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Whatever I do in life, whomever I meet, I am
first and always one-caring or one cared-for. I do
not “assume roles” unless I become an actor.
“Mother” is not a role; “teacher” is not a role.! When
I became a mother, I entered a very special relation
— possibly the prototypical caring relation. When
I became a teacher, I also entered a very special -
and more specialized — caring relation. No enter-
prise or special function I am called upon to serve
can relieve me of my responsibilities as one-caring,
Indeed, if an enterprise precludes my meeting
the other in a caring relation, I must refuse to
participate in that enterprise. Now, of course, an
enterprise by its very nature may require me to care
for a problem or set of problems. If I am a bus driver,
or airline pilot, or air traffic controller, or surgeon,
I may properly “care” for the problems and tasks
presented. My major responsibilities focus on the
other as physical entity and not as whole person,
g:dee(:; as gafﬁc controller, I do not even meet
€ other whose sa
In st enterprisesfeiyble;:, eer:floyeq bto protect.
others through proficient practiccsgf(') ot A
even in such i my craft. But,
enterprises, when éncounter occurs
b
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I must meet the other as one-caring, It is encouy
that is reduced and not my obligatioy w
Clearly, in professions where encounter i frequey
and where the ethical ideal of the other is g,
sarily involved, I am first and foremost one-cariy
and, second, enactor of specialized functions, §
teacher, I am, first, one-caring,

The one-caring is engrossed in the cared-foru
undergoes a motivational displacement toward tte
projects of the cared-for. This does not, as we hux
seen, imply romantic love or the sort of pervast
and compulsive “thinking of the other” that cha@-
terizes infatuation. It means, rather, that one-can
receives the other, for the interval of caring, o
pletely and nonselectively. She is present ©0 the th”
and places her motive power in his semcf:- I‘:“
of course, she does not abandon her own ethicdi
in doing this, but she starts from a posiion the r
or regard for the projects of the oth?r- In [unle
guage of Martin Buber, the cared-fOf‘ ‘15 ff‘“:l pe
as “Thou,” a subject, and not 2s It’. ﬁmayb‘
of analysis. During the encounter, Whllcn e,
singular and brief or recurrent and pro° tgn
cared-for “is Thou and fills the firmame’™
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asks @ question in class and 5
e receives not jUSt the “resp()nsen

e
" e y [cﬂgs sh
# [ " ’What he says matters, whether it is
Mﬂe srude“t' nd she prObeS gently for clarifica-
g7 B ontribution. She is not seeking
¢ involvement of the cared-for. For
of dialogue that grows around the
d-for indeed “fills the firmament,”

Gnitely more important than the

er-‘n as teacher is not necessarily per-
0% Joes not abstain, as Neill might have,
he student, OF persuading him, or
o Jead! oward an examination of school sub-
izes that, in the long run, he will
feases. We may force him to respond
put what he will make his own
popect ,1 effectively is that which he find
mdgwntui!“)’ a'ppy life. Thi s E
ot for s 0D e. This recognition does not
gﬂe either the teacher’s power or her respons-
o As we SaW in our earlier discussion of the
lwed'for, the teacher may indeed coerce the student
. gio choosing against himself. He may be led to
jiinish his ethical ideal in the pursuit of achieve-
gentgoals. The teacher’s power is, thus, awesome.
s she who presents the “effective world” to the
adent?In doing this, she realizes that the student,
seihical agent, will make his own selection from
te presented possibilities and so, in a very import-
atsense, she is prepared to put her motive energy
nthe service of his projects. She has already had a
wd in selecting those projects and will continue
nguide and inform them, but the objectives them-
hes must be embraced by the student.
Buber suggests that the role of the teacher is just
b to influence, He says:

F:rmlis ﬂ:cn educator of our day has to act con.sciouslx
alraiSinevex:heless do it “as thm.xgh. he did not.
isgcnumeg:o.the finger, that gucsnomng g.lance, are
llective Worldmg. Through hlf.n the se!ecnon of 'th.e
 when he Redchies th? pupil. He fails Fhe recipi-

0 imcrl;fesmts this selection to him 'wul'l a
Oing oyt eor:"“- Tt must be concentrated in him;

- Interfere concentration has the ?ppeara:ncc

. Obedieny nce divides the soul in his care 1to
infy Part and a rebellious part. But a hidden

tnce 5
Ring fori: ?Ceedmg from his integrity has an integ-

Wy
LT s
:g.“ for i tof“‘“mmc interest or trust and admira-
’ecﬁve, e%chef, the student does embrace an
May need help in attaining it. The

he On .
teacher, ag one i & Caring as Teacher
E:f)t eqUa].ly 0g, meetg the sty e, i
lncluSiOn » L says that t e t h nt,dlrect]y bllt
ately what the ,, this term seems ;r 1S Capable of
Ne-cari i
Cared-for. My, e—h(;anng does in u,y]negSCtrlbe accur.
ayerof] 0 teach the

ow else can she i
: : €Ct matter for him? As sh S}Te mte’,‘
inclusion, she accepts Ais motives € exercises this
he intends, so long as these m;trimhes toward what
V 1 :
do not force an aband es and intentions
. andonment of her own ethic. Incl
sion as practiced by th e e
caw earli y the teacher is a vital gift. As we
carlier, the §mdent’s attempts at inclusion may
result in a deterioration of the learning process.

The special gift of the teacher, then, is to receive
the student, to look at the subject matter with him.
Her commitment is to him, the cared-for, and he
is — th%‘ough that commitment — set free to pursue
his legitimate projects.

Again I want to emphasize that this view is not
romantic but practical. The teacher works with the
student. He becomes her apprentice and gradually
assumes greater responsibility in the tasks the

gr P y
undertake. This working together, which produces
both joy in the relation and increasing competence
in the cared-for, was advocated, we may recall, by
Urie Bronfenbrenner in his discussion of cooper-
ative engagement in tasks, and it was also implied
by Robert White’s discussion of competence as t.he
desired end of “effectance motivation.” The Sjuldf

: in hi orld 0
wants to attain competence in his own i‘:l:nce of
, ve
experience. He needs the coope‘ratl -guThe one-

fully caring adult to accomplish ‘h‘.s'

a futy hen, has two major tasks: 0
caring as teacher, et

v« world by prese
stretch th? students ¥ S -l')th which she 15 10

higher priorty than
ost, she must nurture

eal. >

special respon51b1hty for d?e

b ideal. She i oft'ex’l in

f ideal as it is being initially
e
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dent, she
«+h the adult student,
even wi

tructed and,

o i ‘buting to its enhance-
nique POWE" o he can underscore

ot (iiestruction. In dialogu®; $ -

e (;r tness — ENCOUrage him to stan .p .

his subjec .

related to what he says anto

B et ar"’Sp'(:lsz;ehuman being respons-

e i :

15” or whatever. .

ible for his words and acts, and the 8 =

e what he thi

i inks
R mﬁ;whzeglain to which he
is as important as what. &7
:'Zfers forrx;usﬁﬁcadon is significant. How he relates

is is important.

e ;th_e;;ase:;‘;‘i’;; atlllleth;:ulcslentpin dialogue, the
teac}f:lr also provides a model. To support her
students as ones-caring, she must show then ber-
self as one-caring. Hence she is not content to
enforce rules — and may even refuse occasionally to
do so — but she continually refers the rules to thefr
ground in caring. If she confronts a student who is
cheating, she may begin by saying, I know you want
to do well, or, I know you want to help your friend.
She begins by attributing the best possible motive
to him, and she then proceeds to explain — fully,
with many of her own reservations expressed freely
- why she cannot allow him to cheat. She does not
need to resort to punishment, because the rules are
not sacred to her. What matters is the student, the
cared-for, and how he will approach ethical prob-
lems as a result of his relation to her. Will he refer
his ethical decisions to an ethic of caring or to rules
and the likelihood of apprehension and punishment?
Will he ask what his act means in terms of the
feelings, needs, and projects of others, or will he be

content with a catalog of rules-of-the-game?
_ A teacher cannot “talk” this ethic. She must live
it, and that _implics establishing a relation with the
i D i i e
him, He ;ssle:::iiages e pr actice with
studies; he s ls ]g nc?t Just mathematics or socia]
; 0 learning how to be one-caring. By

conducting education
) morally, the ¢
induce an enhanced moral ’ i cacher hOPCS o

view was held also, b
' ) y John Dewey, §;
describes the relation jn Dewey’s tl);ini!i?ll;y Hook

How, then, does Dewe
what we have called the

largely disregardeq - ; original for his time and still
S 10 teach q/f subjects in such
personal agpects s a“_d make foca] their socia] and
affected by thm’potil:s.s g how human beings are
flow from their y HNg up the esponsibilitieg that
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Everything we do, then, 5
overtones. T_hrough dialogye %eacher,
sion of practice, and the atm-l’)unf’delmg1 the "y
the one-caring as teacher Nurtyy, o ¢ Py
She cannot nurture the gp, e € the gy 0%,
out regard for the ethicg] - ulntellec iq
to risk producing a monster, anq n A
the ethical ideal withoyt cons; deéhe & t;:llm
image of which it is a par, For hng the \vholenIxre
himself in general - as sty e nt, as(’w h:e feek:‘“'
friend — contributes to the enhanc:')h)Isml .n:ut
tion of the ethical idea], What thement or iminh
to him continually is the beg pOSsiJl%c'er reﬂe;
sonant with reality. She doeg not &
conjure up “expectations” a5 .
him as he is and finds somethis,;a;fig::isr‘ :he m::
a result, he may find the strength to ba le ang,
more admirable. He is confirmeq. "%
T.he sf)rt of relaFedness and caring | have beey -
cussing is often dismissed as impossibe bwn
constraints of number, time, and purpose, Riush:’ ‘
Hult, in his discussion of “pedagogica] w:m S
notes that such requirements seem ¢, requirff
turn close personal relationships of the I-Th;: :
sort. He says: “While these may sometimes oqqy
and may be desirable, most pedagogical conters
make such relationships implausible if not undest-
able.”® He concludes that caring as Mayeroff bs
described it, and as I have described it, “cannotte
the kind of caring demanded of teachers.” I insit
that it is exactly the kind of caring ideally requird
of teachers. |
I think that Hult and others who take tis
position misunderstand the requirement that Bur
has described as an I-Thou encounter; that Mare |
has described in terms of “disposability’; ‘_h“ l
Mayeroff has described as identification-¥
recognition-of-independence; that I have de‘SCﬂ_
as engrossment and displacement of U}Ot“'afm_
I do not need to establish a deep, lasun 3?;
consuming personal relationship with every " .
What T must do is to be totally and nonsee<™
present to the student — to each student —'afsbut
addresses me. The time interval may b¢ bré
the encounter is total. pso 0
Further, there are ways to extend contﬂcow ho¥
deeper relationships may develop. If.I 0pics o
my student typically reacts t0 certalt t}f bod
tasks, I am in a better position t©0 guide o pot
sensitively and economically. Why ¢" d‘:nts g
for smaller schools, for teachers and st¥ p 0N o
ing together for three years rather

Teflect gy, "o
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; gy doing ¢
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et more than one subject? We are
. (eAC pinking by too great a deference to
in OU s today is not very attractive, Our

gwhatd
o) o change the structure of schools and
v

| a][cmaﬂ pat caring Can flourish, and the hope

his we may attain both a higher
' [hz[f gaitve achievement and a more caring,
“;IJCZO:: tgegin our educati9nal glanning, Wf: may
i schools as they are, identify their primary
@t " 1 ask how they may best be organized
funcﬂffe [,heif functions. Or we may start with our
“f:ﬂﬂe of caring and education and ask what sort
p;corganizadon might be compatible with this
oicmre. When James Conant made his influential
reoommendati0n§ co7ncerning thfé organization of
condary education, he began with the intellectual
function of schools and, assuming a national need
or high-powered curricula in mathematics and
cience, suggested that larger schools were required
support such programs. I have begun by identi-
fying the maintenance and enhancement of the
thical ideal as the primary function of any educa-
fonal community, and so I shall be interested first
1ot in the establishment of programs but in the
establishment and evaluation of chains and circles
of caring. To establish such chains and circles, we
may need to consider smaller schools.

I shall say more about how schools might be
organized to support caring and, in particular, we
should discuss, in the context of teaching, dia-
logue, practice, and confirmation. We should remind
ourselves, before we leave this initial discussion on
the one-caring as teacher, that there is another 1n
the caring relation. The student also contributes t0
aring, The one form of mutuality that is excluded
fom the teacher-student relation is a0 attempt
®inclusion on the part of the student: A focus of
Student attention on the teacher’s ;nstructional
Strategies is fatal to the relationshiP ~ and to the
Student’s learning. The student mays however, C:I‘:;
for the teacher as a person. He may be fascilnalfle
by her and hold her in the highest e d

o, : ical tasks anc
3y be willing to help her with phys:h r students.
Indeed, to assist her in teaching © cto preclude
NOthing in our discussion Was mez}ﬂt but, within
the possibility of the student’s cari?b is different
the teacher-student relation, 1 caring
from that of the teacher. effect on the rela-

_ The student has his E"eateStIf he perceives
Uonship as the one carec” or it, he s giving
teacher’s caring and responds 1

o

-for is " of carin S0
o cating whes hfree to aceept or reject the attii’lde
ceivet. the ap ; Perceives it, If the cared-for per
" tude and denies j NtanE
mternal state of untruth it, then he is in an

Man ’

\ crisisyo(;f our schools are in what might be called
caring. Both students and teachers ar

brutally attacked verbally and physically. Clearlye
g;;: ZC}:,OOI'S a're not often places. where caring is fuI:

ed, but 1t 1s not always the failure of teachers that
cause§ the lapse in caring. Many urban teachers are
suffering symptoms of battle fatigue and “burn-out.”
No matter what they do, it seems, their efforts are
not perceived as caring. They themselves are per-
ceived, instead, as the enemy, as natural targets for
resistance.

The cared-for is essential to the relation. What the
cared-for contributes to the relation is a responsive-
ness that completes the caring. This responsiveness
need not take the form of gratitude or even of
direct acknowledgment. Rather, the cared-for shows
either in direct response to the one-caring or in
spontaneous delight and happy growth before per
eyes that the caring has been received. The caring
is completed when the cared-for receives the caring.
He may respond by free, vigorous, and happy
immersion in his own projects (toward which the
one-caring has directed her own energy also), a'nd
the one-caring, secing this, knows that the relation
has been completed in the cared-fqr. N

We see another cogent reason for mgstmg on rela-
tion and caring in teaching. WlTefe is the tea;:her
to get the strength to g0 o giving except rorln

rudent? In situations where the student rarely
the ¢ ds, is negative, denies the effort at caring,
g h;r’s caring quite predictably deteriorates to
t‘h o d burdens.” She becomes the needy target
roares an'n caring. In such cases, we should supply
of he'r o ort to maintain the teacher as one-
spe.mal (s‘:)l;‘;‘:nunitics are just barely awakened to this
mngghut no indirect caring can fully compensate
P natural reward of teaching. This is always
for the onsiveness of the student.

in the resp

foi:'c}lu:t am | recommending? That students should
be more responsive to their teachers? Can we
command them 10 respond? This approach seems

@
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wrong, although parents might reasonably. talk to
their children about the difficulties of teaching and
ways in which students can support and encourage
their teachers simply by exhibiting a spontaneous
enthusiasm for their own growth. But, realistic-
ally, such a recommendation seems gnlik'e]y to
be productive. What I am recommending is t.hat
schools and teaching be redesigned so that caring
has a chance to be initiated in the one-caring and
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