cash infusions for social programs became widely available
through SIBs, tracking direct, indirect, and induced savings in a given community becomes a
new way to look at community change and quality of life beyond simply counting the direct
savings of a single program, however efficient and evidence-based that program might be. SIBs
can help create the demand for the community development sector to operationalize and measure
social indicators that can be used as indirect and induced savings within SIB financing structures.
The relationship between these concepts as they relate to the example of funding high quality
pre-kindergarten as discussed above is illustrated in Figure 1.

The authors acknowledge that this approach needs additional development and that significant
additional social science research is necessary to fully understand all the connections and
potential cost savings. We highlight induced savings as one positive by-product of the SIB
approach. Focusing on the induced savings that can result from utilizing SIBs can encourage
additional research on important, although previously understudied, areas of research. It will be
incumbent upon social science researchers to ensure that tools for measuring social indicators
provide accurate and useful information in order to allow for the utilization of SIBs in a way that
proactively targets interventions that create induced savings.
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Figure 1. Conceptual map of social impact bonds for pre-kindergarten reading
readiness and the connection to community well-being. © Jason T. Carbone

Conclusion

The American Academy of Social Work and Social Welfare (AASWSW) has identified grand
challenges for social work which include social innovation to reverse extreme economic
inequality (Lein, Romich, & Sherraden, 2015) and using technology to drive innovation in social
work (Berzin, Singer, & Chan, 2015). We believe that social impact investing is a potential way
to restore social work’s portfolio in community development while responding to grand
challenges to innovate in social work through better use of financial and technological tools.

Social work scholars have criticized SIBs as extending the well-documented problems of
privatization and managerialism in social work (Abramovitz & Zelnick, 2015). Scholars have
also expressed concern that the length of time social interventions can take to implement can
mean that holders of social impact bonds may be paid out of public resources even when a
seemingly successful intervention that met its SIB-defined target outcomes turns out not to have
strong effects later (Ogman, 2016). Lastly, social impact bonds simply have not been widely
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implemented for all the attention they have generated, suggesting that at best SIBs are in the
early adoption phase of diffusion (Rogers, 2003) or worse simply a negligible, overhyped
development that means little to community well-being (Arena, Bengo, Calderini, & Chiodo,
2016). We share these concerns and note that the most successful social impact bond that
supports a highly effective and impactful social program still marks a new extension of the profit
imperative into a hitherto largely public or nonprofit arena.

Therefore, we in no way seek to offer an unqualified endorsement of social impact bond
financing. But we argue here that social impact investing through SIBs merits further
experimentation and testing based on its potential to improve community development through
indirect and induced savings as well as through direct savings. We also surmise that SIBs will
continue to attract attention in the United States and in U.S. social work. We are encouraged by
recent research on SIBs in English-speaking countries which suggest that SIBs tend to be used in
the United States, United Kingdom, and Australia primarily to scale up evidence-based
interventions that have good outcomes from pilot testing (Clifford & Jung, 2016). This research
also found that the approach to SIBs in Australia was truly focused on social innovation for
public services, where SIBs were used to fund initial trials of new programs but where successful
programs were then absorbed into public social services and funded by taxes (Clifford & Jung,
2016). This model offers promise that in addition to direct, indirect, and induced savings, SIBs
can co-exist with and even reinforce a strong welfare state where public responsibility for social
welfare is clear and unambiguous.

References

Abramovitz, M., & Zelnick, J. (2015). Privatization in the human services: Implications for direct
practice. Clinical Social Work Journal, 43, 283-293. doi: 10.1007/s10615-015-0546-1

Arena, M., Bengo, 1., Calderini, M., & Chiodo, V. (2016). Social impact bonds: Blockbuster or flash in a
pan? International Journal of Public Administration, 39, 927-939, doi:
10.1080/01900692.2015.1057852

Berzin, S. C., Singer, J., & Chan, C. (2015). Practice innovation through technology in the digital age: A
grand challenge for social work (Grand Challenges for Social Work Initiative Working Paper No.
12). Cleveland, OH: American Academy of Social Work and Social Welfare. Retrieved from
http://aaswsw.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/
Practice-Innovation-through-Technology-in-the-Digital-Age-A-Grand-Challenge-for-Social-
Work-GC-Working-Paper-No-12.pdf

Bhattacharyya, J. (1995). Solidarity and agency: Rethinking community development. Human
Organization, 54(1), 60-69. doi: 10.17730/humo.54.1.m459In688536005w

Bhattacharyya, J. (2004). Theorizing community development. Journal of the Community Development
Society, 34, 5-34. doi:. 10.1080/15575330409490110

Biddle, N. (2014). The relationship between community and individual measures of wellbeing:
Comparisons by remoteness for indigenous Australians. Australian Geographer, 45, 53-69. doi:
10.1080/00049182.2014.869296

Carley, M. (1981). Social measurement and social indicators: Issues of policy and theory. Boston, MA:
Allen & Unwin.

Clarkin, J. E., & Cangioni, C.L. (2016). Impact investing: A primer and review of the literature.
Entrepreneurship Research Journal, 6, 135-173. doi: 10.1515/erj-2014-0011

Clifford, J., & Jung, T. (2016). Social impact bonds: Exploring and understanding an emerging funding
approach. In O. M. Lehner (Ed.), Routledge handbook of social and sustainable finance (pp. 161-
176). London: Routledge, Taylor & Francis Group.



Carbone & McMillin, SOCIAL IMPACT BONDS 11

Cox, B. R. (2012). Financing homelessness prevention programs with social impact bonds. Review of
Banking and Finance Law, 31(2), 28. Retrieved from https://www.bu.edu/ rbfl/files/2013/09/
FinancingHomelessnessPreventionPrograms.pdf

Cox, D., Frere, M., West, S., & Wiseman, J. (2010). Developing and using local community wellbeing
indicators: Learning from the experience of Community Indicators Victoria. Australian Journal
of Social Issues, 45, 71-88. doi: 10.1002/j.1839-4655.2010.tb00164.x

Daggers, J., & Nicholls, A. (2016). The status quo and future research. In O. M. Lehner (Ed.), Routledge
handbook of social and sustainable finance (pp. 68-82). London: Routledge, Taylor & Francis
Group.

Dorius, N. (2011). Measuring community development outcomes: In search of an analytical framework.
Economic Development Quarterly, 25(3), 267-276. doi: 10.1177/

0891242411409207

Flynn, A., & Wells, S. (2014). Community indicators: Assessing the impact of alcohol use on
communities. Alcohol Research: Current Reviews, 35, 135-149. Retrieved from
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3908705/

Giddens, A. (1984). The constitution of society: Outline of the theory of structuration. Berkley, CA:
University of California Press.

Goodin, R. E., Rice, J. M., Bittman, M., & Saunders, P. (2005). The time-pressure illusion: Discretionary
time vs. free time. Social Indicators Research, 73,43-70. doi: 10.1007/s11205-004-4642-9
Gruenewald, P. J. (1997). Measuring community indicators: A systems approach to drug and alcohol

problems. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Gutman, L. M., McLoyd, V. C., & Tokoyawa, T. (2005). Financial strain, neighborhood stress, parenting
behaviors, and adolescent adjustment in urban African American families. Journal of Research
on Adolescence, 15,425-449. doi: 10.1111/j.1532-7795.2005.00106.x

Hoéchstadter, A.K., & Scheck, B. (2015). What's in a name: An analysis of impact investing
understandings by academics and practitioners. Journal of Business Ethics, 132, 449-475. doi:
10.1007/s10551-014-2327-0

Humphries, K. W. (2013). Not your older brother's bonds: The use and regulation of social-impact bonds
in the United States. Law & Contemporary Problems, 76(3/4), 433-452. Retrieved from
http://scholarship.law.duke.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=4384&
context=lcp

Hustedde, R.J., & Ganowicz, R. J. (2002). The basics: What's essential about theory for community
development practice? Journal of the Community Development Society, 33(1), 1-19. doi:
10.1080/15575330209490139

Jackman, M. R., & Jackman, R. W. (1973). An interpretation of the relation between objective and
subjective social status, American Sociological Review, 38, 569-582.

Jorgensen, B. S., Jamieson, R. D., & Martin, J. F. (2010). Income, sense of community and subjective
well-being: Combining economic and psychological variables. Journal of Economic Psychology,
31,612-623. doi: 10.1016/j.joep.2010.04.002

Land, K.C. (1975). Social indicator models: An overview. In K.C. Land & S. Spilerman (Eds.) Socia!/
indicator models (pp. 5-36). New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation.

Lee, S.J., Kim, Y., & Phillips, R. (2015). Exploring the intersection of community well-being and
community development. In Lee, S.J., Kim, Y. & Phillips, R (Eds.) Community well-being and
community development: Conceptions and applications (1-7). Switzerland: Springer International
Publishing.

Lein, L., Romich, J. L., & Sherraden, M. (2015). Reversing extreme inequality (Grand Challenges for
Social Work Initiative Working Paper No. 16). Cleveland, OH: American Academy of Social
Work and Social Welfare. Retrieved from: http://aaswsw.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/WP16-
with-cover-2.pdf



12 Perspectives on Social Work, Volume 13, No. 1

Liebman, J. B. (2011). Testing pay-for-success bonds. Public Manager, 40(3), 66-68. Retrieved from
https://ezp.slu.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com.ezp.slu.edu/docview/
914990954?accountid=8065

Marco, M., Gracia, E., Tomés, J. M., & Lopez-Quilez, A. (2015). Assessing neighborhood disorder:
Validation of a three-factor observational scale. The European Journal of Psychology Applied to
Legal Context, 7, 81-89. doi: 10.1016/j.ejpal.2015.05.001

Matarrita-Cascante, D., & Brennan, M. A. (2012). Conceptualizing community development in the
twenty-first century. Community Development, 43,293-305. doi: 10.1080/
15575330.2011.593267

McCrea, R., Walton, A., & Leonard, R. (2014). A conceptual framework for investigating community
wellbeing and resilience. Rural Society, 23, 270-282. doi: 10.1080/

10371656.2014.11082070

McCrea, R., Walton, A., & Leonard, R. (2015). Developing a model of community wellbeing and
resilience in response to change. Social Indicators Research, 1-20. doi: 10.1007/
s11205-015-1099-y

Midgley, J. (2014). Social development: Theory and practice. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Montpetit, M. A., Kapp, A. E., & Bergeman, C. S. (2015). Financial stress, neighborhood stress, and
well-being: Mediational and moderational models. Journal of Community Psychology, 43, 364-
376. doi: 10.1002/jcop.21684

OECD (2015). Social impact investment: Building the evidence base. Paris: OECD Publishing. doi:
10.1787/9789264233430-en

Ogman, R. (2016). Social impact bonds: A “social neoliberal” response to the crisis? In B. Schonig & S.
Schipper (Eds.), Urban Austerity: Impacts of the Global Financial Crisis on Cities in Europe,
(pp. 58-69). Berlin: Theater der Zeit.

Phillips, R. (2003). Community indicators. Chicago, IL: American Planning Association.

Pollin, R., & Garrett-Peltier, H. (2011). The U.S. employment effects of military and domestic spending
priorities: 2011 update. Retrieved from http://www.peri.umass.edu/media/k2/
attachments/PERI military spending 2011.pdf

Rogers, E. M. (2003). Diffusion of innovations (5th ed.). New York: Free Press.

Rothman, J. (2007). Multi modes of intervention at the macro level. Journal of Community Practice,
15(4), 11-40. doi: 10.1300/J125v15n04 02

Schinckus, C. (2015). The valuation of social impact bonds: An introductory perspective with the
Peterborough SIB. Research in International Business and Finance, 35, 104-110. doi:
10.1016/j.ribat.2015.04.001

Schuchter, J., & Jutte, D. P. (2014). A framework to extend community development measurement to
health and well-being. Health Affairs, 33, 1930-1938. doi: 10.1377/
hlthaff.2014.0961

Shaked, D., Williams, M., Evans, M. K., & Zonderman, A. B. (2016). Indicators of subjective social
status: Differential associations across race and sex. SSM - Population Health, 2, 700-707. doi:
10.1016/j.ssmph.2016.09.009

Summers, G. F. (1986). Rural community development. Annual Review of Sociology, 12, 347-371. doi:
10.1146/annurev.s0.12.080186.002023

Talo, C., Mannarini, T., & Rochira, A. (2014). Sense of community and community participation: A
meta-analytic review. Social Indicators Research, 117, 1-28. doi: 10.1007/s11205-013-0347-2

Taylor, M. (2003). Public policy in the community. New Y ork: Palgrave McMillan.

United States Department of Housing and Urban Development. (2014). CDBG funding and number of
metro cities & urban counties, by fiscal year [data file]. Retrieved from
https://www.hudexchange.info/onecpd/assets/File/CDBG-Allocations-History-FYs-1975-
2014.pdf

Weil, M., Reisch, M., & Ohmer, M. L. (2013). The handbook of community practice. Thousand Oaks,
Calif: SAGE Publications, Inc.



Carbone & McMillin, SOCIAL IMPACT BONDS 13

Williams, J., Masuda, Y., & Tallis, H. (2016). A measure whose time has come: Formalizing time
poverty. Social Indicators Research, 128, 265-283. doi: 10.1007/s11205-015-1029-z

Jason T. Carbone is a doctoral student in the School of Social Work within the College for
Public Health and Social Justice at Saint Louis University. He is a licensed master social worker
with nearly a decade of experience working in community-based organizations. He is a former
not-for-profit executive director with practice experience in community and economic
development, community engagement and community building, and organizational management
and development. His research focuses on the efficacy of community development interventions
as well as the role of stakeholders in community improvement efforts. He holds a Master of
Social Work from the Brown School at Washington University in St. Louis and a Bachelor of
Science in Psychology and Social Work from the State University of New York at Plattsburgh.

Stephen Edward McMillin is an assistant professor of social work and epidemiology for Saint
Louis University, where he teaches courses in policy practice, health care, strategic planning, and
maternal and child health. He studies social innovation that promotes the healthy development of
children and families, and he chairs the Social Innovation and Entrepreneurship special interest
section for the Society for Social Work and Research.



	Pages from Perspectives-on-social-work_Summer2007-2
	Pages from Perspectives-on-social-work_Summer2007-3
	Pages from Perspectives-on-social-work_Summer2007-4



