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Abstract
Over the last 20 years psychologists and mental health professional are been using the term social justice to describe a movement that have been characterized by anti-oppression and equity methods of delivering services, nonetheless, very little have been done in terms of defining the term or  a delineation of a theory have been develop. Thus, this paper attempts to create a beginning blueprint to give some type of shape to a theory that is anti-oppressive and progressive.














Rethinking counseling for social justice: A multicultural approach
One of the authors of this conceptual piece recently wrote an editorial for the Interamerican Journal of Psychology (Torres Rivera, 2019). The primary purpose was to define the term counseling for social justice. While the piece, as it is in most editorial comments, is an opinion, we are revisiting the editorial comment to offer a conceptual piece. The authors add a redefining of social justice and the implications of a not well-defined construct in the counseling profession. In the counseling profession, the social justice movement has been making headway for the past 20 years to the point of being called the fourth force in psychological counseling (D’Andrea & Heckman, 2008). However, while very popular and often cited as an essential issue to consider when working with clients susceptible to oppression or discrimination, it is essential to review social justice's conceptualization and definition from the counseling perspective. The biggest problem facing the social justice movement in the United States (US) counseling profession is the lack of an accurate definition. Talking about social justice seems to cover several areas that sometimes seem to apply to everyone (universal). Therefore, the need for social justice could appear as something that is not necessary because counseling tries to help people in need (Johnson & Friedman, 2014). At the same time, a brief literature search in the field of counseling presents definitions of social justice that are very broad, universal, and focus on the needs of the individual (Crethar, Torres Rivera, & Nash, 2008; Jost, John & Kay, Aaron, 2014). This universality could result in problems as the definition suggests that everyone demands or needs the same thing when referring to social justice (or social injustice).
 
Furthermore, the definition suggests that individual experiences are more important than those of the group. Therefore, this manuscript provides evidence that the current definition of social justice widely used in counseling (see https://counseling-csj.org/about/) is too small. It leaves out many different cultures, particularly those in which the collective is as vital as the individual (Moosa-Mitha, 2015). Additionally, social justice counseling also seems to follows the Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, Democratic Societies (WEIRD) perspective, which has also been identified as “colonized counseling” (Macleoud, Bhatia, & Liu, 2020).
In this effort, the authors of this manuscript want to mention that some social justice activists had suggested that social justice counseling is the new multiculturalism counseling (Chung & Bemak, 2011). The authors also understand that social justice counseling and multicultural counseling are independent and separate entities seeking different outcomes from the counseling process (Helms, 2003). This fact was disputed in early 2000 by Helms (2003) and Vera and Speight (2003) when they published an article asking counseling psychologists to be more aware of social justice while providing their services (Vera & Speight, 2003). At that particular time, Helms warned that the status of minorities and economic realities might impede change. Now, seventy years later, we have finally begun to argue that the reality of minorities, particularly ethnic minorities, needs a better definition of social justice. A more collective definition and a fluid perspective where multiple multicultural realities and perspectives can be a part of the definition before the shift from multicultural to social justice can be made.
Short History of Social Justice
The social justice movement gained strength beyond the counseling profession, evidenced by the rise for concern in division 17 of the American Psychological Association with Vera and Speight (2003) writings and Janet Helms in 2003. Nonetheless, the term "Social Justice" is nothing new as it arrived in the English language in the 19th century, often as a synonym for distributive justice (Thrift & Sugarman, 2018). Rectenwald (2018) explains that “Social Justice” dates back to 19th-century Catholic social theory. Developed in the early 1840s by Luigi Taparelli d'Azeglio, an aristocrat-turned-Jesuit priest, the concept served as a new kind of justice, added to those already included in the doctrine of Catholic justice (commutative, distributive, and legal justice). Social justice was the Catholic church's response to the consequences of the industrial development that, for workers, resulted in more poverty, which included more dangerous and unsecured ways of living. Eventually, social justice became the Catholic church doctrine. They presented the principles of protection, creation, and mobilization of charitable and philanthropic organizations that address the individual, economic, and political inequality aggravated by the new industrial economy (Rectenwald, 2018).
Furthermore, while they share the concern for justice as applied to the social domain. Social justice was presented as a fact-based theory to work with the downfolds of socialism and liberalism (Burke, 2014). According to Rectenwald (2018), Social justice was not different from any other type of justice.
In 1971 John Rawls coined social justice in his book “A theory of justice” (Rawls, 1971). Rawls (1971) stresses the importance of two basic principles when defining social justice. These principles are 1) the maintenance of equal rights and fundamental liberties (individual justice); and 2) the equitable distribution of resources, profits, and opportunities to those with the greatest need (distributive justice). 
Social justice was not initially used about movements for gender or racial equality since it was said that these injustices "remained invisible" until around the 70s (in fact, the term was never used by personalities like Martin Luther King Jr. or Ignacio Martín Baró). The definition of social justice changed during the 70s and began to be applied to inequalities in non-material goods, such as recognizing differences and identity problems.
Present Status of Social Justice: Reviewing Criticism
Thrift and Sugarman (2018) indicated that between 2009 and 2015, PsyInfo reported on more than 3,000 publications that used the keyword social justice in the database. However, even with this popularity and constant mention of the term, no two similar concepts or definitions of what social justice is can be found in the literature (Chung & Bemak, 2011; Johnson, Friedman, Diaz, & Franco, 2014; Morrill, 2018; Toporek, Gerstein, Fouad, Roysircar, & Israel, 2005). There is no set core of ideas, epistemological assumptions, political practices, and techniques to evaluate counseling for social justice. Nonetheless, Moosa-Mitha provided a conceptual framework that could serve as the blueprint to layout the epistemology and ontological assumption for counseling for social justice and a practical definition (Moosa-Mitha, 2015).
Additionally, two other articles, in particular, appear to develop further a practical and applicable definition of counseling for social justice. The first article published in 2010 by Raskin (Jonathan D. Raskin, 2010) presented a disconnect between the counseling process and the concept of social justice (Raskin, 2010). Raskin indicated that this disconnect assumed social justice is a universal or theoretical construct (Raskin, 2010). This means that talking about social justice seems to cover several areas that sometimes apply to everyone, which beg the question, are we all the same? If we are equal, the need for social justice could appear as something that is not necessary because counseling consists of helping all people in need (Johnson & Friedman, 2014). Once again, Raskin made a strong case for social justice as a particular theoretical orientation, introducing social justice counseling based on how oppression shapes human experience. Therefore, the social justice counseling process aims to redistribute resources more equitably (Raskin, 2010).
Raskin offered some solutions to the five most common criticisms of social justice counseling after providing a theoretical framework for social justice counseling, which were
1. the adoption of naive realism;
2. be theoretically not elaborate;
3. imposing values;
4. be arrogant;
5. go beyond the range of convenience of psychology (counseling) (Raskin, 2010).
The authors of this manuscript disagree with many of Raskin's points that he called solutions. Nevertheless, it is vital to take a more in-depth look at Raskin's proposed solutions. Additionally, the authors will compare these points with the work of Thrift and Sugarman (2018), which in the authors' opinion, are more usable and provide a starting point for a complete definition of counseling for social justice. 
Raskin's first point is that counselors who practice social justice counseling are often quite naive for realism. His example supported this criticism that many counselors and psychologists who use a social justice framework often encourage their clients to raise their awareness. Raskin appears to see this as an imposition and a paternalistic process. However, it is possible to learn from liberation, multiculturalism, and decolonization movements. People understand that before they can talk about liberation, acceptance, and emancipation, they must go through reflection and liberation (Comas-Diaz & Torres Rivera, 2020). It goes on and offers an alternative that is very similar to Foucault, Freire, and Martín Baró's approaches (Foucault, 2000; Freire, 2000; Martin Baró, 1998). Nonetheless, Raskin suggests that social justice counseling only addresses oppression without considering that social justice counseling considers several theories when working with clients(Raskin, 2010). While the position is anti-oppressive, it is not the only principle. 
Raskin's second point in his critique of social justice counseling is that "Social Justice" from psychology still lacks an elaborate theory. This position is well taking, as what counseling needs in terms of social justice are psychosocial theories from which precise and operational definitions of social justice and its counseling implications are derived.
Raskin's third point of criticism is the imposition of values ​​and the sense of being on the side of truth and fairness. What gives the psychologist working from social justice the idea of ​​imposing values ​​and knowing more than other people? 
At this point, possibly, the ideas of liberation come to play a crucial role in counselors' social justice principles. In other words, within the framework of Freire's model, the reflection process must be considered and practiced daily. No one possesses universal truth, so the idea of ​​imposing sounds like what Albert Memmi stated in his famous book "Portrait of the Colonized" (Memmi, 1957), that the best thing that someone who has been oppressed can do is to oppress. Psychologists operating from social justice must use the Freirean method of reflection and problematization for what we repeat.
Raskin’s fourth point of criticism not only creates dissonance for collective cultures but more so within the point of "us versus them." In other words, countless professionals use social justice as a flag of arrogance. It is claimed that social justice-oriented professionals are better than those that are not. This is the same argument that those involved at the beginning of the social justice movement complained about it. Therefore, we must remember that in order to be able to create productive dialogue, a space for disagreements must exist. In other words, we should be aware of different voices that are not heard and have no privilege. Not doing so is sinning the same sin that we accuse others or others who do not follow the social justice movement.
Raskin's final critique has to do with the scope of the practice of psychological counseling. Although counseling psychologists nowadays are no longer limited to personal development issues and have entered the clinical world regarding diagnosis and treatment, Raskin sees moving into politics and activism about spreading and passing the limits of practice. The authors disagree with Raskin because the world is political, and politics has to do with understanding social and economic power. Politics is to understand that those who control the economy control power.
In 2018 Erin Thrift and Jeff Sugarman published an article that is probably one of the most concise and accurate writing about the definition of social justice (Thrift & Sugarman, 2018). They presented some points of criticism that must also be presented and examined in order to enter a good point of reflection and determine how "Social Justice" is part of the practice of psychology or not. Thrift and Sugarmen's first point is: "History should give pause to psychologists who claim social justice as their mission. Social justice has become a cultural keyword, and, consequently, whether psychologists realize it or not, by invoking the term, they are already driven by it and the discipline (psychology) in a broader debate about human freedom, individual and collective responsibility, and the role of the state. That is, without a specific definition, psychologists, and other people in the field of mental health, we are entering a process that can be very simple and, therefore, problematic" (pp.13-15).
 
Following the same theme, Thrift and Sugarman explain that the meaning of the term "social justice" in Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, Democratic Societies (WEIRD) has changed during history. The term has morphed alongside cultural developments and events that have gained attention in recent years. The definition of social justice lacks specificity, clarity, and consensus. However, psychology has been aligned with a mission of social justice, leaving some to wonder what exactly that mission means.
Even when just a few people seem to acknowledge and understand the complex and multifaceted history of the term "social justice" in the WEIRD countries. Thrift and Sugarman provide this story with some limitations (for example, not mentioning Catholic theory's role in social justice development and its definition). However, they do provide an analysis of its meaning within the field of psychology (Thrift & Sugarman, 2018). They investigate the use of the term in the debates on the just economic distribution of material goods and power and the reduction of the risks inherent to the capitalist political/economic system. 
Thrift and Sugarman indicated that the term "Social Justice" has been misappropriated with the rise of neoliberal economics in the 1970s and 1980s. In this context, its meaning has been used to refer to social justice as an individual virtue instead of a collective effort, a use incompatible with the original purpose of the term. This shift in meaning transforms social injustices into reconcilable conflicts over private charity and self-care practices rather than movements for accountability and reform of systems and corporations.
However, despite their origin, the different views and conceptualizations of social justice now represent "the connection of a struggle between different political factions." Now yes, not all opinions and conceptualizations sufficiently address the term in its complexity. Again, Thrift and Sugarman argue that for the term social justice to be consistent with this complex history, its use must acknowledge (1) its historical development and significance and (2) the contemporary challenges surrounding its use.
According to these two authors (Thrift & Sugarman), psychology, as a field, has been more closely aligned with some conceptualizations of social justice than others. Incidentally, psychologists have been criticized for taking a more "identity politics" approach to social justice. They deal reductively with identity and recognition issues while overlooking the intersection of identity with economic inequalities and broader structural concerns. It is not only that the privilege of identity-centered views of social justice obscures the economic inequalities associated with capitalism, but it takes an accomplice stance that allows the perpetuation of these injustices. In this sense, psychologists have predominantly aligned themselves with a reductive approach to social justice and, in doing so, have undermined their stated mission of social justice.
In claiming expertise in the definition and treatment of psychological problems, psychology has considerable influence on the use and understanding of social justice. As a result, "confusion about the meaning of social justice has implications for psychologists interested in achieving this goal, but it also has much broader political, social, and economic consequences." When psychologists promote the idea that psychological distress is a state that can be resolved exclusively through individual interventions, such as psychotherapy, behavior changes, or drug treatments, structural problems can be ignored and perpetuated.
They describe how specific psychological explanations have diverted individuals from political participation and prevented systemic reforms. Examples of this are the suffering and subjugation of women explained by hysteria. Racial discrimination is justified by the inferior intelligence of people of color. Homosexuality is classified as a mental disorder in the DSM, non-Western families are described as "tangled," and the negative impact of poverty on childhood academic performance has been considered a lack of self-discipline as a deficit in other internal characteristics.
Structural problems are hidden in these explanations and replaced with interpretations that assign sole responsibility to individuals or individual characteristics. They also point out that psychologists benefit from an individualized perspective of social justice. Psychology as a field is "embedded in the market economy," they write, so the problems that arise are problems of the individual and increase the demand for psychological services. "Consequently, there may be a little professional or financial incentive for psychologists to conceptualize personal difficulties other than individuals."
Defining Social Justice: Moving to a Useable Theory in Counseling
While, definitions have been offered as it was stated before at the beginning of this article, in particular the definition given by Rawls (Finally, Thrift and Sugarman offer some remedies aligned with the authors' studies and beliefs that social justice plays a vital role in psychology in general but is much more critical in the clinical field. This promotes the model of Fraser (2009). Fraser defends a "principle of participatory parity," which means that all injustices must be considered social justice violations. Social justice and violations of social justice are evaluated in this framework "in terms of their effect on a person's ability to participate socially and politically on equal terms with their peers." Therefore, to address contemporary issues surrounding demands for social justice, social justice globalization must be framed beyond the interest of a nation-state and must recognize the global injustices committed by transnational corporations.
 
For the field of psychology to apply social justice in terms of the principle of participatory parity, these suggest a reflection on the following question: "How does psychological theorizing, research or interventions help to create social, cultural agreements, political and economical that allow people to participate on an equal level with their peers? "
This presents that the field's response must go beyond merely promoting and increasing access to psychological services. Social justice demands a large-scale reform of psychological services to address socio-political and economic problems rather than undermine them.
Thus, in a more precise and functional definition of social justice, a combination of what Thrift and Sugarman (Thrift & Sugarman, 2018) are stating and suggesting, and adding anti-oppressive components and liberating methods. In other words, social justice must depart from anti-oppressive ontology. The bases of this ontology are subjective and in the socio-historical experiences that simultaneously take multiple places (Moosa-Mitha, 2015). That is to recognize that oppression is real and each experience of oppression is unique and different; it is also a collective experience; thus, understanding one’s reality of oppression is as crucial as the group's understanding of reality. Thus, borrowing from liberation psychology, the dualistic social reality is not the only challenge but deconstructed as a social reality is viewed as multiple, fluid, and intersectional. Therefore, the ontology of social justice must be discursive and practical when understanding the power relationship that enables oppression. Again, collective yet encompassing the individual experiences of oppression, as stated earlier. 
Once again, borrowing from liberation psychology and looking at epistemology, we must acknowledge that all knowledge is a social and political construct. Meaning that knowledge does not just happen to be somewhere waiting to be discovered. Instead, knowledge is the product of the interaction between people, people with differences concerning politics, gender, and class (Potts & Brown, 2015). 
Again, taken from liberation psychology, knowledge can be understood as subjective grounded on people’s lived experiences. It is also situated and subjugated. That knowledge is understood depending on personal privileges, oppression, and social position. Knowledge is only partial, as not everything can know.
Conclusion
In this conceptual piece, we have attempted to create a working definition of social justice that is more in tune with a theory and the possibility of creating a hypothesis that can be studied from an anti-oppressive perspective. We provided a historical line and compared the works of Thrift and Sugarman (2018) and Raskin (2010). This historical line and comparison lead us to attempt to develop an ontology and epistemology with anti-oppressive theory components, as Moosa-Mitha (2015) presented. Social justice demands large-scale reform of psychological services to address socio-political and economic problems rather than undermine them. With caviar, some things are complicated, fluid, partial, and multiple. We have to understand that embracing the human condition is also moving out of our comfort zone. We can only hope that this is the beginning of moving social justice as a theory and not as a social movement.
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