J lﬁﬁéﬁr%l ;r\)i‘ﬁ;’ 102 ﬁéﬁ FE 8 g g N B

. . = N EZELEEE
#HE ETHESLETH | . 1470 ?#ﬁ,a%aﬂ%ﬁ

, TR,

b - 2"‘*%,%5%&%—%%_1: , BRITRFHS.
#3E * 621 ' - SRAE. RESEE  HEARSHE.

A O
£ F
%]

SR (ER10%) - 5304

1. RIS T (EHG, AR ?

2. ISR T SRR ?

3. BRTAHAL G T oritical social work) AUTBEGER T ?

:*mﬁ%?ﬁﬁ&ﬁ%ﬁ@%i?ﬁm%ﬂ7iﬁﬁiﬁﬂwxﬁ&ﬁ
ByEEm o (3043)

A parallel to what we are attempting to do can be found in Nel Noddings’ (2003)
much misunderstood ethic of care. She is at great pains to show that care is not

_ primarily an individual virtue, something that inheres in the subject. It is not enough
for the social worker to claim that s/he cares. If the client feels that nobody cares, then
an ethic of care does not pertain. Hers is a relational ethics, and not a virtue ethics. An
individual’s virtuous character or good intentions is not sufficient in an ethic of care.
An ethic of care depends on a potentiality within the boundaries of possible

experience and the reciprocity between the ‘one-caring® and the ‘cared-for’. It inheres,
or better still, is immanent in the mutuality of the caring relationship and not merely
in the qualities of the individuals doiﬁg the caring or being cared for. In other words,
Noddings® ethics of care is ontological. It is based on the view that humans are
relational beings and for caring to eveniuate, a contexi must be created where the one
caring and the one cared for both derive benefit from the caring relationship. I cannot
care for you if you do not want to be cared for by me and I am not caring for you if
you do not feel cared for by me. By the same token, the mother filled with good
intentions who smothers her child is not a caring mother in Noddingé’ termas. Nor is
the father who over-protects his daughter, not allowing her to develop her own sense
of independence (see Semetsky, 2006). '

Like the ethic of care, our concept of social work as art does not rest only on the
virtuous social worker doing all the right things, but on the myriad factors which
create the art of what social workers do: the client—worker relationship, professional
requirements, agency environment, social policy and so on. We will argue that the art
inheres in the work of the social. There is a relationship between what the individual
social worker does and the broader context in which her or his work is situated. The
choiee is not the individual social worker’s, but the work, which conveys what must
be done. ‘

[ EMIEG 5| 5 Gray, M., & Webh, S, A. (2008). Debate: Social work as art
revisited. International Journal of Social Welfare, 17, 182-193 |
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