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Moral Orientation and
Moral Development
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CAROL GILLIGAN

When one looks at an ambiguous figure like the drawing that can be seen as a
young or old woman, or the image of the vase and the faces, one initially sees it
in only one way. Yet even after seeing it in both ways, one way often seems more
compelling. This phenomenon reflects the laws of perceptual organization that
favor certain modes of visual grouping. But it also suggests a tendency to view
reality as unequivocal and thus to argue that there is one right or better way of
seeing.

The experiments of the Gestalt psychologists on perceptual organization pro-
vide a series of demonstrations that the same proximal pattern can be organized
in different ways so that, for example, the same figure can be seen as a square or
a diamond, depending on its orientation in relation to a surrounding frame.
Subsequent studies show that the context influencing which of two possible or-
ganizations will be chosen may depend not only on the features of the array pre-
sented but also on the perceiver’s past experience or expectation. Thus, a bird-
watcher and a rabbit-keeper are likely to see the duck-rabbit figure in different
ways; yet this difference does not imply that one way is better or a higher form of
perceptual organization. It does, however, call attention to the fact that the rab-
bit-keeper, perceiving the rabbit, may not see thz ambiguity of the figure until
someone points out that it can also be seen as a duck.

This paper presents a similar phenomenon with respect to moral judgment, de-
scribing two moral perspectives that organize thinking in different ways. The anal-
ogy to ambiguous figure perception arises from the observation that although
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people are aware of both perspectives, they tend to adoept one or the other in
defining and resolving moral conflict. Since moral judgments organize thinking
about cheice in difficult situations, the adoption of a single perspective may fa-
cilitate clarity of decision. But the wish for clarity may also imply a compelling
human need for resolution or closure, especially in the face of decisions that
give rise to discomfort or unease. Thus, the search for clarity in seeing may blend
with a search for justification, encouraging the position that there is one right or
better way to think about moral problems. This question, which has been the
subject of intense theological and philosophical debate, becomes of interest to
the psychologist not only because of its psychological dimensions—the ten-
dency to focus on one perspective and the wish for justification—but also be-
cause one moral perspective currently dominates psychological thinking and is
embedded in the most widely used measure for assessing the maturity of moral
reasoning. _

In describing an alternative standpoint, I will reconstruct the account of
moral development around two moral perspectives, grounded in different di-
mensions of relationship that give rise to moral concern. The justice perspective,
often equated with moral reasoning, is recast as one way of seeing moral prob-
lems and a care perspective is brought forward as an alternate vision or frime.
The distinction between justice and care as alternative perspectives or moral
orientations is besed empirically on the observation that a shift in the focus of
attention from concerns about justice to concerns about care changes the defin-
idon of what constitutes a moral problem, and leads the same situation to be
seen in different ways. Theoretically, the distinction between justice and care
cuts across the familiar divisions between thinking and feeling, egoism and al-
truism, theoretical and practical reasoning. It calls attertion to the fact that all
human relationships, public and private, can be characterized both in terms of
equality and in terms of attachment, and that both inequality and detachment
constitute grounds for moral concern. Since everyone is vulnerable both to op-
pression and to abandonment, two moral visions—one of justice and one of
care—recur in human experience. The moral injunctions not to act unfairly to-
ward others, and not to turn away from someone in need, capture these differ-
ent concerns.

The conception of the moral domain as [comprising] at least two moral orien-
tations raises new questions about observed differences in moral judgment and
the disagreements to which they give rise. Key to this revision is the distinction
between differences in developmental stage (more or less adequate positions
within a single orientation) and differences in orientaticn (alternative perspec-
tives ar frameworks). The findings reported in this paper of an association be-
tween moral orientation and gender speak directly to the continuing contro-
versy over sex differences in moral reasoning. In doing so, however, they also
offer an empiticel explanation for why previous thinking about moral develop-
ment has been organized largely within the justice framework.

——
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My research on moral orientation derives frem an observation made in the
course of studying the relationship between moral judgment and action. Two
studies, one of college students describing their experiences of moral conflict
and choice, and one of pregnant women who were considering abortion, shifted
the focus of attention from the ways people reason about hypothetical dilem-
mas to the ways people construct moral conflicts and choices in their lives, This
change in approach made it possible to see what experiences people define in
moral terms, and to explore the relationship between the understanding of
moral problems and the reasoning strategies used and the actions taken in at-
tempting to resolve them. In this context, I observed that women, especially
when speaking about their own experiences of moral conflict and choice, often
define moral problems in a way that eludes the categories of moral theory and is
at odds with the assumptions that shape psychological thinking about morality
and about the self.! This discovery, that a different voice often guides the moral
judgments and the actions of women, called attention to a major design prob-
lem in previous moral judgment research: namely, the use of all-male samples as
the empirical basis for theory construction.

The selection of an all-male sample as the basis for generalizations that are
applied to both males and females is logically inconsistent. As a research strat-
egy, the decision to begin with a single-sex sample is inherently problematic,
since the categories of analysis will tend to be defined on the basis of the initia]
data gathered and subsequent studies will tend to be restricted to these cate-
gories. Piaget’s work on the moral judgment of the child illustrates these prob-
lems since he defined the evolution of children’s consciousness and practice of
rules on the basis of his study of boys playing marbles, and then undertook a
study of girls to assess the generality of his findings. Observing a series of differ-
ences both in the structure of girls' games -and “in the actual mentality of little
girls,” he deemed these differences not of interest because “it was not this con-
trast which we proposed to study.” Girls, Piaget found, “rather complicated our
interrogatory in relation to what we know about boys,” since the changes in their
conception of rules, although following the same sequence observed in boys,
did not stand in the same relation to social experience. Nevertheless, he con-
cluded that “in spite of these differences in the structure of the game and appar-
ently in the players’ mentality, we find the same process at work as in the evolu-
tion of the game of marbles.”>2

Thus, girls were of interest insofar as they were similar to boys and confirmed
the generality of Piaget's findings. The differences noted, which included a
greater tolerance, a greater tendency toward innovation in solving contlicts, a
greater willingness to make exceptions to rules, and a lesser concern with legal
elaboration, were not seen as germane to “the psychology of rules,” and there-
fore were regarded as insignificant for the study of children’s moral judgment.
Given the confusion that currently surrounds the discussion of sex differences in
moral judgment, it is important to emphasize that the differences observed by
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Piaget did not pertain to girls’ understanding of rules per se or to the develop-
ment of the idez of justice in their thinking, but rather to the way girls structured
their games and their approach to conflict resolution—that is, to their use rather
than their understanding of the logic of rules and justice.

Kohlberg, in his research onr moral development, did not encounter these
problems since he equated moral development with the development of justice
reasoning and initially used an all-male sample as the basis for theory and test
construction. In response to his critics, Kohlberg has recently modified his
claims, renaming his test a measure of “justice reasoning” rather than of “moral
maturity” and acknowledging the presence of a care perspective in people’s
moral thinking.? But the widespread use of Kohlberg’s measure as a measure of
moral development together with his own continuing tendency to equate justice
reasoning with rhoral judgment leaves the problem of orientation differences
unsolved. More specifically, Kohlberg's efforts to assimilate thinking about care
to the six-stage developmental sequence he derived and refined by analyzing
changes in justice reasoning (relying centrally on his all-male longitudinal sam-
ple), underscores the continuing importance of the points raised in this paper
concerning (1) the distinction between differences in developmental stage
within a single orientation and differences in orientation, and (2) the fact that
the moral thinking of girls and women was not examined in establishing either
the meaning or the measurement of moral judgment within contemporary psy-
chology.

An analysis of the language and logic of men’s and women's moral reasoning
about a range of hypothetical and real dilemmas underlies the distinction elabo-
rated in this paper between a justice and a care perspective. The empirical asso-
ciation of care reasoning with women suggests that discrepancies observed be-
tween moral theory and the moral judgments of girls and women may reflect a
shift in perspeciive, a change in moral orientation. Lik= the figure-ground shift
in ambiguous figure perception, justice and care as moral perspectives are not
opposites or mitror-images of one another, with justice uncaring and care un-
just. Instead, these perspectives denote different ways of organizing the basic el-
ements of moral judgment: self, others, and the relationship between them.
With the shift in perspective from justice to care, the organizing dimension of re-
lationship changes from inequality/equality to attachment/detachment, reor-
ganizing thoughts, feelings, and language so that words connoting relationship
like “dependence” or “responsibility” or even moral terms such as “fairness” and
“care” take on different meanings. To organize relationships in terms of attach-
ment rather than in terms of equality changes the way human connection is
imagined, so that the images or metaphors of relationship shift from hierarchy
or balance to network or web. In addition, each organizing framework leads to a
different way of imagining the self as a moral agent.

From a justice perspective, the self as moral agent stands as the figure against
a ground of social relationships, judging the conflicting claims of self and others
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against a standard of equality or equal respect (the Categorical Imperative, the
Golden Rule). From a care perspective, the relationship becomes the figure,
defining self and others, Within the context of relationship, the self as a moral
agent perceives and responds to the perception of need. The shift in moral per-
spective is manifest by a change in the moral question from “What is just?” to
“How to respond?”

For example, adolescents asked to describe a moral dilemma often speak
about peer or family pressure in which case the moral question becomes how to
maintain moral principles or standards and resist the influence of one’s parents
or friends. “I have a right to my religious opinions,” one teenager explains, refer-
ring to a religious difference with his parents. Yet, he adds, “I respect their views.”
The same dilemma, however, is also construed by adolescents as a problem of
attachment, in which case the moral question becomes: how to respond both to
oneself and to one's friends or one’s parents, how to maintain or strengthen con-
nection in the face of differences in belief. “I understand their fear of my new re-
ligious ideas,” one teenager explains, referring to her religious disagreement
with her parents, “but they really ought to listen to me and try to understand my
beliefs.”

One can see these two statements as two versions of essentially the same
thing. Both teenagers present self-justifying arguments about religious disagree-
ment; both address the claims of self and of othersin a way that honors both. Yet
each frames the problem in different terms, and the use of moral language
points to different concerns. The first speaker casts the problem in terms of indi-
vidual rights that must be respected within the relationship. In other words, the
figure of the considering is the self locking on the disagreeing selves in relation-
ship, and the aim is to get the other selves to Aacknowledge the right to disagree.
In the case of the second speaker, figure and ground shift. The relationship be-
comes the figure of the considering, and relationships are seen to require listen-
ing and efforts at understanding differences in belief. Rather than the right to
disagree, the speaker focuses on caring to hezr and to be heard. Attention shifts
from the grounds for agreement (rights and respect) to the grounds for under-
standing (listening and speaking, hearing and being heard). This shift is marked
by a change in moral language from the stating of separate claims to rights and
respect (“I have a right . .. I respect their views.”) to the activities of relation-
ship—the injunction to listen and try to understand (“I understand . .. they
ought to listen . .. and try to understand.”). The metaphor of moral voice itself
carries the terms of the care perspective and reveals how the language chosen
for moral theory is not orientation neutral,

The language of the public abortion debate, for example, reveals a justice per-
spective. Whether the abortion dilemma is cast as a conflict of rights or in terms
of respect for human life, the claims of the fetus and of the pregnant woman are
balanced or placed in opposition. The morality of abortion decisions thus con-
strued hinges on the scholastic or metaphysical question as to whether the fetus
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is a life or a person, and whether its claims take precedence over those of the
pregnant woman. Framed as a problem of care, the dilemma posed by abortion
shifts. The connection between the fetus and the pregnant woman becomes the
focus of attention and the question becomes whether it is responsible or irre-
sponsible, caring or careless, to extend or to end this connection. In this con-
struction, the abortion dilemma arises because there is no way not to act, and
no way of acting that does not alter the connection between self and others. To
ask what actions constitute care or are more caring directs attention to the para-
meters of connection and the costs of detachment, which become subjects of
moral concern.

Finally, two medical students, each Teporting a decision not to turn in some-
one who has violated the school rules against drinking, cast their decision in dif-
ferent terms. One student constructs the decision as an act of mercy, a decision
to override justice in light of the fact that the violator has shown “the proper de-
grees of contrition.” In addition, this student raises the question as to whether or
not the alcohol policy is just, i.e., whether the school has the right to prohibit
drinking. The other student explains the decision not to turn in a proctor who
was drinking on the basis that turning him in is not a good way to respond to
this problem, since it would dissclve the relationship between them and thus
cut off an avenue for help. In addition, this student raiszs the question as to
whether the proctor sees his drinking as a problem.

This example points to an important distinction, between care as understood
or construed within a justice framework and care as a framework Or a perspec-
tive on moral decision. Within a justice construction, care becomes the mercy
that tempers justics; or connotes the special obligations or supererogatory du-
ties that arise in personal relationships; or signifies altruism freely chosen—a
decision to modulate the strict demands of justice by considering equity or
showing forgiveness; or characterizes a choice to sacrifice the claims of the self.
All of these interpretations of care leave the basic assumptions of a justice
framework intact: the division between the self and others, the logic of reciproc-
ity or equal respect. :

As a moral perspective, care is less well elaborated, and there is no ready vo-
cabulary in moral theory to describe its terms. As a framework for moral deci-
sion, care is grounded in the assumption that self and other are interdependent,
an assumption reflected in a view of action as responsive and, therefore, as aris-
ing in relationship rather than the view of action as emanating from within the
self and, therefore, “self governed.” Seen as responsive, the self is by definition
connected to others, responding to perceptions, interpreting events, and gov--
erned by the organizing tendencies of human interaction and human language.
Within this framework, detachment, whether from self or from others, is morally
problematic, since it breeds moral blindness or indifference—a failure to dis-
cern or respond to need. The question of what responses constitute care and
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what responses lead to hurt draws attention to the fact that one’s own terms may
differ from those of others. Justice in this context becomes understood as re-
spect for people in their own terms.

The medical student’s decision not to turn in the proctor for drinking reflects
a judgment that turning him in is not the best way to respond to the drinking
problem, itself seen as a sign of detachment or lack of concern, Caring for the
proctor thus raises the question of what actions are most likely to ameliorate this
problem, a decision that leads to the question of what are the proctor’s terms.

The shift in organizing perspective here is marked by the fact that the first stu-
dent does not consider the terms of the other as potentially different but instead
assumes one set of terms. Thus the student alone becomes the arbiter of what is
the proper degree of contrition. The second student, in turn, does not attend to
the question of whether the alcohol policy itself is just or fair. Thus each student
discusses an aspect of the problem that the other does not mention.

These examples are intended to illustrate two cross-cutting perspectives that
do not negate one another but focus attention on different dimensions of the
situation, creating a sense of ambiguity around the question of what is the prob-
lem to be solved. Systematic research on moral orientation as a dimension of
moral judgment and action initially addressed three questions: (1) Do people ar-
ticulate concerns about justice and concerns about care in discussing a moral
dilemma? (2) Do people tend to focus their attention on one set of conicerns and
minimally represent the other? and (3} Is there an association between moral
orientation and gender? Evidence from studies that included a common set of
questions about actual experiences of moral conflict and matched samples of
males and females provides affirmative answers to all three questions.

When asked to describe a moral conflict they had faced, 55 out of 80 (69 per-
cent) educationally advantaged North American adolescents and adults raised
considerations of both justice and care. Two-thirds (54 out of 80) however, fo-
cused their attention on one set of concerns, with focus defined as 75 percent or
more of the considerations raised pertaining either to justice or to care. Thus the
person who presented, say, two care considerations in discussing a moral con-
flict was more likely to give a third, fourth, and fifrh than to balance care and jus-
tice concerns—a finding consonant with the assumption that justice and care
constitute organizing frameworks for moral decision. The men and the women
involved in this study (high school students, college students, medical students,
and adult professionals) were equally likely to demonstrate the focus phenome-
non (two-thirds of both sexes fell into the outlying focus categories). There were,
however, sex differences in the direction of focus. With one exception, all of the
men who focused, focused on justice. The women divided, with roughly one
third focusing on justice and one third on care.4

These findings clarify the different voice phenomenon and its implications
for moral theory and for women. First, it is notable that if women were elimi-
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nated from the research sample, care focus in moral reasoning would virtually,
disappear. Although care focus was by no means characteristic of all women, it
was almost exclusively a female phenomenon in this sample of educationally
advantaged North Americans. Second, the fact that the women were advantaged
means that the forus on care cannot readily be attributed to educational deficit
or occupational d:sadvantage—the explanation Kohlberg and others have given
for findings of lower levels of justice reasoning in women. Instead, the focus on
care in women's moral reasoning draws attention to the limitations of a justice-
focused moral theory and highlights the presence of care concerns in the moral
thinking of both women and men., In this light, the Care/Justice group com-
posed of one third of the women and one third of the men becomes of particular
interest, pointing to the need for further research that attends to the way people
organize justice and care in relation to one another—whether, for example, peo-
ple alternate perspectives, like seeing the rabbit and the duck in the rabbit-duck
figure, or integrate the two perspectives in a way that resolves or sustains ambi-
guify.

Third, if the moral domain is {composed] of at least two moral orlentations,
the focus phenomenon suggests that people have a tendency to lose sight of one
moral perspective in arriving at a moral decision—a liability equally shared by
both sexes. The present findings further suggest that men and women tend to
lose sight of different perspectives. The most striking result is the virtual absence
of care-focus reasoning among the men. Since the men raised concerns about
care in discussing moral conflicts and thus presented care concerns as moraily
relevant, a question is why they did not elaborate these concerns to a greater ex-
tent.

In summary, it becomes clear why attention to women’s maral thinking led to
the identification of a different voice and raised questions about the place of jus-
tice and care within a comprehensive moral theory. It also is clear how the selec-
tion of an al-male sample for research on moral judgment fosters an equation of
morality with justice, providing little data discrepant with this view. In the

- present study, data discrepant with a justice-focused moral theory comes from a
third of the women. Previously, such women were seen as having a problem un-
derstanding “morality.” Yet these women may also be seen as exposing the prob-
lem in a justice-focused moral theory. This may explain the decision of re-
searchers to exclude girls and women at the initial stagz of moral judgment
research. If one begins with the premise that “all morality consists in respect for
rules,”s or “virtue is one and its name is justice,”” then women are likely to ap-
pear problematic within moral theory. If one begins with women's morai judg-
ments, the problem becomes how to construct a theory that encompasses care
as a focus of moral attention rather than as a subsidiary moral concern.

The implications of moral orientation for moral theory and for research on
moral development are extended by a study designed and conducted by Kay
Johnston.? Johnston set out to explore the relationship between moral orienta-
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tion and problem-solving strategies, creating a standard method using fables for
assessing spontaneous moral orientation and orientation preference. She asked
60 eleven- and fifteen-year-olds to state and to solve the moral problem posed
by the fable. Then she asked: “Is there another way to solve this problem?” Most
of the children initially constructed the fable problems either in terms of justice
or in terms of care; either they stood back from the situation and appealed to a
rule or principle for adjudicating the conflicting claims or they entered the situa-
tion in an effort to discover or create a way of responding to all of the needs.
About half of the children, slightly more fifteen- than eleven-year-olds, sponta-
heously switched moral orientation when asked whether there was another way
to solve the problem. Others did so following an interviewer’s cue as to the form
such a switch might take. Finally, the children were asked which of the solutions
they described was the best solution. Most of the children answered the ques-
tion and explained why one way was preferable.

Johnston found gender differences parallel to those previously reported, with
boys more often spontaneously using and preferring justice solutions and girls
more often spontaneously using and preferring care solutions. In addition, she
found differences between the two fables she used, confirming Langdale’s find-
ing that moral orientation is associated both with the gender of the reasoner and
with the dilemma considered.s Finally, the fact that children, at least by the age
of eleven, are able to shift moral orientation anc can explain the logic of two
moral perspectives, each associated with a different problem-solving strategy,
heightens the analogy to ambiguous figure perception and further supports the
conception of justice and care as organizing frameworks for moral decision.,

The demonstration that children know both orientations and can frame and
solve moral problems in at least two different ways means that the choice of
moral standpoint is an element of moral decision. The role of the self in moral
judgment thus includes the choice of moral standpoint, and this decision,
whether implicit or explicit, may become linked with self-respect and self-defin-
ition. Especially in adolescence, when choice becomes more self-conscious and
self-reflective, moral standpoint may become entwined with identity and self-
esteem. Johnston's finding that spontaneous moral orientation and preferred
orientation are not always the same raises a number of questions as to why and
under what conditions a person may adopt a problem-solving strategy that he or
she sees as not the best way to solve the problem.

The way people choose to frame or solve a moral problem is clearly not the
only way in which they can think about the problem, and is not necessarily the
way they deem preferable. Moral judgments thus do not reveal the structure of
moral thinking, since there are at least two ways in which people can structure
moral problems. Johnston’s demonstration of orientation-switch poses a serious
challenge to the methods that have been used in moral judgment and moral de-
velopment research, introducing a major interpretive caution. The fact that boys
and girls at eleven and fifteen understand and distinguish the logics of justice
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and care reasoning directs attention to the origins and the development of both
ways of thinking. In addition, the tendency for boys and girls to use and prefer
different orientations when solving the same problem raises a number of ques-
tions about the relationship between these orientations and the factors influ-
encing their representation. The different patterns of orientation use and prefer-
ence, as well as the different conceptions of justice and of care implied or
elaborated in the fable judgments, suggest that moral development cannot be
mapped along a single linear stage sequence.

One way of explaining these findings, suggested by Johnstan, joins Vygotsky's
theory of cognitive development with Chodorow’s analysis of sex differences in
early childhood experiences of relationship.1® Vypotsky posits that all of the
hi'gher cognitive functions originate as actual relations between individuals.
Justice and care as moral ideas and as reasoning strategies thus would originate
as relationships with others—an idea consonant with the derivation of justice
and care reasoning from experiences of inequality and attachment in early
childhood. All children are born into a situation of inequality in that they are less
capable than the adults and older children around them and, in this sense, more
helpless and less powerful. In addition, no child survives in the absence of some
kind of adult attachment-—or care, and through this experience of relationship
children discover the responsiveness of human connection including their abil-
ity to move and affect one another,

Through the experience of inequality, of being in the less powerful position,
children learn what it means to depend on the authority and the good will of
others. As a result, they tend to strive for equality of greater power, and for free-
dom. Through the experience of attachment, children discover the ways in
which people are able to care for and to hurt one another. The child’s vulnera-
bility to oppression and to abandonment thus can be seen to lay the ground-
work for the moral visions of justice and care, conceived as ideals of human re-
lationship and clefining the ways in which people “should” act toward one
another.

Chodorow’s work then provides a way of explaining why care concerns tend
to be minimally represented by men and why such concerns are less frequently
elaborated in moral theory. Chodorow joins the dynamics of gender identity for-
mation (the identification of oneself as male or female) to an analysis of early
childhood relationships and examines the effects of maternal child care on the
inner stricturing of self in relation to others. Furthet, she differentiates a posi-
tional sense of self from a personal sense of self, contrasting a self defined in
terms of role or position from a self known through the experience of connec-
tion. Her point is that maternal child care fosters the continuation of a relational
sense of self in gitls, since female gender identity is consonant with feeling con-
nected with one’s mother. For hoys, gender identity is in tension with mother-

child connection, unless that connection is structured in terms of sexual opposi-
tion (e.g., as an Oedipal drama). Thus, although boys experience responsiveness
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or care in relationships, knowledge of care or the need for care, when associated
with mothers, pose a threat to masculine identity.11

Chodorow’s work is limited by her refiance on object relations theory and
problematic on that count. Object relations theory tes the formation of the self
to the experience of separation, joining separation with individuation and thus
counterposing the experience of self to the experience of connection with oth-
ers. This is the line that Chodorow traces in explicating male development.
Within this framework, girls’ connections with their mothers can only be seen as
problematic. Connection with others or the capacity to feel and think with oth-
ers is, by definition, in tension with self-development when self-development or
individuation is linked to separation. Thus, object-relations theory sustains a se-
ries of oppositions that have been central in Western thought and moral theory,
including the opposition between thought and feelings, self and relationship,
reason and compassion, justice and love. Object relations theory also continues
the conventional division of psychological labor between women and men.
Since the idea of a self, experienced in the context of attachment with others, is
theoretically impossible, mothers, described as objects, are viewed as selfless,
without a self. This view is essentially problemnatic for women, divorcing the ac-
tivity of mothering from desire, knowledge, and agency, and implying that inso-
far as a mother experiences herself as a subject rather than as an object (a mirror
reflecting her child), she is “selfish” and not a good mother. Winnicott’s phrase
“good-enough mother” represents an effort to terper this judgment.

Thus, psychologists and philosophers, aligning the self and morality with sep-
aration and autonomy-—the ability to be self-governing—have associated care
with self-sacrifice, or with feelings—a view at odds with the current position that
care represents a way of knowing and a coherent moral perspective. This posi-
tion, however, is well represented in literature written by women. For example
the short story “A Jury of Her Peers,” written by Susan Glaspell in 1917, a time
when women ordinarily did not serve on juries, contrasts two ways of knowing
that underlie two ways of interpreting and solvirg a crime.!2 The story centers
on a murder; Minnie Foster is suspected of killing her husband.

Aneighbor woman and the sheriff’s wife accompany the sheriff and the prose-
cutor to the house of the accused woman. The mern, representing the law, seek ev-
idence that will convince a jury to convict the suspect. The women, collecting
things to bring Minnie Foster in jail, enter in this way into the lives lived in the
house. Taking in rather than taking apart, they begin to assemble observations
and impressions, connecting them to past experience and observations until sud-
denly they compose a familiar pattern, like the log-cabin pattern they recognize
in the quilt Minnie Foster was making. “Why do we know—what we know this
minute?” one woman asks the other, but she also offers the following explanation:

We live close together, and we live far apart. We alt gc through the same things—it’s
all just a different kind of the same thing! If it weren't—why do you and I under-
stand.’3
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The activity of quilt-making—collecting odd scraps and piecing them together:
until they form a pattern—becomes the metaphor for this way of knowing.
Discovering a strangled canary buried under pieces of quilting, the women
make a series of connections that lead them.to understand what happened.

The logic thar says you don't kill a man because he has killed a bird, the judg-
ment that finds these acts wildly incommensurate, is counterposed to the logic
that sees both events as part of a larger pattern—a pattern of detachment and
abandonment that led finally to the strangling. “I wish I'd come over here once
in a while,” Mrs. Hale, the neighbor, exclaims. “That was a crime! Who's going to
punish that?” Mrs. Peters, the sheriff's wife, recalls that when she was agirland a
boy killed her cat, “If they hadn't held me back I would have—" and realizes that
there had been no one to restrain Minnié Foster. John Foster was known as “a
gbod man . . . He didn't drink, and he kept his word as well as most, I guess, and
paid his debts.” But he also was “a hard man,” Mrs. Hale explains, “like a raw
wind that gets to the bone.”

Seeing detachment as the crime with murder as its ultimate extension, impli-
cating themselves and also seeing the connecton between their own and
Minnie Foster’s actions, the women solve the crime by attachment—by joining
together, like the “knotting” that joins pieces of a quilt. In the decision to remove
rather than to reveal the evidence, they separate themselves from a legal system
in which they have no voice but also no way of voicing what they have come to
understand. In choosing to connect themselves with one another and with
Minnie, they separate themselves from the law that would use their understand-
ing and their knowledge as grounds for further separation and killing.

" In a law schcol class where a film-version of this story was shown, the stu-
dents were divided in their assessment of the moral problem and in their evalu-
ation of the various characters and actions. Some focused on the murder, the
strangling of the husband. Some focused on the evidence of abandonment or in-
difference to others. Responses to a questionnaire showed a bi-modal distribu-
tioh, indicating two ways of viewing the film. These different perspectives led to
different ways of evaluating both the act of murder and the women’s decision to
remove the evidence. Responses to the film were not aligned with the sex of the
viewer in an absolute way, thus dispelling any implication of biological deter-
minism or of a stark division between the way women and men know or judge
events. The knowledge gained inductively by the women in the film, however,
was also gained more readily by women watching the film, who came in this way
to see a logic in the women’s actions and to articulate a rationale for their si-
lence. 7

The analogy to ambiguous figure perception is useful here in several ways.
First, it suggests that people can see a situation in more than one way, and even
alternate ways of seeing, combining them without reducing them—like desig-
nating the rabbit-duck figure as both duck and rabbit. Second, the analogy ar-
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gues against the tendency to construe justice and care as opposites or mirror-
images and also against the implication that these two perspectives are readily
integrated or fused. The ambiguous figure directs attention to the wayin which a
change in perspective can reorganize perception and change understanding,
without implying an underlying reality or pure form. What makes seeing both
moral perspectives so difficult is precisely that the orientations are not opposites
or mirror images or better and worse representations of a single moral truth. The
terms of one perspective do not contain the terms of the other. Instead, a shift in
orientation denotes a restructuring of moral perception, changing the meaning
of moral language and thus the definition of moral conflict and moral action.
For example, detachment is considered the hallmark of mature moral thinking
within a justice perspective, signifying the ability to judge dispassionately, to
weigh evidence in an even-handed manner, balancing the claims of others and
self. From a care perspective, detachment is the moral problem.

“I could've come,” retorted Mrs. Hale -+« “I wish I had come over to see Minnie
Foster sometimes. I can see now . . . If there had been years and years of —nothing,

then a bird to sing to you, it would be awful—still-—after the hird was still. . . . [ know
what stillness is.”

The difference between agreement and undarstanding captures the different
logics of justice and care reasoning, one seeking grounds for agreement, one
seeking grounds for understanding, one assuming separation and thus the need
for some external structure of connection, one assumning connection and thus
the potential for understanding. These assumptions run deep, generating and
reflecting different views of human nature and the human condition. They also
point to different vulnerabilities and different sources of error. The potential er-
Tor in justice reasoning lies in its latent egocentrism, the tendency to confuse
one's perspective with an objective standpoint or truth, the temptation to define
others in one's own terms by putting oneself in their place. The potential error in
care reasoning lies in the tendency to forget that one has terms, creating a ten-
dency to enter into another’s perspective anc to see oneself as “selfless” by -
defining oneself in other's terms. These two types of error underlie two cornmon
equations that signify distortions or deformations of justice and care: the equa-
tion of human with male, unjust in its omission of women; and the equation of
care with self-sacrifice, uncaring in its failure to represent the activity and the
agency of care,

The equation of human with male was assumed in the Platonic and in the
Enlightenment tradition as well as by psychologists who saw all-male samples as
“representative” of human experience. The equation of care with self-sacrifice is
in some ways more complex. The premise of self-interest assumes a conflict of
interest between self and other manifest in the opposition of egoism and altru-
ism. Together, the equations of male with human and of care with self-sacrifice
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form a circle that has had a powerful hold on moral philosophy and psychology.
The conjunction of wormen and moral theory thus challenges the traditional def-
inition of human and calls for a reconsideration of what is meant by both justice
and care.

To trace moral development along two distinct although intersecting dimen-
sions of relationship suggests the possibility of different permutations of justice
and care reasoning, different ways these two moral perspectives can be under-
stood and represented in relation to one another. For example, one perspective
may overshadow cr eclipse the other, so that one is brightly illuminated while
the ather is dimly remembered, familiar but for the most part forgotten. The way
in which one story about relationship obscures another was evident in high
school girls' definitions of dependence. These definitions highlighted two mean-
ings—one arising from the opposition between dependence and independence,
and one from the opposition of dependence to isolation (“No woman,” one stu-
dent observed, “is an island.”} As the word “dependence” connotes the experi-
ence of relationship, this shift in the implied opposite of dependence indicates
how the valence of relationship changes, when connection with others is experi-
enced as an impecliment to autonomy or independence, and when it is experi-
enced as a source of comfort and pleasure, and as a protection against isolation.
This essential ambivalence of human connection provides a powerful emotional
grounding for two moral perspectives, and also may indicate what is at stake in
the effort to reduce morality to a single perspective.

it is easy to understand the ascendance of justice reasoning and of justice-
focused moral theories in a society where care is associated with personal vul-
nerability in the form of economic disadvantage. But another way of thinking
about the ascendance of justice reasoning and also about sex differences in
moral development is suggested in the novel Masks, written by Fumiko Enchi, a
Japanese woman.lt The subject is spirit possession, and the novel dramatizes
what it means to be possessed by the spirits of others. Writing about the Rokujo
lady in Tales of Genji, Bnchi’s central character notes that

her soul alternates uncertainly between lyricism and spirit possession, making no
philosophical distinction between the self alone and in relation to others, and is un-
able to achieve the solace of a religious indifference.1

The option of transcendence, of a religious indifference or a philosophical de-
tachment, may be less available to women because women are more likely to be
possessed by the spirits and the stories of others. The strength of women’s moral
perceptions lies in the refusal of detachment and depersonalization, and insis-
tence on making connections that can lead to seeing the person kdlled in war or
living in poverty as someone’s son or father or brother ar sister, or mother, or
daughter, or friend. But the liability of women's development is also under-
scored by Enchi's nove! in that women, possessed by the spirits of others, also
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are more likely to be caught in a chain of false attachments. If women are at the
present time the custodians of a story about human attachment and interde-
penden:::e. not only within the family but also in the world at large, then ques-
tu?ns a?lse as to how this story can be kept ative and how moral the;)ry can sus-
'tam this stery. In this sense, the relationship between women and moral th
itself becomes one of interdependence. o
By rendering a care perspective more coherent and making its terms explicit

moral theory may facilitate women’s ability to speak about their experiences anci
perceptions and may foster the ability of others to listen and to understand At
the same time, the evidence of care focus in women’s moral thinking sluggésts
that the study of women’s development may provide a natural history of moral
development in which care is ascendant, revealing the ways in which creating
and sustaining responsive connection with others becomes or remains a central
maoral concern. The promise in joining women and moral theory lies in the fact
that human survival, in the late twentieth century, may depend less on formal
agreement than on human connection.
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The Need for More
than Justice [1987]

ANNETTE C. BAIER

In recent decades in North American social and moral philosophy, alongside the
development and discussion of widely influential theories of justice, taken as
Rawls takes it as the ‘first virtue of social institutions,”? there has been a counter-
movement gathering strength, one coming from some interesting sources. For
some of the most cutspoken of the diverse group who have in a variety of ways
been challenging the assurned supremacy of justice among the moral and social
virtues are members of those sections of society whom one might have expected
to be especially aware of the supreme importance of justice, namely blacks and
women. Those who have only recently won recognition of their equal rights,
who have only recently seen the correction or partial correction of longstanding
racist and sexist injustices to their race and sex, are among the philosophers now
suggesting that justice is only one virtue among many, and one that may need
the presence of the others in order to deliver its own undenied value. Among
these philosophers of the philosophical counterculture, as it were—but an in-
creasingly large counterculture—include Alasdair Maclntyre,2 Michael Stocker,?
Lawrence Blum,* Michael Slote,5 Laurence Thomas,8 Clandia Card,” Alison
Jaggar,® Susan Wolf$ and a whole group of men and women, myself included,
who have been influenced by the writings of Harvard educational psychologist
Carol Gilligan, whose book I a Different Voice (Harvard 1982; hereafter D. V)
caused a considerable stir both in the popular press and, more slowly, in the
philosophical journals.1o

Let me say quite clearly at this early point that there is little disagreement that
justice is g social value of very great importance, and injustice an evil. Nor would
those who have worked on theories of justice want to deny that other things
matter besides justice. Rawls, for example, incorporates the value of freedom
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