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Power relationg and decisions pervades both family
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other. . . . . aw, most
A centra] soyrce of injustice for women these days 15 tl;zi:?;olse s
noticeably in the event of divorce, treats more or less as &q 1 division of
custom, workplace discrimination, and the still conventliltllia socially cre-
labor within the family have made very unequal. Ce.ntral e tions: that
ated inequality are two commonly made but incon51st.ent pr.esugnglat se‘ri o
Women are primarily responsible for the rearing of children; an do not h
and committeq members of the work force (regardless of class) lo nOf la:.,e
Primary fesponsibility, or even shared responsibility, f01: t?‘e fearing o (i(ﬂ-
dren. The olq assumption of the workplace, still implicit, is that workers
have wiyeg at home. It is built not only into the structure and expectations of
the Workplace but into other crucial social institutions, such as schools,
Which make attempt to take account, in their scheduled hours or vaca-
tions, of the fact that Parents are likely to hold jobs.

Now, of course, many wage workers do not have wives at home. Often,
they are wiyes and mothers, or single, separated, or divorced mothers of
small children, Byt neither the family nor the workplace has taken much
account of this fact. Employed wives still do by far the greatest proportion of
inpaid family work, such as child care and housework. . . . Thus the cycle of
inequality iS perpetuated. Often hidden from view within a marriage, it is in
the increasingly likely event of marital breakdown that the socially cop.
Structed inequality of married women is at its most visible,

This is what I mean when I say that gender-structured marriage makes
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petween these emﬁm(e;ﬁ: - - Many injustices are experienced by women as
women, whatever the differences among them and whatever other injustices
they also suffer from. The past and present gendered nature of the family
and the ideology that surround it, affects virtually all women, whether or no’t
they live or €ver lived in traditional families. Recognizing this is not to deny
or de-emphasize the fact that gender may affect different subgroups of
women to a different extent and in different ways.

The potential significance of feminist discoveries and conclusions about
gender for issues of social justice cannot be overemphasized. They under-

mine centuries of argument that started with the notion that not only the dis-
tinct differentiation of women and men but the domination of women by
men, being natural, was therefore inevitable and not even to be considered in
ar—from child custody and terms of
s and children—have become

discussions of justice. . . -
anding increasing attention

Issues of family justice, in particular—
divorce to physical and sexual abuse of wive

increasingly visible and pressing, and are COMT
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become a flourishing ficld. with social J B ‘lt: have almost without
remarkably, major contemporary theor:lsts ribed. They have displayed
cxception ignored the situation I have just . inism. They have largely
little interest in or knowledge of the findings ‘.)f . ies are supposed to per-
bypassed the fact that the society (0 which thelr th‘::im;::tccs difficult issues of
'rain is heavily and deeply affected by gender, an t assumptions. Since the-
Justice stemming from its gendered past and presen how, and why person
ories of justice are centrally concerned with whet_her, l ; coms inexpli -
should be treated differently from one another, @s neglect seer y plica-
ble. These theories are about which initial Of acquired characteriStics o po.s1-
tions in society legitimize differential treatnent of persons by social

institutions, laws, and customs. They are about how and whether and to what

extent beginnings should affect outcomes. - - - ]
How can theories of justice that ar¢ ostensibly about people in general

neglect women, gender, and all the inequalities between the sexes? One rea-

son is that most theorists assume, though they do not discuss, the traditional,
gender-structured family. Another is that they often employ gender-neutral
language in a false, hollow way. Let us examine these two points.

ZuEe Hippev GENDER-STRUCTURED FAMILY
In the past, political theorists often used to distinguish clearly between “pri-
vate” domestic life and the “public” life of politics and the marketplace,
cltaiming explicitly that the two spheres operated in accordance with different
principles. They separated out the family from what they deemed the subject
matter of politics, and they made closely related, explicit claims about the
nal.uf‘e of women and the appropriateness of excluding them from civil and
1:)0111‘10&1 life. Men, the subjects of the theories, were able to make the transi-
tion back and forth from domestic to public life with ease, largely because of
the functions performed by women in the family.> When we turn to contem-
porary theories of justice, superficial appearances can easily lead to the
impression that they are inclusive of women. In fact, they continue the same
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walzer’s Sphereis) ojizfusticg , t0o, is.exc:eptional in this regard, but . . . the con-
clusion th.at can ¢ Inierre ﬁ"Ofn his discussion of the family—that its gender
gructure i unjust—does not sit at all easily with his emphasis on the shared
understandmgs O,f a culture = the foundation of justice. For gender is one
aspect of Sof’lal life about which clearly, in the United States in the latter part
of the twentieth century, there are no shared understandings.

What is the basis of my claim that the family, while neglected, is
gssumed by theorists of justice? One obvious indication is that they take
mature, independent human beings as the subjects of their theories without
any mention of how they got to be that way. We know, of course, that human
heings develop and mature only as a result of a great deal of attgntiog and
nard work, by far the greater part of it done by women. But when theorists of
justice talk about “work,” they mean paid work performed in the maxk?t-
place. They must be assuming that women, in the ger%de.r-.structured family,
continue to do their unpaid work of nurturing and socializing the young and
providing a haven of intimate relations—otherwise there would be no moral

subjects for them to theorize about. But these activities.ap;?arenﬂ.y take p\ace_
outside the scope of their theories. Typicall}.f, the famﬂy. 1tself. 1 no‘tt 7exam
ined in the light of whatever standard of justice the .theons'.t an:wesﬂ at. -

The continued neglect of the family by theorists of Jusngeh 1\&:{3 Aol
face of a great deal of persuasive ferinist argument. ... SCRO
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respective choices and opportunities in life. Yet, S0 im;Jact of these argy-
assumption ang neglect of the family has allowed the

ments to go unnoticed in major theories of justice.

GENDER AS A Issuk or JusTicE

For three Major reasons, this state of affairs is unacceptable.. The first is the
Obvious pojng that women must be fully included in any satisfactory theory
of justice, The second s that equality of opportunity, not only for women byt
.f'o_r Children of both sexes, is seriously undermined by the current gender
Mjustices of oy society. And the third reason is that, as has already beep
Usgested, the family —currently the linchpin of the gender structure—myg
JUSt if we gre t0 have a just society, since it is within the family that we

fi i | !
. r;: come to haye that sense fourselves and our relations with others that ig
€ 100t of mory) development,

fons g turn tc') the great tradition of Western political thought with ques-
ut the Jl.lstlce of the treatment of the sexes in mind, it is tq little
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ed of 2 patriarc " Thus they have not usually consid-

5;le he" ing the prinolples of justice to women or to relations between the

¢ we turd to .contempora.r)" theorie§ of justice, however, we expect
5% whe? "l uminatmg and positive contributions to the subject of gender
or s the mission of the family.f and the falseness of their gender-
w3 | 1angeE’ suggf;;,sﬁg}:: Z; utl)amueam contemporary theories of
e 15 not address - ~L # y ett_ef than those of the past. Theories
L sti%® o that apply to only half of us simply won’t do; the inclusiveness
. nplied bY the current use of gender-neutral terms must become real.
flsel " o justice must apply o all of us, and to all of human life, instead of
1heo"> " jently that half of us take care of whole areas of life that are con-
;noutside thc? scope of social justice. In a just society, the structure and
. of famihe.s .must affor.d.wom.en the same opportunities as men to
their capacities, tq participate in political power, to influence social
. and to be economwal?y.as well as physically secure.
Unf . rtunately, n?ucl} feminist i1'1tellectua1 energy in the 1980s has gone
o BHE claim that “justice” and “rights” are masculinist ways of thinking
° ¢ morality that feminists should eschew or radically revise, advocating a
abOI;ﬁty of care.!! The emphasis is misplaced, I think, for several reasons.
gli(r)sft what is by now a vast literature on the subject shows that the evidence
for d,ifferences in women’s and. men.’s ways of thinking about moral issues is
sot (at least yet) very cle.ar; neither is the evidence about the source of what-
over differences there might be.!? It may well turn out that any differences
can be readily explained in terms of roles, including female primary parent-
ing, that are socially determined and therefore alterable. . . .
Second, . . . I think the distinction between an ethic of justice and an
ethic of care has been overdrawn. The best theorizing about justice, I argue,
has integral to it the notions of care and empathy, of thinking of the interests
and well-being of others who may be very different from ourselves. It is,
therefore, misleading to draw a dichotomy as though they were two contrast-
ing ethics. The best theorizing about justice is not some abstract “view from
nowhere,” but results from the carefully attentive consideration of every-
one’s point of view. This means, of course, that the best theorizing about jus-
tice is not good enough if it does not, or cannot readily be adapted to, include
Wwomen and their points of view as fully as men and their points of view.
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sructure “contradictory to the first principles of social justice” mus%have such

s perverting influence” that it is hard even to imagine the good effects of
people to respect and practice justice,

changing it. All other attempts to educate
Mill claims, will be superficial “as long as the citadel of the enemy is not
atacked.” Mill felt as much hope for what the family might be as he felt

despair at what it was not. “The family, justly constituted, would be the real
school of the virtues of freedom,” primary among which was “justice, . . .
gounded as before an equal, but now also on sympathetic association.”2 Mill
both saw clearly and had the courage to address what so many other political
Philosophers either could not see, or saw and turned away from. . . .
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family as an important school of moral develop ily and the wider social
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order, which suggest that families themselve ; neto push hard on the tradi-
they have, as with Mill, they have bee um:;;, :agme of justice 01 equality.
Bone! divitiom oblabomiie LS fmnxlzfvth f:w exceptionss have paid little
C,

Contemporary theorists of j”stzoraj dcvelopment——of how we are to

or no attention to the question of lightl Hobbes’s notable
. . ightly
become just. Most of them seem (0 think, to adapt s thg earth.2! Not surpris-

phrase, that just men spring like mushrooms ’frOm eth % nash Hiceries
ingly, then, it is far less often acknowledged in recent tnain .aﬁ) iy
that the family is important for moral development, and espeCiaty
Ing a sense of justice. . . .
Among major contemporary the

orists of justice, John Rawls alone treats
the family seriously as the earliest school of moral (_ievelopment- He .argues
that a just, well-ordered society will be stable only if its members continue to
develop a sense of justice. And he argues that families play a fundamental
role in the stages by which this sense of justice is acquired. From the Par-
ents’ love for their child, which comes to be reciprocated, comes the child’s
“sense of his own value and the desire to become the sort of person that they
ons” in which

are.”? The family, too, is the first of that series of “associati
d the capacity, crucial for a sense of

we participate, from which we acquire
justice, to see things from the perspectives of others. . .. This capacity—the
capacity for empathy—is essential for maintaining a sense of justice of the
Rawlsian kind. For the perspective that is necessary for maintaining a sense
of justice is not that of the egoistic or disembodied self, or of the dominant

few who overdetermine “our” traditions or “shared understandings,” or (to
use Nagel’s term) of “the view from nowhere,” but rather the perspective of
every person in the society for whom the principles of justice are being
arrived at. . . . The problem with Rawls’s rare and interesting discussion of
moral development is that it rests on the unexplained assumption that family

institutions are just. If gendered family institutions are not just, but are,
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