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Martin Buber, another Jew who engaged in spiritual resistance during the era of Nazism, also sees “wholeness” 

in responsive relationships with others, with a similar awareness to Lévinas of overcoming totalitarian “totality.” 

Yoshida (2007) clarified the dialogical view of wholeness in Buber’s thought as follows. 

In contrast to “totality,” Buber spoke of “wholeness” in a lecture entitled “Human Development and Worldview” 

in 1935, at a time of deepening division due to clashes between totalitarian groups. When a community, whether a 

nation or a state, seeks to incorporate the outside world and expand by integrating and assimilating people into its 

worldview, it is creating totality. “Totality is what makes it up, but wholeness is essentially what results and grows 

up.” It is not deliberately and systematically constructed or organized, but arises naturally in the call and response 

with others that one faces at any given time. It is the wholeness that emerges in the course of responsive 

relationships with others, but it cannot be objectified or grasped on its own. 

In Buber the “other” has heterogeneity/otherness, as compared to the concept of the “I-thou” relationship of the 

early 1920s, which he came to explicitly emphasize later, after experiencing Naziism. For example, in his article 

“Distance and Relation” (1950), Buber emphasizes that one can only enter into relations through the mediation of 

“the rigor and depth of human individuation, the fundamental otherness of the other,” while in his article 

“Following the Collective” (1956), Buber reiterates that “community” formation through “identification” is in danger 

of turning into totality. 

Let us note here that heterogeneity in “diversity and heterogeneity,” which has been a key term in this paper, is 

described in a fundamentally strong sense as the “otherness of the other.” When a community tries to integrate 

others by sharing commonality and identity with others, it tends to turn into totality. This does not mean that 

individualism or privatization is acceptable but what, then, is the basis for “the communal” that includes otherness 

and diversity, or, in the definition used in the previous section, “publicity” that is distinct from “communality”? 

Buber (like Lévinas) says that it is to face the fundamental otherness of the other and to affirm it as heterogeneous 

rather than to assimilate it. 

The wholeness that arises in this way is infinitely open, but because it is bound together by each response to the 

other, its diversity is not diffused discretely. The tension between the “centrifugal force to differentiate” and the 

“centripetal force to identify,” so to speak, continues to be sustained by the call and response through otherness. 
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Buber’s key concept of “encounter” is that the self is transformed by stepping out of the community, encountering 

the alien other outside of it, and accepting the otherness. The other key concept in Buber, “dialogue,” is to call, and 

to respond when called upon by the other, to fulfill one’s responsibility to respond. In Buber, in this kind of encounter 

and dialogue in response to the heterogeneous other, a third path of “responsive wholeness” through dialogism 

emerges between the privatized individualism in the absence of the other and the totalitarianism that identifies 

others with totality. 

This section grasps the aspect of “responsive wholeness” that opposes “totality” by overlaying Buber’s thought 

with that of Lévinas, who saw infinite openness in the face of the other. 

This paper raises the issues of “inclusion” in the boundary area of public education in Japan, i.e., diversity that 

is inclusive inside formal schools or diversity that is open outside formal schools (Section 1), and proposes an 

alternative model for thinking about these issues by rethinking the concepts of “inclusion” and “wholeness” (Section 

2). The alternative model will allow us to think about how to draw an intersectional and responsive line between 

boundary areas that do not fall into the “inward/outward” dichotomy of public education as a whole. Below, this 

section discusses the boundary of that inclusion, summarizing our arguments to this point. 

Section 1 first raised the issue of the conflict/dilemma between the view that diversity and heterogeneity can only 

be guaranteed to all students if they are included in formal schools (i.e., diversity included in formal schools) and 

the view that formal schools should have boundary areas open to the outside world where diversity and 

heterogeneity can be ensured, because homogenization pressure is unavoidable within formal schools where 

standardization and formality are inevitable (i.e., diversity that extends outside formal schools). 

Next, political theory was employed to understand the problem, identifying the tension and conflict between the 

policy position of including all educational opportunities in formal schools and the policy position of allowing them 

to develop outside formal schools as a struggle over the multiple freedoms to educate. The paper argued that it is 

undesirable to grant ultimate authority to any one of these freedoms, and that ensuring the reconciliation of 

“inclusion” and “openness” is a difficult challenge. 

Further, the same issue is discussed with reference to the debate on the public nature of education. Publicness, 

as distinguished from communality, can be seen as both “official” and “common” as well as “open.” When 

“publicness” is viewed not as the integration or reconciliation of heterogeneity and diversity, but as a mechanism 
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for the creation and manifestation of heterogeneity and diversity itself, it is argued that minorities, who have 

different values from the dominant values of formal schools, can be allowed to exit it and create their own unique 

educational opportunities by extending the logic of publicness, that is “guaranteeing heterogeneity and diversity.” 

The question is how “inclusion” can be open to the outside without creating closed boundaries. 

Based on the above discussion in section 1, section 2 proposed a thinking model of “responsive wholeness” that 

is not “concentric totalization,” referring to the ideas of Lévinas and Buber in order to understand “inclusion” that 

is open to the outside. Using this model, then, how can we rethink the boundary area of public education? 

As a premise, since formal schools in the public education system are responsible for enhancing social integration 

by guaranteeing equal opportunities for common education, they should be conscious of avoiding the pitfall of 

inclusiveness in the “concentric totality” model, in which all members of the system are included and made 

identical. Indeed, being conscious of this, the public education sector has been striving to emphasize the inclusion 

of “diversity and heterogeneity” as a principle of publicness. However, based on the “responsive wholeness” model, 

we should not only consider this diversity as diversity held within formal schools, but also emphasize the otherness 

and heterogeneity of others who appear outside formal schools. It is something that can never be assimilated into 

our commonness, something outside of our concentrically totalizing common world. And as long as there is a 

responsive relationship with the external yet heterogeneous other, it is included in an open wholeness, a publicity 

open to diversity. 

In order for this responsive relationship to be established, it is important to note that the “included” side, that 

is, the side with its own heterogeneity, is not passive but active (emergent) agency. The dominant majority side that 

seeks to include other entities should start by listening to and responding to the voice of the “questioning” other. 

The key here is the relationship with others, with faces and voices that are not subject to the system. There, a space 

(topos) is required that can hold the relationships responding to this questioning. This topos has no fixed boundary 

separating the inside from the outside, but “arises” each time a responsive relationship is established. 

Therefore, the boundaries of public education should be tentative, intersectional, and responsive, which can be 

done by redefining the concept of inclusion through a “responsive wholeness” model. How can we institutionalize 

such an asylum-like topos in the boundary area where the formal and the informal intersect in public education? 

We must envision this topos while considering what is to be gained and what is to be lost by its institutionalization. 

The specifics of this study will be the subject of future work, beyond the scope of this paper. 
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Reprinted from Atsuhiko Yoshida, Inclusion and Wholeness: Rethinking Boundaries between the Formal 

and the Non-Formal in Japanese Public Education, in; Educational Studies in Japan: International Yearbook, No. 

17, March, 2023. pp. 5-18. 
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