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Abstract:

What is needed from a theory of social  justice for education? In order to answer this question, two subsidiary questions will be addressed: (a)  What might a useful theory (or theories) look like (For instance is a set of principles the answer? Or perhaps a series of little stories? Or definitions?) (b) How should such theory be generated? The two subsidiary questions have been framed as if the focus is all on the nature of theory. But this may be misleading. The nature of social justice itself is implicated in the possible answers to these questions, and the justice of the purposes served by theorising about it. 

The paper begins with a discussion of relevance and method and goes on to outline some answers to the main questions to be found in the philosophical literature. A method for the production of  useful answers to contemporary educational issues of social justice is suggested, and some (preliminary) results presented in the form of a set of answers to what is needed from a theory of social justice. A critical reflection follows which focuses on what is new, and what the implications might be for different theories of social justice, including my own (Griffiths 1998a, 1998b).

Social justice for education: What kind of theory is needed?

Introduction

The main question to be addressed in this paper is:  ‘What is needed from a theory of social  justice for education?’ In answering, I first make some remarks about its relevance and about the methodology underpinning the way I set about answering it. I argue for an approach I call ‘practical philosophy’ (Also see Elliott, 1991). I go on to give a brief review of some standard philosophical accounts of ‘social justice’. I then describe an attempt to move forward from these accounts using a process which was designed to be an instance of ‘practical philosophy’, in that it enables me to do ‘philosophy as and with’ educational researchers. Some preliminary, possible (and certainly corrigible) results are presented. Finally in order to draw some conclusions I reflect critically on how much agreement they might command, and what implications should be drawn. 

Remarks on the relevance of theorizing social justice for education
What is the relevance or use of a discussion of ‘Theorising Social Justice in Education’?  Why does it matter? What difference might it make to the education of children and students for instance, or to the conditions in which learning and teaching take place? I have argued elsewhere that educational research should try to make a difference to the education of children and students, and the conditions under which learning and teaching take place (Griffiths, 1998).  This section attempts to answer these questions about relevance  and use. 
In brief, there are three connected reasons which make such a discussion worthwhile: 

(1) The rife injustices in education which cry out to be put right

(2) The slippery terminology and shifting meanings of terms used to discuss injustice

(3) The unclear connections between any particular meaning and questions of what to do next, given the crying need. 

I say some more about each of these reasons in the rest of the section.

Do I need to say much about injustices? Probably not – obvious examples and ostensive definitions are easy to come by. But then again: since I am raising questions about what is to be understood by social justice, I should at least gesture at this. Briefly, to gesture at the area, I take a concern for ‘social justice’ to be: the good of the community which respects - depends on - the good of the individuals within it, and the various sectors of society to which they belong. It is never achieved once and for all. Rather we are required to exercise constant vigilance - as we hold to a concern for paying attention to individual perspectives at the same time as dealing with issues of discrimination,  exclusions and recognition, especially  on the grounds of (any or all of) race, gender, sexuality, special needs and social class. It is usually assumed that these different issues (i.e. race, gender, etc) are associated conceptually and politically, but the nature of the association is itself contested. 

Examples and ostensive definitions are one thing; but a well-understood and  widely-agreed terminology is quite another. Educational theory in the nineteen fifties and sixties used to discuss ‘social justice’ referring only to questions of social class.  In the nineteen seventies and eighties came the inclusion of gender and race (unfortunately often elbowing out attention to social class) as areas of discrimination, exclusions and recognition and this change was marked by the term ‘equality’ which became the usual term used as an organising concept. During the nineteen eighties and nineties there was an increasing realisation that different claims of equality (class, race, gender, sexuality and disability) could not be dealt with either as if they were either all much the same claim, or as if they were all quite different. That is, on the one hand, they are not simply facets of the same thing. Racial discrimination, for instance, is not quite the same as discrimination on the grounds of sexuality or learning difficulties, for instance. Indeed even all racial discrimination is not the same.
 Nor, on the other hand, can the different issues be taken as discrete and independent, with an additive -  or competitive - relation to each other. In the nineties ‘social justice’ re-emerged as an organising concept.  The use of the term ‘social justice’ allows for a re-thinking of the place that social class, race, and the rest occupy in relation to injustices in education. However it may have gained its currency because it is still a ‘hurrah word’ like (‘democracy’ or ‘freedom’). That is, it is widely approved of, at the same time as it retains an ambiguous relationship to other political terms such as equality, power, freedom, citizenship, and representation. 

The lack of an agreed terminology means that injustice is described in terms (which must include the term ‘justice’ itself, of course) which are highly political, fluid and slippery. An example may show what I mean using the stated views of politicians in the UK:

At the heart of all our work is one central theme: national renewal. Britain built as one nation, in which every citizen is valued and has a stake; in which no one is excluded from opportunity … in which we make it ... our national purpose to tackle social division and inequality.

This excerpt is taken from a quotation from a speech of Tony Blair, the British prime minister, when he launched the Social Exclusion Unit  in 1997. It was used as an epigraph by David Blunkett, the Education Minister, in a speech on empowering people and communities. He picked up the same themes and enlarged on them mentioning: nationhood, division and inequality, children born into poverty, everyone into work as a means of empowerment. He said:

This is not just an issue of social justice. The economic costs of this waste of human potential are huge… As a country we need the effort and skill of all our people to compete and succeed. … Life-long learning … is vital across the age groups.

This speech illustrates some of the problem for me. The political rhetoric, the blurring and ambiguity of terms - such as ‘citizens’, ‘social division’, ‘all our people’, ‘social justice’ and ‘economics’ - all combine to make it difficult to join in the discussion. I want to ask for instance: Where do asylum seekers figure here? And children living in areas of chronic unemployment? What kind of life-long learning? Is education always for work? And so on. These questions can be asked – I have just done so – but it is a continuing effort to do so, to use words in a more precise and careful way. 

On the other hand what other words do we have? One strategy might be to use long-established theories of social justice. Many of the terms used so loosely by Blair and Blunkett have a long and honourable history within philosophy and its allied disciplines. And it is certainly possible to use that history to criticise the usage of politicians. The trouble is that it is doubtful if they are listening.  Even that would not matter if anyone else were. However, all too often, erudite theorists talk only to each other and so do not benefit from the critical insights that ‘practical philosophy’ can generate, nor do they learn to talk to anyone else. A useful theory of social justice for education necessarily has to work within the context of current politics and  existing uses of words. This paper suggests another strategy, using the methodology I call  ‘practical philosophy’, to sharpen up the debates about social justice because of, and contributing to, struggles to improve it. 

Methodological Remarks: Practical Philosophy

The arguments about social justice in this paper need to be understood in relation to my continuing project in what I call ‘practical philosophy’: that is, ‘philosophy as, with and for…’ rather than ‘philosophy about or applied to…’; a kind of philosophy that acknowledges its own  roots in the communities from which it sprang, and which then speaks with (at least) that community.
 I also want to widen the range of communities which give rise to philosophy. To put it another way I want to be part of a movement from Oakeshott’s “conversation of mankind” to something a bit more universal: to something inclusive of, for instance, classroom teachers as well as academics (see Griffiths, 1997) and women as well as men.
  I would expect, then, that the question, ‘What is needed?’ would be answered by people with practical  as well as theoretical concerns, and, moreover, that the answers would shape what would count as a theory. So it is not quite educational research, and not quite philosophy either. But I am happy not to fit these categories very well. 

I think I find myself in company not only with recent traditions of feminist philosophy but also with Dewey, Freire and Foucault, for all their differences from each other and from me. If I am right to think this is a company it is a good one to be in! In the rest of this section I use quotes from these differing sources to point up relevant similarities. 

Practical philosophy aims at being a philosophy which engages with the conditions of all people, women and men, poor and rich, Others and Us, taking into account the ordinary differences of people (rather than seeing difference from an elite as being exotic). It links with practical concerns of those people, using practice in shaping the explicit formulations of theories and then in turn using those explicit formulations to see what might best be done. 

Italian feminist philosopher, Adriana Cavarero puts forward a sustained argument for the inclusion of women – including working class servant women - in her book In Spite of Plato. She discusses how such ordinary difference is overlooked in philosophy-as-usual. One way she does this is through an analysis of Plato’s story of the maidservant from Thrace who laughed at Thales, the philosopher, when he fell into a well while looking at the stars. The maid told him he was too eager to find out about the heavens while things around him, at his feet, were hidden from his eyes. Cavarero concludes her discussion by saying (1995: 56): 

The ancient female laughter of the maidservant is thus a sign that can be snatched from a context that considers it a mark of ignorance. ... [It] has the power to expose a philosophical discourse whose mendacious structure renders it liable to outrageous lapses. This conceptual structure collapses heavily in the face of the ready laughter that shatters its seams ... ‘The things around you, at your very feet, are hidden from your sight.’

Caverero, like many other feminist philosophers, shows how philosophy would be different if it were more inclusive of other perspectives. Feminism is a political movement and philosophy that arises from it has consequences for practical actions.

You do not have to come to this kind of position about practising practical philosophy from feminist theory, though I would claim it is a good place to come from. John Dewey makes a similar point about the importance of philosophy  arising from and dealing with practical problems. In Democracy and Education he says (1916: 328)

The fact that philosophic problems arise because of wide-spread and widely felt difficulties in social practice is disguised because philosophers become a specialised class which uses a technical language, unlike the vocabulary in which the direct difficulties are stated. But where a system [of philosophy] becomes influential its connection with a conflict of interests calling for some program of social adjustment may always be discovered.

He never assumes that these problems are confined to a narrow group of people and their interests. He is well known for his concern with the need to provide students with a rich education regardless of whether they are the children of manual workers or the children of wealthy people.
  

Paulo Freire puts forward a very similar point of view about the significance of links between social practices and theorising. Each needs the other, he argues. Like Dewey, he writes to extend the liberating practices of education and like Dewey, he thinks that worthwhile theorising has the potential to transform social reality. In his book Pedagogy of the Oppressed, he writes (1972: 60-1):

An unauthentic word, one which is unable to transform reality, results when dichotomy is imposed upon its constituent elements. When a word is deprived of its dimension of action, reflection automatically suffers as well; and the word is changed into idle chatter, into verbalism, into an alienated and alienating ‘blah’. …

On the other hand, if action is emphasized exclusively, to the detriment of reflection, the word is converted into activism. …

To exist, humanly, is to name the world, to change it. Once named, the world in its turn reappears to the namers as a problem and requires of them a new naming. Men (sic) are not built in silence, but in word, in work, in action-reflection. 

Practical philosophy need not be applicable to all people in general (as the previous three quotations have implied it might be). Michel Foucault argues against doing so, but at the same time he emphasises the importance of working in concrete situations in order to generate and use theorising to transform social conditions: (1980: 126)

For a long period, the ‘left’ intellectual spoke and was acknowledged the right of speaking in the capacity of master of truth and justice. He was heard, or purported to make himself heard, as the spokesman of the universal. ... Some years now have passed since the intellectual was called upon to play this role. A new mode of the ‘connection between theory and practice’ has been established. Intellectuals have got used to working, not in the modality of the ‘the universal’, the ‘exemplary’, the ‘just-and-true-for-all’, but within specific sectors, at the precise points where their own conditions of life or work situate them (housing, the hospital, the asylum, the laboratory, the university, the family and sexual relations). ... And they have met here with problems which are specific, ‘non-universal’, and often different from those of the proletariat or the masses. ... This is what I would call the ‘specific’ intellectual as opposed to the ‘universal’ intellectual. 

Social Justice in theory: from past to future

Dominant conceptions of social justice in contemporary philosophy (including Theory), are dominated by John Rawls, social contract theory and distributive justice drawing on a Liberal understanding of the legacy of the Enlightenment. Also familiar are other legacies of Enlightenment thinkers including, for instance, Kant’s and Hume’s separation of emotion and duty. Also well known and influential are some well-known postmodern responses to Liberal versions of Enlightenment. I have said more about this in other places. (See, for instance, Griffiths 1998a  and 1998b.) Another set of responses appear in ideas of ‘recognition’, usually in Charles Taylor’s or  Nancy Fraser’s versions, and this is also becoming familiar. (Although his is very well known in philosophical circles, hers seems more influential in British educational writing, rightly in my view.
) Less familiar I think but still currently well-known and widely cited is Chantal Mouffe’s theory, drawing on Republican tradition  (Mouffe 1993).  So is Michael Walzer’s re-working of concepts of distributive justice as ‘spheres of justice’ (Walzer 1983). And so is Martha  Nussbaum’s readings of Plato and Aristotle (Nussbaum, 1986) as going beyond processes of distribution; a position echoed by Iris Marion Young (Young, 1990; 2000). 

But the ‘dominant’ is just that: dominant. It is not the final word. It is sobering to note how a dominant idea can be forgotten in just a few decades. There are dissenting/ critical / different voices to be found from the past and present. For this reason it is necessary to keep casting about in a critical and thoughtful way. Doing philosophy gives one an excuse to read old books and to rediscover them: an excuse to produce references lists which include works dating from earlier than the previous few years and which may go back decades, even  centuries. I note how few current books on justice mention Hume. (I am cheered to think that such a mainstream philosopher could be dissenting. But I think he is, and I think he would be cheered too that he could still take that role.) However there is no need to go back centuries. Runciman (1966), writing less than 50 years ago, is a useful reminder how much of the moment is the set of references and ideas in the opening paragraph of this section. He discussed Rawls as a new and interesting point of view. Such rediscoveries and reminders are a valuable impetus to thought, preventing theory ossifying and becoming permanently embedded in an outdated set of examples and contexts. 

There are also dissenting ideas to be found in the present. For instance, firstly, there are all the theories from more marginalised thinkers i.e. those uncited and unknown to the mainstream. As is much feminist work (with Young and Mouffe as exceptions who have crossed over). But secondly, there is another useful source, which may be more likely to represent a wide variety of perspective. I am thinking of forms of expression, written and otherwise, that address questions of (in)justice but which only implicitly theorise it. This is more likely to be in stories, especially personal ones, and also in poems and tales, in metaphors and politically motivated texts. (I focus on what is in words, only for the sake of brevity). Jean Barr (1999) points out how much of this work of dissent is necessarily ephemeral. She describes how a dynamic of justice motivated feminist women working in the Workers’ Educational Association in the 1970s and 1980s. She points out:

It was carried out by part-time tutors with little time or resources to write and theorise about their work. Most of the material which emerged from the work was practical, including  manuals and tutor workbooks. … partly remedied by a series of pamphlets produced by the WEA’s Women’s Advisory Committee during the 1980s. (Barr, 1999, p.37)

I think too of the stories, parables, metaphors, and political speeches in Richardson (1996) and of the personal stories of education guided by democratic ideals in Beane and Apple (1999). Thirdly and finally, implicit (and sometimes explicit) theories about justice are to be found in research focusing on particular injustices rather than reflecting on them in the abstract: work on gender, environment, race, social class, inclusion, exclusion, SEN, etc. Practical philosophy must be mindful of these sources, of course, though academic philosophy can afford to ignore them.

So where do I start if I am trying to draw up a theory which will be of help in dealing with the problems which I summarised earlier as: the rife injustices in education which cry out to be put right;  the slippery terminology and shifting meanings of terms used to discuss injustice; and the unclear connections between any particular meaning and questions of what to do next - given the crying need for something to be done. The problem for a theorist (especially, perhaps, a philosopher) is that it is relatively easy to draw up a theory for other theoreticians. It is relatively easy, too, to draw up some grounded theory for a particular small-scale arena of struggle. It is very hard, however to do something theoretical which can bridge the gap between large scale theory and small-scale particular struggles – and which can be then used to do something about injustice. 

There are two questions that are to be resolved. First, it is important to know how to recognize a theory: what kind of thing is it?  Second, how can the approach of ‘practical philosophy’ (philosophy as, with and for rather than philosophy about or applied to a community) be put into operation? The question of how to recognize a theory is deceptively simple. It is not obvious how to answer it, even though at a general level it can be seen as part of the (well known, well rehearsed) question of the relationship of theory to action, which draws on (and contributes to) the full practical reason debate. Before I consider how a ‘theory’ might be expressed, that is, what a theory might look like, I will give a brief schematic outline of where different educators and researchers think ‘theory’ is to be found in relation to ‘action’:

Theory as something different from action: This is the classic distinction between theoria and phronesis 
Theory into action: ‘Applied philosophy’ assumes this relationship, as does much ‘commonsense’.
A set of rules guiding actions: This is one example of the previous category, but a particularly influential one.
Evidence into theory into actions: The most well known version of this is ‘grounded theory’, when it is used for practical purposes.
Theory into evidence into theory into action: Most educational research assumes this, as shown by the standard proposal format beginning with  ‘theoretical frameworks’ and ending with ‘practical outcomes’. However it also describes some kinds of action-research.

Action into reflection into action into reflection  - in an endless cycle This underlies any action-research which starts with practice. For some action-researchers the ‘reflection’ constitutes ‘theory’, while for others the whole package is theory. 

‘Action-and-reflection’ (or ‘Behaviour-and-thought’) This is sometimes referred to ‘theory in action’. Influential versions can be found in Donald Shon’s reflective practitioner and Gilbert Ryle’s mindful actions (or ‘know how’). 
So what might a theory look like? I have found no direct answers to this simple question. (As I said before the simplicity is deceptive.) Clearly a theory is often taken to be expressed in words, but not always. In some cases the theory is taken to be inclusive of deeds. In other cases pictures or diagrams would be good candidates for the theory as in ‘theory into evidence into theory’. ‘Reflection’ can be expressed in film or dance, as well as in words. Moreover, words themselves are arranged in a range of expressions. A set of rules is one, but only one possibility.  Another possibility would be a set of principles or definitions. Helped by discussions with colleagues at Nottingham Trent and at the British Philosophy of Education Annual Conference, I have drawn up a preliminary, entirely corrigible, list of candidates for theory:

Principles; Corrigible principles; Stories; Rules; Corrigible rules; Descriptions; Definitions; Utopias; Aims; Objectives; Performance indicators; Metaphors; Political levers; Strategies; Praxis; Genealogy; History; Testable hypotheses; Causal explanations; Patterns of action; Dialogues about actions.

All of the candidates listed could fit somewhere into the schematic outline of how theory might relate to action. The sheer variety may seem daunting, but it should not be surprising. The philosophers I mentioned at the beginning of this section express their theories in a range of ways. Aristotle gives principles. Plato tells a long reflective story in The Republic. Rawls, like other social contract theorists, tells a story (about men, about who is to be counted as subject to justice) before putting forward his well-known principles. David Hume also gives a story, a compelling and attractive story, but nonetheless a story, about men and their world:  

‘Tis only from the confined generosity of men, along with the scanty provision Nature has made for his wants that justice derives its origins.

He then goes on to derive the idea of justice as rational conventionality. (Is this a persuasive description or a definition?)  Michael Walzer draws on a number of small-scale stories which help him give definitions. As he puts it, they are: 

 Formal definitions that require, as I have tried to show, historical completion. (Walzer, 1983, p.312)

The question of whether or not to use definitions, stories, principles or anything else evokes serious, even impassioned, debate. In other words, it seems to matter.  At a seminar in April, 2000, one philosopher of education said he thought that the use of principles was grotesque, referring specifically both to the ones I have produced (1998a,1998b)and to ones that O’Neill has defended (1996). He defended, rather, the stories and metaphors in Plato’s dialogues – which I myself think are bullying. Again, on another occasion, when I was asked if the principles I was suggesting were, in fact, performance indicators, I indignantly denied it. In both seminars, members of the audience enthusiastically joined in on one side or the other – and indeed on third, fourth and fifth sides too.

So where does this leave me? What kind of theory do I want to develop and use? What would it look like? What forms would serve best? Working within a framework of ‘practical philosophy’  as I do, I am conscious that my particular perspective is limited and partial as is any one else’s. If I want theory that speaks to, with and from the actual struggles for social justice in and from education, then it is impossible for me to do it on my own. I am not part of most struggles. Involving others in the process will mean that the terminology, the examples, the discourses, the examples as well as the actual issues are likely to be real and relevant

Re-thinking how to theorise social justice. 

As a move towards widening the conversation and involving educational researchers and lecturers in ‘what is needed’ I obtained support from BERA National Events Initiative to produce a BERA Review of approaches to social justice based on consultation with  educational researchers. I say ‘a move towards’ widening the conversation, because I do not want to claim too much. While the group of educational researchers is certainly less limited in perspective than I would be on my own, they are still a small and partial group. 

As a result two linked workshops took place, in April 2000 and June 2001.
  We invited educational researchers and some other educators to ‘discuss what an inclusive, non-trivial, politically useful, intellectually respectable, approach to social justice would look like if it were to be useful to people working in education’ We said, ‘It is not expected that agreement will be reached. What will be looked for is some mapping of different uses of the term and where they overlap or differ.’ The invitation explicitly hoped the participants would ‘come from a range of backgrounds in respect of the material issues  examined: gender, race, social class, special educational needs, disability and sexuality’.

Each seminar  was attended by between twenty and thirty people with some people attending both of them. Thirteen papers (ranging from long articles to short notes) had been pre-circulated
. There was explicit agreement that there was no intention of reaching a consensus among all the participants. And indeed their approaches were extremely various, ranging through marxist, post-modern, humanist, and more. The first day began with a preliminary plenary discussion of the notion of ‘social justice’ and its possible uses (or not). Then for the rest of the  morning several ad-hoc groups were formed to identify the main issues. As a result of discussions during the morning a set of headings was generated to try and organise ideas about a range of approaches to social justice (including marxist, feminist, environmentalist, postmodern, and so on, some of which may overlap and some of which may be mutually incompatible). In the afternoon small sub-groups met, structured round the themes which had emerged in the morning.  They ‘unpacked’ what was meant by each heading and recorded this as brief summary notes. The results of this were written up and an e-mail consultation followed. During the second seminar the final draft of the report was examined and suggestions were made about its approach, its contents and its usefulness. These were incorporated into the final version. 

The Review is structured into the six categories which emerged at the first seminar. I was very interested in this categorization which was very far from being standard. The new categories were not the orthodox ones organised round ‘equality’, ‘equity’, ‘justice’ or ‘inclusion’, etc, nor were they the equally orthodox categories organised round ‘socialist’, feminist’ or ‘post-structuralist’, etc. On the other hand, nor were they based on particular forms of oppression or injustice: race, gender, social class, etc. Rather, the emerging categories cut across traditional, orthodox theoretical constructs, including, for instance, ‘actions: social justice as a verb’ or ‘little stories: real lives linked to broader political projects’.  This was extremely interesting – and exciting and surprising  - since it appears that these new categories, if they are at all robust, constitute a challenge to established theoretical categories for approaches to social justice.

The categories are as follows
. The first two and the last are more traditional while the other three are less so. 

1.
Direct Discussions of Approaches to Social Justice: Concepts of Social Justice
This category is the most straightforward and traditional, though there are surprisingly few books and articles which discuss approaches of social justice, or concepts of social justice specifically in relation to education. 

2. The Terminology Wars and the History of Different Terms, including ‘Social Justice’ itself
Discussions about what an approach/ theory/ choice of term might be in the context of ‘social justice’. What does a theory or terminology do? Terminology might include: social justice, social and economic inclusion, social inclusion, social exclusion, fairness. Should they be retained? Criticised? Connected to…? Are they the language of aspiration?

3.
Actions within Socio-political Contexts. Social Justice as a Verb.
Getting going, acting. Minute to minute actions as well as strategic action. The importance of doing something. Noting levels of explanation and action (local/global; local/central; local/structural). The particular and personal and also the social, political, economic order.

4.
Alliances and Connections. Collaboration and Partnership across Differences
Making connections between the richness and specificity of particular contexts and the general principles of anti-oppressive practices. Co-constructing narratives and stories. Building together with different styles and skills. Working in multi-ethnic teams, sharing intelligence,  monitoring. Alliances not networking.

5.
Little stories: Public intellectuals
Little stories as well as (or instead of?) grand narratives. Personal positioning, examples. Stories told visually, also in poems, imagery text, etc. Emotional justice as well as rational justice. 

6.
Models of ‘Progress’ in Relation to Social Justice.
What would count as progress? The model of the long revolution vs the model of the guerrilla war

Critical reflections on answers produced by the methods
Is there anything new or different here?

Are the answers different from standard philosophical ones? There are similarities. There is attention to terminology which is standard enough, and a few principles, I think. But this is  similarity not sameness. The question of terminology is treated with a great deal of care (mirroring the initial call to the Day Seminar which drew attention to ‘social inclusion’) but the care is not the result of a desire for hard and fast definition so much as a focus on the politics of a discourse in which a particular term is embedded.  (An example would be a socialist insistence on the rightful term being ‘economic and social justice’ and certainly not ‘social inclusion’.) Similarly, while it is possible to say that there is space for principles (and some of the sub-headings could be read as principles) there is no requirement or even suggestion that there be any tidy sets of principles as part of a general theory of social justice. I suppose it might be possible to view the headings themselves as kind of preamble to producing more well worked-out principles. But I think that would be a misreading. I think they are better describable as aphorisms; or gestures at significant features of a conceptual landscape; or perhaps a framework. (Is it significant that I have to use metaphor here?) 

There are other differences which are significant.  In particular, there is an emphasis on the processes of making theory, on actions, on complexities left unsmoothed out, and on connections being made between macro/micro (or big/little, grand/small). Even more startling to a mainstream perspective there is the idea of the verb, the emphasis on story as story (not hidden even as much as in social contract theory), metaphor, utopia and distopia. None of these forms is unknown in philosophy which has been extremely hospitable over the centuries to different forms
. But these forms are not now common to mainstream philosophy-as-usual even when their creators are. 
 As I said earlier, old books are a good source of dissent to current orthodoxy.

How much agreement do these answers command  (and does it matter?)

How much consensus was there? And do the different sets of ideas agree with each other at this level of generality. And does it matter? If the categories and their overlapping concerns can be said to constitute a kind of theory of social justice in themselves, what kind of agreement would this theory command?

Here is a suggestion I like drawn from a paper written for the April seminar by Jean Rath. She displays (asks us to display) a proper delicacy and caution (particularly about policing the boundaries of ‘social justice’) at the same time as acting on a desire to do more than sit fretting in an armchair. 

We can make no attempt to formulate transcendent rules for the shackling of practices to ‘theoretical frameworks’. … Everything is kept in motion through the recognition of the constant need to reiterate the question ‘Where do you draw the fine line between “anything goes” and “anything may go” (when nothing basic is taken for granted)?’ (Trinh, 1992 p.259)

In one sense there was no consensus. I had hoped that the ‘call’ would bring in people who held a range of ideological and theoretical positions, and who came from a range of perspectives on particular issues of social justice (such as gender, class or race) – and it did.  Individual participants at the seminar reacted very differently to the individual pre-circulated papers; it was very much a case of ‘one man’s meat is another man’s poison’. 

In another sense there were certainly were some areas of consensus – or, at least, of considerable agreement. I had hoped that people coming from different perspectives would not simply retreat behind barricades and defend their own positions by abusing others. This hope was realised. I had not expected however that the sub-groups would be able to draw up notes with which everyone in that sub-group substantially agreed. But they did.  I got the sense, moreover, (rightly or wrongly) that the lists from each of the sub-groups would gain a lot of agreement from the other sub-groups. 

In the previous paragraph I used the phrase ‘considerable agreement’ in preference to ‘consensus’. Consensus is too strong a word. So what kind of agreement am I talking about, given the range of ideological position that was there? Oddly, perhaps, it was agreement both about the highly abstract distillations in the lists and also about specific instances of (in)justice. Disagreements occurred at a level between these, where the highly abstract was unpacked into, or the specific instance was explained by, particular theoretical perspectives. I would not like to suggest that where there was agreement it was total. I think the kind of agreement that there was would be describable by analogy with Wittgenstein’s use of ‘family resemblance’ to explain the meaning of ‘game’ (Wittgenstein, 1958). So some features between the lists or specific instances are held in common but exactly which ones (and in which combinations) varies. 

If a feature appears again and again, then it is probable (but not necessary) that it would be held by more people.  In other words some of the details of the framework appear to be more central, more necessary perhaps. Those details which appear less often might be extremely important to individual participants but others would find them marginal or wrong. It can be noticed that the importance of relating the big picture to the specific instance appears time and again. As does the importance of both doing and thinking. On the other hand there is only one mention of the use of the visual as a means of theorising. And there is only one actual use of a metaphoric expression to make an idea explicit. 

My claim is that these categories, underdeveloped and rough-hewn as they are, form a persuasive framework. So any middle ranking theory, i.e. at a level between the highly abstract and the specific instance, should fit reasonably comfortably, and might even expand and develop as a result of noting just where it fits. I can use my own work as an example here. My theorising of 1998 seems to fit well into the framework suggested here. It is expressed as principles and that is, as I said above, acceptable, as long as they did not purport to constitute a complete and universal frame – which they certainly did not. Indeed, as I have made clear, they came into existence for specific communities, which is why they are a bit different for schools (1998a) and researchers (1998b). So I can say that they are an example of what is suggested in headings (3), (4) and (6). They are also careful about (1) and (2). Since 1998, I have been very much aware that (5) is missing. Although the process of producing the principles depended on such stories they were not, I now think, central enough in the 1998 versions. 

So what?

The purpose of the article was to examine what is needed from a theory of social justice in education. A tentative answer has been given in terms of suggestions for interrogating specific theories. A more general answer can be put forward with much more confidence. It is as follows: We need to be active, while thinking, revising and listening (especially to strange voices not so much like ours). We need to hone our ability to use forms of expression that help, which are not imperialistic or dominating. And we need to be mindful of the links between what we are doing today with what people have tried to do before: to link our attempts at wise actions with theirs. We need to keep asking who ‘we’ is when we make these joint efforts.  Therefore our theorising needs to reflect all that. 
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� Rather than simply talk of ‘racism’, there is a move to talk of ‘racisms’. Similarly, and in the same spirit distinctions are drawn between ‘colour racism’ and ‘cultural racism’. 


� I am grateful to Victoria Perselli for pointing out that ‘as’ is important here. It indicates that the philosopher is part of the community. 


�   See various reviews of De Botton’s Consolations of Philosophy for how quaintly masculine some mainstream philosophy remains: both the author and his reviewers. Note  also how overwhelmingly female the teaching profession is in contrast to those engaging in public and influential discussion: the  overwhelmingly male academics, spokesmen, policy makers and managers. Also I think that Oakeshott would have thought he was at least inclusive of all men – but it is very unlikely that his philosophy actually engaged with the concerns of relatively poorer, working class  or of black men. Or so it is reasonable to infer from his bibliography  and references. 


� Cavarero herself makes the links between  concerns about women and those about servitude, foreignness and the living, animal world.


� For the continuing relevance of this, see the description by Rosenstock and Steinberg, 1999 of their programme of vocational education in Massachusetts. Here is an example, apparently of the continuing use of Dewey’s philosophy related to social justice. 


� For instance, see Gewirtz (1998). Also see Young (2000) for recognition as greeting. 


� Kenneth Dunkwu and I organised the workshops, and wrote the subsequent Review (Dunkwu and Griffiths, 2002)


� Sharon Gewirtz and Sally Powers were able to contribute a relevant (draft) paper but were unable to attend.


� Produced by Morwenna Griffiths and Kenneth Dunkwu, with help and advice from: Paula Allman , Elizabeth Atkinson, Teresa Belton, Max Biddulph, Mark Boylan, Jacky Brine, John Coldron, Tony Cotton, Annabelle Dixon, Mary Fuller, Simone Galea, Philip Garner, Susan Hart, Richard Hatcher, Ian Hextall, Dave Hill, Margaret Ledwith, Pat Mahoney, Phil Mignot, Doreen McCalla-Chen, Syble Morgan, Marie Parker-Jenkins, Victoria Perselli, Jean Rath, Glenn Rikowski, John Robinson, Mitja Sardoc, Sue Wallace.


� Wittgenstein and Nietzsche are obvious examples. As is Plato.


� Again, Wittgenstein and Nietzsche are obvious examples. And so is Plato.
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