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INTRODUCTION
 
Women in much of the world today take it for granted that they have the same fundamental rights as men, but as recently as the 1960s and 1970s in the United States this was not so. A woman could be refused a credit card if she was single, and if married she needed a co-signature from her husband. Women could not take birth control in some states, keep their jobs if pregnant, practice law, officially run in the Boston Marathon, or attend Harvard, Yale, or Princeton. If we go back to the early 1900s, women could not vote, easily attend any college or get any kind of professional job. Go back still further and women could not own property or file for divorce. Just as societies of the past have relegated women to a lower status, so too have many traditional moral theories that emerged during these same periods of time. 
             Men have not only made the moral rules of society, but they have done so in such away that the female perspective of moral issues has been ignored in favor of a maleperspective. British philosopher Alison Jaggar describes five ways in which traditional ethicaltheory has a harmful male bias.1 First, there is a lack of concern for women’s interests to theextent that it relegates to women a series of subservient obligations, such as obedience,silence, and faithfulness. Second, it neglects women’s issues by confining them to a sociallyisolated domestic realm of society that does not rise to the level of legitimate politicalregulation. Third, it denies the moral agency of women in the sense that women are said to lackthe capacity for moral reasoning. Fourth, there is a preference for masculine values overfemale ones, where the former include “independence, autonomy, intellect, will, wariness,hierarchy, domination, culture, transcendence, product, asceticism, war, and death.” Underappreciated feminine ones, by contrast, include “interdependence, community,connection, sharing, emotion, body, trust, absence of hierarchy, nature, immanence, process,joy, peace, and life.” And, fifth, there is a devaluation of women’s moral experience in favor ofmale notions of moral rules, judgments about particular actions, impartial moral assessments,and contractual agreements. All of these ignore the more female approaches, which look atthe special contexts of moral situations and attempt to resolve them through empatheticfeeling rather than through appealing to rules.
             In this chapter, we will look at some of the problems with traditional theories of gender and morality, and consider whether there is a more uniquely female approach tomorality that better expresses the female perspective. This issue of gender and morality hingeson two fundamental questions:
 
1. How do men and women psychologically differ from each other (if at all)?
2. Based on those psychological differences, how do men and women morally differ from each other (if at all)?
 
             Both are perfectly legitimate questions, and in fact we ask similar ones all the time.Take children, for example. We’re keenly interested in understanding the psychologicaldifferences between children and adults, and we typically conclude that those differencesimpact children’s capacity for moral judgment and responsibility. Younger children, inparticular, do not have the psychological tools to weigh long-term consequences of actions aseffectively as adults do, which in turn skews their capacity for moral responsibility. Consideralso how we judge the moral capacity of psychologically impaired adults with a brain injuryor who have been brainwashed. We don’t expect the same level of moral responsibility fromthem, and often we don’t find them morally responsible at all for behavior that wouldotherwise land you or me in jail. We apply similar reasoning to our moral assessment ofanimals. While we like to treat our pet dogs and cats as family members, we recognize that, inspite of their intelligence, they psychologically differ from us to such a degree that we don’trecognize any capacity of moral responsibility within them whatsoever. Similar reasoning would guide us if we were visited by aliens from a distant planet. Perhaps the first questionwe’d ask is how psychologically similar are they to us, and the answer to that question wouldtell us whether we should welcome them into our community as moral equals, or instead run for our lives.
             The above two questions are natural enough for us to ask when considering genderdifferences. Men and women differ psychologically from each other at least somewhat, and itvery well may be that those psychological differences shape men’s and women’s respectivemoral capacities. But as natural as it is for us to ask these two questions, how we’ve answeredthem throughout history has determined whether women have been empowered or subjugated.
 
CLASSIC VIEWS
 
Discussions of gender and morality began in ancient Greece almost as soon as philosophyemerged as a formal discipline; however, from the start, opinions about women’s moralcapacities were biased. We will consider just a few of the classic views on this issue,beginning with Aristotle.
 
Aristotle: Women and Natural Subservience
[bookmark: _Hlk527617413]When addressing the first question above, “how do men and women psychologically differfrom each other,” Aristotle’s answer is that men are psychologically designed to command,and women to obey. It is nature’s way to have some born as leaders and others as followersand, by natural design, women are the followers. Their role as followers, he argues, is mostevident in the family structure, where there are three hierarchical relations: the householdmaster over the slave, the husband over the wife, and the father over the children. In each ofthese three cases, one sets the rules and dominates over the other. Aristotle is not saying thatwomen are slaves or children, but rather that they fill a subordinate role within the family,parallel to the way that slaves and children do. What differentiates women from slaves andchildren is the psychological ability to make thoughtful and deliberative choices. Slaves lackthat ability completely, and children have that ability only in an immature and undevelopedstate. Women do have the ability to make deliberative choices, but lack a natural authoritybehind what they decide. It is only men who make deliberative choices with leadership andauthority, and only when they are adults and not naturally servile slaves. This, according to Aristotle, is the way that nature designed us.
[bookmark: _Hlk527617497]             In view of these natural psychological differences, Aristotle proceeds to the secondquestion: how do men and women morally differ from each other—or in his words, “we mayask about the natural ruler, and the natural subject, whether they have the same or differentvirtues” (Politics, 1.13). His answer is mixed. All of us need to acquire the full range ofvirtues, including courage, temperance, generosity, and good temper. However, each of thesevirtues displays itself differently based on the constraints of our psychological makeup. Men’s virtues are tied to their natural capacity to command, and women’s to their natural capacity to obey. Yes, women should have the virtue of courage, but their courage should be inperforming challenging tasks under the husband’s leadership. Yes, they should have thevirtue of temperance and restraint, but in different areas than men. Being subservient, womenshould be less talkative than men. Yes, they should be virtuous in household management, buttheir expertise lies in frugality and maintaining what the husband acquires, not in acquiring itherself. Accordingly, we cannot expect virtues in men and women to display themselves in the same way: “A man would be thought a coward if he had no more courage than a courageouswoman, and a woman would be thought overly talkative if she imposed no more restraint on her conversation than the good man” (ibid., 3.4). For Aristotle, then, there is a distinct typeof female morality that is grounded in their uniquely female capacity. There are specialfemale ways of developing the traditional virtues, and there are special female moralobligations that stem from women’s natural function. It is not a flattering type of moralitysince it draws from their presumed natural subservience, but it is one that is nonethelessuniquely female.
             What should we think about Aristotle’s conception of gender and ethics? Today, thenotion of natural female subservience is flat out rejected, and to even hint at it will invitecries of bigotry. One reason is that we are now in a much better position to see women excel in leadership roles when society does not hold them back through gender discrimination.Aristotle devised his social philosophy based on how the societies of his time actuallyoperated, all of which were patriarchal. All that he saw were societies of men taking control and women dutifully obeying. In that context, it would be easy for anyone to infer thatwomen were by nature subservient to men, and perhaps it would have been nearly impossiblefor even the most enlightened thinker to conceive otherwise. What it took was a massivesocial alteration, where women were given equal access to education and job opportunities,revealing that they could successfully compete head on in leadership roles with men. Thereare still some societies today that cling to the patriarchal structures that Aristotle defends, but they are becoming fewer and increasingly unpopular.
 
Rousseau: Women as Objects of Sexual Desire
Aristotle’s view of gender and ethics was reiterated by moral philosophers for centuries thatfollowed, partly because of the authoritative position that Aristotle held as one of the greatestphilosophers, and partly because society continued its patriarchal structure that reinforcedgender stereotypes. Two thousand years after Aristotle, we find the notion of natural femalesubservience in the views of French philosopher Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712–1778).Rousseau, we should note, was not any more sexist than other writers of his time, but he isamong the most notorious since he wrote a treatise on the philosophy of education, which discusses in great detail the differences between men and women. Regarding the firstquestion above concerning the psychological differences between the genders, men, Rousseau argues, are strong and aggressive and women are weak, passive, and offer littleresistance. Nature has perfectly paired up these two opposing tendencies in the genders andthus made women especially for men’s delight. It is his strength that attracts her to him, and itis her allurement that attracts him to her.
             Regarding the second question, how do men and women morally differ, Rousseauargues these natural psychological differences directly shape the moral differences betweengenders: women should make the most of weakness and use sex to get what they want fromtheir husbands. A wife should make herself physically appealing to him, and not provoke himto anger. When she wants something specific from him, she should compel him by beingsexually alluring. He thus depends on her cooperation to satisfy his sexual desires, and she inturn is willing to submit to his superior strength when she gets what she wants from him.Rather than being ashamed of being weak, she’s actually proud of it: “her soft muscles offerno resistance, she professes that she cannot lift the lightest weight; she would be ashamed tobe strong.”2 Throughout her life, her weakness and passivity direct how she interacts witheveryone around her. She needs freedom from work when pregnant, an easy life whennursing, and a zeal for love that unites and preserves the family. She must strive to maintain agood reputation as a faithful wife so that she convinces her husband that his children really arehis. In view of these key psychological and moral differences between the genders, Rousseauargues that women need to be educated differently to bring out these natural differences, sothat they can more effectively entice men through their beauty and charm. It would in fact becounterproductive to educate women as men are, since the more they are like men, the lessinfluence they’ll have over them, “then men will be masters indeed”.3
 
Wollstonecraft: Gender-Neutral Morality
Eighteenth-century British philosopher Mary Wollstonecraft (1759–1797) examined manydiscussions of the so-called gender differences, including Rousseau’s, and said enough wasenough. For too long, women have been both psychologically and morally misrepresented,and she was going to set the record straight. Yes, women are by nature physically weaker thanmen, but men have exploited this weakness and have imposed on women the status of fleetingobjects of sexual desire, and women have fallen right into the trap. As to the first questionregarding psychological differences between genders, she argues that men and women are infact fundamentally the same. If it does not appear that way, that’s because of the gender rolesthat have been imposed on them. While young girls are taught to play with dolls, dress up, andbe talkative, they would not naturally choose these activities: a “doll will never excite [agirl’s] attention unless confinement allows her no alternative.”4 Nevertheless, these traitsstick with them and they spend their adult lives engaging in trivial and childish activities, suchas wearing fashionable clothes, painting, decorating, and even inventing nicknames foranimals. Most important, women are not born to be sexual flirts, as Rousseau maintained, butare taught to be that way since they have no other option.
             Concerning the second question regarding the moral differences between genders,Wollstonecraft argues that women and men are fundamentally the same morally as they arepsychologically. The moral status of all humans is governed by three capacities thatdistinguish us from animals, namely: reason, the exercise of virtue, and the passion forknowledge. Women have all of these in the same degree that men do, and society should givethe same freedom to cultivate them as men have. In their daily routines, women may take onspecial moral obligations, such as raising children, but these will not be uniquely female duties: “Women, I allow, may have different duties to fulfill; but they are human duties, and theprinciples that should regulate the discharge of them, I sturdily maintain, must be the same”(ibid., Chapter 3). That is, any man performing the same activity, such as raising children,would have precisely the same moral obligations. It is merely incidental that women take oncertain social roles, and not essential to their moral obligation. In fact, while women arecommonly thought to be naturally virtuous with child rearing, Wollstonecraft argues to thecontrary that women are not necessarily good at it: “Woman … seldom exerts enlightenedmaternal affection; for she either neglects her children, or spoils them by improperindulgence” (ibid., Chapter 10). Most importantly, women also have no special moralobligation to be subservient and sexually alluring to their husbands, as Rousseau maintained.The marital relation should be instead founded on friendship and a respect for the woman’srational abilities. Morally speaking, as women become more emancipated, they will emulatethe virtues of a man. This does not mean that women should excel in the skills of “hunting,shooting, and gaming,” or even that they should excel in the virtues of courage and fortitude,all of which are connected with the physically stronger bodies that men possess. Rather,Wollstonecraft argues, women should have the freedom to develop the rational virtues oftruthfulness, justice, and humanity, which were traditionally more associated with men.
 
Instinct vs. Social Construction
Wollstonecraft was decades ahead of her time in many ways. She challenged centuries-oldstereotypes of natural female subordination and gender roles within marriage and society. Sheinsisted on both educational and vocational equality for women, envisioning a time whenwomen could work as physicians, entrepreneurs, and in other areas traditionally reserved formen. She also envisioned a future when women could participate in the political system anddirectly defend women’s interests. All of these notions, along with her overall emphasis onequality and justice for women, resonate exceptionally well in today’s social and politicalclimate. It is in that spirit of equality and justice that she fashioned her gender-neutralconception of morality: men and women alike have exactly the same fundamental moral obligations and virtues. Whatever moral differences there may seem to be between the gendersare only the result of misguided education. Is Wollstonecraft’s theory of gender-neutralmorality the final word on the subject? Probably not. It’s not because her conception of socialjustice is flawed in any way; in fact, her views of equality and justice are very robust. Thereason has more to do with the psychological assumptions that she was making. In answeringour first question, “How do men and women psychologically differ from each other?” she madeher best guess based largely on her own personal experience as a woman: the genders are essentially the same regarding psychological capacity. She did not conduct experiments usingthe scientific method or draw on neurological studies—tools that were not available to her atthe time. Her evidence was only anecdotal.
             Unfortunately, even today our ability to scientifically investigate gender differences isonly slightly better than it was in Wollstonecraft’s day, and many of our contemporary viewsare still driven by stereotype and speculation. One published study asserted that women talknearly three times as much as men— 20,000 words per day versus 7,000 spoken by men.But a later study showed that they were essentially the same, at around 16,000 words.5 Otherstudies suggested that boys are better at math than girls, but this too was overturned by a later study. Similar problems occur with attempts to show that women are better at multitasking.6 Nevertheless, there is growing scientific evidence that many psychologicalgender differences are genuine. A recent study of rhesus monkeys suggests that there is ahormonal basis for the toys that boys and girls prefer: “Male monkeys, like human boys, showed an overwhelming preference for the wheeled toys, while female monkeys, like human girls, though interacting more with the plush [doll] toys did not show a significant preference for one toy type over the other.”7
             While the jury is still out on the particulars, it is safe to say that there are at least some psychological gender differences that are very much ingrained in men and women,respectively. But a critical question that we must ask is whether these psychological differences are instinctive or merely social constructions. The rhesus monkey study does suggest that toypreferences between genders are in some way instinctive, and not merely a social constructionthat is imposed on genders through education or cultural brainwashing. But maybe that study,like so many others on gender differences, will be overturned by a new one. Thus, even if it is supported by current science, we may need to ignore it for the time being. Galileo once arguedthat we should not stubbornly cling to theories when “the contrary may afterwards be revealedby the evidence of our senses, or by actual demonstration.”8 This advice could apply to many ofour present convictions about gender differences, which may be overturned at any time byscientific studies. Further, the issue of gender differences is so sensitive that some scientificstudies do not even make their way into the popular media for fear of bringing on a firestormof critique.9 Wollstonecraft states that she resisted committing herself to the nature–nurture issue on psychological gender differences as much as she could. Playing it safe like this mayonly prolong an essential nature–nurture question that must ultimately be answered.Nevertheless, whether they are rooted in instincts or social constructions, some genderdifferences are so strong that they deserve to be acknowledged right now and taken seriously aspossible foundations for gender differences in ethics.
 
FEMALE CARE ETHICS
 
Let’s grant that there are at least some major psychological differences between genders. The next critical issue involves determining which ones, if any, might shape ethical differencesbetween men and women. A good example is the psychological difference between toys that boys prefer and toys that girls prefer. Apreference toward wheeled toys implies that a child has an interest in how things work, such as the rules of mechanics, cause, and effect. This might well translate into a male disposition tosee the social and moral world as a giant rule-governed machine. A preference toward dolls, by contrast, suggests an interest in personal relationships and emotional interactions betweenplay characters. This then might translate into a female tendency to see the social and moralworld as a network of personal relationships. That is, women excel in their capacity fornurturing and caring for others. In the home, women bear the brunt of child rearing and carefor elderly relatives. In the workplace, women dominate in the fields of education, nursing, counseling, and social work. Does this special psychological capacity mean that women havea special moral capacity to care? Many contemporary moral philosophers have answered thiswith a resounding “yes”: morality from a female perspective focuses on caring for others. Whereas men are typically more rule-following with morality and emphasize abstract moralduties, women typically focus on particular relationships and the need for caring within thoserelationships.
 
Kohlberg and Gilligan: Justice vs. Care
In her groundbreaking book In a Different Voice (1982),10 American social psychologist CarolGilligan championed the idea of a uniquely female ethics of care. She developed her view inreaction to a famous theory of moral development by Harvard psychologist LawrenceKohlberg. According to Kohlberg, from childhood on through adulthood, people progress intheir moral thinking, moving through six different stages. We begin selfishly with a focus onpersonal gratification and the desire to avoid punishment. When we do consider the interestsof other people, our concern is with how we might benefit, as in I’ll scratch your back if youscratch mine. But as we mature and move through different stages of moral development, welook beyond our individual wants and focus more on the ideals of justice and universallyapplied abstract principles of morality. Kohlberg supported his theory through a series ofstudies in which he presented people of varying ages with moral dilemmas, and then askedthem to explain what the right choice should be. In one study, he asked eleven-year-old boys toresolve a dilemma in which a man named Heinz has a very sick wife and cannot afford thecostly drug necessary to save her life. Heinz has an opportunity to steal the drug from apharmacy. What should Heinz do? A typical male response is that given by a boy called“Jack”: Heinz should steal the drug. Jack reasons in this way:
 
[Jack:] For one thing, human life is worth more than money, and if the druggist onlymakes $1,000, he is still going to live, but if Heinz doesn’t steal the drug, his wife isgoing to die.
Why is life worth more than money?
[Jack:] Because the druggist can get a thousand dollars later from rich people with cancer,but Heinz can’t get his wife again.
Why not?
[Jack:] Because people are all different and so you couldn’t get Heinz’s wife again.
What if Heinz does not love his wife?
[Jack:] He should still steal the drugs to save his wife’s life, for there is “a differencebetween hating and killing.”
 
Jack places morality over the law, for “the laws have mistakes, and you can’t go writing up alaw for everything that you can imagine.”11
             Gilligan objects that Kohlberg’s studies were done entirely on males, and she contraststhis kind of male-oriented rational moral thinking with that of the average eleven-year-old girl,whose moral reasons emphasize relationships. Typical of girls’ responses to the Heinzdilemma is that of the girl called “Amy,” who responds to the question of whether Heinzshould steal the drugs:
 
I don’t think so. I think there might be other ways besides stealing it, like if he couldborrow the money or make a loan or something, but he really shouldn’t steal the drug—buthis wife shouldn’t die either. 
 
Responding to the question, why shouldn’t Heinz steal the drug? Amy points out the harmfuleffect that stealing the drug could have on the couple’s relationship.
 
If he stole the drug, he might save his wife’s life, but if he did, he might have to go to jail,and his wife might get weaker again, and he couldn’t get more of the drug, and it might notbe good. So, they should really just talk it out and find some other way to make themoney.
 
             Gilligan argues that, on average, a woman’s moral point of view is different from aman’s. Whereas men typically emphasize rights and principles of justice (moral justice even triumphs the law in the Heinz dilemma), women typically focus on particular relationships,on care, in which principles are less important, and they place more importance on the process(“they should talk it out and find some other way to make the money”). Gilligan agreed withKohlberg that people move through different stages of moral development, but with womenthere are three specific levels. The first level is where a girl focuses too much on her personalinterests, neglecting the needs of others. The second flips the situation, and she focuses toomuch on the needs of others, neglecting her own. The third is where her needs and those ofothers are more in balance.
             A defender of traditional morality might look at Gilligan’s three levels and conclude that there is nothing uniquely female about them; in fact, what the girl has done is developedher moral reasoning to the point of being a good utilitarian. She starts out as an egoist, focusingonly on the consequences of her actions as only she was affected. She then becomes analtruist, considering the consequences of her actions as only others were affected. Finally, sheconsiders the consequences of her actions as both she and others would be affected. But while Gilligan’s three stages may appear to move toward something like a utilitarian ideal, the unitof value for Gilligan remains that of care, rather than a traditional utilitarian value likepleasure, benefit, or preference. The ideal, for Gilligan, is for the woman to bring in balancehow much of herself she commits to caring for others and for herself, without being eitherselfishly uncaring toward others, or a slave to the care of others.
 
Care and Particularism
Gilligan is one of many contemporary theorists who see care as the central component offemale ethics. Their specific theories often differ, sometimes dramatically, but there are fourcommon themes surrounding an ethics of care.12 First is that women see their personalidentities as deeply interconnected with other people. Our identities are first formed within asocial network of others, and even as adults when we think of who we are as people, oursocial network of family, friends, and community is right there at the core. By contrast, thetraditional male approach is one that stresses personal autonomy, freedom, independence, andzones of privacy. Second is that women focus on specific circumstances surrounding moralsituations. The male approach tends to see moral situations in the abstract, where the actionsof individual people are just instances that should be judged by a general moral rule. Third isthat women see morality within the context of close personal relationships and thedevelopment of intimate emotional connections. The traditional approach, by contrast, idealizes the impartial judge who makes moral assessments based on a rational decision-making process. Fourth is that women see morality as a function of vulnerability anddependency. The traditional approach depicts moral decision-makers as rational, courageous,and fully informed humans, which is far from the reality of helplessness in which we oftenfind ourselves.
             With each of these four factors, the difference between the traditional and femaleapproaches to morality may be only a matter of degree. Men also see themselves asinterdependent, consider special circumstances in moral situations, develop emotionalconnections in personal relations, and recognize moral issues surrounding vulnerability. Butthese are not at the center of traditional conceptions of morality in the way that they are forwomen. For care ethics, then, it is precisely these particular relations, not the abstractuniversal principles that generate our ethics. This is called moral particularism; it states thatmorality always involves particular relations with particular people, not lifeless abstractions.Care ethicists reject traditional universalist ethics, the idea that ethics consists in universalmoral principles, applicable to all people at all times. Instead, they argue that universalism istoo abstract to justify our special obligations to family and community. Morality flourishes inconcrete relationships that give meaning and purpose to our lives; we misconstrue the subject when we transform it into the abstract, bloodless universal principles of the core morality.
             Again, the difference between traditional and female approaches to morality may beonly a matter of degree regarding their emphasis on particularism. Traditional moral theoriesalready acknowledge special obligations to family, friends, and community. Kant wouldargue that we have special relations to our families because we are more deeply responsible for them. Utilitarians would argue that we will maximize utility if we each concentrate onhelping those close to us, our family, friends, and local community members, rather thantrying to give equal attention to people hundreds of miles away or in other countries. This is because we understand our close relations better than we do strangers and foreigners and aremore likely to maximize welfare if we concentrate on their needs. Of course, for traditionalmoral theorists, we have obligations to people in other countries, but they seldom override ourprimary obligations to our family, friends, or local community. So, traditional moral theory can incorporate at least some of the particularist concerns of care ethics, while at the sametime embracing general duties to those who fall outside of our personal sphere. 
             But defenders of care ethics may question whether this component of “specialobligation” within traditional morality is particularist enough. With such a heavy emphasison abstract moral principles, these special obligations could be trivialized. Will traditionalmorality require us to carry out those special obligations with the same level of emotionalconnection and sensitivity to context that care ethics emphasizes? And, more importantly,would those special obligations within traditional ethics incline us to apply abstract notions ofjustice in a more particularized manner? If not, then traditional morality has not gone farenough in particularizing our moral obligations.
 
Care and Virtues
As we’ve seen, a dominant feature of care ethics is its mistrust of general moral principles thatsupposedly govern every morally relevant action. Because of the abstract nature of suchgeneral principles, they prevent us from grasping the unique context of each moral situationand thereby impose a cold and clinical moral judgment rather than prompting a more caringand contextual personal involvement in that situation. For this reason, many defenders of care ethics argue that care should be seen as a component of virtue theory, where care is a nurturing character trait that we personally internalize, as we do other virtues.
             This view was defended by American philosopher of education Nel Noddings.13 Care ethics, she argues, is a quest for new virtues based on traditional women’s practices, even when these female practices themselves become abandoned within modernsociety. Aristotle’s view of female virtues was based on a hierarchical social structure inwhich the lower classes were locked into their roles. As such, for Aristotle, women’s virtueswere those of subservience, obedience, industry, silence, and service. But even these reflectwomen’s roles as nurturers, which, once the range of social and political privilege has been extended to women, can be developed into a nonsubservient ethics of caring. We should lookin particular at everyday practices and traditional caring roles of women, such as cooking,teaching, nursing, and childhood education. Even though many of these tasks can beexploitive, they nevertheless require special virtues or character traits that traditional moralityhas overlooked. These all emphasize needs over rights, and love over duty. For Noddings,gender-free morality may simply be impossible. Men invented the criteria of what constitutes an adequate moral theory, emphasizing rights and duties, and so any female input on thetraditional dialogue would be at an immediate disadvantage. It could not be left to menthemselves to incorporate a female element into ethical theory, and the entire discussion ofcare would not have arisen if women did not initiate it. It is, then, virtue theory and its focus oncharacter development that is most amenable to care ethics, rather than moral systems of rightsand duties.
             But is Noddings correct that traditional rule-governed morality is a hostile environment to an ethics of care? American philosopher Sarah Clarke Miller disagrees, andargues instead that care is fully compatible with general moral principles. The resistance thatcare ethics has to principles stems from a mistaken view of the role that general principles ofmoral duties and rights actually play within moral theory. Indeed, the use of general principlesmay be receptive to the special contexts of moral situations that care ethics emphasizes.General principles serve as an overall guide for moral decision-making, but this is only one element of a larger process of moral judgment. We also need to “evaluate the role principlesmight play in any given moral situation by taking note of the relevant details of that situation,which is to say, by paying close attention to the context surrounding the moral situation andthe particular features of the individuals involved.”14 We don’t force-fit all moral situationswith their subtle differences into a few inflexible rules. The devil is in the details, and thosedetails of a situation tell us whether the general rule applies, or perhaps requires a more particular rule of guidance. Thus, the female care value can be right at home when expressedas a duty and obligation to care. In fact, this may be a better fit than linking care to virtuetheory. The world at present is horribly needy with massive poverty, starvation, the lack ofclean water, and proper medical care. Current caregivers, as hard as they work, cannot comeclose to meeting the demand. The need is so great that it creates a moral urgency that is best expressed as a general duty to care.
             So, is the care value best expressed as a virtue, as Nodding recommends, or as a duty,as Miller recommends? The choice may be an artificial one since there are ways of marryingthe two notions. In fact, the war between virtue theory and duty theory is a comparatively newone, and the concept of virtue was commonly seen as “the disposition to do right actions orduties,”15 that is, the practice of actualizing our duties. Morality begins with fundamentalduties of obligation that are expressed as general rules. We then internalize those rules by forming virtuous habits which enable us to spontaneously act in obedience of our duties. Inthis way, we can begin with a duty to care that is generated by needs that we see throughoutthe world. We then develop the virtue to care, which enables us to act spontaneously andhabitually in a caring way and, in essence, become caring people. What is important foradvancing the female care value—at least at this stage in the development of the concept—isthat it gains some foothold within the traditional ethical theory. If it can be expressed both asa virtue and a duty, then so much the better.
 
FOUR OPTIONS REGARDING GENDER AND ETHICS
 
We now have before us a sophisticated theory of ethics from the female perspective, and thenext question we must answer is what this all means for traditional morality. Are womensupposed to completely cut ties with traditional morality? And what about men: are they supposed to stick with the traditional rule-oriented approach or adapt to the female one? Thereare four possible options, each of which we will examine.
 
Male-Only Option
The first option is that only the traditional so-called “male” view of ethics is valid, whichemphasizes general abstract principles, and both men and women should adopt it. The idea ofa uniquely female morality is not a new one. It was jump started by Aristotle, and only inrecent times has it been refashioned in a way that avoids demeaning stereotypes of femalesubservience and inferiority. But why refashion theories of female morality at all? Why notjust dispense with them as remnants from an earlier time when moral philosophers were completely misguided about the psychological differences between men and women? Whileit is tempting to think that we understand gender differences much better now, even today scientific studies are casting doubt on many commonly held gender distinctions. It makes nosense to use gender difference to reform ethical theory when we are still not clear about whatthose differences are. On the other hand, the general principles of ethics devised byphilosophers over the centuries have withstood the test of time. While some defenders of female morality try to brand this tradition as male-oriented, those principles of morality were formulated to apply universally to all people, male and female. Further, throughout history,traditional ethics has always included values that are very similar to the care value, such ascharity, benevolence, civility, hospitality, and responsibility toward one’s children andparents. Wollstonecraft was right: morality is gender-neutral, and it is just a matter of givingwomen access to the traditional value system that is already in place.
             In response, yes it is true that in their best moments traditional ethicists have formulated moral principles that apply universally to men and women alike. But it is also truethat traditional morality has always been tied to human physiology. There are emotions, drives,and natural inclinations that spark specific behaviors. There are special feelings likecompassion and sympathy that inform our moral judgments. Even a rule-oriented value likejustice is commonly tied to a special feeling—a sense of justice. Recent biological researchnow tells us that physiological gender differences are critical to anything that is health-related:“Sex matters. Sex, that is, being male or female, is an important basic human variable that should be considered when designing and analyzing studies in all areas and at all levels ofbiomedical and health-related research.”16 To accept this in areas of health, but not in ethics,seems like holding to an outdated moral theory for the sake of nothing but tradition itself.While there are care-like values within traditional ethics, such as charity, they are oftenundervalued and they downplay particularization, which, by contrast, female care ethicsemphasizes. We still may be fuzzy on the details of psychological gender differences, butadvances in the fields of both biology and psychology suggest that advocates of female-oriented ethics are on the right track. Thus, the traditional “male-only” approach to ethicsseems incomplete.
 
Female-Only Option
The second option is that only the female approach to morality is valid, and both men andwomen should adopt it. According to this view, men have hijacked the discipline of moralphilosophy and forced it into an artificial system that worships rules and abstract principles,and ignores the heart and particular context of morality. Throughout time men are the oneswho have dominated the field of philosophy, devising moral theories based on their own malepsychological predispositions. Women had virtually no say in the matter, but, now thatwomen can participate in the dialogue, it is time to point out the errors of the male-orientedapproach and shift morality’s focus to the sorts of nurturing human experiences that womenexemplify best. Wollstonecraft was right that there is only one conception of morality for allpeople to follow, but that conception is care ethics, not rigid rule-based systems. Maybe thereare some disciplines, like the field of engineering, which are rightly male-oriented, butmorality is not one of those disciplines. Ethics is female in character, and men and women alike should adopt it in its female form. Just as women have the capacity to work in male-oriented fields like engineering, men too have the capacity to assimilate a female approach toethics. And, when it gains universal acceptance, there may no longer be a need to refer to it as a“female” morality—any more than we refer to education, social work, or counseling as“female” disciplines.
             The main problem with this female-only approach is that its conception of ethics isjust as incomplete as the male-only approach. If it is wrong for traditional male ethical approaches to veto the female voice, then it is equally wrong for female ethical approachesto veto the male voice. Even if we grant that traditional ethics has not been as receptive to thewomen’s perspective as it should have been, it is quite another thing to maintain that there isabsolutely nothing valid about the traditional conceptions of morality that have been forged over the past 2,500 years. Out the window go general principles of justice, duties, rights,consequences, contracts, impartiality, fairness, freedom, and responsibility. These are generalprinciples that are not merely central to ethical theory, but also to our commonsense dialoguesabout the morally right thing to do. Traditional moral philosophers never pretended to haveinvented these ethical concepts in an isolated laboratory; they were instead refinements of the moral reasoning process that normal people engage in. An important part of the humanthought process is to make abstractions and general rules about our life experiences. It is thefoundation of all sciences, and it’s at the heart of our efforts to make sense of the world aroundus. Would it even be possible for someone to adopt a female-only approach to morality, never once drawing on the traditional repertoire of abstract moral concepts? Probably not. Thus, weshould reject the female-only approach to ethics, just as we should the male-only approach.This leaves us with a conception of ethics that somehow involves both male and femaleelements, which we turn to next.
 
Separate-but-Equal Option
The third option is that there are two equally valid domains of ethics grounded in genderdifferences, where men should emphasize the male approach, and women the femaleapproach. There is some psychological basis for this option. American social psychologistRoy F. Baumeister describes a study that monitored girls and boys for an hour at a playground.It turned out that girls played one-on-one with the same playmate for the full hour, whereasboys either played one-on-one with a series of different playmates or they played within alarger group. The girls seemed to prefer one-to-one relationships, while the boys preferredlarger groups or networks. Thus, while men and women are both social, they appear to be so indifferent manners, where women specialize in the narrow sphere of intimate relationships, andmen in the larger group. He writes, “If you make a list of activities that are done in large groups,you are likely to have a list of things that men do and enjoy more than women: team sports,politics, large corporations, economic networks, and so forth.”17 Baumeister speculates about the evolutionary advantages of this division of labor. Close relationships are more importantsince they are critical to our immediate survival, but the larger networks of shallowerrelationships are good for developing larger social systems from which culture develops.Thus, our species as a whole has benefited by engraining these two tendencies within therespective genders. Extending Baumeister’s analysis, we can see how the traditional maleapproach to morality, with its emphasis on general rules, is suited for bringing order to largersocial groups of impersonal relationships. The female care value, by contrast, is suited for themore intimate relationships that we cultivate with others. Since these two approaches to morality are tied directly to psychological gender differences—how men and women are bynature sociable—it makes sense for men to emphasize the traditional ethical approach andwomen the care approach. Their ethical approaches are separate, but equal.
             However, this separate-but-equal option quickly falls apart. Right off, the psychological studies show only that men are more motivated toward group interaction andwomen more motivated toward intimate relationships. Both genders clearly have the capacityfor both types of social interaction, and, as Baumeister himself says, it’s more a matter of what interests men and women, respectively. Men have the ability to raise the kids even ifthey’d prefer to run a business, and vice versa with women. And, from a moral perspective,just because a man may be interested in group activities more than intimate relationships, thisdoes not mean he has no moral obligation to care for others in close relationships. Similarly,just because a woman may be more interested in intimate relationships than in group activities,this doesn’t mean that she should ignore all the general rules of traditional morality. Further, ifthe separate-but-equal option were instituted, it could have disastrous consequences forwomen. Take domestic chores like rearing children and seeing to the needs of elderlyparents. Men could assign those tasks to women on the grounds that that is their area of moral expertise, while keeping for themselves the tasks of running governments and largecorporations. This not only risks reinforcing traditional gender roles, but it adds a moralstigma to those who do not comply. It is not simply a breach of etiquette if a woman fails tocare for her elderly parents or strives to run a business, but it is morally wrong for her to do so. Far from empowering women, this form of female morality is a throwback to ancienttimes and subjugates them as much as does Aristotle’s notion of female subservience. We must reject, then, the separate-but-equal option regarding gender and morality.
 
Mutually Inclusive Option
The final option is that men and women should adopt both the male and female approaches tomorality. In our examination of the above three options, we’ve seen that there are justgrounds for both, including the female perspective in ethics and for retaining the traditionalmale approach that stresses general rules. We’ve also seen that we cannot segregate these two approaches, assigning the one to women and the other to men. Rather, a mutually inclusiveapproach is needed where men and women internalize both tendencies. Women have indeed already internalized the traditional male approach to morality that emphasizes general rules.Even if women are naturally less interested in it than men, they’ve had thousands of years ofpractice at it. The burden, then, is placed on men to learn from the more uniquely femalecomponent of morality and internalize that. We’ve seen that men have that capacity and, ifanything, it is just a question of motivating them to accept moral responsibility for tasks that might not necessarily interest them. Many of our typical moral obligations are alreadyuncomfortable to us, particularly when they conflict with our selfish inclinations, such astreating people respectfully even when we don’t like them, or respecting other people’s property rights when they have something that we want, or telling the truth even when it’s toour disadvantage. But, the morally responsible person fulfills these obligations anyway. Atworst, adjusting men’s moral expectations to include female values may mean expanding men’s set of moral obligations to include things that do not naturally interest them. But even then, there is the benefit of moral growth and the opportunity to make men more versatilemoral agents than they would otherwise be.
 
CONCLUSION
 
We’ve seen that traditional ethical theory has done a poor job of representing women’s moralviewpoint. Aristotle saw female virtue as subservience, and Rousseau emphasized the need ofwomen to be sexually appealing to men. Wollstonecraft argued that morality is gender neutral,drawing on human rationality that men and women both share. Gilligan argued that womenhave a special capacity to care for others, and this translates into a female value of care, a keycomponent of which is particularization. Noddings sees the care value as a virtue, and Miller asa duty, but both of these are compatible. We’ve concluded that the best way of resolvingtensions between the gender-related differences in ethics is for men and women to adopt boththe male and female approaches to morality.
             Having said all this, however, we still could be clearer about what the female value isthat we should internalize. The care value is currently the best option on the table, but that hasonly been around for a few decades, and there’s no telling what else might be proposed whenthere are more reliable studies on psychological gender differences. In the meantime, wemight make a best guess. It would help if we had a female version of the golden rule thatquickly captures the uniquely female moral perspective, yet at the same time shows its relationto traditional ethics. Perhaps something like this: “Treat others as friends in need, withoutviolating principles of justice.” By treating others as friends in need, we incorporate the femalecare value and its emphasis on particularization. By not violating principles of justice, we areacknowledging the validity and constraints of the traditional rules of morality. While our initialstance toward others should be one of intimate caring, lurking in the background is the set ofmoral rules that we have learned from our youth onward that guards against unjust conduct.Justice is an especially good representative of traditional morality since it holds a central place in virtually all ethical theories—whether the theory is virtue-based, social contractarian,Kantian, utilitarian, or a dozen other approaches. The emphasis on justice also sends a clearmessage that the caring relationship we develop with others cannot be unfairly preferential. It is one thing to develop a special relationship with others, but it is entirely different if it turnsinto nepotism, favoritism, partiality, and other types of unfairness. A balance is neededbetween close relationships and impartiality, otherwise caring could devolve into tribalism ora good ol’ boy’s club, where we become overly loyal with the caring friendships that wecultivate.
 
READING 1: MARY WOLLSTONECRAFT ON WOMEN AND MORALITY
 
Changes in Social Attitude Needed regarding Women
. . . Contending for the rights of women, my main argument is built on this simple principle, that if she be not prepared by education to become the companion of man, she will stop the progress of knowledge, for truth must be common to all, or it will be inefficacious with respect to its influence on general practice. And how can woman be expected to co-operate, unless she know why she ought to be virtuous? Unless freedom strengthen her reason till she comprehend her duty, and see in what manner it is connected with her real good? If children are to be educated to understand the true principle of patriotism, their mother must be a patriot; and the love of mankind, from which an orderly train of virtues spring, can only be produced by considering the moral and civil interest of mankind; but the education and situation of woman, at present, shuts her out from such investigations.
             In this work I have produced many arguments, which to me were conclusive, to prove, that the prevailing notion respecting a sexual character was subversive of morality, and I have contended, that to render the human body and mind more perfect, chastity must more universally prevail, and that chastity will never be respected in the male world till the person of a woman is not, as it were, idolized when little virtue or sense embellish it with the grand traces of mental beauty, or the interesting simplicity of affection. . . .
             Consider, I address you as a legislator, whether, when men contend for their freedom, and to be allowed to judge for themselves, respecting their own happiness, it be not inconsistent and unjust to subjugate women, even though you firmly believe that you are acting in the manner best calculated to promote their happiness? Who made man the exclusive judge, if woman partake with him the gift of reason?
             In this style, argue tyrants of every denomination from the weak king to the weak father of a family; they are all eager to crush reason; yet always assert that they usurp its throne only to be useful. Do you not act a similar part, when you force all women, by denying them civil and political rights, to remain immured in their families groping in the dark? For surely, sir, you will not assert, that a duty can be binding which is not founded on reason? If, indeed, this be their destination, arguments may be drawn from reason; and thus augustly supported, the more understanding women acquire, the more they will be attached to their duty, comprehending it, for unless they comprehend it, unless their morals be fixed on the same immutable principles as those of man, no authority can make them discharge it in a virtuous manner. They may be convenient slaves, but slavery will have its constant effect, degrading the master and the abject dependent.
 
Against Rousseau’s view of Female Coquetry
Let us examine this question. Rousseau declares, that a woman should never, for a moment feel herself independent, that she should be governed by fear to exercise her naturalcunning, and made a coquettish [i.e., flirty] slave in order to render her a more alluring object of desire, a sweeter companion to man, whenever he chooses to relax himself. He carries the arguments, which he pretends to draw from the indications of nature, still further, and insinuates that truth and fortitude the corner stones of all human virtue, shall be cultivated with certain restrictions, because with respect to the female character, obedience is the grand lesson which ought to be impressed with unrelenting rigor.
             What nonsense! When will a great man arise with sufficient strength of mind to puff away the fumes which pride and sensuality have thus spread over the subject! If women are by nature inferior to men, their virtues must be the same in quality, if not in degree, or virtue is a relative idea; consequently, their conduct should be founded on the same principles, and have the same aim.
             Connected with man as daughters, wives, and mothers, their moral character may be estimated by their manner of fulfilling those simple duties; but the end, the grand end of their exertions should be to unfold their own faculties, and acquire the dignity of conscious virtue. They may try to render their road pleasant; but ought never to forget, in common with man, that life yields not the felicity which can satisfy an immortal soul. I do not mean to insinuate, that either sex should be so lost, in abstract reflections or distant views, as to forget the affections and duties that lie before them, and are, in truth, the means appointed to produce the fruit of life; on the contrary, I would warmly recommend them, even while I assert, that they afford most satisfaction when they are considered in their true subordinate light.
             Probably the prevailing opinion, that woman was created for man, may have taken its rise from Moses's poetical story; yet, as very few it is presumed, who have bestowed any serious thought on the subject, ever supposed that Eve was, literally speaking, one of Adam's ribs, the deduction must be allowed to fall to the ground; or, only be so far admitted as it proves that man, from the remotest antiquity, found it convenient to exert his strength to subjugate his companion, and his invention to show that she ought to have her neck bent under the yoke; because she as well as the brute creation, was created to do his pleasure. . . .
             To speak disrespectfully of love is, I know, high treason against sentiment and fine feelings; but I wish to speak the simple language of truth, and rather to address the head than the heart. . . . Youth is the season for love in both sexes; but in those days of thoughtless enjoyment, provision should be made for the more important years of life, when reflection takes place of sensation. But Rousseau, and most of the male writers who have followed his steps, have warmly inculcated that the whole tendency of female education ought to be directed to one point to render them pleasing.
 
Playing with Dolls no proof of Natural Coquettishness
As for Rousseau's remarks, which have since been echoed by several writers, that they have naturally, that is from their birth, independent of education, a fondness for dolls, dressing, and talking, they are so puerile as not to merit a serious refutation. That a girl, condemned to sit for hours together listening to the idle chat of weak nurses or to attend at her mother's toilet, will endeavor to join the conversation, is, indeed very natural; and that she will imitate her mother or aunts, and amuse herself by adorning her lifeless doll, as they do in dressing her, poor innocent babe! is undoubtedly a most natural consequence. For men of the greatest abilities have seldom had sufficient strength to rise above the surrounding atmosphere; and, if the page of genius has always been blurred by the prejudices of the age, some allowance should be made for a sex, who, like kings, always see things through a false medium.
             In this manner may the fondness for dress, conspicuous in women, be easily accounted for, without supposing it the result of a desire to please the sex on which they are dependent. The absurdity, in short, of supposing that a girl is naturally a coquette, and that a desire connected with the impulse of nature to propagate the species, should appear even before an improper education has, by heating the imagination, called it forth prematurely, is so unphilosophical, that such a sagacious observer as Rousseau would not have adopted it, if he had not been accustomed to make reason give way to his desire of singularity, and truth to a favorite paradox. . . .
             I have, probably, had an opportunity of observing more girls in their infancy than J. J. Rousseau. I can recollect my own feelings, and I have looked steadily around me; yet, so far from coinciding with him in opinion respecting the first dawn of the female character, I will venture to affirm, that a girl, whose spirits have not been damped by inactivity, or innocence tainted by false shame, will always be a romp, and the doll will never excite attention unless confinement allows her no alternative. Girls and boys, in short, would play harmless together, if the distinction of sex was not inculcated long before nature makes any difference. I will, go further, and affirm, as an indisputable fact, that most of the women, in the circle of my observation, who have acted like rational creatures, or shown any vigor of intellect, have accidentally been allowed to run wild, as some of the elegant formers of the fair sex would insinuate.
             The baneful consequences which flow from inattention to health during infancy, and youth, extend further than is supposed, dependence of body naturally produces dependence of mind; and how can she be a good wife or mother, the greater part of whose time is employed to guard against or endure sickness; nor can it be expected, that a woman will resolutely endeavor to strengthen her constitution and abstain from enervating indulgences, if artificial notions of beauty, and false descriptions of sensibility, have been early entangled with her motives of action. Most men are sometimes obliged to bear with bodily inconveniences, and to endure, occasionally, the inclemency of the elements; but genteel women are, literally speaking, slaves to their bodies, and glory in their subjection. . . .
             Women are everywhere in this deplorable state; for, in order to preserve their innocence, as ignorance is courteously termed, truth is hidden from them, and they are made to assume an artificial character before their faculties have acquired any strength. Taught from their infancy, that beauty is woman's scepter, the mind shapes itself to the body, and, roaming round its gilt cage, only seeks to adorn its prison. Men have various employments and pursuits which engage their attention, and give a character to the opening mind; but women, confined to one, and having their thoughts constantly directed to the most insignificant part of themselves, seldom extend their views beyond the triumph of the hour. But was their understanding once emancipated from the slavery to which the pride and sensuality of man and their short sighted desire, like that of dominion in tyrants, of present sway, has subjected them, we should probably read of their weaknesses with surprise. . . .
 
Moral Virtues and Duties the Same for Men and Women
I wish to sum up what I have said in a few words, for I here throw down my gauntlet, and deny the existence of sexual virtues, not excepting modesty. For man and woman, truth, if I understand the meaning of the word, must be the same; yet the fanciful female character, so prettily drawn by poets and novelists, demanding the sacrifice of truth and sincerity, virtue becomes a relative idea, having no other foundation than utility, and of that utility men pretend arbitrarily to judge, shaping it to their own convenience.
             Women, I allow, may have different duties to fulfill; but they are human duties, and the principles that should regulate the discharge of them, I sturdily maintain, must be the same.
             To become respectable, the exercise of their understanding is necessary, there is no other foundation for independence of character; I mean explicitly to say, that they must only bow to the authority of reason, instead of being the modest slaves of opinion.
 
[bookmark: _Hlk511203128]Early Association of Ideas Negatively Impacts Female Character
[bookmark: _Hlk511203119]Educated in the enervating [i.e., exhausting] style recommended by the writers on whom I have been animadverting; and not having a chance, from their subordinate state in society, to recover their lost ground, is it surprising that women everywhere appear a defect in nature? Is it surprising, when we consider what a determinate effect an early association of ideas has on the character, that they neglect their understandings, and turn all their attention to their persons? . . .
[bookmark: _Hlk511203178][bookmark: _Hlk511203201]             Everything that they see or hear serves to fix impressions, call forth emotions, and associate ideas, that give a sexual character to the mind. False notions of beauty and delicacy stop the growth of their limbs and produce a sickly soreness, rather than delicacy of organs; and thus weakened by being employed in unfolding instead of examining the first associations, forced on them by every surrounding object, how can they attain the vigor necessary to enable them to throw off their factitious character?—where find strength to recur to reason and rise superior to a system of oppression, that blasts the fair promises of spring? This cruel association of ideas, which everything conspires to twist into all their habits of thinking, or, to speak with more precision, of feeling, receives new force when they begin to act a little for themselves; for they then perceive, that it is only through their address to excite emotions in men, that pleasure and power are to be obtained. Besides, all the books professedly written for their instruction, which make the first impression on their minds, all inculcate the same opinions. Educated in worse than Egyptian bondage, it is unreasonable, as well as cruel, to upbraid them with faults that can scarcely be avoided, unless a degree of native vigor be supposed, that falls to the lot of very few amongst mankind.
 
Source: Mary Wollstonecraft, A Vindication of the Rights of Woman (1792), Dedication, Chapters 2, 3, 6.
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STUDY QUESTIONS
 
Please answer all of the following questions.
 
1. What are Jaggar’s five criticisms of traditional male-oriented ethics?
2. According to Aristotle, what are the natural psychological differences between men and women, and the moral differences between them?
3. According to Rousseau, what are the natural psychological differences between men and women, and the moral differences between them?
4. According to Wollstonecraft, what are the natural psychological differences between men and women, and the moral differences between them?
5. What if anything does modern science show about natural psychological differences between men and women?
6. What does the rhesus monkey study show about preferences for girl or boy toys?
7. According to Kohlberg, how do we morally progress from childhood to adulthood?
8. What is Gilligan's criticism of Kohlberg?
9. What are Gilligan's three levels of moral development for women?
10. What are the four common themes of care ethics?
11. What is moral particularlism?
12. Nodding’s view of female virtues and care ethics
13. Miller’s view of moral rules and care ethics
14. What is the male-only option for gender and morality, and what is the problem with it?
15. What is the female-only option for gender and morality, and what is the problem with it?
16. What is the separate-but-equal option for gender and morality, and what is the problem with it?
17. What is the mutually inclusive option for gender and morality?
[Reading 1: Wollstonecraft on Women and Morality]
18. According to Wollstonecraft, what are the social attitudes about women that need to be changed?
19. What is Wollstonecraft’s complaint against Rousseau?
20. According to Wollstonecraft, why is girls playing with dolls no proof of natural coquettishness?
[Short Essay]
21. Short essay: pick any one of the following views in this chapter and criticize it in a minimum of 150 words. In a minimum of 150 words, pick any one of the following listed views in this chapter and criticize it. Jagger’s five male biases in traditional ethical theory; the psychological and moral differences between men and women by either Aristotle, Rousseau, or Wollstonecraft; the rhesus monkey study about girl and boy toys; Kohlberg’s six stages of moral development; Gilligan’s three levels of female moral development; moral particularism; Nodding’s view of care ethics and virtues; Miller’s view of care ethics and rules.

