Chapter Eight: Making a Case for More Socially Just 

Actions in the Classroom



In making a case for more socially just actions in the classroom, I will firstly look at ways in which I believe I have acted in a more socially just manner in the classroom during the four singularity studies, taking them in chronological order. I will also look at some of the sixth form students’ grades in tests and self-ratings for learning, because I see these as indicators of improved learning. Secondly, I will show how some readings have enhanced my understandings regarding justice. Thirdly, I will refer to other literature in order to look at other understandings regarding social justice and, in particular, to further tease out the distinctiveness of my own developing understandings.



1.    My Own Activity in the Singularity Studies



Singularity Study One (1994)



The following excerpt from my first singularity study (Singularity Study One: pp. 2-3)  demonstrates my inclination to cater for students with the poorest chemistry results.



What was my concern?



It wasn’t difficult to choose this particular group of 21 sixth form chemistry students for the enquiry as ten of the students failed a chemistry test given on November 9th, 1993 (six got honours and five passed), the test being based on work done since September 1993. In the Trial Leaving Certificate examination given in mid-February 1994 (based on the whole course) the same ten students along with three others failed chemistry (four students obtaining honours and four students passing). On Thursday, June 16th, 1994, these twenty-one students sat the physics and chemistry test in their Leaving Certificate. It was a combined paper and counts as one subject. I was responsible for teaching the chemistry side of this course.



In mid-February I was quite concerned about this class. Ten of the thirteen who failed chemistry had also failed physics in the trial leaving certificate examination. I genuinely felt that some major change was needed.

Why was I concerned? 



Some of the main reasons why I was concerned were:



I felt some of the students were poorly motivated and not working sufficiently hard. Eighteen of the twenty-one students had obtained an honour in their junior certificate examination in science, admittedly a combination of chemistry, biology, physics and applied science, but only four students out of the group of twenty-one students obtained an honour in the mid-February Trial Leaving Certificate chemistry test; it seemed a significant number of the students were underachieving.



I wanted the students to invest more time and energy in chemistry.



I wanted the students to experience more success in learning, both from the point of view of retaining learning and from the point of view of achieving higher scores in their chemistry tests.



It was my belief that, among all the students that I taught in 1993/1994, this chemistry group was in most need of some extra help from me; to my mind, there is an issue of social justice here.



The following excerpt (Singularity Study One: page 22) further illustrates the centrality of my belief in exercising a preferential option for the most ‘disadvantaged’� as a guide to action in the classroom.



It seems that in practice my preferential option in this mixed ability group of 21 students was for the ‘advantaged’ - those students with better results [the opposite of what I valued; in this way I experienced a living contradicion element in my teaching (Whitehead, 1993: p. 56)] - in that five out of eight of the students who had obtained a pass or an honour were satisfied with my teaching in chemistry whereas only three out of the thirteen students who had failed the chemistry test in mid-February were satisfied with my chemistry teaching.



Possible ways of negating my negation of (or of overcoming my denial of) exercising a preferential option for students with poorer chemistry results and levels of interest were clarified further for me by reflecting on the responses of sixteen students to Q.16, ‘What Changes Would You Find Helpful In The Way In Which Chemistry Is Taught?’





Imagined Solutions



(1)  Check each individual’s Homework (see that an attempt was made) ------------ CH

(2)  use the Students’ Solutions to the homework --------------------------------------  SS

(3)  Invite Questions from the students --------------------------------------------------  IQ

(4)  give Written Homework for the next day ------------------------------------------- WH

(5)  Use the Book more -------------------------------------------------------------------- UB

(6)  Go more Slowly -----------------------------------------------------------------------  GS

(7)  Explain more Clearly ----------------------------------------------------------------  EC

(8)  Check students’ Understanding ----------------------------------------------------- CU



In relation to my claim that I was acting in a more socially just manner in more fully enacting a preferential option for the ‘disadvantaged’ chemistry students (in terms of results and interest), it is important to state that all of the teaching/learning communicative activities apart from SS and CU had a creation input from a student who failed the chemistry test in mid-February. [Appendices (pp. 302-307)]



Table S5.1 (page 104) points to the positive change in the sixth form students’ satisfaction ratings with my teaching between March 1994 and May 1994 (8 out of 21 affirmatives changed to 19 out of 21 affirmatives). Additionally, it can be seen from the Appendices (page 324) that nine out of the thirteen students (the ‘disadvantaged’ students) who failed their physics and chemistry combined test in February 1994 significantly improved their grades in the Leaving Certificate in June 1994 with two of the thirteen students honouring, five students passing, and six students failing. Point 3 on page 103 also constitutes some evidence of improved student learning [These ratings are examples of the sixth form students’ self-ratings for learning mentioned on page 319 of the Appendices: see also Appendices (page 316)].



I have shown that student performance improved and my point here is that there are links between enacting more socially just actions in the classroom and enhancing student learning in the classroom; and, as I believe that justice can oftentimes work through democracy, the complexity of explaining the nature of such links has been partly addressed in Chapter Five (pp. 96-120) �. 



On two occasions (Singularity Study One: page 38), in attempting to help students with poorer results in the first singularity study, I utilized groupwork in a special way: once in the classroom and once in the laboratory, groups were organised so that students with better February chemistry results were working with those students who had obtained poorer results (thirteen students). My thinking on this, without wishing to permanently lock any student into a failing mode, was that the students with better results might be able to help those students with poorer results. Ten out of the thirteen students found the classroom groupwork worthwhile while all thirteen students found the laboratory groupwork useful. [There is reflective feedback in the Appendices (pp. 310-313) from two critical friends, Joe English and Paraig O’ Dowd, on on-task/off-task student activities for the classroom and laboratory respectively.]



An excerpt from an audiotaped conversation with a key respondent in November 1994 seems to confirm that I was attempting to exercise a preferential option for the students with poorer results and lower levels of interest during the first singularity study 

(Singularity Study One: page 47).



Billy Ward, a friend and Deputy Principal in another school, opined (November 1994):



I think your study shows that you were trying to be fair to the weaker student, as much to the gifted student. In fact I think you seem to have been, not in any way badly in this sense, but you seem to be more concerned about the weaker student.



Singularity Study Two (1995)



The issues of exercising a preferential option for the ‘disadvantaged’ (in terms of results) didn’t arise for me in this study. Although it is true that only 3 students out of 23 students obtained an honour (with 8 students passing and 12 students failing) in higher level mathematics in the Trial Leaving Certificate examination in February 1995 and that 16 students out of 23 students obtained an honour (with 6 students passing and only one student failing) in the Leaving Certificate examination in higher level mathematics in June 1995 [table S2.12 (page 110)], the high failure rate in mathematics in February was not one of my reasons for becoming involved in the 1995 project which began officially on January 12th, 1995. This is not to imply that the issue of justice did not arise during the second study. It is my belief that in collaboratively eliciting/creating, enacting more fully, and evaluating (through feedback sheets, dialogue, and student ratings) teaching/learning communicative activities in the classroom, there is a sense� in which, through acting more democratically, I was also being fairer to the students in engaging in more power sharing and in allowing their voices to come through some more in the learning/teaching nexus. However, paradoxically, in focusing so much on what I was doing (teaching/learning communicative activities), there is also a sense in which I was inadvertently doing my sixth form students an injustice in not focusing sufficiently on their learning in a specific content area of mathematics, a limitation I attempted to rectify somewhat in my third singularity study, where along with focusing on teaching/learning communicative activities I also focused more overtly on the sixth form students’ learning in a specific area of chemistry (electrolysis).

 

Finally, I believe the seriousness of my commitment to involve more sixth form students in dialogue and my efforts to be potentially fairer to Ronan during the 1995 singularity study are aptly captured by Excerpt Two [page 85].



Singularity Study Three (1996)



In the 1996 singularity study, in a similar fashion to the 1994 study, I consciously worked with sixth form students who had obtained the poorest results in tests, thereby enacting a preferential option for the most ‘disadvantaged’ students (regarding results) as illustrated in the following excerpt (Singularity Study Three: pp. 57-58): 



Regarding justice, in my third singularity study I worked with students who had obtained the poorest summer 1995 results of all of the groups I was teaching at the time.

In their fifth form summer examinations (1995) eight students out of the eleven students failed the pure chemistry test, six of these students scoring less than 30%. One student passed and two students got an honour.





In relation to the sixth form 1995/1996 chemistry students’ results, I wrote the following

in my Journal on August 19th, 1996:



Checking The Results --- Monday, August19th, 1996



On Monday I went into the school and wrote out the grades obtained by all my students in their 1996 Leaving Certificate Examination (the state examination for sixth form students). The following is a summary:



16 students out of 19 students got an honour in higher level mathematics (not to be confused with the 1995 group of 23 higher level mathematics students who partook in the second singularity study). No student failed. I was very pleased with this result.



9 students out of 16 students in a mixed ability group got an honour in physics/chemistry combined (single subject); 6 students passed and 1 student failed. I was responsible for teaching the chemistry section of this course. This is the lowest failure rate in this subject I have seen in our school in a long time. I was particularly pleased with this result.



4 students out of 11 students got an honour in chemistry (taken as a single subject); 3 students passed and 4 students failed. I was quite disappointed with this result.



The third group was the group of students who were involved in the action research project this year (1995/1996). I was almost tempted to ask ‘What is the point of doing action research?’ One of my claims in my 1996 report ‘A Way of Knowing My Committed Service in Education’ (this present study) was that I helped most of the students in the chemistry group to improve their learning (Singularity Study Three: page 54).

























After closer analysis of their summer 1995 chemistry results (based on an examination of half the course) and their summer 1996 chemistry results (based on an examination of the full course) it can be seen that most of the students improved their performances which is an indication that their learning improved (see table S3.10).



Table S3.10.   Results for sixth form students’ tests in June 1995 and June 1996.

Student’s

Name�Student’s June 1995

Test Result Chemistry

�Student’s June 1996 

Test Result  Chemistry

��Eamonn F�E�  D2��Ethan G�F�  D1��Afnan HZ�  B3�  C2��James K�F�  D1��David M�  C3�  B3��David O�F�E��Gary P�E�E��Aidan R�E�  C3��Kevin R�E�  C1��Paul R�  D1�E��Jarlath T�E�E��

7 students improved their grades.

2 students obtained the same grade in 1995 and 1996 (Es twice).

2 students’ grades disimproved: Afnan HZ’s grade went from B3 to C2, an honour on both occasions and Paul’s went from a D1 to an E, from a pass to a fail.



One of the original ‘whys’ of my involvement in this particular project in 1996 was that 8 students out of the 11 students failed their summer 1995 chemistry test (any grade below a D2 is a fail). For me, that was very much a matter for concern. It was therefore my belief that, amongst all my Leaving Certificate students, these students were in most need of ‘extra’ help from me in the 1995/1996 school year. 



I believe my consciously nurtured commitment to these students in an educational action research project in 1995/1996 signifies a preferential option for the most ‘disadvantaged’ examination students in my teaching practice in 1995/1996.



My appreciation of the complexity and contradictions associated with attempts to act more justly and more democratically in the classroom grew during the second and third singularity studies when reflecting on the emphasis I was placing on teaching/learning communicative activities:



Again, with a prominent focus on what I was doing, the notion of nurturing ‘learned helplessness’ (Egan, 1994: p. 80-81) in my sixth form students comes to mind and also the dawning and disarming notion that, paradoxically, while I was working for ‘proximate justice’ [Niebuhr held that we cannot achieve total equality in society but we must take small steps to move in that direction (Bacik, 1989: p. 120)] in one arena in eliciting and utilising students’ ideas about changes in my teaching, I was inadvertently further nurturing an injustice in another arena (in perhaps making the sixth form students more dependent on my teaching)�. [Singularity Study Three: page 23]



Despite my belief in the overall positive processes and outcomes for my sixth form students (1994, 1995, and 1996) of collaboratively eliciting/creating, enacting more fully and evaluating teaching/learning communicative activities, in my fourth singularity study (1997) I gradually decided (in an ‘emergent-design’ fashion) to leave enacting more fully and evaluating teaching/learning communicative activities aside so that I could focus much more clearly and overtly on one student’s learning in higher level mathematics.



                                      Singularity Study Four (1997)



In my fourth singularity study I began to focus on a smaller number of students within a group of sixth form mathematics students in attempting to exercise a preferential option for the most ‘disadvantaged’ students (Singularity Study Four: page 4):



Over the four years (1994 - 1997) in action research enquiries I have consistently worked with groups of students who most needed to improve their percentages in specific subject areas (mathematics and chemistry). [I realise that percentages are not necessarily measures of ability or effort but I see them as indicators of performance and achievement.] I see this as living in the direction of a more socially just commitment to serving the most ‘disadvantaged’ students (from the point of view of aptitudes displayed in class, percentages obtained in tests, and sometimes interest levels). Oftentimes some of the students were underachieving.



My experiences of  Chris, Hugh and Terence for a year led me to believe that they were very weak at mathematics and their low percentages in summer 1996 (18%, 23%, and 25% respectively) confirmed this view. I felt in attempting to help them I was trying in some sense to help some of the most needy students in the class.



The following note from my Journal, October 1st, 1996 shows my concern with justifying working with three students:



Social Justice: This issue came up in July 1996 after sharing my paper in Bath. I originally felt that it would be unjust of me to include only a few in a study of a singularity because I didn’t want to be seen to give special treatment to some students over other students. Also, I wanted a whole class (or most of them) to benefit from a study rather than a selected few. I wanted all to gain advantage and not only a small number --- if advantage was/is to be gained. However, with my growing appreciation of the radical nature of exercising a preferential option for the most ‘disadvantaged’ and the emerging need to get closer to an understanding of the growth in learning of specific individuals in specific curricular areas along with an extended notion of an ‘educational community’ (beyond my own classroom) I have begun to believe that I am fully justified in working with only a few students out of a group. [Singularity Study Four: page 4]



In the above paragraph, with my enhanced understanding in 1998, I can discern the dialectical tension of the winning out of Rawls’s second  principle, ‘maximize the smallest portion’��,�, over the utilitarian ideal of a society committed to achieving ‘the greatest good of the greatest number’ �



However, as well as focusing on students obtaining the poorest results in the 1997 singularity study, I also wished to communicate to the whole group a feeling of being included in the project:



One way in which I involved the whole class was in giving them seven tests between September and March, documenting their errors (Data Archive) and giving feedback. Although this particular feature wasn’t the main focus in this year’s study of a singularity (Bassey, 1995: pp. 110-113) ------- I saw it as a way of helping most of the students in the class and hopefully giving them all some sense of sharing in the project. It was a compromise between no involvement and more systematic and fuller involvement for the whole group. (Singularity Study Four: page 5)



Six weeks after initiating meetings with Chris, Hugh, and Terence I felt I was getting bogged down in my enquiry. The following lengthy excerpt captures, I believe, the nature of my struggle, my attempts to resolve it, and also my dialogic disposition during my fourth study of a singularity (Singularity Study Four: pp. 8-11): 



                                        Journal, November 19th, 1996



Present Struggle



It is as if I am looking for an approach route for a mountain and I haven’t found one. I can sense the mountain which is manageable but the route is slow to show itself. There is a genuine fog of unknowing here.



How do I come to understand how a student comes to understand? 



I have three sixth form mathematics students in mind, Chris, Hugh and Terence (I have met them twice as a group of three and have written out details of their efforts and errors for three tests --- too much emphasis on errors perhaps? I would say yes! --- and to be honest I feel their level of motivation and achievement is quite low). 



My present question seems to be:



In helping my students to improve their learning in mathematics, how do I gain a fuller understanding of how my students come to understand a particular content area in mathematics?



I am truly humbled by this question.



I am looking for a springboard to action but there is no springboard. I know that I have written about a commitment to the most disadvantaged but if these students are getting poor results in their tests how can I get to grips with what they are learning if this seems at present to be very little?





















My more practical questions at the moment are:



1. Are these three students my ‘best’ choice for my ‘emerging’ singularity study?



2. What students do I choose for the singularity study?



3. What content area do we work with?



4. Do I use some statistics?



5. What kind of evidence do I need to gather and how will I gather it and when?



Gladly, I am meeting Ann Carroll (who teaches higher level mathematics in the local convent secondary school) this evening and I will ask Ann to question me on the kind of evidence I could produce to:



1. Show that my students’ learning of mathematics is improving.



2. Show that I am influencing my students’ learning.



3. Show that I am influencing the spiritual, moral, social or cultural development of the students. 



[These last three questions were suggested in an email correspondence from Jack Whitehead on 10 - 10 - 1996 (pp. 42-43 of email file). I concentrated mostly on Q.1 and Q.2.]



I relayed the above information to Jack Whitehead who responded through email on November 20th, 1996: 



I like the questions you are going to ask Ann. They are the crucial ones. I also liked your question: ‘In helping my students to improve their learning in mathematics, how do I gain a fuller understanding of how my students come to understand a particular content area in mathematics?’



I don’t think you need to come up with a ‘new cognitive theory along with an original epistemology’ !  What I think is needed is a story of your professional life with a group of your students as you work at helping them to improve their understanding of mathematics. If Ann could question some of your pupils in relation to the intentions 

you have for a lesson to see to what extent she could relate your pupils’ understanding of mathematics to your intentions, I think this would be a great help. [I acted on this suggestion as an ‘imagined solution’ in the action-reflection cycle later on in the study.]



You might take your question and move between understanding what particular individuals are learning and making judgements about the whole class. This would help you with the problem [which I had originally stated to Jack] of not wanting to single out any individual for preferential ‘treatment’. Let the students lives and learning show through your text.



[In this report, with my growing appreciation of the notion of social justice as a guide to action, I believe I justify exercising a preferential option on Hugh’s behalf.]



           Journal, November 19th, 1996: Meeting with Ann Carroll (7.30 - 8.30)



Ann sensed that I was getting bogged down and suggested that the three students I had chosen seemed to be finding higher level mathematics very difficult. She suggested that there was ‘too much similarity’ and that I needed ‘comparison’. Why not take students that were at three different levels? The three students I had chosen were finding the going tough. ‘Higher level mathematics is a difficult subject’ (Ann’s comment) and I felt that Chris, Hugh and Terence were hardly even making the recall and instrumental understanding (‘knowing how’) levels as  mentioned in the Republic of Ireland DES mathematics syllabus. Ann’s suggestion confirmed for me what I had already been thinking. [I can remember the three students not being able to recall the substitution made to integrate ( a2 - x2)1/2 when I asked them this last Wednesday (November 13th) after doing it in class that day!]



Ann also suggested that higher level students weren’t the most disadvantaged group in the school.



I asked how I could justify changing the students I was working with and Ann at some stage mentioned that I couldn’t do what I was trying to do with the three students I had chosen because there simply wasn’t enough time. 



I was immediately satisfied that the time demands of the course, in the way that they affect the pace of lessons, in tension with the amount of individual attention needed to accompany a student who is moving through the learning outcomes in mathematics as stipulated by the DES could help me justify changing the students I was working with.



In short I need to work with students who are progressing faster through the different student learning outcomes in specific areas of mathematics. As mentioned above (earlier in the journal) I have asked Paul and Felim to work with me and they have said ‘yes’. I now need to talk to Hugh who I want to work with because of the better relationship base and also because Hugh obtained a D grade in his Junior Certificate Examination in Mathematics whereas Chris and Terence had both obtained Bs. [Here, I believe I was still trying to exercise a preferential for the most ‘disadvantaged’ student.] I will need to gently disengage with Chris and Terence regarding the group meetings  and I have a feeling that they won’t really mind. It’s important that I communicate with the three lads in a way that they are happy with the new intended working group. Ann had suggested that I merely add two others to the group of three but I feel that this would make the group too big.



Ann said that we needed to think more about the ‘evidence’ that I need and that it would be better to do the (main part of the) singularity study after Christmas and to use the time between now and Christmas to structure the type of analysis I intend doing. I had stated that I wanted a curricular emphasis and that I didn’t necessarily want to ‘prove’ Bloom’s Taxonomy.



I notice that Ann didn’t entertain the notion of Chris, Hugh and Terence being ‘weak’ at mathematics and said that they could possibly get on quite well in ordinary level mathematics. 



If Hugh agrees, the following will be the three students with whom I will try to work more closely:



Hugh who is on an E/D level of performance and who will struggle to pass the higher level course.



Felim who is capable of getting a C (I will check his perception of the situation).



Paul who is very good at mathematics and is presently potentially on a B/A achievement level regarding mathematics (I talked with him today and this is also his perception).



My immediate task is to negotiate with Hugh and Chris/Terence and then if Hugh agrees to set up a first meeting with Felim, Hugh and Paul before Christmas. [Singularity Study Four: pp. 8-11]



Eventually, both Ann and myself felt that Felim and Paul were doing fine and so Hugh and his learning in mathematics became the central focus of the study. The role of action reflection cycles [page 48] in discerning this focus is shown in the Appendices [pp. 347-348].



To conclude this first section of Chapter Eight, the following excerpt (Singularity Study Four: pp. 70-73) [pp. 170-172] further addresses my concern with justifying the living out of a preferential option for one of the most ‘disadvantaged’ students in the sixth form mathematics group of students during the 1997 singularity study. The excerpt also provides some evidence that most of the students’ understandings of mathematics were enhanced during the project.



In short, my compromise was to give the whole group feedback on seven tests between September and March in an error elimination approach to growth in understanding or, more positively, to help some of the students to unblock part of their conceptual vision in understanding mathematics.



I systematically documented every student’s error for five tests from September to February during the course of the enquiry [I documented only the maxima/minima errors for the Trial Leaving Certificate tests in March (the seventh test) and will comment on these results later] and didn’t systematically share every single error with each student but there was some sharing and that’s precisely where I compromised.



My predominant interest was to get more on the inside of Hugh’s understanding in mathematics and I made the professional judgement to ‘privilege’ the individual over the group in my particular situation and, regarding the problem of not wanting to single out any individual for preferential ‘treatment’, I believe that in concentrating on Hugh this year I was consciously living out a preferential option for one of the most ‘disadvantaged’ students in my higher level sixth form group of mathematics students. 



I believe there is a very significant point of active justice involved here, and, while the notion of living out justice in the form of exercising a preferential option for the ‘poor’ came to me through my experience of sharing a house with a priest in Canada (Vancouver Island) for a few months in 1975 when I was teaching Native Americans and through my limited knowledge of liberation theology, it is worth stating that such a conception, in my view, resonates powerfully with John Rawls’s ‘General Conception’ of social justice (Rawls, 1971: p. 303):



All social primary goods - liberty and opportunity, income and wealth, and the bases of self-respect - are to be distributed equally unless an unequal distribution of any or all of these goods is to the advantage of the least favored. (Rawls, 1971: p. 303)



Time constraints and pace of teaching were also significant factors. Nevertheless, regarding whole group improvements in learning mathematics, one could argue that the following table (table S4.1) provides some evidence that most of the students’ understandings of mathematics were somewhat enhanced during the course of the enquiry:













Table S4.1.   Sixth form students’ summer 1996 and enquiry 1997 mathematics 

                      results.

                                   Student’s 

 Name�                      

  Summer 1996 

   Result

�

Enquiry 1997 

Average %

For Five Continuous

Assessment Tests�

Summer 1997 Result��

   FB�

         30�

                46�

E (25-39)�� 

   CB (Chris)�

         18�

                44�

F (10-24)��

   FC (Felim)�

         48�

                77�

B3 (70-74)��

   SF�

         30�

                76�[Ordinary Level]

A1 (90-100)��  

   PK�

         30�

                58�

C2 (60-64)��

   HK (Hugh)�

         23�

                45�[Ordinary Level]

C2 (60-64)��

   AM�

         44�

                 69�

C2 (60-64)�� 

   CMcB�

         48�

                 70�

B3 (70-74)�� 

   PMcC (Paul)�

         83�

                 87�

A2 (85-89)��

   RMcC�

         30�

                 42�

F (10-24)��

   AMcD�

         94�

                  98�

A2 (85-89)��

   BOD�

         49�

                  74�

D1 (50-54)��

   TS (Terence)�

         25�

                  43�[Ordinary Level]

C2 (60-64)��

It has been my experience that students can often score higher grades in continuous assessment tests based on recent material than in end of year tests based on the whole year’s work, and as five of the tests during the enquiry were continuous assessment tests based on recent material, this factor was, in all probability, operative in the above events - but it wasn’t necessarily the only factor influencing test results. 



Comparing the 1996 Summer Results (based on a whole year’s work) and the 1997 summer Leaving Certificate Results (based on two years’ work), it can be seen that RMcC was the only person who disimproved in performance, the first two students [FB and CB (Chris)] getting the same result and all other ten students improving their performance or else maintaining the same reasonable to high standard. It is worth stating that I advised Chris, Hugh, RMcC and Terence to do ordinary level mathematics in the Leaving Certificate Examination (Singularity Study Four: page 75). Hugh and Terence followed my advice and obtained a C2 (60-64), whereas both Chris and RMcC refused to act on my recommendation (their right) and both students obtained an F (10-24). FB ‘slipped through the net’ and failed higher level mathematics but got fixed up with a place in a Further Education College. [I let FB go his own way as he missed quite a number of days from school but still had a lot of ability in mathematics and is brilliant at computers. I can remember once asking FB and his fellow students in first year (as part of a social and personal education class) to draw something about their family or friends and he drew a bunch of flowers, four roughly the same size and one small flower on the extreme right. FB was the big flower on the left and his father (who was in England and separated from FB’s mother) was the smallest flower on the right - the one furthest from FB; this was another factor in my approach to FB (Frank).]



So, on balance, I would again state that it is my belief that most of the students’ understandings of mathematics were somewhat enhanced during the course of the enquiry’ and that I had a positive influence on the students’ understandings of mathematics. [Singularity Study Four: pp. 70-73]



Hugh, who was the centre of the study, clearly improved his grades in mathematics during the 1996/1997 school year. Although Hugh changed from higher level to ordinary level mathematics in March 1997, there is ample evidence to show that Hugh’s understanding of maximum and minimum problems in higher level mathematics improved somewhat during the course of the enquiry, as has been described and explained in my fourth singularity study and as will be explained and developed further in Chapter Eleven.



This concludes my preliminary look at ways in which I believe I have acted in a more socially just manner in the classroom during the 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997 singularity studies and an accompanying look at the students’ improved grades in tests and self-ratings for learning [see pages 316, 332, and 345 of the Appendices for the sixth form students’ self-ratings for learning for the 1994, 1995, and 1996 studies] which act as indicators of improved learning for the majority of the sixth form students in chemistry (1994 and 1996) and mathematics (1995 and 1997) during each of the four singularity studies.





2.    How Recent Readings Have Enhanced My Understandings of Social Justice



My intention in this section is to show how some recent readings have enhanced my understandings of justice and to connect these understandings to the previous section where I proffered a preliminary description and explanation of the ways in which I attempted to act in a more socially just manner in the classroom. In the section which follows this present section I will then dialogue with some other literature in order to look at other understandings of social justice and, in particular, to discern what are distinctive about my own developing understandings of living out more socially just actions in my practice�. In these enterprises I am also conscious of a sense of vocation (as in an inclination to a particular career calling) in which I am attempting to build a vision for my future actions and praxis� in the classroom; this task I now see as a centrally important ‘why’ of my theorising. I’ll begin with the following:



While there is agreement in Catholic theology that justice is the firm and constant will to give everyone (her/)his due, this description is too vague to determine what justice is in a concrete case. Traditionally, justice has been divided into commutative, distributive, and legal or general justice. Pius XI added the term, social justice. But even these terms are highly controverted among Catholic authors, especially, the terms, legal and social justice. (Civille, 1981: p. 298)



General justice was called legal justice by Thomas Aquinas because he understood 



‘divine and natural law (not positive law) as having for its function the direction of action to the common good’ (Civille, 1981: p. 299). 



Later, as basic rights became enshrined in positive law (which was believed by many in the 16th and 17th centuries to be ultimately based on divine and natural law), some thinkers came to believe that people had rights only if they were stated in positive law (woman/man-made law). Eventually, by the beginning of the twentieth century, theologians were using the term legal justice to mean positive law. This was a complete reversal of the position of Aquinas (Civille, 1981: p. 299).



Because of the (‘misuse’) of the term, legal justice, Pius XI in 1931 used the term social justice to indicate conformity with the common good, especially in the economic area. There is still debate over the precise meaning of the term [social justice]. Some see it as a virtue that regulates the structure of society�. Others see it to be the same as Aquinas’ general justice. Either way, the important element is that individual acts of justice (commutative and distributive) must be rooted in some higher justice that seeks the dignity of the person in the common good. (Civille, 1981: p. 299)



Rawls (1971), when considering the topic of social justice, sees the basic structure of society as the primary subject of justice. By basic structure of society Rawls means:



the way in which the major social institutions distribute fundamental rights and duties and determine the division of advantages from social cooperation. (Rawls, 1971: p. 7)



I believe I can look upon my school as an example of a social institution�; I can also view the students and myself in a classroom as a particular social arrangement within that social institution where I, as a teacher, am the social authority within that social arrangement. In agreeing with Rawls’s claim that justice is the first virtue of a social institution (Rawls, 1971: p. 3), I can also fully appreciate the crucial importance of the notion of distributive justice� and its operation within such a social arrangement where I, in my teaching role, distribute my time commitments and my self commitments among and between students and myself in the classroom. 









When Ricoeur (1991: p. 30) claims that there is an ‘almost complete identification of justice with distributive justice’ in Rawls’s A Theory of Justice, I believe it may be worth stressing ‘almost’; Rawls (1971) states:



We cannot, in general, assess a conception of justice by its distributive role alone, however useful this role may be in identifying the concept of justice�. We must take into account its wider connections ----- one conception of justice is preferable to another when its broader consequences are more desirable. (Rawls, 1971: p. 6)



If efficiency, coordination, and stability are three fundamental social problems connected with that of justice in helping to bring about a viable human community, as Rawls contends (Rawls, 1971: p. 6), it seems to infer that his full understanding of justice rather than his definitional general conception of social justice (Rawls, 1971: p. 303) involves more than the notion of distributive justice.



Further, while Rawls states that his theory of justice as fairness is offered as an account of certain distributive principles of society, he also acknowledges that his conception of justice is only a part (albeit the most important part in Rawls’s view) of a social ideal where a social ideal is understood as a complete conception defining principles for all the virtues of the basic structure of society (Rawls, 1971: pp. 9-10).



Relating the above to my practice in the classroom, I am making three points:



1.     A working notion of distributive justice is crucially important.

2.     Justice means more than distributive justice.

3.     There is more than justice involved in exercising virtue in the classroom.



In this chapter, which I have called ‘Making a Case for More Socially Just Actions in the Classroom’, it is of central importance to appreciate that



exercising a preferential option for the most ‘disadvantaged’ students during the four singularity studies constitutes my working notion of distributive justice. 

 

In 1994 I worked with a group of sixth form chemistry students who were getting the poorest results and within this group I gave a further special focus to the students who were the most ‘disadvantaged’ in terms of results and interest levels [pp. 157-160]. On two occasions we used groupwork in which students with better test results helped those with poorer results [page 160 of this chapter and Singularity Study One: page 38].



In 1995, when I changed the dialogue group from Ronan and me to four other sixth form mathematics students along with Ronan and me towards the beginning of the enquiry, I did this to minimize the potential disadvantage for Ronan [page 85] and one could argue that in abdicating ‘my position of centrality - in favour of the vulnerable other’ (Kearney, 1984: p. 63) I was also acting more justly in the Rawlsian sense in that I was attempting to ‘maximize the smallest portion’ (Ricouer, 1991: p. 34). The ‘smallest portion’ in this situation was the potential, and perhaps actual, power available to Ronan in our one-to-one dialogue. Whilst I later (April 1998) more fully appreciate that the change from one-to-one dialogue to one-to-five dialogue involved the notion of distributive justice, I was certainly conscious of distributing power/influence in order to create a fairer balance at the time (1995).



In 1996 I again worked with a group of sixth form chemistry students who were the most ‘disadvantaged’ group of students in terms of results. However, as in 1995, I also became more aware that: 







‘while I was working for ‘proximate justice’ in one arena in eliciting and utilising students’ ideas about changes in my teaching, I was inadvertently further nurturing an injustice in another arena (in perhaps making the sixth form students more dependent on my teaching)’ [top of page 164].



In 1997 I eventually focused on the most ‘disadvantaged’ student, in terms of results, within a group of sixth form mathematics students. I also grew to appreciate more fully the increasing complexity connected with the task of acting in a more socially just manner in the classroom [pp. 164-169]. Outside factors like length of course and time available and internal competing demands like the pace of teaching/learning in tension with students’ aptitudes (rates of learning) and the need to get on the inside of a student’s understanding led me to make a trade-off between working with (a) Chris, Hugh, and Terence and making practically no progress and (b) working with Hugh and achieving a fuller understanding of his changing understandings in maximum/minimum problems in mathematics. In choosing the latter, I may have neglected Chris and Terence somewhat; however, as there is also a sense in which the ‘problem’ was structural� (length, difficulty of higher level mathematics course, time available, students’ sporting commitments), I feel there was little more I could have done in the particular circumstances - I compromised.



Rawls’s conception of social justice, to my mind, harmonises with, and can help me to extend, my working notion of distributive justice as expressed in my praxis of exercising a preferential option for the most ‘disadvantaged’ students:



All social primary goods - liberty and opportunity, income and wealth, and the bases of self-respect - are to be distributed equally unless an unequal distribution of any or all of these goods is to the advantage of the least favored�. (Rawls, 1971: p. 303)



In particular, in exercising a preferential option for the most ‘disadvantaged’ within the classroom I now ask:



How do I decide who is the most ‘disadvantaged’; that is, what criteria do I use?



How can I help you (the most ‘disadvantaged’) to improve your learning?



What is being distributed? [freedom, opportunity, time, care, attention, guidance, work, voices and power through eliciting/creating, enacting more fully, and evaluating teaching/learning communicative activities?]



There are two important points I’d like to make here regarding my developing understanding of my work. Firstly, during the 1994, 1996, and 1997 singularity studies, I have used one of Whitehead’s primary questions and a primary question in my enquiry, ‘How can I help you to improve your learning?’ (Laidlaw and Whitehead, 1995: p. 2) within the process of acting more justly in the classroom when responding to the question, ‘How do I exercise a preferential option for the most ‘disadvantaged’?’ Further, it is important to stress my belief that the above communications [pp. 176-178] regarding my exercise of a preferential option for the most ‘disadvantaged’ students during the four singularity studies confirm that my notion of distributive justice is a working notion of distributive justice as expressed through praxis and my growing understanding of that praxis�. 



Secondly, I claim that I was also acting in a more socially just manner and again using the same primary question in the 1994, 1995, and 1996 singularity studies through the processes of eliciting/creating, enacting more fully, and evaluating teaching/learning 



communicative activities where sixth form students were afforded opportunities to express more voice and more power (as argued in Chapter Five and Chapter Six) in connection with how they thought they should be taught in the classroom. This second point, which stresses less unequal power relations between the sixth form students and me, supports my claim that in the first three singularity studies more socially just actions were also enacted through engaging in more democratic actions in the classroom.



In the arguments that follow I build up a justification for the usage of the word ‘love’ and for the inclusion of my claim that words from scripture (in particular, root metaphors) influence and have influenced how I am towards my sixth form students as others, in my attempts to act more justly in the classroom. I also extend my meanings to include poetic metaphors in general.



I stated earlier (page 175) that ‘There is more than justice involved in exercising virtue in the classroom’. In responding to this statement I will initially address the third of the following three characteristics of rights� within the following principles of Catholic theology:



First, there is the corresponding duty to use one’s rights properly and also the duty to recognise the rights of others. Secondly, there is a hierarchy of rights. One person’s right to food is a higher right than another’s right to a luxury item. The more a right is necessary to ensure human dignity, the higher or more important is that right. Thirdly, there is a relation between love and justice in resolving conflicts of rights (Civille, 1981: p. 300).



I.   How Can Love Enable Justice to See Rightly in My Practice?



Regarding the relation between love and justice within the third characteristic of rights, Civille (1981: p. 300) claims that ‘love enables justice to see rightly’. Justifiably, I therefore ask, as one of the central value-questions in my thesis, ‘How can love enable justice to see rightly in my practice?’. On this matter, Ricoeur’s essay on ‘Love and justice’ (Ricoeur, 1991: pp. 23-39) has helped me enormously to more fully understand the dialectic between love and justice.



Before further referring to Ricoeur’s essay I feel it is important to state that Ricoeur believes that some writers� offer an interpretation of religious language, in particular the 

language in the Bible, that is reductionist and that fails to appreciate the many genres which cannot all be treated as if they were of a uniform type� (Macquarrie, 1988: p. 390):



‘In religious discourse generally, Ricoeur distinguishes five types: prophetic, narrative, descriptive, wisdom, hymnic. The biblical texts are a complex fabric in which all of these types are intertwined. There is no single formula� which can be applied indiscriminately. Attempted shortcuts can only mislead us and divert us from the real task of wrestling with the texts in all their multiplicity.’ (Macquarrie, 1988: p. 391)



                                           II.   Love and Justice



In my view, when Ricoeur addresses the notion of love in his essay on ‘Love and justice’, he succeeds, as he intended, in avoiding the pitfalls of ‘simply praising it or falling into sentimental platitudes’ (Ricoeur, 1991: p. 23). Ricoeur chooses a consideration of the dialectic between love and justice as one way of avoiding these pitfalls.



‘Here by dialectic I mean, on the one hand, the acknowledgement of the initial disproportionality between our two terms and, on the other hand, the search for practical mediations between them - mediations, let us quickly say, that are always fragile and provisory.’ (Ricoeur, 1991: p. 23)



The essay is in three parts. In Parts I and II Ricoeur addresses the disproportionality between love and justice. In Part III he attempts to build a bridge between the ‘poetics of love’ and the ‘prose of justice’ (Ricoeur, 1991: p. 32).



In Part I, he focuses on three aspects of the language of love, shaped by the biblical tradition, which characterise the ‘strangeness or oddness’ of the discourse of love. These are built around:



A. The link between love and praise: Ricoeur views the complex interweaving of literary expressions within the discourses of hymn, benediction, and macarism� as constituting the central aspect of ‘praise’. One of his central points, I believe, is that in such poetry the key words cannot be reduced to a single meaning. (Ricoeur, 1991: pp. 25-26)



For example, Ricoeur’s response to 



‘Love is patient and kind; love is not jealous or boastful; it is not arrogant or rude. Love does not insist on its own way; it is not irritable or resentful; it does not rejoice at wrong, but rejoices in the right. Love bears all things, believes all things, hopes all things, endures all things.’ (1 Corinthinians 13) 



is that 



‘The reader will have noted the interplay of assertion and denial, as well as the playful use of synonyms that makes akin quite distinct virtues, all of which run counter to our legitimate concern to isolate individual meanings. (Ricoeur, 1991: p. 26)



B. The poetic use of the imperative within the ‘command’ to love: 



‘This unexpected distinction between commandment and law makes sense only if we admit that the commandment to love is love itself, commending itself, as though the genitive in ‘commandment of love’ were subjective and objective at the same time. Or to put it another way, this is a commandment that contains the conditions for its being obeyed in the very tenderness of its objurgation: Love me!’. (Ricoeur, 1991: p. 27)



C. Love as a feeling: Here, Ricoeur, emphasizes 



‘the underlying analogy between an affect and the linguistic process of metaphorization

---- the substantive tropology of love: that is, both the real analogy between feelings, and the power of eros to signify agape and to put it into words.’ (Ricoeur, 1991: p. 28) 



In the above three aspects of the language of love Ricoeur sees a disproportionality between love and justice.



In Part II of the essay on ‘Love and justice’, Ricoeur claims that because of the emphasis placed on ‘the regulation of conflicts’ within the concept of distribution, society is seen, in effect, as the space of a confrontation between rivals (Ricoeur, 1991: p. 31). 



He then goes on to suggest that 



the highest point the ideal of justice can envision is that of a society in which the feeling of mutual dependence - even of mutual indebtedness - remains subordinate to the idea of mutual disinterest. (Ricoeur, 1991: p. 31)



It is also suggested that the juxtaposition of interests within the ‘disinterested interest’ aspect of the basic attitude of the parties within the ‘original position’ in Rawls’s work prevents the idea of justice from attaining the level of true recognition and a solidarity such that each person feels indebted to every other person (Ricoeur, 1991: p. 31).



Despite my belief that Ricoeur could have argued this latter point more fully, because a ‘disinterested’ attitude could also mean a form of detachment which includes a deep concern for the other, I accept the basic point that Ricoeur makes in Part II of his essay, that there are some features of distributive justice which are opposed to love: for example, the emphasis that is placed on ‘argument’ and on ‘the regulation of conflicts’.



In Part III of the essay Ricoeur (1991: p. 32) attempts to bridge the disproportionate and sometimes oppositional discourses of love and justice by examining the tension between love of one’s enemies and the golden rule as a paradigm of the living tension between love and justice in considering, for example, the following piece of scripture, where the two commandments are stated in the greatest proximity:



But I say this to you: Love your enemies, do good to those who hate you, bless those who curse you, pray for those who treat you badly ----- Treat others as you would like them to treat you.� (Luke 6.27-31)



The essence of Ricoeur’s argument in Part III is that the logic of superabundance� within ‘Love your enemies’ is directed not so much at the logic of equivalence of the golden rule as against its perverse interpretation. Ricoeur also argues that:



Without the corrective of the commandment to love, the golden rule would be constantly drawn in the direction of a utilitarian maxim whose formula is Do ut des: I give in order that you will give (Ricoeur, 1991: pp. 35-36).  



In response to my question stated earlier, ‘How can love enable justice to see rightly in my practice?’ [pp. 179-180], the claim that the rule of love in ‘Give because it has been given you’  (Ricoeur, 1991: p. 36) can help temper an inclination to ‘I give in order that you will give’ (which Ricoeur regards as a perverse interpretation of the golden rule) has helped me to see more clearly a way in which love can enable justice to see rightly in my practice, thereby enlightening my understanding as to how a poetic logic of superabundance can positively influence a prosaic logic of equivalence in my own actions in the education workplace.

 

Pertinently, Ricoeur (1991: p. 36) claims that what saves Rawls’s second principle of justice� from falling into a subtle form of utilitarianism 



is its secret kinship with the commandment to love, inasmuch as this latter is directed against the process of victimization that utilitarianism sanctions when it proposes as its ideal the maximization of the average advantage of the greatest number at the price of the sacrifice of a small number� (Ricoeur, 1991: p. 36).



The highly positive resonance between ‘exercising a preferential option for the most disadvantaged’, a source of inspiration from liberation theology for my more socially just actions in the four singularity studies [pp. 176-177], and Rawls’s second principle of justice (Rawls, 1971: pp. 302-303) with its ‘secret kinship with the commandment to love’  (Ricoeur, 1991: p. 36), together with Ricoeur’s arguments regarding the nature of the dialectic between love and justice (Ricoeur, 1991: pp. 23-39), help justify, in my view:



the inclusion of the word ‘love’ in my construction of theory, and



my claim that the notion of love enabling justice to see rightly in my practice was operative within my exercise of preferential options for the most ‘disadvantaged’ students in the four studies of singularities.



It is my belief that this very important claim has as a paradigm the activating values prompting the shift from dialogue between Ronan and me to dialogue between four other students with Ronan and me in the 1995 singularity study:



Being attracted to the radical call to care for the other (in my work context the most important other for me is the student) in the ‘essential asymmetry’ of Emmanual Lévinas where ‘I become a responsible or ethical ‘I’ to the extent that I agree to depose or dethrone myself - to abdicate my position of centrality - in favour of the vulnerable other’ (Kearney, 1984: p. 63) and fearing a potential asymmetrical-trust (sage/petitioner)� colouring in the nature of the one-to-one dialogic relationship between Ronan and myself, I desired to bring in other students to create a more just (fairer to Ronan) and more democratic (more student voices) balance of interests. [also an evidential base on page 85]



It is my contention that a ‘logic of superabundance’ is at work within such a ‘radical call’. Equally important is it to note that I only sometimes live this radical call. However, my claim is that I did live this radical call at significant times when attempting to act more justly in the classroom during the singularity studies.



On perhaps a most personal and vulnerable level of self disclosure, this radical call to care for others is primarily rooted in my belief in Christ, my commitment to following Christ, my daily prayer, my daily contact with scriptures, and the good influence of others in my life. To me, this is not inconsistent with teaching in a Catholic school which has a very human face in its attempt to both see and love students as others: nor am I denying my ‘shadow side’, the school’s ‘shadow side’, or, indeed, the ‘shadow side’ of the Catholic Church�.



Regarding a personal level of activity and the third characteristic of rights within the principles of Catholic theology mentioned earlier [page 179], it is claimed:



The demands of love always fulfill the rightful claims of another, but love enables justice to see rightly. Love tempers the rigid demands of justice for the good of our neighbor. It allows one in imitation of Christ to go beyond justice in meeting the needs of others. (Civille, 1981: p. 300)



On a more global level of activity, in the same year that Rawls’s A Theory of Justice was published, the Synod of Bishops (1971: p.6) in their document Justice in the World gave the following meaning to justice:





Action on behalf of justice and participation in the transformation of the world fully appear to us as a constitutive dimension of the preaching� of the Gospel, or, in other words, of Church’s mission for the redemption of the human race and its liberation from every oppressive structure (Civille, 1981: p. 303).



Returning to my own personal level of activity, I yet again note the striking compatability and resonance between (a) the Gospel and scriptural ‘command’ to love operative within ‘exercising a preferential option for the most disadvantaged’ and (b) Rawls’s notion of ‘maximizing the smallest portion’ (Ricouer, 1991: p. 34) with its ‘secret kinship with the commandment to love’  (Ricoeur, 1991: p. 36). In my view, the latter [(b)] helps bolster both the purposive explanatory power and the theoretical weight of the former [(a)] in the ‘why’ of my practice. 



After reflecting on pp. 179-186 above, my more fine-tuned explanation of my own practice leads me to claim that when ‘exercising a preferential option for the most disadvantaged students’ at significant moments within my four singularity studies, ‘love enabled justice to see rightly in my practice’ at those important times. 



When Ricoeur, a philosopher, writes about a logic of superabundance in his essay on ‘Love and justice’  (Ricoeur, 1991: pp. 23-39), he is referring to the rule of love within particular scriptural metaphors. For example, 



‘Unless a wheat grain falls on the ground and dies, it remains only a single grain, but if it dies, it yields a rich harvest’ (John 12:24) 



is a specific case of scripture communicating a logic of superabundance when understood as a root metaphor� for action. However, it is important to me that I do not attempt to valorize my own position as a Christian by limiting my understanding of a logic of superabundance operative within my teaching and action research to a logic of superabundance emanating only from root metaphors of religious thought�. It is my belief that the rule of love and the logic of superabundance extend well beyond root metaphors of religious thought to poetic metaphors in general, people’s actions, people’s words, people’s listening to each other, people’s silences, music, art, and more. 



In extending my theory of social justice to include poetic metaphors in general, I wish to connect to part of my felt-reaction to two impactive lines of poetry mentioned on page 143 [Chapter Seven], 



Because of the very real differences in power relations between my students and me, I feel a high degree of responsibility to help facilitate my students’ expression of voice and, because of this feeling, I am inclined to move into a space of self-forgetfulness for the sake of my students�. In this movement I discern what I believe is a particular expression of the rule of love and of the logic of superabundance that is sometimes possible in my human heart and actions and that I believe is at the heart of my desire to be a teacher and to continue to be a teacher. [page 143]



It is my contention that at precisely such times of self-forgetfulness, that ‘love enables/enabled� justice to see rightly’ in my teaching and educational action research practices in that my inclination to ‘Give because it has been given you’ (a logic of superabundance) wins/won out over my inclination to ‘I give in order that you will give’ (a perverse interpretation of a logic of equivalence) [pp. 183-186]. 



Thus, when I claim that I exercised a preferential option for the most disadvantaged students at significant moments in my four singularity studies and 



‘- at precisely such times of self-forgetfulness, - “love enables/enabled justice to see rightly” in my teaching and educational action research practices in that my inclination to “Give because it has been given you” (a logic of superabundance) wins/won out over my inclination to “I give in order that you will give” (a perverse interpretation of a logic of equivalence)’ [page 187], 



can other teachers and educational researchers relate significantly to my claim? If it is accepted that one of the aims of educational action research is 



‘not the production of value-free knowledge (but) -- the improvement of the moral quality of the agency the teacher exercises in his or her practices qua educator’ (Elliott, 1995: p. 11), 



what positive contribution can my explanations of my own educational development in the arena of social justice make to other educational action researchers’ developing understandings of their changing practices? For educational researchers interested in social justice, do my own fuller understandings of my changing practices (which include my writing of this thesis) help proffer the challenge that a liberal-egalitarian approach needs to win out over an utilitarian approach to others in the education workplace, lest the most ‘disadvantaged’ be marginalized? These are closed-process and open-process questions that need the responses of other teachers and educational researchers in ‘receiving’ contexts to answer them from within the specificities of their own workplaces and practices. Further, these unresolved questions draw me to the edge of the time-and-space boundaries of my work, and reflexively remind me to be humble about the claims to knowledge I make especially with regard to their generalisability�.



The main point to appreciate in the above, I believe, is that the rule of love (the logic of superabundance) inspiring my actions/attitudes at particular moments in my work is not limited to root metaphors of religious thought but can be extended to include poetic metaphors in general. In this way, I have extended my theory of active justice to include notions of love stirred and inspired by poetic metaphors in general. Therefore, in moving beyond, but including in an important way, the realm of root metaphors of religious thought, I believe I have extended the potential transferability (Lincoln and Guba, 1985: p. 296-298) and relatability (Bassey, 1995: p. 111) of my work.



At this juncture, I believe it is worth reminding the reader that, in connection with ‘How do I theorise?’, Whitehead (1985 and 1993) has been the key influence regarding my understanding of theory as a description and explanation of my educational development within and through the four singularity studies and in my understanding of values and their emergence over time, in the sense of overcoming their denial (e.g. more democratic actions, more socially just actions), as predominantly constituting the ‘why’ of my teaching and action research practices during my enquiry. 



Continuing with the theme of theorising, it is also worth noting that Rawls’s principles in his theory of justice are chosen ‘behind a veil of ignorance’� and that Rawls does not claim that the principles of justice are ‘necessary truths or derivable from such truths’ (Rawls, 1971: p. 21) whereas the Catholic tradition has consistently rooted its notions regarding justice in a belief in the dignity of the person flowing from scriptures�. No doubt the Catholic Church clearly sees itself as having a claim to a particular fulness of ‘truth’, but lately there is an acknowledgement that 



the post-modern sensibility invites theology to develop a certain humility, viewing itself as a pilgrim form of meaning --- [and, equally, an acknowledgement that] against the privatizing tendencies of the post-modern, faith needs to find a new language to challenge the entrenched injustices of our planet. (Gallagher, 1995: p. 75)





In the above I am integrating insights from Rawls (1971: pp. 3-22 and pp. 302-303), from Ricoeur� (1991: pp. 23-39), and from some Catholic theology (Civille, 1981: pp. 291-311) to enhance my understandings in relation to love and justice within a living educational theory approach to action research (Whitehead, 1993) where I am predominantly theorising in an a posteriori fashion from my practice�.



Continuing with the present theme of love and justice, it is also worth noting that Niebuhr� called upon liberal Christians to put a greater emphasis on establishing justice than on creating a community of love (Bacik, 1989: p. 120):



justice is more effectice than love in creating a better society because it strives for equity and deals more effectively with power relationships. --- Only romantic idealists believe that privileged groups and sovereign nations will be guided by the law of love taught by Christ. In the real world Christians must learn to work for ‘proximate justice’. In other words, we cannot achieve total equality in society but we must take small steps in that direction.  --- Christian realism must not only counteract the negative aspects of power but must also use power for accomplishing good. (Bacik, 1989: pp. 120-121)



It is my belief that Niebuhr’s notion of ‘proximate justice’ is eminently practicable but perhaps his call upon liberal Christians ‘to put a greater emphasis on establishing justice than on creating a community of love’ may have inadvertently and unnecessarily contributed to a mere oppositional understanding of the nature of the disproportionality between love and justice.



Niebuhr, who was a harsh critic of Dewey’s liberal optimism in the 1930s, eventually conceded, in 1944, that democracy presupposes faith in the possibilities of human nature and that a consistent pessimism regarding human nature leads invariably to ‘tyrannical political strategies’. (Rockefeller, 1991: p. 244)

Despite the fact that he died in 1971�, I wonder if Niebuhr’s shift in understanding from a low to a higher view of human nature in his early fifties along with his ‘realistic’ notion of ‘proximate justice’ might have placed him within a stance not dissimilar to one that accepts the nature of the disproportionality between love and justice as articulated by Ricoeur (1991: pp. 23-39)?



In conclusion, in acting in a more socially just manner in the classroom during the four singularity studies it is my belief that love enabled justice to see rightly in my practice at significant ‘moments’ in my enquiry and I have little hesitation in accepting that the tension of the dialectic between love and justice makes ‘justice [a] necessary medium of love’� (Ricoeur, 1991: p. 36).



































3.    In Dialogue with Other Literature Relating to Social Justice



I have stated earlier [page 135] that, while the individual and society are distinctive [own comment], I believe they are neither fixed entities nor separate domains (Carr, 1995: p. 85). It is my belief that I and the sixth form students who worked with me in the four singularity studies, are members of society and that to the extent that I was exercising a preferential option for the most ‘disadvantaged’ students, as argued in the previous sections, I was also addressing issues of power and privilege in society. I contend that in changing my teaching practices I was sharing more power with the sixth form students and the sixth form students were becoming less ‘underprivileged’ in terms of being listened to more, their ideas on teaching being acted on more, and gaining in learning. It is also my belief that insofar as the sixth form students and I were engaging in more democratic actions and more socially just actions in the classroom we were, practically and theoretically, countering Noffke’s view that ‘living educational theory’ seems incapable of addressing issues of power and privilege in society (Noffke, 1997: p. 329). Thus have I cleared further ground in my agreement with the following viewpoint mentioned earlier:



the dual agenda of interrogating the meanings of democracy and social justice at the same time as we act to alter the social situation shapes [I prefer ‘helps shape’] the potential of action research. (Noffke, 1997: p. 334) [page 135]



However, Noffke (1997) also states:



One critique of action research, particularly that in the teacher researcher model, has drawn attention to the limited ways in which issues of social justice have been addressed (Weiner, 1989). [Noffke (1997: pp. 329-330)]



The aims of the ‘equal opportunities’ project in the UK in which Weiner was involved were primarily to (i) support ‘teachers (as researchers) in exploring gender issues in their schools’, and (ii) accumulate ‘examples of good current practice aimed at reducing gender inequalities in education’. (Weiner, 1989: p. 42)

I’m not denying the importance of addressing such matters and I fully accept that gender is a highly significant social justice issue . However, when Weiner (1989) concludes her paper with:



‘the main teacher-researcher movement might have aimed to increase not only professional knowledge but also social justice’ (Weiner, 1989: p. 49), 



it seems to me that Weiner has mostly The Schools Council Sex Differentiation Project (1981-1983) in mind, along with an accompanying notion that:



‘male middle-class ideologies and values are continually reproduced through the culture and curricula of educational institutions’ (Weiner, 1989: p. 48). 



Again, I stress that these issues are not unimportant. My point, rather, is that Weiner’s communicated vision of ‘social justice’ with its predominant emphasis on gender is a limited vision; that is, it is my belief that Weiner does not do justice to the notion of ‘social justice’. Pertinently, my point is also that Weiner’s notion of social justice does not extend to include within its meanings the possibility of more socially just actions being enacted in a male environment in the classroom, as is the case for my four singularity studies.



While Zeichner (1993: pp. 213-215) believes ‘Weiner is right in her call for a focus in action research on both personal renewal and social reconstruction’, he also states that:



Despite Weiner’s pessimistic conclusions regarding the lack of attention in teacher research to social justice issues, there have been and continue to be teachers who have acted on the social and political implications of their practice in their action research, both classroom research and school work research. (Zeichner, 1993: p. 214)



Zeichner (1993: p. 214) then cites references to teachers and student teachers who have connected their action research to the dual aims of personal renewal and social reconstruction where the latter notion is associated with race, class, and gender equity. 

Therefore, Zeichner, unlike Weiner (1989), believes that a reasonable number of teacher researchers in the USA are committed to issues of social justice in their classroom action research, and, in responding to Weiner’s paper, extends Weiner’s communicated vision� of social justice to include issues of race and class, as well as gender. Nor is Zeichner’s vision of social justice limited to gender, race, and class. Indeed, earlier in his paper, Zeichner (1993: p. 213) communicates an extensive vision of social justice to include issues of race, gender, social class and language background, religion, and sexual preference. 



My own vision of social justice is less formally sociological and more extensive again in that I believe it is possible to engage in more socially just actions in any intra-group or inter-group situation, or any combination thereof, where it is possible to exercise a preferential option for the most ‘disadvantaged’�. I also believe that categorisations like women/men, black/white, gay/heterosexual, etc., while useful in terms of creating political pressure groups with positive influences can oftentimes, in such broad categorisations of human beings, inadvertently rob people of their complex individuality. 



Although I have a different vision of social justice to Zeichner, I concur with his view that



while we should not ignore efforts to change structures beyond the classroom, the classroom is an important site for --- action research that is connected to the struggle for greater educational equity and social justice. (Zeichner, 1993: p. 201) 



I contend that ‘educational equity’ in the sense of engagement in more democratic actions in the classroom and ‘social justice’ in the sense of acting more justly in the classroom are two central strands of activity in my enquiry as I respond to my research question:



How do I create my own educational theory in my educative relations 

as an action researcher and as a teacher?



In my living educational theory approach to action research, while I concomitantly refuse to eclipse contributions from students, critical friends, key respondents, and researchers in the literature, I do place a strong emphasis on my own sense of personal agency in my enquiry. Therefore, rather than refer to other approaches to social justice at this juncture, I believe it will be more beneficial, in terms of explicating my approach to theorising, to consider the relationship between structural injustices and personal agency, a highly relevant matter, in my opinion, for all teachers and researchers interested in acting in a more socially just manner in social settings.



Here, I draw on the work of Elliott (1993: pp. 175-186), who poses the following question as a central issue in addressing the relationship between the classroom practices of teachers and the school as a social system:



‘What is the relation between structures and personal agency in shaping the pedagogical practices of teachers?’ (Elliott, 1993: p. 176).



In responding to this question, I hope to accommodate my own approach, and the approaches of Weiner (1989), Zeichner (1993), and others�, to overcoming social injustices in educational settings.



According to Elliott (1993),  



From a normative-functionalist perspective (e.g. school effectiveness research) the classroom action research movement neglects the ways in which the system structures the activities of teachers in classrooms to limit and constrain their freedom to innovate. (Elliott, 1993: p.178 )



Admittedly, the normative-functionalist perspective includes a notion of consensus about goals and purposes (Elliott, 1993: p. 179); but, when seen through a ‘critical paradigm’ lens, it seems that ‘system’ and ‘structure’ are viewed as sources of power external to the individual teacher in the classroom where the character of those sources is largely perceived as one of constraint (Elliott, 1993: pp. 179-180).



In contrast, ‘Elliott argues that power is productive as well as constraining’� (Somekh, 1995: p. 349), and building on the work of Giddens�, who understands systems as ‘patterns of relationships across time and place’ (Elliott, 1993: p.181), Elliott maintains that, as structural properties of social systems, 



rules� and resources� do not shape actions and interactions independently of the knowledge and consciousness of the individuals involved. --- Rather the structural properties of social systems are constituted and reconstituted in the actions of individual agents. Structure is ‘internal’ rather than ‘external’ to the consciousness of individual agents and is not to be equated with ‘constraints’. (Elliott, 1993: p. 183)



While Elliott acknowledges ‘that practitioners’ routinised behaviour and unquestioned assumptions are a serious barrier to change’ (Somekh, 1995: p. 349), he maintains that through reflective practice teachers and researchers 



‘have access to their tacit understandings and are capable of strategic action� to transform their institutional settings’ (Somekh, 1995: p. 349).

What I am claiming in the above is that Giddens’s notion of ‘structuration’ (Elliott, 1993: pp. 175-186) can help dissolve the structure/agency dichotomy, when considering the agency of an individual action researcher in the classroom in attempting to overcome structural injustices�, and can also contribute to a broadening of perspective regarding the accommodation of different approaches to social justice�.



In Chapter Nine, I respond to two challenges from Hugh Lauder, University of Bath, who gave me feedback on Chapter Eight. In Chapter Ten, I reflect further on more socially just actions in the classroom and further develop my educational theory.







































Chapter Nine: Responding to Two Challenges Relating to My Dialogue with Other Writers



In the previous chapter [pp. 173-191], I have drawn on some of the work of John Rawls, in particular, in noting the high level of resonance between (i) Rawls’s ‘Difference Principle’ which focuses on producing ‘the greatest benefit of the least advantaged’ (Rawls, 1971: p. 302) and (ii) liberation theology’s guiding principle of ‘exercising a preferential option for the most disadvantaged’. The latter principle was operative within my teaching practice at significant moments in the four singularity studies of my thesis [especially in choosing and working with particular sixth form students] and its high degree of resonance with Rawls’s ‘Difference Principle’ along with an attentive reading of Ricoeur’s essay, ‘Love and justice’(Ricoeur, 1991: pp. 23-39), which addresses Rawls’s second principle, ‘maximize the smallest portion’ (Ibid., p. 34), have helped me to understand how, and justify my claim that, love enabled justice to see rightly in my practice at important times throughout my four singularity studies. 



Challenge One



I wish to accept Hugh Lauder’s challenge (Tuesday, June 23rd, 1998) that, as some of Rawls’s work constitutes a significant and central base of argumentation in my theorising around ‘More Socially Just Actions in the Classroom’, I need to explain why I have chosen Rawls (1971) over Sen (1992) who has developed the notion of ‘Justice and Capability’ and has criticised some of Rawls’s work (Sen, 1992: pp. 73-87).



Firstly, it is important to state that the ‘Difference Principle’ within Rawls’s 1971 General Conception of Social Justice (which I have drawn on in Chapter Eight) was also part of Rawls’s 1971 Second Principle of Justice for social institutions and was again included, twenty-two years later, in Rawls’s 1993 Second Principle of Justice despite some of Rawls’s rewording of the two principles of justice between 1971 and 1993�:



General Conception of Social Justice



All social primary goods - liberty and opportunity, income and wealth, and the bases of self-respect - are to be distributed equally unless an unequal distribution of any or all of these goods is to the advantage of the least favored. (Rawls, 1971: p. 303)



Second Principle



Social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that they are both:

(a) to the greatest benefit of the least advantaged, consistent with  the just savings principle, and

(b) attached to offices and positions open to all under conditions of fair equality of opportunity. (Rawls, 1971: p. 302)



Second Principle of Justice



Social and economic inequalities are to satisfy two conditions: first, they are to be attached to positions and offices open to all under conditions of fair equality of opportunity; and second, they are to be to the greatest benefit of the least advantaged members of society. (Rawls, 1993: p. 6)



1.    Primary Goods and/or Capabilities



In Chapter Eight one of my central arguments is that exercising a preferential option for the most disadvantaged student(s) is highly consistent with utilizing the ‘Difference Principle’ (included within Rawls’s precepts of justice) as a guide to action. Therefore, in responding to Hugh Lauder’s challenge, the question pertinently seeking an immediate audience is: 



What precisely is Sen’s main criticism of Rawls’s work in connection with judgements relating to the ‘Difference Principle’?

Borrowing from Sen and stating it simply, if I am to make a judgement - an ‘evaluative judgement’ - I need some information. This information constitutes the ‘informational basis’ of that judgement (Sen, 1992: p. 73). In the contexts of my studies of singularities I am concerned with judgements of justice. It seems to me, whilst Sen refers to the

‘extremism of giving total priority to the interests of the worse-off group only’ within Rawls’s work (Sen, 1992: p. 146), that the main issue of contention for Sen in Rawls’s political conception of justice is Rawls’s choice of primary goods as the informational basis on which to make judgements of justice. That is, it is my belief that Sen is not totally opposed to the utilization of the ‘Difference Principle’ as a guide to action (the evaluative-judgement aspect) but, rather, contends that primary goods constitute an inadequate informational base (Sen, 1992: p. 81) off which one chooses to make evaluative judgements of justice.



While Sen (1992) acknowledges that 



‘Rawls’s concentration on the distribution of “primary goods”� --- in his Difference Principle can be seen as a move in --- the direction of the analysis of equality and justice towards freedoms enjoyed rather than being confined to the outcomes achieved’� (Sen, 1992: p. 80), 



he contends that the informational base within Rawls’s Difference Principle is inadequate for making evaluative judgements of justice because Rawls focuses on the means to freedom (primary goods) rather than on the extents of freedoms (capabilities) in a freedom-oriented assessment of justice (Sen, 1992: p. 81).





Sen (1992) defines capability as 



‘a set of vectors of functionings (beings and doings), reflecting the person’s freedom to lead one type of life or another’ (Sen, 1992: p. 40). 



The crux of Sen’s criticism regarding the ‘inadequacy’ of the informational basis in Rawls’s political conception of justice is that 



‘Capability represents freedom, whereas primary goods tell us only about the means to freedom, with an interpersonally variable relation between the means and the actual freedom to achieve’ (Sen, 1992: p. 84)



Rawls expresses it thus: 



‘Sen has stressed the importance of variations among people in their basic capabilities and therefore in their ability to use primary goods to attain their aims’ (Rawls,1993: p. 183).



The central question is whether an index of primary goods (as an informational base on which to make evaluative judgements of justice) as proposed by Rawls can be sufficiently flexible to be just or fair (Rawls, 1993: p. 185) where there are inequalities in persons’ abilities to convert primary goods into freedoms�? 



Before looking at Rawls’s response to the above question, it is worth noting that Sen distinguishes capability - representing freedom actually enjoyed - from (i) primary goods (and other resources) and also from (ii) achievements (including combinations of functionings - beings and doings - actually enjoyed, and other realized results) [Sen, 1992: p. 81]. As ‘neither primary goods, nor resources more broadly defined, can represent the capability a person actually enjoys’ (Sen, 1992: p. 82), it is Sen’s contention, in a freedom-oriented assessment of justice, that capabilities provide a more accurate way (and a more adequate informational basis) than primary goods for examining the distributive issue (Sen, 1992: p. 86). 



Rawls (1993) states that he has assumed throughout his theory 



‘that while citizens do not have equal capacities, they do have, at least to a minimum degree, the moral, intellectual, and physical capacities that enable them to be fully cooperating members of society over a complete life’ (Rawls, 1993: p. 183). 



Although Rawls agrees with Sen 



‘that basic capabilities are of the first importance and that the use of primary goods is always to be assessed in the light of assumptions about those capabilities’ (Rawls, 1993: p. 183), 



it seems to me that the crux of contention between Rawls and Sen in the present discussion is that they hold dichotomous viewpoints regarding ‘assumptions about those capabilities’: Rawls assumes that citizens have capabilities, at least to a minimum degree, to enable them to be fully cooperating members of society over a life, while Sen believes that inequalities within the realm of persons’ capabilitities render primary goods inadequate as an informational basis on which to make evaluative judgements of justice within Rawls’s political conception of justice.



Stating the above central question (page 201) in another way, Rawls asks 



‘whether a variation (in capability) places people above or below the line: that is, whether it leaves them with more or less than the minimum essential capacities required to be a normal cooperating member of society’ ? (Rawls, 1993: p. 183). 



Clearly, if variations in capabilities are taken into account and people have at least the minimum essential capacities or can be restored to those minima from within the political conception of justice, then Rawls can rightfully claim that primary goods constitute an adequate informational base for making evaluative judgements of justice when enacting the Difference Principle.



Rawls identifies four main kinds of variations� and argues that the account of primary goods seems adequate for all cases, except possibly for the case which covers instances of illness and accident [case (b) in Footnote 1 below] where variations may place citizens below the line (Rawls, 1993: pp. 184-186). Rawls contends:



For this case, Sen forcefully raises the question whether an index of primary goods can be sufficiently flexible to be just or fair. I cannot pursue the matter here and simply state the conjecture that by taking advantage of the information that becomes available at the legislative stage, a sufficiently flexible index can be devised in that it gives judgements as just or fair as those of any political conception we can work out. Keep in mind that, as Sen urges, any such index will consider basic capabilities, and its aim will be to restore citizens to their proper role as normal cooperating members of society. (Rawls, 1993: pp. 185-186)



I am taking ‘conjecture’ to mean ‘the formation of conclusions from incomplete evidence’. Clearly, one can argue, and I’ve no doubt Rawls recognises, that more than ‘conjecture’ is needed to more fully justify the above conclusion that ‘a sufficiently flexible index (of primary goods) can be devised’ for coping satisfactorily with ‘case (b)’ variations where citizens may be placed ‘below the line’. 



It is precisely at this point of apparent ‘weakness’ in Rawls’s argument that I introduce the notions of ‘Double Dilemma’ and ‘Complexity’. 











                                       Double Dilemma



On one level, my dilemma is a dilemma of logic in choosing between Rawls’s and Sen’s arguments�. On another level, one could also ask, need the choice between Rawls and Sen necessarily be an ‘either-or’ choice, insofar as I have utilised the Difference Principle in my own theory construction and practice? Regarding the latter dilemma, what were the informational bases on which I exercised ‘a preferential option for the most disadvantaged’ students in my four studies of singularities - ‘primary goods’ or ‘capabilities’ or both? 



It is to this ‘Double Dilemma’ that I now turn my attention. And it is within the first dilemma that the notion of ‘Complexity’ arises for me. This is not to imply that my second dilemma is without complexity.



                               Dilemma One and Complexity



I therefore wish to address Hugh Lauder’s question, ‘Which one has the more defensible position? Rawls or Sen?’ [email, July 3rd, 1998]. While I have referred to a ‘point of apparent “weakness” in Rawls’s argument’ [page 203], I believe this, in itself, is insufficient evidence for rejecting Rawls’s idea that ‘primary goods’ constitute an adequate informational base for making evaluative judgements of justice when enacting the Difference Principle. The situation is much more complex than suggesting that an informational basis is inadequate for making evaluative judgements of justice merely because Rawls (1993: p. 185) writes, ‘I cannot pursue the matter here and simply state the conjecture --- society’ [page 203].





The following are some of the complexities I have in mind:



Firstly, Rawls’s ‘conjecture’ [page 203] is highly consistent with the ‘reflective equilibrium’� approach that he has used in A Theory of Justice (Rawls, 1971: pp. 20-21) where that equilibrium is not necessarily stable and ‘particular cases may lead us to revise our judgements’ thereby creating a new reflective equilibrium. In fairness to Rawls, he has somewhat revised the two principles of justice between 1971 and 1993 [Footnote 1, page 199] but this is not the kind of revision I have in mind here. Rather, I am thinking of a revision of the informational base (which is also a matter of considered judgement) informing the two principles of justice. Specifically, the revised judgements for ‘case (b)’ variations [Footnote 1, page 203] within the ‘conjecture’ relate to changes in the content of primary goods rather than to a revision of principles; that is, on a more fine-tuned point of consistency, these kinds of judgements are consistent with Rawls’s statement that ‘we may add should it prove necessary’ to the ‘basic list of primary goods’ [Footnote  1, page 200].



Secondly, although Rawls is engaged in a metatheoretical� construction, there is a striking intellectual humility to the range of claims he makes for his political conception of justice, especially in his acknowledgement that justice as fairness does not cover all cases:



With regard to the problems on which justice as fairness may fail, there are several possibilities. One is that the idea of political justice does not cover everything, nor should we expect it to. Or the problem may indeed be one of political justice but justice as fairness is not correct in this case, however well it may do for other cases. How deep a fault this is must wait until the case itself can be examined. Perhaps we simply lack the ingenuity to see how the extension may proceed. In any case, we should not expect justice as fairness, or any account of justice, to cover all cases of right and wrong. Political justice needs always to be complemented by other virtues. (Rawls, 1993: p. 21)

Perhaps it is possible that Rawls’s political conception of justice does not cover the cases for people who fail, through illness and/or accident, to have the minimum capacities to be ‘normal and fully cooperating members of society’ and who subsequently can’t be restored by ‘normal health care’� to those minimum capacities - such cases would constitute a particular subset of ‘case (b)’ variations.



The third complexity is that, for Rawls, ‘the fundamental question’ of political justice is:



 what is the most appropriate conception of justice for specifying the terms of social cooperation between citizens regarded as free and equal, and as normal and fully cooperating members of society over a complete life? (Rawls, 1993: p. 20).

 

That is, there is the assumption within Rawls’s ‘fundamental question’ that persons as citizens have all the capacities that enable them to be cooperating members of society; Rawls states that this is done ‘to achieve a clear and uncluttered view of what --- is the fundamental question of political justice’ (Rawls, 1993: p. 20). Clearly, Rawls is engaged in ideal theory construction and, since 1971, has had no illusions about the principles for the basic structure� being satisfactory for all nonideal cases:



The point to keep in mind is that the conception of justice for the basic structure is worth having for its own sake. It should not be dismissed because its principles are not everywhere satisfactory.  (Rawls, 1971: p. 9)



The fourth complexity relates to ‘variations in moral and intellectual capacities and skills’ [‘case (a)’ variations - Footnote 1, page 203] and is not a ‘below the line’ problem [pp. 202-203] while the above three complexities relate to ‘below the line’ situations within ‘variations in physical capacities and skills, including the effects of illness and accident on natural abilities’ [‘case (b)’ variations]. According to Sen (1992: p. 145), Rawls argues that when individuals differ in ‘moral and intellectual capacities and skills’, there is nothing unfair or unjust in people with greater skills occupying influential positions and offices. Sen agrees that 



‘there may be no injustice in having a selection system for offices and positions of responsibility that favours the more skilled’ (Sen, 1992: p. 145). 



So, there is agreement between Rawls and Sen in connection with this social arrangement. However, while Sen justifies, through an appeal to efficiency considerations, inequalities in capabilities and powers that people would end up having in such a social arrangement, he criticises Rawls’s approach for not recording these inequalities (Sen, 1992: p. 147) and contends that 



‘the use (Rawls) can make of efficiency considerations is somewhat limited by the insistence on the extremism of giving total priority to the interests of the worse-off group only’ (Sen, 1992: p. 146). 



The fact that Rawls has stated that ‘political justice needs always to be complemented by other virtues’ (Rawls, 1993: p. 21) indicates to me that Rawls’s ‘maximin formula’ (Sen, 1992: p. 146) [‘maximize the smallest portion’ (Ricoeur, 1991: p. 34)] - a crucial central point of appeal for me in Rawls’s work - can still be given priority over the principle of efficiency and that some of Sen’s understandings based on the virtue of efficiency can complement understandings based on Rawls’s notion of justice as fairness without usurping the positive radical predisposition to live out ‘a preferential option for the most disadvantaged’ within the Second Principle of justice.



While I believe that Sen has eminently enhanced Rawls’s notion of freedom and that capabilities have an important role to play in evaluative judgements of justice, the above complexities, in a probabilistic manner, help consolidate my inclination to accept, and, particularly, my refusal to reject�, Rawls’s notion that ‘primary goods’ can constitute an adequate ‘informational basis’ for making evaluative judgements of justice when enacting the Difference Principle within the Second Principle of Rawls’s political conception of justice.



Having detailed four complexities within the first dilemma, I now wish to look at the second dilemma.



                                                      Dilemma Two



On another level, one could also ask, need the choice between Rawls and Sen necessarily be an ‘either-or’ choice, insofar as I have utilised the Difference Principle in my own theory construction and practice? [page 204]



As noted earlier [page 204], the key question in relation to this dilemma is 



‘What were the informational bases on which I exercised a preferential option for the most disadvantaged students in my four studies of singularities?’



My main long-term aim for the sixth form students (17-18 year-old students) throughout the singularity studies was to help some of the most ‘disadvantaged’ students (in terms of results, aptitude, and interest) to achieve good results in their Leaving Certificate tests in chemistry and mathematics thereby helping to create greater equality of educational opportunity for gaining access to courses in further education. As this central long-term aim (within a year) was in the direction of equality of opportunity for my sixth form students, I believe that, pragmatically, I was much more focused on students’ future achievements rather than students’ future freedoms to achieve�. Further, as one of my central questions was, ‘How can I help you to improve your learning and contribute to your educational development?’, there was an inherent assumption that my students had the basic capacities needed to improve their work. That is, I was making assumptions about the students’ potential capabilities rather than making considered judgements about the students’ actual capabilities (in Sen’s sense of the term). Therefore, unlike Sen, and like Rawls, I was focusing more on the means of freedoms (i.e. equality of educational opportunity) rather than on the extents of freedoms (Sen, 1992: p. xi).



Additionally, as none of the sixth form students in the four studies of singularities had ‘case (b)’ variations� which placed students ‘below the line’ of having ‘the minimum essential capacities required to be normal cooperating members of society’, I believe I have justified that ‘primary goods’ constituted an informational basis and, in particular, an adequate informational basis for significant evaluative-judgement-of-justice ‘moments’ within my singularity studies when I was attempting to ‘exercise a preferential option  for the most disadvantaged’ sixth form (17-18 year-old) students.



I believe the above arguments, which support Rawls’s work, help bolster my claims within the summary of some of my theory construction around social justice stated at the beginning of this chapter [page 198].



Most of the above arguments centre around the issue of whether or not ‘primary goods’ constitute an adequate informational base for making evaluative judgements of justice when enacting the Difference Principle. However, it is worth reiterating that the key attraction, for me, within Rawls’s General Conception of justice, is the value of ‘maximizing the smallest portion’ (Ricoeur, 1991: p. 34), because of its high level of resonance with the value of ‘exercising a preferential option for the most disadvantaged’ within liberation theology [page 184].



Ricoeur (1991) claims that the ‘maximin formula’ (Sen, 1992: p. 146), ‘maximize the smallest portion’ (Ricoeur, 1991: p. 36), within the Difference Principle saves Rawls’s second principle of justice from falling into a subtle form of utilitarianism, because the value of maximizing the smallest portion has a ‘secret kinship with the commandment to love’ [page 184].

It seems to me that Sen’s fuller treatment of efficiency considerations [page 207] could significantly attenuate ‘the extremism’ of the maximin formula, thereby weakening the ‘secret kinship with the commandment to love’ (noted by Ricoeur) within Rawls’s second principle of justice. 



A trade-off seriously weakening an inclination to action based on a ‘logic of superabundance’ in favour of strengthening an inclination to action based on a ‘logic of equivalence’ with the concomitant possibility of a perverse interpretation of the latter as expressed in the formula, ‘I give in order that you will give’ (Ricoeur, 1991: p. 36), especially if that trade-off is ‘at the price of the sacrifice of a small number’ (Ibid.) who are the most disadvantaged, is, at the very least, in my view, worthy of serious interrogation. 



Therefore, on balance, insofar as I have drawn on Rawls’s work in my theorising about engaging in more socially just actions in the classroom in the four singularity studies, all of the above arguments contribute to my inclination to accept Rawls’s notion of the ‘maximin formula’ (Sen, 1992: p. 146) within the Difference Principle and also to accept the notion that ‘primary goods’ constituted an adequate informational basis for making evaluative judgements of justice when ‘exercising a preferential option for the most disadvantaged’ student(s) at significant ‘moments’ in my four studies of singularities.



Post Scriptum --- Tuesday, December 15th, 1998



Howe (1995) states that a ‘basic criticism’ of the application of the Difference Principle within Rawls’s liberal-egalitarian approach to justice is that it is:



‘conceived so as to require little or no input from those most affected. In this it is profoundly undemocratic, for it assumes that the social goods to be distributed, as well as the procedures by which this is to occur, are uncontroverted. In fact they reflect the interests of those who have been and continue to be in charge. (Howe, 1995: p. 348)



To this criticism, Elliott (1998) counters:



Rawls linked his principle of difference with that of fraternity and the idea of equality of esteem for the individual as a morally autonomous person. In this respect, - [the above] interpretation of the liberal-egalitarian theory of justice --- appears to dissociate a concern for redressing disadvantage from the need of - people to develop as morally autonomous persons, the foundation of their self-esteem and self-respect. (Elliott, 1998: p. 120)



Whilst I acknowledge that there are many other criticisms of Rawls’s theory of justice, I yet again note that centrally it is the ‘maximin formula’ (Sen, 1992: p. 146) within Rawls’s Second Principle of Justice that appeals to me because of its high resonance with the notion of exercising a preferential option for the most ‘disadvantaged’. Finally, I think it is important to recognize that Sen (1992), despite the above debate, graciously and humbly acknowledges:



my greatest intellectual debt is undoubtedly to John Rawls. I am led by his reasoning over quite a bit of territory, and even when I go in a different direction (e.g. focusing more on the extents of freedoms, rather than on the means - what Rawls calls the ‘primary goods’), that decision is, to a considerable extent, based on an explicit critique of Rawls’s theory. (Sen, 1992: p. xi)







































2.    Structuration and the Duality of Structure



Challenge Two 



Monday, July 20th, 1998



In my conversation with Hugh Lauder on Tuesday, June 23rd, 1998, Hugh claimed that there was some ‘flag waving’ in my references to other writers. I am taking ‘flag waving’ to mean drawing on some references and their content without engaging in a sufficiently critical manner with that content. Additionally, it seems to me that the term ‘flag waving’ also carries the connotation that the writer of the thesis is almost shouting, ‘I have read this!’, and that such a reading, in itself, constitutes a support for the writer’s arguments! Hugh cited my treatment of Giddens’s notion of ‘structuration’ as one example.



The following is an excerpt from my email response to Hugh Lauder on Thursday, July 2nd, 1998: 



I know Giddens is only one example [of my ‘flag waving’] but I have more of his writings now and will be going to him directly and not only through [the work of] John Elliott. I will explain the meaning of ‘structuration’ more fully and will also more fully justify my utilization of the term.



One reason why Giddens’s notion of ‘structuration’ is highly significant for me is that it can help me to develop further a more inclusive notion of social justice than is sometimes found in the literature [pp. 192-197], and, in particular, because such an extended notion of social justice can include, and does not exclude, the enactment of, what I regard as, more socially just actions in the classroom within the contexts of my four studies of singularities (1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997).



However, the main reason why I have drawn on Giddens’s work is that his theory of structuration can help ‘dissolve the structure/agency dichotomy’ [page 197] which is often part of a ‘critical paradigm’ rhetoric that strongly accentuates structure as ‘constraint’, thereby, perhaps inadvertently, theorising individual agents into discursive and action positions of greater weakness than is necessary. In Giddens’s theory of structuration ‘structure is both enabling and constraining’ (Giddens, 1979: p. 69) and structure exists only as ‘structural properties’ [more correctly, ‘structuring properties’ (Ibid: p. 64)] - rules and resources�; structuration means ‘conditions governing the continuity or transformation of  “structural properties”’(Giddens, 1979: p. 66).



A key concept in understanding ‘structuration’, is the duality of structure 



which relates to the fundamentally recursive character of social life, and expresses the mutual dependence of structure and agency. By the duality of structure (Giddens) mean(s) that the structural properties of social systems are both the medium (the means) and the outcome (the ends) of the practices that constitute those systems. (Giddens, 1979: p. 69)



The basic domain of study of the social sciences, according to the theory of structuration, is neither the experience of the individual actor, nor the existence of any form of societal totality, but social practices ordered across space and time. ---- In and through the activities agents reproduce the conditions that make these activities possible. (Giddens, 1984: p. 89)



The gift of agency proffered by Giddens’s theory of stucturation, in my view, is that, not alone can agents reproduce conditions that help shape activities, but that agents also have the power to transform those conditions, thereby leading potentially to different constellations of social practices. Admittedly, in Giddens’s theory of structuration, there is a ready recognition that ‘unacknowledged conditions of action’ and ‘unintended consequences of action’ also play their parts in shaping present and future social practices (Giddens, 1979: p. 56; Giddens, 1984: p. 92). Nevertheless, Giddens’s theory of structuration, which includes the notion of the duality of structure, does hold out some genuine hope for the possibility of individual agents, alone and together, transforming dehumanising social practices into more human social practices. Most pertinently, some of Giddens’s work helps provide me with a strengthened conceptual vocabulary for 

(i) giving greater credence to the notion of constraining/enabling aspects of structure and for (ii) gaining a greater appreciation of the exciting possibility of students and teachers, as individual agents, acting together and alone, learning to overcome structural injustices within social practices in the classroom. Some significant ‘moments’ in my four singularity studies within this thesis [pp. 157-172] constitute an exemplar for the latter case. It is specifically and practically from within such a knowledge claim that some of Giddens’s work has retrospectively nurtured my understandings and judgements regarding social justice and has also helped me to further develop a more inclusive notion of social justice than is sometimes found in educational research literature. 



Post Scriptum --- Tuesday, December 15th, 1998



I fully appreciate that there are plenty of criticisms of Giddens’s work; for example, Tucker (1998) notes:



Giddens is accused of having an ahistorical, asocial, and simplistic view of the individual, who has an exaggerated aptitude to remake the world after his/her own imagination. (Tucker, 1998: p. 6)



However, it is important to recognise that Giddens (1993) has stated:



I should reaffirm that the duality of structure ‘accounts for’ nothing. It has explanatory value only when we consider real historical situations of some sort. (Giddens, 1993: p. 6)



While I don’t necessarily agree with everything that Giddens writes, for me, there is a degree of justified refuge and realistic hope in the possibility of transformation, however slight, within Giddens’s notions of structuration and the duality of structure:



The reproduction/transformation of globalizing systems is implicated in a whole variety of day-to-day decisions and acts. (Giddens, 1993: p. 8)



As an example, Giddens notes that 



‘local purchasing decisions affect, and serve to constitute, economic orders which in turn act back upon subsequent decisions’ (Giddens, 1993: p. 8).



In short, I contend that I, as a teacher, have the capacity to initiate changes (however slight) in the social practices� and cultural climate of my classroom for the better. I also recognize that there are certain external constraints over which I have no control. 



In Chapter Ten I draw out, what are for me, significant claims and implications associated with the issue of more socially just actions in the classroom. I also further develop my educational theory around social justice.







































Chapter Ten: Reflecting Further on More Socially Just Actions in the Classroom                



Because I consider the question, ‘How can love enable justice to see rightly in my practice?’, to be perhaps the most important central value-question for me in my thesis [pp. 179-180], and because I think there is a reasonable degree of complexity involved in my dialogic-coming-to-know work in this arena, I believe the following five points may help clarify the sources of the different contributions to my present theory construction in relation to this question:



I have shown [pp. 157-172] how ‘exercising a preferential option for the most disadvantaged’ students has been a guiding principle at significant moments in my four singularity studies (1994 - 1997). This guiding principle from liberation theology has been part of my consciousness since the mid-1970s when I taught for about ten months on Vancouver Island, British Columbia, Canada.



I have noted [page 177] the high degree of resonance, from my viewpoint, between the value of ‘exercising a preferential option for the most disadvantaged’ students and the value of producing ‘the greatest benefit of the least advantaged’ within Rawls’s Second Principle of Justice (Rawls, 1971: p. 302 and Rawls, 1993: p. 6).



After a brief discussion with Morwenna Griffiths at the BERA Conference in Belfast in August 1998 when Morwenna mentioned the term ‘calculus’ in relation to Rawls’s Second Principle of Justice, I believe it is worth stating that my noting of the above ‘high degree of resonance’ does not mean that I am adopting Rawls’s meta-theoretical social justice construct or ‘calculus’, but, rather, that I prize the value of giving preferential treatment to the ‘weakest’ within the ‘maximin formula’� (Sen, 1992: p. 146) of Rawls’s Second Principle of Justice. It is also worth stressing here is that I am not creating or promulgating a meta-narrative of social justice in my own educational action research theory construction.



From Catholic theology’s statements [page 179] that ‘there is a relation between love and justice in resolving conflicts of rights’ and that ‘love enables justice to see rightly’ (Civille, 1981: p. 300), I justifiably asked an important central question in my thesis, ‘How can love enable justice to see rightly in my practice?’.



On this matter, Ricoeur’s essay on ‘Love and justice’ (Ricoeur, 1991: pp. 23-39) has helped me enormously to more fully understand the dialectic between love and justice, the dialectical tension between a logic of superabundance and a perverse interpretation of a logic of equivalence being of particular central importance [page 183]. To me, a logic of equivalence has a close tie with the notion of commutative justice, whereas a logic of superabundance has a closer tie with a Rawlsian liberal-egalitarian approach to distributive justice. Ricoeur (1991: p. 36) has discerned this latter connection within Rawls’s work [page 184].



Whilst Ricoeur (1991: pp. 23-39) focuses on the rule of love and the logic of superabundance within particular scriptural metaphors in his ‘Love and justice’

essay�, I have shown [pp. 186-189] that the logic of superabundance inspiring my actions/attitudes at particular moments in my work can be extended to include poetic metaphors in general, thereby extending my theory of active justice.











The logical (rather than sequential) order in the above five points of my narrative brings to mind a comment Ricoeur made to Kearney in Paris in 1981 when discussing ‘The Creativity of Language’:



There is always more order in what we narrate than in what we have actually already lived; and this narrative excess (surcro(t) of order, coherence and unity, is a prime example of the creative power of narration. (Ricoeur, 1981 in Kearney, 1984: p. 22)



One reason for the above order in my narrative is to help me clearly articulate my claims relating to the question ‘How can love enable justice to see rightly in my practice?’ within and through my singularity studies. The following are my central claims to knowledge relating to my engagement in more socially just actions in the classroom during the 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997 singularity studies:



I claim that I acted in a more socially just manner in the classroom during the 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997 singularity studies and that the sixth form students’ improved grades in tests and self-ratings for learning, which accompanied the process of engaging in more socially just actions in the classroom, act as indicators of improved learning for the majority of the sixth form students in chemistry (1994 and 1996) and mathematics (1995 and 1997) during each of the four singularity studies. [page 172, pp. 157-172, and pages 316, 332, and 345 of the Appendices]



I claim that when acting in a more socially just manner in the classroom during the 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997 singularity studies, I exercised a preferential option for 

the most disadvantaged students at significant moments in the four singularity studies and ‘- at precisely such times of self-forgetfulness, - “love enabled justice to see rightly” in my teaching and educational action research practices in that my inclination to “Give because it has been given you” - a logic of superabundance - won 

out over my inclination to “I give in order that you will give” - a perverse interpretation of a logic of equivalence (Ricoeur, 1991: pp. 35-36)’. [pp. 186-189 and pp. 173-189]





Another reason for the above order in my narrative, and an important implication of my action research enquiry, has to do with creating a sense of vision for my future teaching and educational action research practices.

1.   Three Implications



It is my belief that the narrative order within the above claims contributes to the clarity of my vision for acting in a more socially just manner in my practice. Also of relevance, and strongly resonant with the notion of narrative order creating a clearer sense of vision for future (and present) practices, is Ricoeur’s compelling claim that 



‘narration preserves the meaning that is behind us so that we can have meaning before us’� (Ricoeur, 1981 in Kearney, 1984: p. 22).



Another implication relating to the above [point 5, page 217] has been mentioned earlier in the context of gaining greater recognition for poetic ways of understanding in educational action research and educational research [page 149].



A third potential implication, which has also been mentioned earlier [page 188], draws me to the edge of the time-and-context boundary of my singularity study enquiry and touches upon the potential transferability, relatability, and generalisability of the second claim above [page 218].























2.   Specific Contextual Social Practices



I believe it is worth stressing, at this juncture, that ‘eliciting/creating, enacting more fully, and evaluating teaching/learning communicative activities’ during the 1994, 1995, and 1996 singularity studies constitute specific classroom social practices for the sixth form students and me in my educational action research enquiry. Another point of theoretical consistency regarding the central importance of social practices in my work is the strong emphasis that I place on social interaction and on the work of Vygotsky in my 1997 singularity study [Chapter Eleven].



Further, as a third point of theoretical consistency in my thesis in relation to social practices, I believe the following two quotes both suggest the inseparability of means and ends in realizing educational values which can be embodied in social practices in education:



By the duality of structure (Giddens) mean(s) that the structural properties [more correctly, ‘structuring properties’�] (rules and resources) of social systems are both the medium (the means) and the outcome (the ends) of the practices that constitute those systems. (Giddens, 1979: p. 69) [page 213]



moral values are fundamentally defined in and through the actions we undertake to realise them. The implication of this is that our social practices embody ‘descriptions’ of our values. --- Ends as values are realised in the courses of action we engage in as means. (Elliott, 1989: p. 93) [page 120]

















3.   Three Other Implications



To my mind, the main implications to be garnered from pp. 212-215 for my practices are: 



(i) the dissolution of the structure/agency dichotomy for individual action researchers interested in, and capable of, acting in a more socially just manner in the classroom, 



(ii) the concomitant and resultant ‘genuine hope (proffered) for the possibility of individual agents, alone and together, transforming dehumanising social practices into more human social practices’ in the classroom and in the school, and 



(iii) the further development of ‘a more inclusive notion of social justice than is sometimes found in the literature’.



One could possibly argue that these three implications can be inferred from Giddens’s notion of structuration. There is truth in that argument. However, my argument is that 

some of Giddens’s work has retrospectively nurtured my understandings and judgements regarding social justice within my four singularity studies and has also helped me to further develop a more inclusive notion of social justice than is sometimes found in educational research literature [page 214].



More pointedly, my fuller argument is that the above three implications flow from the following social justice statement drawn from my teaching and educational action research practices:













My own vision of social justice is less formally sociological and more extensive again [than Zeichner’s approach (Zeichner, 1993: pp. 199-219); pages 193-194] in that I believe it is possible to engage in more socially just actions (incorporating social practices and Giddens’s notion of structuration) in any intra-group or inter-group situation, or any combination thereof, where it is possible to exercise a preferential option for the most ‘disadvantaged’ students. The five points on pages 216-217 inform and help form the practical/value/theoretical base of ‘my way of knowing’ and ‘my way of helping’ when exercising a preferential option for the most ‘disadvantaged’ students.



The last sentence in the above social justice statement prompts me to again state my overarching research question for my enquiry:



How do I create my own educational theory in my educative relations

as an action researcher and as a teacher?



I’d like to also stress that the notion of ‘love enabling justice to see rightly in my practice’ is still a central value within the above social justice statement.



Regarding the genuine hope (proffered) for the possibility of individual agents, alone and together, transforming dehumanising social practices into more human social practices in the classroom and in the school [point (ii) on page 221], how genuine is this hope? Or, asked as a subtle negative lead, ‘How naive is this hope?’















4.   Power



Giddens (1979: pp. 91-92) argues thus:



Power --- is centrally involved with human agency; a person or party who wields power could ‘have acted otherwise’, and the person or party over whom power is wielded, the concept implies, would have acted otherwise if power had not been exercised. ------- Power --- concerns the capability of actors to secure outcomes where the realisation of these outcomes depends upon the agency of others. ------- Power relations - are always two-way, even if the power of one actor or party in a social relation is minimal compared to another. Power relations are relations of autonomy and dependence, but even the most autonomous agent is in some degree dependent, and the most dependent actor or party in a relationship retains some autonomy. (Giddens,1979: pp. 91-92)



My agreement with Giddens’s argument leads me to claim that even from within a minimal degree of autonomy there is the possibility of a person acting otherwise in a discursively conscious� manner. It is precisely from within the possibility of slightly changing a social practice for the better that I claim that my hope, with whatever little it can help achieve, is genuine and certainly not naive. Nevertheless, I also believe it is important that persons with ‘a minimal degree of autonomy’ are appropriately helped by others and that the state also play its part where necessary. However, my main point here is that a teacher with her/his students can help change social practices within the classroom for the better, whatever the constraints of the workplace.



At this juncture, I think it is appropriate to acknowledge that Elliott (1993: pp. 175-186) has drawn my attention to Giddens’s theory of structuration which helps resolve the dualism between ‘structure’ and ‘agency’ (Elliott, 1993: p. 181). Indeed, Elliott builds on Giddens’s theory of structuration (Somekh, 1995: p. 349). [page 196]



I also think it is important to note that, whilst Elliott builds on Giddens’s theory of structuration in a general way, I build on Giddens’s theory of structuration and on some of Elliott’s understandings of Giddens’s work within the specific context of my claim to have engaged in more socially just actions in the classroom during my 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997 studies of singularities.



Nevertheless, returning to the notion of power, the following may infer a slight philosophical ‘oversight’ on Elliott’s behalf when interpreting Giddens’s work:



Giddens claims:



The exercise of power is not a type of act; rather power is instantiated in action, as a regular and routine phenomenon. It is mistaken moreover to treat power itself as a resource as many theorists of power do. Resources� are the media through which power is exercised, and structures of domination reproduced --- (Giddens, 1979: p. 91).



In contrast, Elliott, who draws on Giddens’s theory of structuration, refers to ‘power as a resource’ when he states:



Structures impose limits on what individuals can do, but at the same time enable them to do things. As properties of social systems they do not generate power for the system to control individuals but rather generate power as a resource for individuals to bring about certain effects in their interactions with others. (Elliott, 1993: p. 183)



It seems to me that Elliott’s interpretation of Giddens’s work in the above quote is slightly flawed in that structuring properties in Giddens’s theory of structuration are constituted by rules and resources, and power works though the media of these rules and resources (Giddens, 1979: p. 66) rather than these media generating ‘power as a resource’�. While I don’t think this ‘flaw’ takes significantly from Elliott’s utilization of Giddens’s work in Elliott’s paper, I do believe it is worth being clear on Giddens’s understanding of power. I might also add that, although I have tended to talk about ‘power relations’ in my thesis (for example, pp. 133-135 of Chapter Six), I have also understood power in my workplace both as a personal resource and as a shared resource between persons. Nonetheless, at a deeper philosophical level, I support Giddens’s view.



Focusing again on the issue of power and linking to a recent presentation of a paper by Griffiths in Belfast (August 1998), it seems to me that there is a striking resemblance between Giddens’s view of power and:



the Foucauldian analysis of power manifesting itself in the microcirculations of dominance and resistance, being constituted in the actions, procedures and bodies of specific social contexts (Griffiths, 1998a: p. 5).



However, despite the apparent ‘striking resemblance’, it seems to me that there are significant differences between Giddens’s and Foucault’s views of power�. For example, Giddens (1991) notes:



The issue of the body in recent social theory is associated particularly with the name of Foucault. --- Yet important though Foucault’s interpretation of discipline may be, his view of the body is substantially wanting. He cannot analyse the relation between the body and agency since to all intents and purposes he equates the two. Essentially, the body plus power equals agency. But this idea will not do, and appears unsophisticated when placed alongside the standpoint developed by Merleau-Ponty, and contemporaneously by Goffman. (Giddens, 1991: p. 57)





At this stage of my thesis and theory construction, I don’t think there is a need to articulate a substantial and complex philosophical discussion on different theories of power. 



Therefore, I return to my own vision of social justice stated earlier [page 222].

I believe it is important to state explicitly that this ‘vision’ of social justice is centrally a guide for my own practices and future teaching and in no way is intended as a meta-theoretical prescription for other teachers and educational researchers. However, this is not to deny that it may be useful to some reflective practitioners, especially in regard to 

developing a more inclusive notion of social justice than is sometimes found in educational research literature [pp. 192-197 and page 221].



In a recent paper, Griffiths (1998b) shares her own view of social justice, which, while it curiously fails to include an overt equivalent of Rawls’s Difference Principle (present within Rawls’s Second Principle of Justice) - ‘maximize the smallest portion’� (Ricoeur, 1991: p. 34), eminently constitutes a much broader perspective than Weiner’s 1989 approach [pp. 192-194]:



I myself have come to a view about social justice which is as follows: social justice is a dynamic state of affairs which is good for the common interest, where that is taken to include the good of each and also the good of all, in an acknowledgement that one depends on the other. The good depends on there being a right distribution of benefits and responsibilities. (Griffiths, 1998b: p. 302)



Griffiths (1998b), ‘utilizing an iterative process of theorising in relation to specific practical circumstances and their problems’ (Griffiths, 1998b: p. 301), worked with twelve co-researchers from schools and educational support services and came up with ‘a number of principles, in terms of fair schools, which were intended to be useful to senior management teams in schools’ (Griffiths, 1998b: p. 309). The following dynamic approach was taken:



In general, the approach is based on an acceptance that discourses create meaning as well as describe or express it; and they have to create meaning within a changing discursive context. (Griffiths, 1998b: p. 313)



Further, in relation to discourses on social justice, I support Griffiths’s dialogic-coming-to-know stance within the following:

it is the argument of this article that the various discourses (with their implicit definitions) can be built on; there is no argument that can be subsumed by some ‘master discourse’ (Griffiths, 1998b: p. 302).



Such a stance towards discourse, seems to be highly resonant with Winter’s notion of ‘collaborative resource’ (Winter, 1989: p. 56) mentioned earlier [page 50]. I could really relate positively to this paper, especially to the following quote which I perceive to be an acknowledgement of the intimate relationship between theory and practice:



It is clear enough to many of us with abstract, theoretical problems that those concerns spring from practical ones; that is, that solving them depends on keeping our link with concrete situations. It is equally clear to many of us with concrete, practical problems that they are principled concerns; that is, that the problems spring from principled perspectives and, further, that solving them should help develop new sets of principles (Griffiths, 1998b: p. 303).



Indeed, it seems to me that the above quote also constitutes an acknowledgement that theory can grow through and from practice, a stance very much supported by my overarching research question:



How do I create my own educational theory in my educative relations

as an action researcher and as a teacher?



However, despite my agreement with a lot of the content of Griffiths’s paper (Griffiths, 1998b), it seems to me that Griffiths is perhaps a little too hasty, and unintentionally dismissive of the importance of ‘single issue radicalism’ in helping to promote human rights and social justice�, when stating the following as part of the ‘Concluding that ... ’ paragraph of her paper:









It is important to lose the nostalgia for the theoretical discourses of liberalism, single issue radicalism (whether of class, gender or race), and the practical discourses of equal opportunities and class war, patriarchy and white supremacy which characterise earlier decades. With them is lost a belief in the grand sweep of Enlightenment progress, in its modernist, humanist, liberal interpretation. (Griffiths, 1998b: p. 313)



In particular, although I have noted earlier [page 193] that I see Weiner’s communicated vision of ‘social justice’ with its predominant emphasis on gender as a limited vision, I do believe it is possible to adopt a single-issue-radicalism stance within a broader perspective of social justice than that provided by Weiner (1989: pp. 41-51). Pertinently, my point regarding Griffiths’s paper is that I believe it is eminently possible to engage non-nostalgically in a single issue radicalism that is part of a wholesome perspective of social justice without being seduced by ‘the grand sweep of Enlightenment progress, in its modernist, humanist, liberal interpretation’ (Griffiths, 1998b: p. 313). For example, in relation to the work of Amnesty International in promoting the unconditional release of prisoners of conscience, I would find it very difficult to believe that every ‘postmodernist’, who is also an active member of Amnesty International, refuses to support the ‘single issue radicalism’ of helping to promote the unconditional release of prisoners of conscience�. I would also find it equally difficult to believe that no member of Amnesty International is a ‘postmodernist’.



In Chapter Eleven I theorise off my fourth singularity study (1997). Whilst illustrating the central importance of practical action in this study, I also show that meanings from textual and social encounters� have an important part to play in my action research theory construction.





� The notion of ‘exercising a preferential option for the poor’ has been part of my consciousness (and sometimes, my actions) for at least the last twenty years from a limited contact with South American liberation theology.

� Here, it may be worthwhile reminding the reader of the cumulative nature of my theory-construction in my thesis.

� That is, in the sense of ‘justice as fairness’ (Rawls, 1971: pp. 3-22) working through more democratic actions.

� Here, the notion of ‘unintended consequences of action’ (Giddens, 1979: p. 56) comes to mind.

� Ricouer, P. (1991) Love and justice. In: Jeanrond, W. G. and Rike, J. L. ed. Radical Pluralism and Truth: David Tracy and the Hermeneutics of Religion. New York: Crossroad. Reprinted in Kearney, R. ed. (1996) Paul Ricouer. The Hermeneutics of Action. p. 36. London, Thousand Oaks, New Delhi: Sage. 

� Rawls, J. (1971) A Theory of Justice. pp. 302-303. Oxford University Press.

� Rockefeller, S. C. (1991) John Dewey. Religious Faith and Democratic Humanism. Ch. 5: Democracy, Education, and Religious Experience. p. 242. New York: Columbia University Press.

� Both teaching and action research (which includes the writing of my thesis) are central to my practice.

� I understand praxis as informed committed actions (McNiff, Lomax, and Whitehead, 1996: p. 8) in which practice and theory are closely intertwined (The Fontana Dictionary of Modern Thought, 1988: p. 676).

� Rawls (1971) takes this view.

� I have patterns of relationships operative between people in mind here.

� ‘Distributive justice inclines the rulers of society (community, family) to distribute the goods and burdens of that society according to the merits [deserts] and capabilities of the members.’ (Civille, 1981: p. 298)

� Rawls distinguishes ‘the concept of justice as meaning a proper balance between competing claims from a conception of justice as a set of related principles for identifying the relevant considerations which determine this balance’ (Rawls, 1971: p. 10). He then explains further: ‘The concept of justice I take to be defined, then, by the role of its principles in assigning rights and duties and in defining the appropriate division of social advantages. A conception of justice is an interpretation of this role.’ (Rawls, 1971: p. 10)

�  Hugh Lauder, University of Bath, in two email communications on December 5th, 1997 and February 18th, 1998, has helped me to more fully appreciate structural constraints operative within the notion of ‘trade-offs incurred in any ethical decisions made’ when enacting more democratic and more socially just actions in the classroom.

� The ‘maximin formula’ (Sen, 1992: p. 146) is by no means dated and is still present in Rawl’s 1993 political conception of justice (Rawls, 1993: pp. 5-6): the phrase ‘social and economic inequalities are (to be) to the greatest benefit of the least advantaged’ is used in Rawls (1971: p. 302) and Rawls (1993: p. 6) in connection with Rawls’s Second Principle of Justice.

� That is, there is a sense in which my understanding of my own practices developed along a practical consciousness - discursive consciousness (Giddens, 1979: p. 5) continuum over time throughout my enquiry. See Footnote 2, page 23.

� I include the first two characteristics because they may be of interest to the reader and also because they are connected to the third characteristic. 

� For example, Freud and Marx (Macquarrie, 1988: p. 390).

� Ricoeur believes that ‘the suspicions (within the ‘hermeneutic of suspicion’) rest on an interpretation (of religious language) that is too onesided and that fails to take account of the rich diversity of the language which it professes to interpret’ (Macquarrie, 1988: p. 390).

� For example: an explanation in terms of unconscious desires, class interest, ideology (Macquarrie, 1988: p. 390).

� Beatitude. 

� From: The Jerusalem Bible (1968). Reader’s Edition. p. 80 of The New Testament. London: Darton, Longman & Todd.

� ‘Unless a wheat grain falls on the ground and dies, it remains only a single grain, but if it dies, it yields a rich harvest’ (John 12:24) is another example of scripture communicating a logic of superabundance when understood as a root metaphor for action.

� ‘Maximize the smallest portion’ (Ricouer, 1991: p. 34).

� Ricoeur views this ‘sacrifice’ as ‘a sinister implication which utilitarianism tries to conceal’ (Ricoeur, 1991: p. 36).

� Footnote 1, page 85.

� By ‘shadow side’ I mean anything that is destructive to good relationship.

� Perhaps the word ‘living’ could be substituted for ‘preaching’ in this quotation. My own emphasis is on living the Gospel rather than ‘preaching’ it. I realize there is a sense that in attempting to live the Gospel one is perhaps also ‘preaching’ it (in the sense of acting as a ‘role model’ for others) but that is not my intention.

� I have learned the expression ‘root metaphor’ from Tracy, D. (1978) Metaphor and Religion: The Test Case of Christian Texts. In: Sacks, S. ed. (1979) On Metaphor, pp. 89-104. Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Press.

� Nor do I believe for one moment that Ricoeur limits his understanding of a logic of superabundance to that operative within, and emanating from, root metaphors of religious thought.

� Footnote 3, page 143.

� I am including present and past tenses here because I am referring to present imaginative experiences inspired by the two lines of poetry on page 143, to my writings for my thesis, and also to past experiences within my singularity studies.

� I will further address the notion of generalisability in Chapter Twelve.

� ‘Among the essential features of this situation is that no one knows his(/her) place in society, his(/her) class position or social status, nor does any one know his(/her) fortune in the distribution of natural assets and abilities, his(/her) intelligence, strength and the like. I shall even assume that the parties do not know their conceptions of the good or their special psychological propensities.’ (Rawls, 1971: p. 12)

� For example, Gn 1: 26-27: God created man(/woman) in the image of himself(/herself).

� Regarding Ricoeur’s theoretical perspective, Kearney (1984: p. 2) sees Ricoeur’s approach as representative of ‘a hermeneutics in debate with the human sciences’.

� See McNiff (1993: p. 39) and McKernan (1994: p. 102).

� Reinhold Neibuhr, a Protestant theologian, was an ‘outstanding teacher of social ethics’ (Bacik, 1989: p. 114) and is considered by Bacik (1989) to be ‘the most influential theologian in the history of the United States’ (Bacik, 1989: p. 114).

� Again, coincidently, this is the year of publication of Rawls’s A Theory of Justice.

� Ricoeur (1991: p. 36) wrote ‘the necessary medium of love’.

� Weiner (1989: pp. 41-51) also mentions race and disability in her paper but her primary emphasis is on gender equity.

�  By group I mean a group of human beings. I realize it’s possible to extend my definition to include plants and other animals but I feel an extended definition is not necessary for my thesis.

�  For example: Griffiths, M. & Davies, C. (1993) Learning to learn: action research from an equal opportunities perspective in a junior school, British Educational Research Journal, Vol. 19, No. 1, pp. 43-58; Smith, B. (1996) Addressing the Delusion of Relevance: struggles in connecting educational research and social justice, Educational Action Researcher: an international journal, Vol. 4, No. 1, pp. 73-91;  Noffke, S. (1997) Personal , Professional, and Political Dimensions of Action Research, Review of Research in Education, Vol. 22, pp. 305-343.

� ‘Structures impose limits on what individuals can do, but at the same time enable them to do things.’ (Elliott, 1993: p. 183)

� According to Somekh (1995: p. 349).

� For example: the general procedures for establishing discipline, grouping students, electing prefects, entering students’ test results on computer.

� Resources (Elliott, 1993: p. 182) can be ‘allocative’ (material things) and ‘authoritative’ (people).

� My belief in my own sense of agency (the opposite of passivity), and capability for ‘strategic action’, is also rooted in my understanding of self-efficacy where it is claimed that people tend to take action if two conditions are fulfilled [I replace ‘behavior’ with ‘actions’]:

(a) They see that certain (actions) will most likely lead to certain desirable results or accomplishments  [outcome expectations].

(b) They are reasonably sure that they can successfully engage in such (actions) [self-efficacy expectations]. (Egan, 1994: p. 82)

� This can also be understood in terms of overcoming particular patterns of relationships which nurture ‘disadvantage’.

� These issues are discussed further in Chapter Nine (pp. 212-215).

� According to Sen (1992), the formulation of the two principles of justice ‘has undergone some change since their presentation in The Theory of Justice (Rawls, 1971: 60, 83, 90-5), partly to clarify what was ambiguous, but also to respond to some early critiques’ (Sen, 1992: p. 75).

� Rawls (1993: p. 181) states: ‘The basic list of primary goods (to which we may add should it prove necessary) has five headings as follows: (a) basic rights and liberties, also given by a list; (b) freedom of movement and free choice of occupation against a background of diverse opportunities; (c) powers and prerogatives of offices and positions of responsibility in the political and economic institutions of the basic structure [see page 174 of Chapter Eight for Rawls’s definition of ‘basic structure’]; (d) income and wealth; and finally, (e) the social bases of self-respect.’

� Sen (1992) distinguishes between ‘actual achievement’ and ‘freedom to achieve’: ‘Achievement is concerned with what we manage to accomplish, and freedom (to achieve) with the real opportunity that we have to accomplish what we value’ (Sen, 1992: p. 31).

� Well-being freedom and agency freedom. ‘The latter stands for freedom of a more general kind - the freedom to achieve whatever one’s objectives are (possibly going well beyond the pursuit of one’s own well-being)’ [Sen, 1992: Footnote 6, p. 40]. As Sen (1992: p. 31) makes an important distinction between (a) achievement and (b) freedom to achieve [Footnote 2 on previous page], I feel it is important to state that well-being achievement and agency achievement (Sen, 1992: p. 56) are two significant notions along with well-being freedom and agency freedom in Sen’s work.

� The four main kinds of variations are: (a) variations in moral and intellectual capacities and skills;      (b) variations in physical capacities and skills, including the effects of illness and accident on natural abilities; (c) variations in citizens’ conceptions of the good (the fact of reasonable pluralism); and 

(d) variations in tastes and preferences (Rawls, 1993: p. 184).

� (a) If ‘primary goods’ then ‘primary goods constitute an adequate informational basis for making evaluative judgements of justice’ VERSUS (b) If ‘capabilities’ then ‘capabilities constitute an adequate informational basis for making evaluative judgements of justice’.

� ‘The process of mutual adjustment of principles and considered judgements’ (Rawls, 1971: Footnote 7, p. 20). 

� According to Rawls (1997: p. 614), A Theory of Justice [1971] presents ‘justice as fairness’ as ‘a comprehensive liberal doctrine --- in which all the members of its well-ordered society affirm that same doctrine’, but in Political Liberalism [1993], where the notion of ‘reasonable pluralism’ is proffered, the ‘political conceptions are seen as both liberal and self-standing and not as comprehensive’.

� See Rawls (1993: p. 21).

� The basic structure of society is: ‘the way in which the major social institutions distribute fundamental rights and duties and determine the division of advantages from social cooperation’ (Rawls, 1971: p. 7). By major institutions Rawls means ‘the political constitution and the principal economic and social arrangements’ (Ibid.). To my mind, schools and schooling constitute a particular constellation of social arrangements.

� Despite, especially, the ‘point of apparent “weakness” in Rawls’s argument’ mentioned on page 203.

� Footnote 2, page 200, gives Sen’s distinction between ‘actual achievement’ and ‘freedom to achieve’.

� Footnote 1, page 203.

� See page 196.

� Giddens’s work and the notion of ‘social practices’, along with the possibility of ‘transformation’, are further addressed in Chapter Ten (pp. 220-225).

� Ricoeur (1991: p. 34) uses the phrase ‘maximize the smallest portion’ when referring to Rawls’s Second Principle of Justice.

� See Footnote 1, page 187.

� I am taking ‘before us’ to mean now and in the future.

� Giddens (1979: p. 64).

� Footnote 2, page 23.

� Footnote 4, page 196.

� I wrote to John Elliott about this on October 15th, 1998, querying my own understanding of what he had written, and he confirmed my interpretation by email on October 18th, 1998.

� Interestingly, I wrote these comparative reflections on Foucault’s and Giddens’s views of power on Thursday, October 15th, 1998 three days before I received John Elliott’s Sunday, October 18th, 1998 email comment ‘Your point makes me want to return to Foucault’s concept of power and compare it with your account of Giddens’s’.

� ‘Social and economic inequalities --- are to be to the greatest benefit of the least advantaged members of society’ (Rawls, 1993: p. 6). On pp. 216-217 of this present chapter I refer to a brief discussion with Morwenna Griffiths (August 1998) on the notion of ‘calculus’ within the ‘maximin formula’ (Sen, 1992: p. 146) of Rawls’s Difference Principle. Footnote 2, page 205, may possibly be of interest to the reader.

� For example, the work of Amnesty International in promoting the unconditional release of prisoners of conscience.

� On the evening of the same day that I wrote this paragraph (Monday, October 19th, 1998), I attended an Amnesty International talk given by a recent prisoner of conscience from Indonesia. Wilson (his first name) spent about two and a half years in prison and eventually was in the unusual position of being forced to leave prison in August 1998, having refused amnesty from the Indonesian military regime for some time because he did not wish to be free while there were still other prisoners of conscience in prison in his own country - a powerful individual political expression of single issue radicalism!

� It may be redundant to state that, for me, practical, textual, and social encounters can overlap.
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