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Preface

Eldora Mitchell is nearly as old as the century, and for her it has
been a life of love and service. Starting at the age of 12, when she
went to work scrubbing white people’s floors to help her family.
Later, she cleaned hospital rooms to feed her own children and
cared for her grandchildren while their parents were working. In her
60s, she nursed her dying husband and her elderly mother.

Now, at 95, frail and slowly going blind, it is Mrs. Mitchell’s
turt. ... Mrs. Mirchell has abour $8,000 in savings and no long-
term health insurance. What she does have is her family and her

expectation—thar they will do for her as she has done for the previ-
ous generations ., .,

So begins an article that appeared on the front page of the New York
Times (Rimer 1998, 1) just as 1 was completing the book you have before
you. The same article ends with the story of Martha Perry, forty-nine,
who gave up her job and daily life with her husband to care for her
mather-in-law. After the death of her mother-in-law, she served as a
round-the-clock caregiver for six months for her ailing eighty-five-year-
old mother before finally returning to her husband and her job. What is
Martha Perry's job when she is not taking care of family? Shc is the man-
ager of a group home for disabled adults.

Both the older Eldora Mitchell and the younger Martha Perry have
spent their lives doing what 1 call dependency work, the work of caring
for those who arc inevitably dependent. The dependency work on which
the reporter focuses is familial and largely unpaid'—the paid work these
women did was cither domestic labor (itsclf not dependency work in the
sense discussed here, but closely aligned with it) or dependency work
proper, such as managing the group home for disabled adults.

The strength and strains of a life of dependency work are captured in
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these stories, s are the involved histories af race and sex in dependency
care, The Times article is at ance a pacan to the strenpth of African-
American family life—to the neawork of help the extended Family in
African-American communities provides—and a shamcful testament to
poor health conditions, cconomic strains, and & warranted history of
mistrust of institutional arcangements that are the legacy and products
of racism. Although the African-American community is featured in this
story, the article cites a remarkable fignre: One in four American fami-
lies is caring for an clderly relative or friend “daing cverything from
changing diapers to shopping for groceries.” This one-in-four figure
docs not include the work of caring for other dependents such as young
children, the ill, and the disabled. In these families, no less than in the
families featured in the story, the dependency worker is likely to be a
woman, The fact that women largely bear the burden of dependency
work is a legacy of tradition, of sexism, and of a sexual taboo apainse
men being involved in the intimate care of women's bodies.?

In the stories of Eldora Mitchell, Martha Perey, and the other women
{and some men) featured in the Times article lic the point and purpose of
my book. [ began this project in response 1o an invitation to speak on the
topic of “Elusive Equality” as the keynote speaker of the Helen Lynd
Colloguium Series at Sarah Lawrence College. Since philosophers and
feminists alike had written volumes on the topic of cquality, it was not
clear to me what 1 could add to the 1opic. As 1 began to explore the bur-
geoning literature by feminist scholars, especially legal theorists, ques-
tioning the ideal of equality, I began to see that there was a consideration
missing from many of the accounts. I began to see that while cquality
often entailed women crossing the sexual divide between women's work
and men's work, equality rarcly meant that men crossed over the divide
to the women's side: our side—women's—the side where work was
largely, though not exclusively, unpaid or poorly paid care of dependents,
Simone de Beauvoir has written that “woman has always been man's
dependent, if not his slave,” that “the two sexes had never shared the
world in equality” (Beauvoir 1952, xx). But it seemed now that this
dependency was a derivative dependency, derivative of the care of depen-
dents. This view was one that [ had already encountered, if not in a fully
articulated form, in the work of Susan Okin. Okin (Okin 1979} detailed
how the great political philosophers of the Western tradition envisioned a
role for women in political life only when they reconceived the role of
women in the family—suggesting therehy the intimate relation between
women’s situation as caregivers and their exclusion from the public
domain. It seemed to me that one could delineate a critique of the ideal
of equality that [ call the dependency critique.
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The dependency critique is a feminist critique of equality that asserts:
A conception of society viewed as an association of equals masks
inequitable dependencies, those of infancy and childhood, old age, ill-
ness and disability. While we are dependent, we are not well positioned
to enter a competition for the goods of social cooperation on equal
terms. And those who care for dependents, who must put their own
interests aside to care for one who is entirely vulnerable to their actions,
enter the competition for social goods with a handicap. Viewed from the
perspective of the dependency critique, we can say: Of course, women
have not achieved equality on men’s side of the sexual divide—for how
could women abandon those they leave behind on their side of that
divide? Their children, their elderly parents, their ill spouse or friend?

Yes, cquality has been elusive for women and will continue to be
so unless and until better institutional supparts are put in place to
enable women who wish ro leave the exclusive domain of home—the
haven for dependencies that no political theory could abolish by pro-
claiming all men [sic] to be equal—without jeopardizing the well-being
of those they love.

Focusing on dependency, however, also allows one to see that as some
women leave behind many traditional roles, other women fill those
roles. The process creates greater differentiation among women. This
indicates that while dependency and dependency work offer an impor-
rant connection between women, they also give rise to a rift between
those who do dependency work and those who have found other means
to fulfill traditional responsibilities. The source of division is still more
disturbing as women raising children on their own increasingly swell the
ranks of the poor and suffer from the stigma attached to solo mother-
hood (even as its incidence increases), just as the condition of other
more privileged women improves. To what extent, | wondered, are the
“welfare wars” over the fate of poor solo mothers—a war now lost to
welfare “reform™—a reflection of an ideal of equality for women that
docs not seriously consider the role of dependency and dependency care
in women’s lives?

These reflections on dependency were, 1 realized, prompted in part by
a personal situation rhat made questions of dependency especially salient
for me. My daughter is a lovely young woman who is profoundly depen-
dent and will always be. Her conditions of severe mental retardation and
cercbral palsy have meant she can never carry on a life withour constant
assistance. | have lived with my daughter’s dependency for twenty-cight
years and have had a long time to absorb the meaning and extent of
dependency.

Out of these considerations grew the idea for this book.



xii / Love's Labor

My original hope was to formulate a new theory of equality thar
embraces dependency, for I failed to sce how any progressive movement,
ar this historical juncture, could do without an cgalitarian ideal. If there
was something amiss with the ideal, it was in its formulation—not in the
concept of equality itself. To provide such a theory was not possible in
this book. There was too much work to be done in simply clearing the
ground for an idea as radical as an equality that ecmbraced dependency
rather than defining itself against dependency. So this baok is but a
propaedeutic to some futurce theory of equality.

This book is as cclectic and yer as knit together as the concerns that
gave it birth. Some of the material is very theoretical, some is more
empirical, and some is deeply personal. Many of the chapters were origi-
nally written as separate articles, and have been revised for this book in
order to have them read as a single work, My hope is that the reader
will be willing to make the voyage with me, through my different voices
and through my different but relatcd concerns, 1 recopnize. nonctheless,
that some readers will pick and choose, and so | have been carcful to
include cross-references thar will direct these readers to ideas thar are
key points for the chapters they want to explore.

In these prefatory remarks 1 would like to offer a few cautionary
notes that will, I hope, forestall criticisms that may keep a reader from
fully grasping my intent. First, a question 1 frequently encounter: Why
focus only on the more extreme dependencics? Dependency is found not
only in the case of a young child who is dependent on a mothering per-
son. A boss is dependent on his or her secretary. Urban populations are
dependent on agricultural communities. Persons on farms are dependent
on electrical workers, Professors are dependent on janitors, and janitors
are dependent on engineers. And so on. We are all interdependent.

My point is that this interdependence begins with dependence, Tt
begins with the dependency of an infant, and often ends with the depen-
dency of a very ill or frail person close to dying. The infant may develop
into a person who can reciprocate, an individual upon whom another
can be dependent and whose continuing nceds make her interdependent
with others. The frail elderly person, like Eldora Mitchell, may herself
have been involved in a series of interdependent relations, But at some
point there is a dependency that is not yet or no longer an interdepen-
dency. By excluding this dependency from social and political concerns,
we have been able to fashion the pretense that we are independent—that
the cooperation berween persons that some insist is interdependence is
simply the mutual (often voluntary) cooperation between essentially
independent persons. The argument of this hook is that our mutual
dependence cannot be bracketed without excluding both significant parts
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of our lives and large portions of the population from the domain of
cquality. To this end, 1 explore the implications for political and social
life of the most fundamental dependency—not only for the dependent,
but also for those wha care for the dependent. As we draw out the impli-
cations of dependency for social and political life, we come to a new
appreciation of our interdependence—because no one escapes depen-
dency in a lifetime, and many must care for dependents in the course of a
life. Rather than denying our interdependence, my aim is to find a knife
sharp enough to cut through the fiction of our independence.

A related point derives from the seemingly one-sidedness of the depen-
dency I portray and the lack of reciprocation I presume on the part of the
dependent in the relation. I begin with the case of a dependent who is
unable to reciprocate not because I assume it to be the most typical case,
but because it is the case most in necd of consideration if one is asking
about the social responsibility to the caregiver. That social responsibility
diminishes as the dependent is more and more capable of reciprocating
and as the dependent is less than totally helpless. The less helpless and
more capable the dependent, the closer the relationship begins to approx-
imate relations between equals.

But for us to consider demands of dependency, we have to look at the
whole range of possibilities—especially the portion that most diverges
from relations among equals. This strategy then begins with the assump-
tion of our dependence, asks what is required for the more demanding
cases, and then presumes that we modify those demands as we think
about relationships in which the persons are able to respond with reci-
procity. The alternative strategy, the one which 1 believe has failed us,
begins with the assumption of equality and then tries to make adjust-
ments for the non-normal condition of dependency. If we try to accom-
modate the most needy, we have a berter chance of capturing the
requircments of justice for all. This is an insight captured in John
Rawls's “difference principle,” but one which, 1 will argue, is too nar-
rowly applied within his own theory of justice.

Another cautionary note concerns the gendered narure of the discus-
sion concerning dependency work, mothering and caring. Care of depen-
dents is not incvitably nor exclusively the province of women. But it is
ntostly women who are dependency workers. Care of children, and the
raising of children is not exclusively the work of mothers. T have wit-
nessed, firsthand, how competent a father can be in the daily, hands-on
care of a dependent child, and I am convinced there is nothing inherently
gendered about the work of care. Nonetheless, to ignore the fact that
most of the care of children is done by morthers, and to call this work of
caring for children parenting rather than mothering is a distorcion that
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serves women poorly. [ therelore lollow other feminists who have ealled
the care of a child mothering, acknowledging that fathers, too, can he
excellent “maothers,”

This said with respect 1o the ¢learly gendered terms “mother” and
“mothering,” and since women primarily care for all dependents, 1 muse
comment on my reliance on a non-gendered term, “dependency worker,”
to speak of those who eare for dependents. Resorting 10 a non-gendered
term is meant to reflect a vision inherent in my notion of dependency
wark. Namely, thar while this labor is now largely gendered, it need nat
be. This book is, in part, about a mare equitable distribution of depen-
dency work. The wark of caring for dependents must be, as all wark
should be, distributed not by gender (or race or class) but by skill and
inclination. The non-gendered narure of my terminology is meant to be
consistent with thar vision.

The reader will also notice that 1 have chosen to use the female pro-
nouns for dependency workers. As there are no English gender-neutral
pronouns, I also employ the female pronouns for dependents, This use,
then, should be seen as a convention—one intended to counter the con-
ventional use of the masculine as the generic pronoun.

A book on dependency muse above all acknowledge the author’s own
dependence on all the persons involved in making such a book possible.
There are so many to thank and there are so many different sorts of
things for which to thank those who have helped.

First, I must thank Margaret Grennan and the many dedicated caring
dependency workers who have helped attend 10 my daughter over these
many years. Their devotion, their attention and responsiveness have
taught me much of what I have tried to communicate in this volume,

Maureen MacGroggen and Linda Nicholson gave me the confidence
that this was a valuable project when they contracted the book for the
wonderful Thinking Gender Serics—which they had initiated. The Amer-
ican Association aof University Women (AAUW) enabled the initial work
on the book by granting me a Founder's Fellowship. Traveling around
the country and meeting the women who raise such funds that support
so much scholarship by women was an inspiration.

I want to express my gratitude to Elfic Raymond for the initial invita-
tion to speak on equality (the impetus for this book), for reading drafts
of several chapters, for helping me come up with useful terminology
express some of my ideas, and for the many ways in which she has taught
and inspired me since | first was her student as a college sophomore,

A number of persons have read most of these chapters, albeit in an
earlier form. Diana Meyers has offered her sage advice on most of the
chapters, as they have appeared in various versions and stages of devel-

Preface / xv

opment. I have benefited from our many talks on these and related top-
ics, and am grateful for our long friendship in which a commitment to
women’s moral voices has been paramount. Ellen Feder—whom [ am
proud to count both as a former student and as a current friend and col-
league—helped me determine that the collection of essays, in fact, con-
stituted a book,

Other colleagues have read portions of the book. Robert E. Goodin
has not only inspired my thoughts on an ethic of care based on vulnera-
bility, he has been kind enough to read and comment on several versions
of Chapters One to Four. Many thanks to John Baker for his interest in
my approach to equality and for reading and commenting on earlier
drafts of many chapters of the hoak. Chapters Three and Four published
in a slightly different form as “Human Dependency and Rawlsian Equal-
ity” (Chapter Ten of Feminists Rethink the Self, edited by Diana T.
Meyers [Colorado: Westview Press 1996, 219-266]), have also been read
and commented on by several colleagues, including Susan Okin, Annette
Baicr, Susan Brison, William Kymlicka, George Sher, Anthony Weston,
Jonathan Adler, Michael Simon, Kenneth Baynes, Alistair MacLoed,
Leigh Cauman, and Neil Tennant—as well as 2 number of anonymous
reviewers. 1 have benefited from their comments even if the current ver-
sion does not reflect all their astute advice.

Chapter Five is a revised version of two separate papers: “Taking
Dependency Seriously: The Family and Medical Leave Act Considered in
Light of the Social Organization of Social Organization of Dependency
Work” (Hypatia vol. 10, no. 1 [Winter 1995] and reprinted as Chapter
Onc of Feminist Ethics and Social Policy, edited by Patrice Di Quinzio and
Iris Marion Young, [Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1-22] 1998).
This chapter benefited from the helpful comments of Iris Marion Young
and Patricc de Quinzio, Lisa Conradi, and Amy Bachr. Iris Young
descrves a special thanks for guiding me in the direction of considering
welfare as an application of my theoretical work., The material on wel-
fare reform grew out of a paper originally given for the Philosophical
Exchange at SUNY-Brockport and printed in their proceedings: “Women,
Welfare, and a Public Ethic of Care,” in the Annual Proceedings for
Philosophical Exchange 27:1996-1997. | thank Joseph Gilbert for the invi-
tation and comments. An amplification and further development of this
paper was published as “Welfare, Dependency and a Public Ethic of
Care” in a special issue of Social Justice, (vol. 25, no. 1, April 1998),
edited by Gwendolyn Mink. The paper has primarily benefited from the
knowledgeable and thoughtful suggestions and editorial guidance of
Gwendolyn Mink. I also want to thank Nancy Hirshmann, Martha
Fineman and Joan Tronto for their comments. The material in Chapter
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Five is importantly inspired by the women on welfare whom [ have
known and worked with, especially Kelly Telgale and Terry Scofield, and
by the marvelous women on the Women's Commitice of QOne Hundred:
Guida West, Gwendolyn Mink, Ruth Brandwein, Sonya Michel, Eileen
Boris, Kim Christensen, Deirdre English, Heidi Hartmann, Pat Reuss,
Frances Fox Piven, Diana Pearce, Cynthia Harrison, Mimi Abramovite,
Linda Gordon, Felicia Nestor, and many others. [ learned an enormous
amount from their knowledge and dedication to women and welfare.

Chapters Six and Seven are revisions and amplifications of “Not My
Way, Sesha. Your Way. Slowly™ which appears as “Not My Way, Sesha,
Your Way, Slowly: *Maternal Thinking” in the Raising of a Child with
Profound Intellectual Disabilities” (On Bebalf of Mothers: Legal Theo-
rists, Philosophers, and Theaologians Reflact on Dilewtmas of Parenting,
edited by Julia Hanisberg and $ara Ruddick [New York: Beacon Press]).
Sara Ruddick's brilliant editing was essential as | turned these deeply per-
sonal thoughts inta an academic paper. also want to thank her for read-
ing other chapters in various stages of development and for her support
throughout this project.

Westview Press, Indiana Press, and Beacon Press, as well as Hypatia
and Social Justice have heen very accommodating in permitting the use
of part or all of previously published material.

A number of outstanding current and former graduate students have
helped with various stages of this process. Emily Lee helped sort out var-
ious drafts of early material in preparation for assembling and revising
them for the book. Sarah Miller's cfforts, with those of Jenny Hansen,
were invaluable as they collected references, checked quotations, and
gathered vital empirical dara. Earlier in the process 1 had the research
assistance of Barbara Andrew, Barbara LeClere, and Fric Steinhart, 1
thank them each for their assiduous cfforts. Impartant, as well, has been
the input of some of the students and others in my graduate seminars
on feminist thcory—especially the seminar of 1991, alfectionately called
Femsem.

The Department of Philosophy was kind enough to allow me leave
time and to put the resources of the department at my disposal. T am
indebted to my Chair, Edward Casey, for his willingness to offer the
support of the department throughout the many years T have been
engaged in this project. A special thank you to Virginia Massaro, Letitia
Dunn, and Martha Smith for their services and support. Anne Gallette
provided secretarial help that kept my office at home functioning well
enough for me to write.

Portions of this book were written in a beauriful and peaceful house
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in Maine, made available by the generosity of my dear friend, Donald
Sussman.

I wish to recognize those persons in my life who have been at the cen-
ter of my thoughts on the labors of love. First, my mother—my earliest
and best teacher of love’s labors. Next my two children, Leo and Sesha,
who never ccase to reward me for my own labors of love. And finally,
my life partner, Jeffrcy, who has shared with me the care of our chil-
dren, the writing of this book, and a life of mutual love, respect, and
concern. Thank you Jeffrey for reading and thinking about this book
and for providing the inspiration and hope that men and women can one
day share the world in cquality.



Introduction

Dependents require care. Neither the ueterly helpless newborn who
must be cared for in all aspeers of her life nor a frail, but functioning,
clderly person who needs only assistance to carry on with her life, will
survive or thrive without another who meets her basic needs, Dependency
can be extensive or brief, with the extended dependency of carly child-
hood or a temporarily incapacitaring illness. Dependencies may be allevi-
ated or aggravared by cultural practices and prejudices, but given the
immutable facts of human development, disease, and decline, no culture
that endures beyond one generarion can be secure against the claims of
human dependency. Questions of who takes on the responsibility of care,
who does the hands-on care, who sces to it that the caring is done and
done well, and who provides the support for the relationship of care and
for both partics to the caring relationship—these are social and political
questions. They are questions of social responsibility and political will.
How these questions are answered will determine whether the facts of
human dependency can be made comparible with the full equality of all
citizens—that is, whether full citizenship can be extended to all.

How a social order organizes care of these needs is a matter of social
justice. Traditionally women have been those attending o dependen-
cies. The labor has been scen as part of familial abligations, obligations
that trump all other responsibilities. Women who have been sufficiently
wealthy or of sufficiently high status have sometimes been presented
with an option to confer the daily labor of dependency care to others—
generally other, mostly poor and ill-situated, women. Poor women who
have had dependency responsibilities along with paid employment have
often relied on female familial help. The gendered and privatized nature



2/ Love's Labor

of dependency work has mcant, first, that men have rarely shared these
responsibilities—at least with the women of their own classs and, see-
ond, thar the equitable distribution of dependency work, both among
genders and among classes, has rarcly been considered in the discussions
of political and social justice that 1ake as their starting point the publie
lives of men. This starting point has determined not only moral, social,
and political theory; it also has determined the shape of public policy.

Elusive Equality

When 1 do not see plurality stressed in the very structure of a theory,
1 know that T will have 10 do lots of acrobatics . .. 1o have this the-
ory speak 1o me without allowing the theary to distort me i my
complexity (Lugones 1991, 43).

Within the course of Western political and lcgal theory, claims made
on behalf of a universal conception of humanity have had a progressive
thrust. From her own paosition of difference, Lugones challenges us to
construct theory that addresses those who sce not the face of a liberator
but the visage of an oppressor in the image of a universal humanity. The
questioning of inborn privileges and hicrarchies is our inheritance from
the egalitarian traditions that frame the legal and political doctrines
prevalent in modern democratic institutions. But increasingly, social
movements reveal the exclusionary aspects of the universal doctrines, so
much so that the challenge posed to feminists by Lugones cannar go
unheeded. Group identitics arc an unwelcome intrusion of difference
into the ideal of equality. Partiality and perspective threaten wo tear the
benevolent blindfold off the figure of justice.

No one who pursues these concerns desires to undermine hard-won
assumptions of moral and political parity. Still, some insist that the
liberal ideals of impartiality, neutrality, and equality itsclf, cannot bring
about the egalitarian vision they are meant to foster. These ideals seem
especially resistant to effarts to put plurality into the very structure
of our theories. Many contemporary voices have insisted that cquality
will be formal, or even empty, until perspective and difference are
acknowledged and incorporated within the fabric of political theary
and practice.

Equality has served some daughters of the Enlightenment very well. Tt
steered a movement that has culminated in the affirmarion of women's
right to enfranchisement in all Western nations, In the United Stares,
after thirty years of equal rights legislation for women, its mandate cov-
ers everything from sports to education to the participation of women in
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the armed forces. Women in the United States have made progress under
its banner.’> Women occupy positions from astronaut to CEO and are
now nearly half of the workforce.* Sexual harassment is recognized and
prosecuted in courts of law. Women and men attend college in equal
numbers. The achievements are impressive indeed.

Yet the idea of cquality has not served all women equally well. In the
United States®, women continue to be excluded from the more presti-
gious and well-paid occupations®, to be ill-served medically, and to still
be, by and large, the sexual prey of men.” Although early abortions are
now legal throughout the nation, only geographically or financially well-
situated women have full access.® Women’s wages remain well below
men’s, with only small increases achieved in the years when equal pay
and antidiscrimination legislation have been in force.? Thus it is hardly
surprising that women are economically in a far more precarious posi-
tion."” Two-thirds of poor and homeless persons in the United Stares are
in houscholds headed by women. This looms as a specter for the middle-
class as well as the working-class mother who contemplates divorce or
who fears her husband will leave her and her children. The fate of chil-
dren follows that of the mothers—the impoverishment of women has
meant the impoverishment of children.

Equality-based policies have failed women in the public arena as well
as in the private sphere, neither achieving their goal in representation in
political office!! nor in sharing of domestic chores and childrearing
responsibilitics.' Despite liberal commitments to the ideal, equality con-
tinues to elude us. In a nation such as the United States, where the
women’s movement (especially in its mast organized forms) has so unre-
lentingly marched to the tune of its ideal, can we atrribute “the marked
contrast between the expectations and achievements of the women’s
movement” (Norris 1987, 144) to an unwise reliance on its dominance?

No doubt many impediments to a sexually egalitarian society derive
from the imperfect implementation of laws already in place, and from the
grip—one might better say, the stranglehold—social convention has had
on the formation of gender identity. In recent years socially, as well as
fiscally conservative politics and reactionary social and religious move-
ments, have gained force, perhaps in part as a response to liberal gains.
These forces, generally hostile to gender cquality, work to impede and
undo women’s gains. But not infrequently, conservative gender politics
appropriates liberal rhetoric, as we will see when we look at the fate of
welfare “reform™ in the United States.

Vigilance in the enforcement of laws already in place, together with
efforts to reshape the socialization of girls and boys, will do much ro
cqualize power and resources between men and women. But the pace at
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which we move toward substantial cquality even as the formal barriers
to equality have fallen, the direction of some change. and the uneven dis-
tribution of the benefits of advances among different groups of women,
have underscored the qualms of feminists who guestion the goal itselF.

In this book, T wish ta explore one direction of such questioning, one
which I believe holds promisc in redirceting social and political theory
as well as feminist strategics. The inquiry begins with a sclf-understand-
ing of democratic liberal nations as an association of free and indepen-
dent equals. | want to challenge this sell-understanding for we are all ae
some time dependent. Many of us, mostly wamen, also have to attend
to the needs of dependents. ‘The notion that we all function, at least ide-
ally, as free and equal citizens is not only belied by empirical reality, it
is conceptually not commodious enough o encompass all. T call this
challenge the dependency critique of cqualiey. !

In making the case that cquality will continue to clude us vl we
take seriously the fact of human dependency and the role of women in
tending ro dependent persons, | make use of a varicty of voices, In Part
One, “Love’s Labor,” 1 engage in a constructive philosaphical project to
establish the moral significance of dependency and its care, that is, the
labor associated with it that 1 call dependency work, In Part Two,
“Political Liberalism and Human Dependency,” 1 interrogate the most
thorough vision of liberal epalitarianism of our time, the work of John
Rawls, and conclude that the norms and values underlying both the the-
ory and the practice exclude the concerns of dependency. Here 1 use a
critical philosophical voice. In Part Three, “Some Mother's Child” 1
move away from recognizable philosophical idioms as | enpage with
concrete realities: The first of these are policy questions that pertain to
dependency and those who do the work of dependeney care—depen-
dency workers. | examine two policy initiatives undertaken in the United
States in recent years, the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993 and
welfare “reform,” concluding that these practical policies—like theoreti-
cal liberalism—do not acknowledge the nature and contribution of
dependency work. T explore policy praposals more consistent with ‘rhc
concerns 1 highlight. While I suspend the abstract tone of philosophical
discourse in favor of a more saciological and political style, the tone is
recognizably academic. Chapter Six, in Part Three, begins \\:ith a c!ccply
personal account of my own encounters with dependency, in particular
with that of my own daughter—a young woman now—who is severely
disabled. The final chapter of Part Three combines the personal, the
saciological, and the philosophical as 1 rethink Sara Ruddick’s categories
of maternal thought in terms of the experiences of mothers of severely
disabled children.
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The many inflections—from the abstract to the concrete, from the
constructive to the critical, from the impersonal to the personal—have
been necessary for carving a path through a conceptual and psychologi-
cal thicket. The encounter with dependency is, I believe, rarely welcome
to those fed an ideological diet of freedom, self-sufficiency, and equality.
It was, after all, as a rejection of dependency on the feudal lord that
Rousscau (echoing the sentiment of his day) declared the equality of men
[sicl. But the deeper dependencies of infancy and early childhood, frail
old age, discase and disability, do not vanish in a revolution. We have
no lords to fight for this independence. So we have built fictions. But
these fictions damage us and with the demand of women to be included
in the ideal of equality, we find the limit of an ideal based on our pura-
tive independence. Therefore we have to use our multiple voices to
expose the fiction and rebuild a world spacious enough to accommodate
us all with our aspirations of a just and caring existence. That is the the-
sis and the method 1 am pursuing here,

My approach to the question of feminism’s relation to the ideal of
cquality differs in significant ways!* from other approaches feminists
have taken in criticizing cquality. The critiques rake place in the context
of lively debartes, especially in feminist legal theory, concerning the value
and narure of the ideal of cquality. Though these debates deploy cri-
tiques that are different than my own, they are relevant to the depen-
dency critique. Therefore, 1 want to begin this journey with the
question: What does it mean to question the goal of sexual equality?

Equalities

A bumper sticker declares that women who seck equality with men
lack ambition. Marilyn Frye has mischievously called sexual equality still
another “finc and enduring patriarchal institution” (1983, 108). These
quips succinctly pur forward a thesis that equality presupposes the mea-
sure of man as the measure of humanity, and so obstructs our vision of
what the world could be like if women were truly free of male domina-
tion. The charge is not without merit. But one wants to know, is this a
charge against all and any conceptions of equality, against the concept
of equality itself, or against some particular conceprion?'

The question of equality fragments into questions of equalities.'s
Equality for whom?'” Equality by what measure? Equality of what?*,
Equal to what? Equal to whom? Entitling her essay “Equalities,” feminist
legal theorist Martha Minow (1991) asks us to consider the different per-
spectives and norms which deem one situation equal to some and
unequal to others, equal by one measure, but unequal by another, equal
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with respect to some stipulated factor, but uncqual with respect 1o the
desired one.

Minow is a theorist whao, utilizing her awa critical writings on equal-
ity, as well as those of other feminists, has tricd to shed light on the
q;xest far justice sought by various groups. Minow suggests that femi-
nist challenges to equality highlight: first, the need to contest norms
implicit in decisions that likes have been treated as likes: second, 'the
importance of respecting the perspectives af the exchuded; and rhird,
the importance of questioning the fairness and uncoerced character of
the status quo. These considerations, she points out, are relevant not
only to women, but to the many proups secking equaliny.

To understand the import of these challenges, consider lh:n‘ th.e
demand for equality is, at its simplest: a demand by X, a group or E“df'
vidual we can call “the constitueney.” to be cqual 1o Y. 4 group or indi-
vidual we can call “the reference class,” with respect to Z, some social
good or capability. If we rake Z to he equal protection under the law,
then the reference class (whose members presumably have such protee-
tion) determines the standard of treatment that constitutes the rqurfhty
sought. But when the constituency differs from the reference class in a
manner that is pertinent with respect to the attainment of 7, then the
failure to achieve equality may be as much a prablem of having taken
the reference class as the standard for measure, as it may be a failure of
the constituency to he sufficiently like the reference class to be compara-
ble with respect to Z, .

For instance, Minow analyzes the decision in FHernander v New York,
The Supreme Court rcjccted the claim that a Latino criminal defendant
(here a member of the constituency group of Latinos) was denied cqual
protection under the law when the prosceution used the pawer of
peremptory challenge to eliminate potential jurars whao were l,;.mnn.
The plurality concluded that the defendant had failed to establish intent
on the part of the prosecutor to discriminate against Latinos, Minow
argues' that in this case the monolingual English spc;\kcr-—-n.r the non-
Spanish speaking English speaker—scrves as the norm for jurors and
thereby renders the presence of the bilingual juror problematic. lnsrcm:‘i.
this case might have made the presence of jurors who were not prx‘m-
cient in the language of the defendant a deficiency in the ndn.mnstmnnn
of justice. To uncritically accept certain persons as the narm is to :\ccqn
the status quo as fundamentally nonproblematic, But the mclurammu",v
nature of the ideal of equality reveals the difficully of s realization
where the perspective of those who are dominant hold sway, where the
norms which stand behind principles of universality and impartislity go
unquestioned, and where the status quo is complacently aceepred.
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Egquality as Sexual Equality

Perhaps it is easier to say what assumptions underlie particular legal
decisions than what assumptions underlie such vast and malleable con-
cepts as equality. Equality is not only difficult to attain; it is, first off,
difficult to define. What makes defining this concept so formidable is the
apparent simplicity of the idea, on the one hand, and on the other, the
numerous and sometimes conflicting suppositions buried in each evoca-
tion of the concept. To say persons are equal is simply to say that they
arc identical in relevant ways. Justice then seems to demand that if per-
sons are identical in relevant ways, irrelevant considerations must not
enter into their treatment. And, as the brief consideration of Hernandez
v. New York suggests, what is considered relevant and irrelevant is sub-
ject to contestation, for the criteria for relevancy can be set so that hier-
archics (wittingly or unwittingly) are perpetuated. In its simplest
formulation, equality is compatible with hierarchy and privilege, as was
clear to Aristotle who could consistently insist on the equality of citizens
and the ideas of “natural slavery” and the subordination of women. For
Aristotle, all the “relevant™ differences necessitated exclusion of slaves
and women. That is, neither slaves nor (free) women possessed all the
components of rarionality requisite for citizenship in a polity.

Conceprions that are more modern sever the determinants of birth

from the determinants of one’s life chances. John Stuart Mill put it
this way:

For what is the peculiar character of the modern world ... ? It is,
that human beings are no longer born to their place in life, and
chained down by an inexorable bond to the place they are born to,
but are free to employ their faculties, and such favorable chances as
offer, to achicve the lor which may appear to them most desir-
able. ... In consonance with this doctrine, it is felt to be an over-
stepping of the proper bounds of authority to fix beforehand, on

some general presumption, that certain persons are not fit to do cer-
tain things (Mill 1986, 22).

One of the few great male champions of women’s equality, Mill prom-
ulgated a view of equality he thought consistent with women's aspira-
tions. His view is familiar to us in the concept of equality of opportunity.
On some understandings, those for example that embrace affirmative
action, fair equality of opportunity can necessitate different treatment,
Bur it is not out of place to note that even Mill supposed that women,
not men (categories defined by what one is born to be on Mill’s view),
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va)ulc? take on childcare a.nd domestic responsibilities. Mill, seeing the
mothers f00 poo 6 e amestic rsponsiities epecily
lberty of oecommrion 1 oor ’s)dan dorh.clr employment, restricted the
wealthy., Gonder eoul arried and ¢ ildless women or to the very

Y so conceived could, as Mill understood, serve
only the few and privileged.

« .

" ;I;ll::s rnoot mez]lplx?g of equalir.y is nepative,” Micl‘.mcl Walzer w‘ritcs‘
ot at eliminating all differences but a particular set of differ-
i;g:, ;3;‘1 al\;iillflfc:ve;t :::,si:] different rizines and diffen?nt lplaccs.“ (Walzer
women's squality e y concerned to see certain |mpct?n?l.cnrs to
y end. His vision did not encompass the possibility that
men and women would share domestic duties such as childeare,

fefﬁltiszh;;l;t;;i tclzicnl::;ev:;cl:::l:.demands o.f “equality fcmir?isrs"—
. | s demands in terms of cquality? We
can, I believe, point to three identifiable formulations of the demand for

gender equality. l

The first deems gender difference to be a morally illegitimare basis for
the distribution of fundamental rights and duties, and for the division of
advantages from social cooperation—including economic benefits, liber.
ties, political participation, and so forth. It asks only for an end to hiy.
drances based on gender that impede equal opportunity and aceess o
what is socially valued.

The second also looks to the elimination of gender bias in legal,
social, and political institutions, but as a strategy for ending sexnal dop,.
ination. It demands gender-neutral policies in all major institutions,
especially the law.

The third seeks, more positively, the inclusion of women inro 3l the
spheres from which they have been excluded. Here the demand s for
positive strategies that result in the equal enjoyment by both sexes of the
resources and privileges now concentrated in the hands of men.

When equality is claimed, the presumption is that members of the ref-
erence class, those from whom the demands are made, all share certain
privileges. The expectation is that when the demand for equality is satis-
fied, the constituency, those seeking cquality, will be included, as a
group, and thus benefit collectively and individually by their inclusion,
This presumption underlies each of the other formulations of sexual
equality.

Feminist Critiques of Equality

\i/e might ... think of feminists as having chosen or drifted toward
t : . . X
e second of two possible responses (1) creating a world in which
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women cease to be the objects, and start becoming the subjects (or
agents), of competition; or {2) creating a world in which women
cease being merely the subjects, and start becoming the objects, of
compassion. . .. The feminist ethos that emerges thus is not one in
which women are to imitate how men act toward each other in the
world of competition, but rather one in which women imitate, in
their relationships with one another, certain aspects of how women
are supposed to act toward men (Lugones and Spelman 1987, 244),

Throughout women’s struggles many have assumed that expanding
the possibilities for women clearly necessitated demanding that which
men had hoarded for themselves.?? But this seemingly obvious proposi-
tion overlooks the ways the standards of equality are established by the
hopes, aspirations, and values of those already within the parity class of
equals. They become the reference class for what is understood as
human, and for what benefits and burdens are to be shared. In this way,
the presumption of humanity as male—and of a certain class and com-
plexion—underlies much of what is striven for in the name of equality.

The review of feminist critiques of equality that follows lays the
groundwork for the development of the relation between women’s inclu-
sion into the ideal, the fact of human dependency, and women’s historic
role in tending to dependents. I first survey two critical approaches that
have dominated feminist theory—both of which come largely from the
feminist legal theory. Women’s differences from men, both physiological
and cultural, are the basis of the difference critique. The difference—not
in properties possessed, but in hierarchy and power—constitutes the
basis for the dominance critique. A third critical approach sees both gen-
der equality and its feminist critics ignoring the importance of race,
class, and other differences in shaping the leading ideals of justice for
women. | have called it the diversity critique. The final critique that I
discuss, the dependency critique, forms the basis of this book. Exploring

the moral and political significance of the dependency critique and the
possibility of recuperating a conception of equality that incorporates
dependency will be the task of the remaining chapters.

The Difference Critique

The difference critique addresses the suppression of difference inher-
ent in the first formulation of equality, namely, that gender difference is
a morally illegitimate basis for the distribution of fundamental rights
and duties. The difference theorist, pointing to the predominance of
male-set standards in all areas of public life, argues that demands to be
equal to men forces women to accommodate themselves to conditions
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that comport poorly with their physiques and lives. The nepative intene
of the first formulation is inadequate because even when gendered barrie
ers are removed, women are not competing for goals with the same
“cquipment” (the same bodies, values, socialization, cte)) nor on the
same terms (c.g., responsibilities and expectations) as men. The cone
tested assumption is the normative character of the reference class of
men, especially white, middle-class men. who implicitly set the standard
for participation in the cqual opportunity to compete for social goods,
This critique has given rise to intense debate over such issties as preg-
nancy and maternity Jeaves, joint custody, and comparable warth,

Feminists, in a number of areas of both theoretical and practical
import, have asserted the importance of women's difference from men,
They have claimed that women make moral decisions differently from
men, that there is an identifiable epistemological stance that is ateributa
able to women, and that we require laws and policies recognizing
woman’s particular role in procreation and parenting. Difference femi-
nists reject the “notion that all gender differences are likely to disappear
or even that they should.™' They urge special treatment so that women
will not be disadvantaged in the workplace and other public instirutions.
Alternatively, they argue that the workplace must be altered to accom-
modate women’s special interests and needs. Equality feminists have
responded that it is better to eliminate all differences that are not innate
and to analogize women's situation to men's situation in the remaining
cases. Bur it is just the strategy of analogizing women's situation on the
model of men's that so irks the difference exponents, for it appears to
accept the male as the norm for humanity,

Defenders of the “cqual treatmemt™ approach, particularly in law,
retort: First, this approach is aimed at getting the law “out of the busi-
ness of reinforcing traditional, sex-based family roles™ and at appropri-
ately altering the workplace 1o make possible the “accommaodation to
parental nceds and obligations,” and making these concerns central, not
peripheral issucs of the workplace (see Williams 1985, 352-353). Second,
continues William, the equal treatment approach does not aveept the
male as standard, but attemprs to fashion a model of the androgynous
worker.?2 Third, the cqual treatment approach rejects the notion thae
distinctively female functions arc something additional 1o males, They
argue that 1o accept that women have something additional is once
again to accept the standard of humanity as male, Better 1o insist on
equal treatment and redefine the standard of humanity to include con.
cerns previously limited to women and to exclude sex-based concerns
not directly relevant to the issuc at hand. 2!

Minow (1990), noting the difficultics of cither ignoring difference op
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acknowledging it, has spoken of the “dilemma of difference.” If we
ignore, ler us say, the difference between men and women workers with
respect to childbearing, we have no adequate way to make demands rel-
evant to pregnancy and employment. If we insist on women’s special
needs, we run the risk chat employers will resist hiring women because
of the extra cost of pregnancy leaves. Minow suggests that the way out
of the dilemma is to see that differences are not properties attached to
individuals per se, but are always relational, as is equality itself. We are
different from another and we are equal to another. At the same time,
when that we assert that another is different, we imply thar we, too, are
different—different from them. For instance, to insist that difference is
the property of a deaf child in a class of hearing children—and so the
deaf child must accommodate herself to her hearing peers—is to ignore
the fact that the hearing child is also different from the deaf child.
Neither hearing nor deafness is inherently a difference. Instead the dif-
ference is in the relation these children bear to one another,

The Dominance Critigue

It may be argued that to affirm women’s difference—when difference
has historically been conjoined with women’s subordination—is a gam-
bit at bese, foolhardy ar worst. The dominance critique addresses the sec-
ond formulation of the demand for gender equality, which construes
cquality as a strategy to climinare subordination and hierarchy. This cri-
tique questions not equality legislation’s suppression of difference, but its
efficacy in ending male domination. The dominance critique urges that
not only is equality in a patriarchy nothing but equality to men, but adds
that the ideology of gender neutrality masks or ignores ways in which
men and women are differently situated in society with regard to the pos-
session of power. Not equality and difference, but subordination and
domination arc the relevant parameters for feminist change (MacKinnon
1987). The dominance critique opposes both gender neutrality and the
affirmation of diffcrence, asserting that domination precedes difference.*
By this, its exponents mean that the only salient differences berween men
and women are those that become the basis for (or better still, are the
product of) domination. Neither policies based on women’s differences
nor policies based on their sameness are useful to the elimination of
domination: Gender ncutral policies can only benefit those women who
need it least, who arc least different than men because they are least sub-
ject to men’s domination, and policies which acknowledge difference
reinstate attributes that have significance only by virtue of dominance.?
Thus, for example, policics of equal pay for equal work only helps those
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women who are already sufficiently privileged 10 occupy jobs that men
occupy.? But acknowledging that pay incquity is causally related ro the
different employment of women'’s and men's work is also to acknowl-
edge that equalizing salary scales of similar or comparable occupations
may not bring about the end to subordination. In Sweden, pay scales are
near parity (in part because of a conscicntions offort to make pay compa-
rable across positions that men and women are likely to hold), but a dif-
ferent farm of subordination is in effect. Sex segregation in employmene
is very extensive—far more so than in the United States. Positions of
power and prestige still accrue to men.?”

Those who dominate have the ability to create difference and then use
that difference to justify domination and inequality because they have
the ability to make their own perspective the one that defines both the
problem and the solution. Where the plaving ficld is not level and where
the dominant group has the power to define the issues, gender neutraliey
in the law does little to alter the patterns of hicrarchy and ;1()\\'c:::.
Modeling the women’s movement on the Civil Rights movement in the
United States, the dominance approach advocates enlisting the power of
the State to equalize the power discrepancy between women and men,
The dominance approach has been pursued especially with respeet to sit-
uations in which men prey on women sexually, namely, sexual harass-
ment and pornography.2®

By pointing to the ways in which women and men are differently situ-
ated vis-d-vis power, exponents of the dominance critique intend to cir-
cumvent “difference.” Thus one would suppose thae this approach would
not come up against “the dilemma of difference.” But the dominance
approach can be scen as another varicty of the difference approach,
where the difference is a difference in power. This difference becomes the
defining mark of women, indeed it becomes another essentialism one in
which woman is defined as victim. Such an ascription, it is argued. under-
cuts the autonamy of women and makes it hard to sce how they can
assume the role and responsibility of full agents in the moral and political
domain. Here the dilemma of difference reemerges. If we ignore the dit-
ference in power between men and women, we ignore the difference in
starting position of the different groups. Gender neutrality will only per-
petuate those differences that are already in play. If we highlight the dif-
ference, we run the risk of reducing women to mere victims,

The Diversity Critique
Those who criticize the failure of equality theory and legislation o

acknowledge differences between men and women often speak as if the
differences they identify pertain to all women and to all men. Theorists
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who put forward the dominance critique often speak as if all men were
in possession of powers that all women lacked. In this way they share
the presumptions that all men are in possession of some things women
lack in more or less equal measure and that women will benefit in more
or less equal measure as they overcome the gender-based inequality.
Although some difference feminists have turned the lens of difference to
the situation of women themselves, women of color have been critical of
difference exponents who suppose that there are sufficient similarities
among women (and among men) to give rise to policies that equally
favor women in all their variety. Policies that simply address women fail
to take into account problems arising from the intersectionality of race,
gender, class, disability, age, and so forth.*

Although dominance feminists have at times stressed the disparate
impact of cquality on different groups of women, maintaining that the
women most likely to benefit from policies of equality are those least
like women (i.c., with respect to power), women of color have pointed
out that men are themselves not equally situated. Bell hooks best
expresses this critique of equality for women when she writes: “Since
men are not equals in white supremacist, capitalist, patriarchal class
structure, which men do women wane to be equal to?” (hooks 1987, 62).
Women from the most oppressed groups, hooks proposes, “are more
likely to sce exaggerated expressions of male chauvinism among their
peers as an expression of the male’s sense of himself as powerless and
ineffecrual in relation to ruling male groups, rather than an expression
of an overall privileged social status.” She suggests that these women’s
carly suspicions of feminism stem from the formulation of feminist goals
in terms of cquality to men.

We can identify this critique as the diversity critique. It speaks to the
diversity amongst women, which fails to be recognized in the demands
of sexual equality, especially when those demands arise from the per-
spective of women whose primary affiliations are with dominant white
middle-class men. Because the diversity critique aims at all formulations
of sex equality that mask intra-gender, as well as cross-gender, inequali-
ties, the diversity critique is neither opposed to nor does it necessarily
support other feminist critiques of sexual equality. We can say that it is
orthogonal to them. That is to say, however one looks at the question of
gender cquality, the diversity among both men and women needs to be
taken into account.

The Dependency Critique
C\.Mcdi'/.in dep .
The dependency critique responds critica@$“to the third forniiflation
of sexual equality, the inclusion of womenito an asanRidtidin of cq@als,
N h
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an inclusion that gives women access to the righrs and privileges prev
ously held by men. Even this more positive formulation is inadequare
The third demand asks for an equal share of the pic. Yer, the depen
d‘cncy cririque maintains that a pie compased of the dreams and aspira.
tions of men is not sufficiently nourishing, What is left out is just whay
is omitted when society is supposed to be an association of equals, The
dependency critique avers rhat such a conception of sociery, while a
immenscly important progressive ideal, is a limiting and limited ideal igy
the contexr of woman's subardination for a number of reasons,

First, the conception of socicty as an assaciation of cquals masks the
inevitable dependencies and asymmetrics that form part of the human,
condition—those of children, the aging and the ailing—dependencies
that often mark the closest human ties. Therefore the presumption effec~
tively obscures the needs of the dependents within society and women's
traditional roles in tending to those needs. This presumption is broughe
to light in the question raised by Bernard Williams (1973a): I inequali-
ties brought ahout by different childrearing practices and opportunities
made available by parents 10 their children are to be rectified, can the
privacy of the family be sufficiently respected? Some writers have con-
cluded that this is a genuine problem in reconciling the autonomy of the
family with the demands of cqual opportunity.’ From the vantage poine
of the dependency critique, we see these conflicts instead as an incoher-
ence in the ideal itself,

Equality was first understood as a relation between heads of house-
holds, whose families constituted their inviolable domain—but equality
is also understood as an equality among individuals and thus appears to
reach into the family, When it artempts to extend its reach, we see the
deficiency of its conception in dealing with persons who are dependents
due to age, disability, or disease. For when laws address a dependent
within a family as an individual to whom equality is due, the state
appears to overstep its role vis-d-vis that individual responsible for the
dependent, and to limit the freedom of one ¢itizen while promoting the
equality goals of another. Yer, why should it be thought thar the free-
dom of a family head is constrained when laws are made to pertain to a
dependent within the family? It is only because there remains a residue
of the notion thar the family head is the one to whom the law is or-
ented—rhar those who are his dependents are within his domain, not
within the legal domain (unless, of course, he fails to properly attend to
his charges). But if the family head is the one o whom the law is
directed, then the ideal of equality pertains to the heads of the honsehold
and not to the dependents within it. So we see thar what looks like a
conflict between the ideals of frecdom and equality is instead a conflict
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between two different understandings of the subject of equality.’? As the
understanding shifts between an equality that pertains to each individual
and to only independent persons, we miss the fact of dependency. As we
try to understand the relation between equality and dependency, we dis-
cover the urgency of effecting substantial changes in our understanding
of dependency and its conscquences for social organization.

Second, the presumption of equality obscures the extent ro which
many of our societal interactions are not berween persons symmetrically
situated, even when they are between individuals who might otherwise
be autonomous. Moral, political, and social theories have left us with a
moral, and often, legal vacuum in domains where women are likely to
be at one end of the asymmetry. The dependency critique shows that
what is required is an appreciation of the inevitable variety of human
interactions and a more adequate understanding of what is morally
acceptable in asymmetric relations.

And finally, the equality possible when society is only conceived of as
an association of equals has trained our gaze on one side of the sexual
division of labor: the inclusion of women into the male half. As we look
toward a change in gender roles, we must seek strategies that aim to
redistribute the labor on the female half. But as we do, it is of special
importance to explore the possible relation between policies of equality
that advance a few privileged, usually white upper and upper middle-
class women, and the growing impoverishment and deteriorating condi-
tions of lower middle-class and working-class women and women of
color. As middle-class women abandon dependency work, is that labor
merely redistributed among other less well-situated women? Nearly
a decade before national welfare “reform,” Marilyn Friedman (1988)
pointed out that cutbacks on welfare force women into the service
sector of the economy—often into domestic service, thereby doing the
domestic work that maintains many middle- and especially upper-
income families. Her observation that “many low-income women now
occupy a class position in relation to middle- and upper-income families
which parallels the position which the traditional wife occupied in rela-
tion to her husband” (1988, 147) should alert feminists to the dangers of
ignoring the importance of dependency work in maintaining structures
of domination and subordination that are tied to, if not entirely deter-
mined by, gender.3

[ have saved discussion of the dependency critique for last not only
because it serves as the basis of what ensues, but also because 1 hope to
highlight its contribution in light of the other critiques. Other feminist
critiques of equality offer the possibility that we can extend their analy-
ses to other excluded groups. The ideal of equality, as we currently find
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it form‘ul:!ted. underplays the specificity of various sorts of exclusions
The gain in generalizing the feminist critiques is the identification l:)f th .
nature of those legal structures and strategies that resist and those thae
accommodate these varied differences. But then perhaps gcndcr‘is ut
into a bag of differences, and that itself once again marginalizes l:h;
issues that confront women. The dependency critique hones in on one
particular feature of women's difference, her historically assigned role ag
caregiver of dependents. The difference is contingent. '\Vomcn need not
be the caregivers of dependents. The fact of their having histarically
beep so has pervaded their lives such that it has thrown doubt on the
aspiration that they will ever share the world with men in equality.

’Exponents of the dominance critique will be quick to point out thar
this is a difference that is tied to women's subordination. Care of depen.
den.ts—dependency work—is most commonly assigned to those in g
society with the least status and power.™ Furthermore, attention to
leC.l'Sity cautions us not to assume that this is still another universal
?\tmbflte of women, for not all women care for dependents. Caring labor
is assigned to women differently depending on race, class, ability and
age, and men of marginalized groups are often also assigned to care for
dependents. In developing the dependency critique, we need to draw on
the insights of the difference, dominance, and diversity critiques,

Fl‘rst we should see, however, that the dependency concerns which
motivate the dependency critique are not reducible to cither issues of
difference or dominance. Dependency work may confer difference on
women. But it is not a difference whose desirability or disadvantage we
sl.muld be debating. Whether the work of caring for dependents is
‘\newed as desirable or not—as conferring advantage or disadvanrage—
it is work that must be done by somecone. Rather than ask if women's
care of dependents results in them being marked as differene, we need
to ask whether doing dependency work excludes those who do it from
the class of equals, and if so, what we must understand and do to end
this exclusion.

Similarly, with respect to dominance and dependency, we can recog-
nize that if the world were to magically become a place where no domi-
nation could be found, there would still be dependents in need of care,
The dependency critique considers, then, the inescapable fact of human
dependency and the ways in which such labor makes one vulnerable to
domination.

Finally, while the diversity critique cautions against falsely generaliz-
ing from the dependency concerns of some women to all women, we
cannot even begin to address issues of equality between women withour
examining the place of dependency work in the lives of women and in
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the social order. Dependency issues form the nexus of women’s lives
with men and with other women. Where women subordinate other
women and where women dominate other women and other men, we
are likely to find dependency marters at issue. To heed the insights of
the diversity critique, attention must be given to the dependency critique.

I have argued that the dependency critique is not reducible to other
feminist critiques of equality, nor to concerns of other groups who are
also excluded from the ideal. Nonetheless an extension of its insights are
suggested by the experiences of those women engaged in dependency
work. Those experiences highlight the ways in which members of human
communitics are engaged in interdependencies. They emphasize the fact
that the independent individual is always a fictive creation of those men
sufficiently privileged to shift the concern for dependence onto others.
Understandings of equality that remain based in the independence of
individuals, whether they call for equality simpliciter or sex equality,
will also exclude as they include.

Should Women Still Want Equality?

Ought women to continue to assert claims to equality or ought
women’s goals to be cast in different terms and be less marked by a phi-
losophy steeped in patriarchal values? On the one hand, an overempha-
sis on equality, however formulated, misses the importance of the
asymmetries and differences that are unavoidable and even desirable in
human intercourse. On the other hand, the ideal is so intimately bound
to progressive ideals of justice, freedom, and the elimination of oppres-
sion, that it is barcly conceivable thar a progressive agenda can do with-
out some suitable conception of equality. Feminist theorists have
questioned—often with much justification—conceptions of equality.
These formulations are dominant but not exhaustive understandings.

The many responses to the dominance and difference critiques, which
have been offered in recent years, engage the criticisms and search for
better ways to retain the aspiration that men and women can share the
world in cquality. Martha Minow’s strategy is to question the norms
that define difference, rather than suppressing difference in favor of
equality or underscoring difference and foregoing equality. Like the
dominance critic, Minow takes difference not as marking the inherent
characteristic of the one so labeled but as arising from a relationship
where one party has the power to label another as different. A concep-
tion of equality, she argues, requires an appreciation of the relational
character of difference and of the rights that are precipitated from the
claims of cquality. ¥
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A nx{mber of other legal theorists have attempted to respond to the
debate in ways that preserve the strengths of both the critiques of equal-
ity and of its defense. Christine Littleton argues for “equality across dife
ference” (1987b) and Drucilla Cornell (1991) proposes a madel thag
eschews equality in favor of equivalence. Nonetheless equivalence can be
thought of nor as a rejection of the concept of equality, bur a refinement.
Deborah Rhodes (1989) espouses a disadvantage model. She argues with
Littleron that the problem with difference is the disadvantage thar ¢
brings and that a theoretical position should not try to get rid of differ-
ence, but only the disadvantage of a particular difference. Rhodes’s dis~
advantage approach may be seen as a way to acknowledge the power
differences between women and men—in exploring ways that law and
policy can remediate disadvantages in women's sitnarions—withoue
defining women by their subordination. Nevertheless, the climination of
disadvantage is nonetheless an cqualizing strategy. All of these ap-
proaches affirm the aspiration of cquality even as the liberal articulations
are questioned.

The critics of equality are right in thinking that cquality will continue
to elude us as long as we work within rraditional articulations of equal-
ity. We need a conception that addresses the truths about human lives
and human relations that feminists have uncovered in cheir labor to take
women’s experiences seriously. Borrowing from Walzer again, we note
that our dreams of equality are shaped by the norms and values of the
society in which we live—values and norms fashioned, in large measure,
by those in power. When women are the ones who tend to care for
dependents, their just demands will fall outside the compass of an cqual-
ity fashioned by these norms and valucs.

If this is right, then what? Should we abandon the political ideals thar
provide the foundations of democratic socicty? Should women abandon
their supportive, caring, and nurturant ideals, decline to have children,
or decline to care for their children once born? And if they do, then
what? Who would care for these children? How would the relational
and nurturant needs of society, the binding of society, take place?

Neither option is conceivable. The present work is intended to clear
the way for an understanding of equality that is compatible with depen-
dency concerns, that understands not only the demands of fairness, bue
the demands of connection. The distinctive contributions of women's
work in tending to dependents bring distinctive values. In the moral
domain, this contribution has been identified as the voice of care. It is a
voice that is too frequently preempred in the public domain by the voice
of justice. Equality is an ideal of justice—its domain is rarely understood
to include the values and virtues of care,
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Feminist thinkers have begun to formulate a moral theory and a
politics grounded in the maternal relation, the paradigm of a relation of
care.*® Their efforts to delineate an ethical and political model based on
the nonegalitarianism involved in caring relations, together with the crit-
ical evaluation of egalitarian policies discussed in this chapter—and the
possibility that policies of equality have a different impact on differently
situated women—help stake the project I undertake here. Of special
concern is that the achievement of equality, which uses white middle-
class men as the measure, improves the lives of some women at the cost
of a greater degree of inequality for other women.?” An understanding of
equality which asks only to share the goods of the dominant group with-
out inquiring into the values and labor of those who are subordinated,
risks merely shifting the burden of some members of the subordinate
group to others who have less power—rather than distributing those
burdens more fairly across the population.

Acknowledging human dependency and its consequences for those
who do the work of caring for dependents, [ will argue, is indispensable
for finding a route around these obstacles to a truly inclusive feminism.
The domains of caring and equality, an ideal of justice, need to be
brought into a dialectical relation if we are to genuinely meet both the
concerns of dependency and the demands of equality.

As the relation of the moral stances of care and justice has become
elaborated, it has become increasingly clear that a simple opposition
between care and justice is inadequate to the needs of our moral and
political lives.®® Although Gilligan is perhaps most responsible for pre-
senting the two moral voices as opposing ones, in another context she
describes an interaction between a young girl and a young boy that
points the way to a different understanding. The girl wants to play neigh-
bor; the boy wants to play pirates. A fair solution would be to play
pirates for a certain amount of time and then switch to playing neighbors
for an equal amount of time. But the young girl has another solution. She
suggests that they play a game in which the neighbor is a pirate. Gilligan
calls the girl’s solution “inclusive” rather than “fair.” In the fair solu-
tion, both games remain in their original conception. In the inclusive
solution a new game emerges. There is a transformative potential here.
To incorporate the needs and values which women have attended to,

requires a transformation making equality truly inclusive. In the follow-
ing chapter, I suggest that such a concept is adumbrated in the adage that
“we are all some mother's child.”



Part 1

Love’s Labor:
The Requirements of Dependency
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Relationships of Dependency and Equality

Reflections on Being a Mother’s Child

My mother has been serving us dinner. My father and I are nearly fin-
ished eating. She alone remains unfed. A sigh announces the completion
of her task and the beginning of a well-deserved respite. She sits down to
cat. With a shrug and smile, and with a touch of ironic humor, she says,
“After all, ' also a mother's child.”

As a child [ found this habitual remark confusing. As a woman, now
trained in philosophy, 1 can hope to articulate both the child’s puzzle-
ment and the import of my mother’s message. “My mother is also a
mother's child.” For a child who sces a parent as Hobbes (1966, 109) saw
his partics to the social contract, “as if but cven now sprung out of the
carth, and suddenly, like mushrooms,”3? the message never fails to come
as a realization. Yes, everyone is some mother’s child. As good-natured
as the pronouncement was, it was a sort of self-assertion, an entitlement
claim. I could not understand the need for claiming the entitlement; first,
becaunse | did not think thar her desire to sit quietly and eat her own
meal needed justification; second, because I could not understand whom
she might think denied her rightful claim, against whom she was making
ity and finally (most puzzling of all), 1 could not understand how assert-
ing that she roo was a mother’s child would be a basis for any entitle-
ment. Whar was she thereby asserting? What was the claim in need of
assertion? And why was the fact—one might better say the truism—that
she, too, was a mother’s child a basis upon which to make any claims?

Although a child (bur old enough to be perplexed by my mother’s
remark), 1 would feel uncomfortable thar she did not join us at rhe table
and that she would wait on us even after a full day of work at her
salaricd job. Mother would serve herself only when we had no more



24 / Love's Labor

unmet needs for her ro atend to. In all fairness, however, both ro
father and to the child I was, we did protest. Even my father, who too)
it for granted that kitchen work was women's work, was uncasy wig]
my mother’s refusal to sit with us and enjoy the food into which sk
poured so much effort. Still our protest was a paltry one. We newe
expecied to, nor prabably did we want to, curb her excess of altruismy
and it was easier and surcly mare convenient to have her do it her way,
The discomfort we felt suggested that my mother’s enigmatic prey
nouncement was implicitly understood, although T had 10 become ap
adult woman to understand the quict vehemence that underlay the goog
humor. As a woman, 1 had to experience for myself the ambivalen

with which so many women view our socially assipned role. It is gy
ambivalence that attaches to the joy we parner when we watch anothes
thrive under our loving ministrations. The ambivalence is born of tha
desire to fulfil a vision of oursclves as good only when we attend to thye
needs of others, while failing to understand why others do not regard §
as equally imperative to respond to us in a similar manner.

At the time 1 was trying to understand the relation of current feminigy
writings to conceptions of equality, | was struck by another version g
the same expression that 1 remembered from those childhood dinners, o
friend and 1 were listening to then Supreme Court nominee, Clarenee
Thomas, counter Anita Hill's accusations of sexual harassment, My,
friend had been a governess, a position that made her especially vulnerg,
ble to an emplayer’s unwanted sexual attentions. While we were listeni
to Thomas with a skeptical car, she remarked that as much as she
wanted the truth exposed it was not her desire, nor did she think it wag
Hill’s desire, to see Thomas publicly pilloried. “After all,” she said, “he,;
too, was some mother's child.”

My friend’s cultural background was very different from my mother®
and I was struck by the use of such a similar trope. lts meaning way
clear in this context. Whatever he himself had dane, there was someone
who had cared for him, but was not 10 be blamed for his ll\iSd(‘t‘dgi
someone for whom his well-being and happiness were of central impop.,
tance, who would be suffering if she were to witness his public disgrace, :
The empathy to Hill was also extended to Thomas, not directly (for he
was thought blameworthy), but thraugh his mother. The iconic repres:
sentation of this fundamental connection between a mothering perso,
and the fate of the individual she has mothered is located in the figure
of the Mater Dolorosa where the suffering of Christ is imaged throughy
the suffering of Mary. Althaugh invoking universals is out of favor wie
progressive politics today, there scems to he something telling in th
widespread appeal of this image and of the cross-cultural use of the
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figurc of “some mother’s child.” The notion speaks to the relationship,
forged through the care of a vulnerable dependent, and to the value
that this relationship imparts both to the one cared for and to the care-
giver. This relationship is ubiquitous in human society and is as funda-
mental to our humanity as any property philosophers have invoked as
distinctly human.

In considering cquality from the perspective of feminism’s critique of
the individualism and male-centeredness of the ideal as articulated in lib-
eral philosophy, I came to recognize that the locutions “I am also a
mother’s child” or “He, too, is some mother’s child” can be heard as
“We are all—equally—some mother’s child.” And herein lies a claim to
cquality, one that is an alternative to conceptions which dominate dis-
coursc in liberal political theory. It is a claim with both moral and polit-
ical consequences. Unlike most all conceptions of equality, it begins not
with an individual (recall Shylock) asserting characreristics that pertain
to him as an individual (“Hath nor a Jew hands, organs, dimensions,
senses, affections, passions?”) and entitle him to equal status (“fed with
the same food, hurt with the same weapons, subject to the same dis-
cascs, healed by the same means, warmed and cooled by the same winter
and summer as a Christian is”). Philosophical theories of equality are
morc likely to begin with our property as rational beings rather than as
possessors of organs and passions, but the effect is identical. By virtue of
some common property that we possess as individuals, we make claims
to cqual treatment, welfare, opportunity, resources, social goods, or
capabilitics.*’ To have hands, organs, a vulnerability to hunger and pain,
or to be rational, are properties that an individual possesses by virtue of
who thar individual is. Instcad my mother asserted her equality by
invoking a property that she has only in virtue of a property another
person has. She is the child of a mother only because another person is
{or was) somcone who mothered her.

By plumbing the depths of this bit of maternal wisdom, 1 had hoped to
come up with a feminist understanding of equality and thereby resolve
the quandary of a feminism—itself the spawn of the Enlightenment ideal
of cquality—compelled to criticize its self-originating conception. After
several years, 1 feel less certain that 1 have a new concept of equality to
articulare. Nevertheless, 1 do think thar by considering how being a
mother’s child gives one a claim to equality we see the contours of a new
notion. Yes, the statement identifies a similarity between all persons, but
not every similarity berween humans will serve as a basis for the moral
and political claim to equality. An answer to the question of whether this
shared relation can serve as a basis of a moral and political claim to
cquality will be deferred until we look more closely ar the relationship
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which the mother-child relation so often exemplifics, but does
exhaust: the relationship between a dependent and her caregiver.

We Can’t Go Out the Same Door We Came In

Writing from her situation as a white middle-class woman haviy
experienced divorce, Mary Ann Mason (1988) concludes:

A family with children is not an cpalitarian arcangement but a
mutual-support socicly where all the members, children and father
as well as mother, depend upon one another for emotional support
and physical pratection from the outside world. The degree of cach
member's contribution varics with age and aver time, but nohody
keeps score (Mason 1988, 15).

This nonegalitarian and gendered social arranpgement sits nese
within a political and economic arrangement which distributes rig|
and freedoms to those who participate in the public political and e
nomic order,

Mason’s vision presumes much. It presumes that the one who vey
tures into the outside world is treated as an equal with those ourside o)y
home, that the home is in fact protective for all within it, and that
structure of the family wirthin the home is heterosexual. All these P
sumptions are in need of critical scrutiny. But let us, for the momenpy
limit ourselves to the rheraric of equality—for the rhetoric of the puby
order is equality even if its realization with respeet 10 non-gendered, g
well as gendered, issues is imperfect,

While the ideal of equality itsclf is vested in the ideal of the moral apyel
political integrity of each individual, Mason's lesson is that, although w
may today enter a marriage as individuals, we can not go out the sam
door we came in—especially if we are women, and most especially, if
are women with children.

The gender asymmetry in this situation is crucial. It derives from th
gender asymmetry in the division of labor. It is true that men, especia
when they become fathers, get assigned the role of breadwinne
whether or not they choose it and whether or not they belong to a so
class that gives them a range of possibilitics for carrying out this respeoyg
sibility. Given a breadwinner’s responsibilitics, it scems that neither ¢
men go out the same door they came in. Most men asstime their respey
sibilities, but so many abandon them. We want to understand why th
sense of commitment that attaches to motherhood seems not o he
deep and pervasive a psychic change for the men who abandon they
families and their obligations as provider. How much force can b
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obligation to provide for their children have in the moral consciousness
of the men who abandon these responsibilities, even as they assume
them for a second family? Perhaps the difference between men and
women is found in the perception—that while the caregiver is not fungi-
ble, the breadwinner is. Perhaps psychosexual differences*! or differ-
ences in the depth of socialization for parenting account for the
disparity. The same apparent motivations for abandoning a child—the
love of another, the call of a profession, the despondency at difficult
conditions, the despair at not being able to properly provide for one’s
child—are construed in dramatically different ways in the case of a
woman versus the case of a man.*? This gender asymmetry pertains
across different classes and social situations—although under conditions
of extreme need, even women are excused from their caretaking respon-
sibilities, but only if they can hand over the child to one better able to
provide sustenance.®’

Except perhaps in dire conditions where expectations and assignments
of responsibility alter, once a woman has a child—whether the child is
conceived within or outside a marriage—she is no longer the individual
she was before. (Dorothy Parker is said to have commented, “The trou-
ble with having children is that once you have them, you have them.”)
Even the individual that she was before was shaped by the expectation
that women take on the role of caregiver within the family. This expec-
tation, modified through class, ethnicity, and race, shapes much of the
economic reality women encounter outside the family and most of the
roles they assume within it. That reality is marked by the responsibil-
ity—assumed or imposed—to care for dependents.

The aspiration of equality reaches to each individual’s sense of
integrity and self-respect. To this extent, it is an aspiration that cannot
or ought not be abandoned. But to the degree thar equality is tied to a
particular conception of society, one in which persons are bound
together by voluntarily chosen obligations assumed for mutual benefit
and self-interest, society cannat begin to comprehend the difficulties and
dilemmas created by the facts of human dependency. To paraphrase
Wittgenstein, it is a picture that holds us captive. The bonds of a human
society tie not only those who can voluntarily obligate themselves and
who are equally situated to benefit from mutual cooperation. Depen-
dents are not in such a position, nor are those who must care for de-
pendents. And as long as the responsibilities for human dependency fall
disproportionately on women, an equality so construed will dispropor-
tionately fail women in their aspirations.

If we begin our thinking not with persons as they are individuated nor
with the properties that pertain to them as individuals, their rationality
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and their interests, but with persons as they are in connecrions of care
and concern, we consider commonalities that characterize this related.
ness. These would form the basis of a connection-based equality rathep
than the individual-based equality more familiar to us. The question for 5
connection-based equality is not: What rights are due me by virtue of my
status as an equal, such that these rights are consistent with those of all
other individuals who have the status of an equal? Instead, the question
is: What are my responsibilities to others with whom I stand in specific
relations and what are the responsibilities of others ta me, so that I cap
be well cared for and have my needs addressed even as I care for and
respond to the needs of those who depend on me?

The basis for such a reconceptualization rests on the centrality of
dependency in human relations, the impact of the vulnerabilities of
dependency on moral obligation, and the repercussions of these mora}
obligations on social and political organization. Dependency, as a fea-
ture of the human condition, has a crucial bearing on the ordering of
social institutions and on the moral intuitions that serve to guarantee
adherence to just institutions. Theories of justice, as Hume understoad
and Rawls underscored, are shaped by the circumstances of human exis.
tence that make justice both needed and atrainable. A moderare scarcity
of resources is such a circumstance because any social order is partially 4
response to some degree of scarcity. Yet it is equally clear that no society
will continue beyond one generation if there are not persons who care
for the young. No society—save those enduring the harshest economic,
geographic, or climatic conditions*—can remain decent if some do not
attend to the needs of the ill or disabled and the frail elderly as well ag
the young. Many moral theories can be and have been used to justify
such moral obligations of both society as a whole and of particular indj-
viduals, but the obligations owed to those whose who give care, who
attend to dependency, has not figured in moral, political or judicial dis-
cussions. At once sentimentalized and despised, dependency work hag
been unevenly distributed among genders, and even among women. The
occlusion of dependency work combines with the inattention ro depen-
dency workers to make our obligations to those in need of care part of 5
system of exploitation,* ane which diminishes the moral worth of the
caregiver as well as the person cared for. A society in which such a sys-
tem of exploitation is the norm cannot be said to be a society in which
equality, as both a moral and sacial value, thrives.

To understand the demands of dependency work and why it callg
upon a different social and political commitment if a true equality is to
be achieved, we need to start with an exploration of the relationship of
dependents to dependency workers. In the next section, I will artempt to
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characterize the relevant features of dependency and the relations of the
individuals for whom the dependency has bearing. In later sections, I
will consider the moral claims within and around relationships of depen-
dency and propose an equality compatible with dependency relations.

Dependency in the Human Condition

Dependency is inescapable in the life history of each individual.
Fineman has called these moments of early childhood, illness, disability
and frail old age “incvitable dependencies” and grounds dependency in
biology.* Yet it is also clear—from even a cursory examination of dif-
ferent societies and historical periods—that cultural dimensions as well
as physiological constraints determine what counts as young, as ill, as
disabled,*” and as frail enough to be thought dependent. In this study, [
provide parameters for consideration—parameters that are variously
realized under different cultural conditions. Similarly, the understanding
of obligations owed to the members of the class of dependents—con-
strued through this hybrid of cultural and physiological determinants—
is itself shaped by cultural and material conditions.

Nonetheless, there are identifiable states of our life history in which
dependency is unavoidable, either for survival or for flourishing. The
immaturity of infancy and early childhood, illness and disability chat
renders one nonfunctional even in the most accommodating surround-
ings, and the fragility of advanced old age, each serve as examples of
such inescapable dependency. The incapacity here is determined neither
by will nor desire, but by determinants of biology in combination with
social circumstances. Less obvious conditions also render us dependent.
Children who are well beyond the utter dependency of infancy must sill
count upon others for their flourishing. Even non-life-threatening illness
can render one dependent for a period. In addition, under some condi-
tions, a relatively minor disabling condition can render one seriously
dependent either permanently or temporarily.

These are unassailable facts about human existence. While conditioned
in fundamentally significant ways by cultural considerations, dependency
for humans is as unavoidable as birth and death are for all living organ-
isms. We may even say that the long maturation process of humans, com-
bined with the decidedly human capacities for moral feeling and
attachment, make caring for dependents a mark of our humanity.

Our dependency, then, is not only an exceptional circumstance. To
view it as such reflects an outlook that dismisses the importance of
human interconnectedness, not only for purposes of survival, but for
the development of culture itself. T emphasize the most undisputed
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forms of dependency. Yet attention to just these embraces such a vag
proportion of human interactions. My hope is that once we understap, 1
the implications of the clearest cases of dependency, we will apprecia;
the full range of human interconnection, and see how all moral and
political concepts need to reflect these connections. To begin, we musg
see that regardless of how dependency may vary according to prevailins
social understandings and technological constraints, the vulnerability
dependents creates a set of conditions whereby some persons inevitably,
must attend to the needs of others.

Dependency Work, the Dependency Worker, and the Charge

I have called the task of attending to dependents, dependency work,
Although we sometimes speak of dependency care, 1 have chosen thl
word work to emphasize that care of dependents is work.® It shares feq..
tures of other activity, traditionally engaged in by women, that feminigpg
have underscored as labor. Affectional labor, for example, with its com.
ponent of care and sexual attention overlaps with dependency work, bur
is not identical to it. Dependency work, when poorly done can be done
without an affective dimension, and sexuality is, to a great extent, inap.
propriate in dependency work.* Furthermore, one can do :nffcctional
labor for one who is not dependent in the sense that 1 mean here, The
affections a wife provides to a well and fully functioning husband, fop
example, is a labor that is not lavished on a dependent. Similarly.
domestic labor, such as housework, while often done in conjunction wid;
dependency work is not identical to dependency work.® Dependency
work is done not only in the home, but in nurseries and hospitals ag
well. Still, where affectional’! and domestic labor is assigned to womep,
dependency work is also assigned by gender. ?

I do not want to deny important differences between paid and unpajq
dependency work, But we should note that whatever dependency Work
we pay for today has, at some time, been done by women as part of
their familial duty. Therefore whether the work is currently paid or not
we can identify certain distinctive features that are common ro both paié
and unpaid varieties of dependency work and that have importang
moral, social, and political implications.

Those who perform this work, I have called dependency workers 52
The dependency worker directs her energies and attention to an intendeq
beneficiary, a charge.® The relationships forged between the dcpendcnq’P
worker and her charge, I speak of as relationships of dependency, depen.
dency relationships, or dependency relations, using these terms intep.
changeably.
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A charge, in the sense I use the term here, is a person “committed or
entrusted to the carc, custody, management or support of another”
(Webster’s New International Dictionary, Third Edition, 1967). The use
of the passive in the dictionary definition is instructive. It suggests a
third party who does the committing or entrusting of the charge’s care
or management, and this, in turn, implies that such a commission is out-
side of the ability or entitlement of the charge. That incapacitation
requires that another must be assigned to her care. Without these tasks
being (often) assigned by another and performed by another, the charge
would be bereft of life-sustaining resources. Because the charge cannot
survive or function within a given environment—or possibly within any
environment—without assistance, she needs to be in the charge of
another for her care and protection. The dependency worker who is in
charge of the dependent must have the power and authority necessary to
meet the responsibilities of the work. In choosing to speak of the person
who is dependent as the charge, ] mean to emphasize both the responsi-
bility that the role of dependency worker entails and the ways in which
the well-being of the dependent person requires another to act in her
best interests.

A Paradigm of Dependency Work

In order to understand its pragmatic requirements and its moral
demands, we need to consider dependency work in the paradigm case of
a dependency relationship. Such a paradigm will capture its salient fea-
tures when the work is well-done and the relationship is a satisfying one.

The labor, when well done, is aptly characterized by Jane Martin’s
three “Cs”: care, concern, and connection.™* It is the work of tending to
others in their statc of vulnerability—care. The labor either sustains ties
among intimates or itself creates intimacy and trust—connection. And
affectional ties—concern—generally sustain the connection, even when
the work involves an economic exchange. For the dependency worker,
the well-being and thriving of the charge is the primary focus of the
work.’5 In short, the well-being of the charge is the responsibility of the
dependency worker. Such is the paradigm case of dependency work.

With respect to this paradigm, a few clarifications are in order.’
First, to define dependency work as I have done appears to preclude rec-
iprocal care. In the paradigm case, those who are cared for are unable to
care for themselves, and so, one assumes, are incapable of caring for
another while in this state. But interdependencies of caring relations are
not only possible, they are common. Care may be reciprocated simulta-
neously. This can occur if ncither party is too incapacitated, or if one is
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incapacitated in a way that the other party is not, or in cascs where recj.
procity can take place over time. A reciprocal arrangement, wherein
there is an alternation of roles between the one who does the caring ang
the one who is cared for, is just a modification of the paradigm case.

Second, I have spoken as if the responsibility for the dependency work
always falls upon a single individual. This reflects the prevalence of such
forms of caregiving within our own socicty. Or rather, tasks that are
best described as dependency work still take the form in which one per-
son is expected to execute all its different aspects. Where the work hag
become rationalized and professionalized it tends to be less recognizable
as dependency work. Nursing, traditionally done at home as unpaid
familial women’s work, has not only moved our of the home but hag
splintered into a variety of forms and functions. Some nursing work, but
not all, continues to be dependency work in my primary sense, While
there is no inherent reason why dependency work cannot be shared, atr
any given time it may be necessary that responsibility is assigned, if not
to one individual, then to a few. Otherwise, there is the danger that at
any particular moment, each caregiver supposes that another is looking
out far the dependent when, in fact, no one is paying attention. None.
theless, considerations bearing on the just distribution of dcpcndcncy
work, which are central to the project at hand, must assume that it is
possible to divide some of the responsibilitics. At rimes, bearing the ful)
brunt of caring for another can be too burdensome and only by sharing
responsibility can the work be made non-exploitative.

Finally, to speak of a dependency worker may suggest that depen.
dency work is to be so distributed that it becomes the lifework of certain
people, classes, or genders, thereby presuming a distinctive class of
workers. This is, in fact, the current shape of things. But to define such 5
species of work and such a species of worker should not foreclose distri-
butional questions. As I hope to make clear in subsequent arguments, iy
is precisely the current distribution of dependency work that requires
revision.”” While dependency work can be variously distributed and
shared, as long as an individual is responsible for the care of another
who is dependent on her, I call that person a dependency worker.

Situating Dependency Work Within a Practice

Although the dependencies with which I am concerned are inherent in
the human condition, dependency work is normally situated in a prac-
tice.”® Its requirements, its successes and failures, its practitioners and the
specific implementation of care, connection, and concern are dependeng
on the practice. Need and vulnerability, no less than the appropriateness
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of response, are all evaluated, if not constituted, by the practice in ques-
tion. But the practices are themselves ones that arise to meet the inherent
dependencies of which I speak.

Maternal practice, as described by Sara Ruddick, provides a paradig-
matic instance of dependency work. Ruddick identifies three features of
maternal practice: preservative love, fostering growth, and training for
social acceptance. Engagement in each aspect of maternal practice is
dependency work. Nevertheless, not all dependency work is characterized
by these same practices. Consider caring for the frail elderly. A preserva-
tive concern and respect may be more to the point than a preservative
love; and in certain cultural circumstances, deference may be the pre-
ferred affect accompanying preservative behaviars. Care for the elderly
requires fostering self-sufficiency and self-esteem rather than fostering
growth. Rather than socializing for acceptance, care for the elderly
requires stemming a disintegration of that social acceptability and sense
of self-esteem which the individual atrained while a vigorous adult.

The practice of caring for the severely developmentally disabled pro-
vides yet another paradigm of dependency work, distinguishable from
the model of maternal care necessary for an “intact” flourishing child.*®
In Chapter Seven, I discuss in detail such differences in maternal prac-
tice. For now, consider that in the case of the significantly disabled
child, preservative love and concern may have to be accompanied by a
lifelong commitment to day-to-day physical care for the charge.
Fostering development also becomes a lifelong project, but the notion of
development attains a new sense. Socialization for acceptance may
involve less effort directed toward the training of the charge and more to
changing the expectations and grounds of acceptance of society itself.
Different practices, then, differentially shape demands on the depen-

dency worker.
Inequality, Domination, and Vulnerability in the Dependency Relation

While the dependency worker has responsibility for the charge, the
dependency relationship does not authorize the exercise of power except
for the benefit of the charge. Still the charge, by virtue of her depen-
dency, is vulnerable to the actions of the dependency worker in ways
that a more independent person is not.** Should rthe dependency worker
neglect her duties, the fate of the charge hangs in the balance, and some
intervention is critical. But the delicacy of the dependency relationship
requires sensitivity in the manner of intervention.

It is useful to distinguish between the inequality of power in a relation
of dependency and the exertion of domination in a relation of inequality.
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The inequality of power is endemic to dependency relations. But not
every such inequality amounts to domination. Domination involves the
exercise of power over another against her best interests and for pur-
poses that have no moral legitimacy. Characterizing domination in termsg
of the abusive power the dominator wiclds, Sara Ruddick writes, “Meta-
phorically, a dominatar treats the dominated as if she were an “object of
property.” She continues:

Dominators may care decply for those they dominate; they may
believe that domination is necessary for the eventual happiness and
perhaps even the survival of the dominated. When caring domina-
tors are benevolent and even-tempered, it is possible that ncither
they nor those they dominate recognize the character of their rela-
tionship. Dominating aims become evident, however, if the domi-
nated develops projects and ambitions, artachments and sexual
desires, that are disturbing to dominarors . . . When confronted with
incongruous willfulness, even a benign dominator is apt to reassert

ownership, to confirm the relation of owner to object (Ruddick
1995, 213-14).

Domination is an illegitimare exercise of power. It is inhcrcnt]y
unjust. The moral character of a dependency relation and its nature ag a
caring or uncaring relation is determined, at least in part, by how the
parties in the dependency relation respond to one another, both with
respect to the vulnerabilities of the dependent and to the vulnerabilitieg
created for the dependency worker.8! Inequality of power is compatible
with both justice and caring, if the relation does not become a relation
of domination. That the rclation be a caring onc is largely, although ney
exclusively, the obligation of the dependency worker.52 That the relation
not be one of domination is an obligation thar equally befalls the depen-
dency worker and the charge.

Both the dependency worker and the charge can transform a depen.
dency relationship into one of domination. The dependency worker is
well situated to abuse the vulnerable charge. The moral opprobriugg,
accorded this behavior is strong, though not sometimes strong cnough
At the same time, the usual ways in which we express annoyance and
disapproval at the behavior of another, or venr frustrations in interact.
ing with another when we deal with equals or even subordinates, are
off-limits when we encounter cerrain very vulnerable persons. The
charge may be abusive in ways she doesn’t intend, and the dcpcndency
worker is bereft of the usual ways to cope with the injury.® In addition
the charge can exert a certain tyranny by the manufacture of false need;
or by exploiting the worker’s caring, concern, and need for the connec.
tion forged through the relationship. Marilyn Frye (1983) speaks of one
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who “grafts the substance of another to one’s own.” T.O graft .rhc sqb-
stance of another to one’s own is to fail even to recognize the integrity
of the other who exerts her labor on your behalf. This is a special vul-
nerability of the dependency worker. Because of the charge’s dep.endcncc
upon her, and because of the tics formed through that relation, Fhe
dependency worker herself becomes vulnerable to the abuse of having
her substance grafted onto another. .

The danger of grafting the substance of another to one’s own is sxixrely
more acute when the status of a charge (considered apart from her situa-
tion as a dependent) is higher than thar of th dependency \vgrkcr (fgr
example, the immigrant nursemaid of a privnl?gcd young ch:](.i). Ir. is
worth noting—and it is hardly beside the point—that in a situation
where male dominance prevails, an incquality in status is found in each
case where a woman mothers her own son.®5 At the same time, not all
sons are equally valued by the society into which they are born. The
relation between mothers and sons who are members of a devalued
group has its own complexity .5 '

In the idealized construction of the paradigm case, the charge does not
exert any authority or power over the dependency worker other thm} t'h.c
charge’s moral claim that the dependency wprkcr meet her rcsponsﬂ?lh-
ties. Likcwise, the dependency worker restrains her power :mc‘i exercises
it only in the interests of the chnrgc'. The dcpcndcncy !‘Cl:‘ltlonshlp is,
then, itself ideally not onc of domination, even though it is between two
individuals of uncqual power. The inequality between wo§kcr and
charge is one of capacity, although it may also be one of social status
and even of power over life and death. Though t.hc two may not cven be
moral equals—the charge may well be tcmppmrlly or pcrlpanenrly inca-
pable of a moral response—the relation, at its very crux, is a moral one
arising out of a claim of vulncrabilit)f on .thc part of the dependent, on
the one hand, and of the special positioning of the dependency worker
to meet the need, on the other. .

The relationship berween the dependency worker and her charge is
importantly a relation of trust. The charge must trust that the clcl;?lc.n-
dency worker will be responsible to and respectful of her vu]ncq bility
and will not abuse whatever authority and power has been vcstcé in her
to carry out these responsibilitics. The dependency worker must, in turn,
trust the charge neither to make demands that go beyond her true needs,
to exploit the atrachmcnt§ thar :1rc.formcd through the work of care, n(‘>r
to exploit the vulnerabilities that chl1c1' rcsu]t.fron.x the dependency won6l§
or that have resulted in the caregiver engaging in dependency work,
No doubt, such trust is often violated—more often than dcpcn(dgcncy
workers and charges alike can permit themselves ro acknowledge.®” But
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unless this trust is respected often enough, it is difficult to imagine how
the work of caring for dependents could be accomplished. The delicate
emotional balance and restraint demanded of both parties, and the
immense investment of emotional cnergies required to accomplish the
work of dependency care, signal a highly affective relation between
charge and dependency worker thar demands trust.”

Precisely because of the significance of both affect and trust in these
relations, the ties formed by relations of dependency are among, the most
important ones we experience. It often scems that to infuse caring laboy
into such a relationship (or a contact with another that is not yet a rela-
tionship) relaxes our own boundaries of sclf, which makes way for an
emotional bond that is especially potent. These bonds can cven tran-
scend those of the human community and extend to all sentient crea-
tures, especially those that “complete” the caring relation by responding
to care appropriately.”! When these relationships fail, not only is the
immediate welfare of the charge at risk, but her long-range cmotiona]
well-being is in jeopardy. The dependency worker can also be harmed
by the failure of thesc affective bonds.

An example is provided by the betrayal of a mother who invests her
hope of happiness in her son in The Womien of Brewster Place, a nove]
by Gloria Naylor, Matte is the mother of a young man who is chargeq
with murder in a bar fight. Her son is released on bail obrained by using
her house as collateral. Matte watches him move “through the parking
lot almost singing” and Naylor says, “She took in his happiness ang
made it her own just as she’d done with every emotion that had ever
claimed him.””? (1983, 51). In a poignant scenc that follows, we witnesg
Matre’s realization that her son has jumped bail, although he knew full
well the implications for his mother:

The vegetables were done, the chicken almost burnt, and the biscuits
had to come out of the oven. She turned off the gas jets, opened the
oven door, and banged the pan of biscuits anto the countertop. She
looked frantically at the creeping shadows over her kitchen door and
rushed to the cabinet and took our plates and silverware. She
slammed the cabinet shut and slowly and noisily set the table for
two. She looked pleadingly around the kitchen, but there was noth-
ing left to be done. So she pulled out the kitchen chair, letting the
metal legs drag across the tiles. Trembling, she sat down, put her
head in her hands, and waited for the patient and crouching stillness
just beyond the kitchen door (Naylor 1983, 54).

The awareness that her son has left comes at a moment when she
assumes her caretaking role: the preparation of dinner.
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Becausc Matte makes her son’s joys and sufferings her own and
invests her emotional life in him through her c'nabling actions, his
betrayal, when he is grown, is all the more devastating. As an adult son,
he is dependent enough to take her money, but not dependent cnough to
return home—nor loyal enough to cevince concern for her well-being.
The dependency relation with its rcquircmcnt. that the depen.dency
worker invest some portion of herself in the happiness and w'ell-bcmg of
another carrics the potential both for deep emorional bot?dmg (lmd for
vulnerability on the part of the one cared for and the caregiver alike.

The relation between dependency worker and dependent seems to
hover between servitude on the one hand, and paternalism on thcA()thcr.
On the one hand, the dependency worker’s self-respect is partially a
function of how well she meets the needs of another, on the other, she
has the awesome power to respond to and interprer the needs of a help-
Jess other. She has roo little power with respect to those who stand out-
side the dependency rclation, and potentially too much power with
respect to her charge. As we argue .for ways to comb:.lt the powerlessness
of the dependency worker vis-a-vis the world outside the dcpm.lc‘icncy
relation, we alsa need to be sensitive ro.rhc dcpcndm.\t‘s v.ulncrablhry to
her caregiver’s power within the relation. Patcrl.mllsxin in dependency
relations is always a risk, but the pr.0|‘7051115 m?dc in this book on bchalf
of dependency workers should dimm‘lsh, not increase that (?rmgcr. One
who has her interests taken care of in an appropriate and just manner
will be less, not more, likely to live her life through her 'c!mrgc, and less,
ot more, likely to find other ways to discharge ambition and power
than through paternalistic behavior. A system t!mr pays adequate atren-
tion to the dependency relation will be one s.cckmg both to empower the
dependency worker with respeet to her own interests and, whenever pos-
sible, to decrease the dependency of the dcpcnd'cnr as \vcl!. By relegating
dependency to the status of an afrerthought, neither caregiver nor charge

are well-served.
Extending the Concept of Dependency Work

We can extend the notion of dependency work to cases w.hcrc the
other is not inherently dependent, that is, where the ot'hcr is not a
charge. Caring for grown childr.cn who are capable of caring for thc'm-
sclves—feeding them and nrrcnd}ng to their needs as we see Matte doing
in Naylot’s novel—is an cxtension of dcp%‘ndcncy work rh.at often goces
with the maternal (and often paternal) territory. Beyond this, we can use
the notion to cover the hidden dcpcndc‘ncms of men on women. .Wc.can
also include the ancillary or supportive bur nonetheless crucial jobs
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women so often perform in the public workplace, many of which began
as part of the familial duties expected of women. We can employ the
term to cover what poet Adrienne Rich has called “world repair® (Rich
1979, 205), work done by those whom Marilyn Frye (Frye 1983, 163}
calls “stagehands.” In this extended sensc secrerarics, waitresses
traditional wives are all dependency workers.”

In this book, I will confine the term “dependency worker™ to irs nar
rowest sense. I want to first show rhat as a society we cannor do withoyy
dependency work in the narrowest sense and that standard theorieg
ignore this most fundamental work and form of relationship. If we ger a,
theory that can bring in dependency relationships, in the narrow sense
and grant irs participants full citizenship, then relationships of depeni
dency in the extended sense will be included in a much more naturg}
way. Therefore 1 exclude “wifely duties,” for instance, that are nQ;:
directed to those who are charges. A husband is not a charge of his wife
just as the boss is not a charge of the secrerary, and so this is not dcpen:
dency work in the primary sensc. The wife, the sccretary, the waitresg
to mention bur a few “service providers,” are not providing their service:
to persons who are genuinely incapable of performing the duties peg:
formed for them by the dependency worker. Dependency work s labag
that enhances the power and activity of another. It is work that caters o
the needs of another. However, when this labor is exerted on behalf of
those who could, at least in principle, perform these actions themselveg
I want to speak of this as dependency work only in an extended scnse_u‘

Professions such as medicine, law, teaching, and social work carry
with them some implicit or explicit dicrate to enhance the power ang
activity of the other—through improving the health or welfare or educy.
tion of the professional’s clients. The patient’s well-being, even her life:
is often dependent on her physician. The lawyer's client can be very VHI:
nerable and dependent on the lawyer’s expertise. The student is d'cpen..
dent to some degree on her teacher; as is the individual who receives the
services of a social worker. Still these professional services are nat
dependency work, even in the extended sense. Dependency work g a
type of a labor that requires its own definition—cven if selecting its dis-
tinguishing features is difficult.

To distinguish these professional activities from dependency work, ley
us consider what some writers have claimed as distinguishing marks of
the professions. Michael Bayles identifies the three necessary featureg
generally singled out by authors writing on the subject: first, a rather
extensive training; second, a training that involves a significant intellec.
tual component; and third, a trained ability that provides an impore
service in the community (Bayles 1988, 28-9). Other common feature
notes include: a process of certification, an organization of me
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and autonomy, i.c., “the professionals are expected ro exercise a consid-
erable degrec of discretionary judgment™ (Bayles 1988, 28-29). Another
writer speaks of the detachment as well as an intellectual interest and
bent toward generalization required of the professional even as she deals
with particular cases (Hughes 1988, 33). Still another speaks of these
four essential attributes: “generalized and systematic knowledge;” “ori-
entation toward the community interest rather than self-interest;” the
internalization of codes of ethics promoted by “voluntary associations
organized and operated by work specialists themselves;” and rewards
(monetary and honorary) that serve as “a scr of symbols of work,
achievement and thus ends in themselves, not means to some end of
individual self-interest” (Barber 1988, 36).

The other-directed and non-self-interested character of the work is
surely similar to dependency work. Bur what varies significantly are fea-
tures associated with status. The high status of the professions is indi-
cated by the emphasis on their intellectual character, by a rraining that
draws on “gencralized and systematic knowledge,” by the autonomy
claimed for the professional, by the existence of self-regulatory codes of
ethics, and by voluntary and autonomous organizations. The potenrial
self-effacement of the other-directed character of professional work is
offset by the autonomy, detachment, and achicvement accorded to the
professional. Perhaps most interesting of all is the method of compensa-
tion indicated by the last author. The monetary and honorary rewards
are symbols of work achievement. The professional is thus set outside
the self-interested competition for goods. But unlike the dependency
worker (whose labor is also seen as not self-interested), the profes-
sional’s work is interpreted as benefiting the community as a whole.
When her obligations to do dependency work keep her out of the com-
petition for goods, the dependency worker is marginalized. When the
professional stands outside the fray, he stands above it. Rather than
being seriously disadvantaged, he is exempr from its vicissitudes and is
amply rewarded for his cfforts. Of the two categories of labor in which
devotion to the well-being of another is at stake, the status and remuner-
ation goes to the professional.

The difference in status is connected to specialization. Sociologists
speak of the functionally specific work of the prOfCSSiOIJ:Il compared to
the functionally diffuse work of a mother, for instance.”™ The funcrion-
ally specific work of the professional is, we can say. interventionist, not
sustaining. The functionally diffuse work of the dependency worker, in
my primary sense, sustains her charge by means of her (often daily) care,
A range of needs get met. The skills needed o answer the demands may
be trained for or not, may involve intellectual or manual abilities.”
Whatever the need, as long as the dependency worker is capable of fill-
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ing it, the responsibility to fill it falls to the dependency worker, The
professional intervenes, and then steps away. The point of intervention
is a carefully targeted set of concerns, for which the professional is Spe-
cially trained. Once the intervention is complete, the professional’g
responsibility is over. The physician intervenes with diagnosis and pre.
scriptions for care that others carry out. The lawver intervenes between
the client and the legal system, bur her responsibility ends where the
legal expertisc ends. It is not the job of the lawyer to attend to the illg
that created the need for the inrervention, such as to pay debts or o take
care of the injuries being sued for. The work of sustaining a dependeny
is not so well-circumscribed.

Significantly, carcers that are precariously or newly professionalizeq
for example social work, are also ones in which the worker's role can |ié
on the border of sustaining and intervening, The responsibility of a
social worker will include insuring that the work of SUStANing the
dependent gets accomplished—although the more professionalized the
social worker, the more it will be her responsibility to assign

:llﬁpr()priate
tasks to others. Teachers—especially in the carlier prades—nor only
intervene with their expertise, but are often paised to care for the variery

of needs of their young pupils. Nurses roo, sit on the cusp of the
tion between the interventionist and the sustainer.”

The professions may be indispensable 1o the form of industri:\lize&
societies we have come to know. Dependency work, particularly iy the
primary sensc, is indispensable to the maintenance and prmlucti\'ity of
any society. In contrast to the visibility of the professional in our Posp.
industrial age, the atomistic characrer of contemporary society Makeg
dependency work especially invisible. Professional carcers, n|cm:\uding a
they are, reward their associates with high pay. while dependency \\«'Qri
is, when not unpaid, poorly paid labor. While professional waork is hel
accountable ro publicly acknowledged ethical standards, affectional i
importantly sustain dependency work, The professions are prcdumis
nantly occupied by men; dependency work is mostly carried out b.;
women. Women are so closely identified with dependency work l‘l‘u;
even the professions they enter into in the largest numbers—ar lease i,t
contemporary Western industrialized countries—are ones thought e N
closer to dependency work (compare, for instance, social work '
child education rather than law or medicine).™
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Dependency Work and Women'’s Subordination

Although one can speak in gender-neutral terms abour de
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workers, we know thar it is women—in their roles

as mother, sist&t
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wife, nurse, and daughter—who have largely undertaken dependency
work. Equally important, it is in their role as dependency workers that
women have been made vulnerable to poverty, abuse, and secondary sta-
tus.”? Well-documented evidence has been adduced for the claim that it
is within the patriarchical marriage—thar is, a marriage in which the
roles of breadwinner and carcgiver are defined by gender—that women
often suffer psychological, sexual, and other physical abuse as well as
economic exploitation.®® The partially hidden, partally known fact of
spousal abuse aids and abets the cconomic exploitation. This situation
depends on what is too often merely a serviceable fiction: Within patri-
archal marriage, women accept a limit on their freedom to define and
pursue whatever needs and aspirations are incommensurate with their
dependency work—and the men, in return, will protect them from other
men and provide “their” women with economic resources.! This “con-
tract” effectively bars women's entrance into the public arena of politi-
cal and economic participation. As the patriarchal marriage loses some
of its grip, the promise, and responsibility, of equal opportunity opens
before women. The Enlightenment vision, projected onto women, is that
the paternalistic protectionism thar infantilizes women will lose its sway
and women will enter the world as equals.

But the Enlightenment vision leaves unchallenged women's role as
dependency workers. The public space. within liberal political and eco-
nomic theory, has largely remained the domain of free, equal, rationally
self-interested beings. Entering that space does not free the dependency
worker from responsibilitics to her charges. The exercise of an unfer-
rered, rational sclf-interest presumed possible for the puratively non.
dependent and independent worker is not possible for the dependency
worker whose responsibilities to her charge remain primary.®? Conse-
quently, the inequality she experiences in a cooperative arrangement
with a provider dogs her even as she enters the public sphere to play the
role of provider herself. Nor surprisingly, many women enter that public
space by taking on the paid labor of dependency work. In what we
mighr call a “dialectic of dependency,” this labor again serves as a basis
for the exclusion of the woman from the fraternity of equals in political
life, cven as it permits her a measure of economic independence. For the
work of caring for dependents, whether paid or unpaid, requires—
morally, sometimes legally, and as an excellence of the work itself—
artention to the needs and concerns of another, often to the exclusion of
one's own.®

The interest of the dependency worker remains attached to that of
her charge, even as it exists in tension with that of the charge. The free-
dom of the dependency worker to shape her goals and give expression
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to her desires is limited not only by the goals and desires of other
autonomous beings like herself, Her freedom is more fundamentaljy
constrained by the internalized needs and aspirations of others whi
depend on her.

A woman's social and cconomic class—and sometimes her race, eth.
nicity, or sexuality—is a determinant of the form and severity of the
economic dependency that results from the gender-based nature of mgst
dependency work. Heterosexual, white, middle-class women generally
become economically dependent on their husbands, even  when thi
woman contribures financially to the houschold. Resorting to CCONOM.
cally exploitative work, but having a kin and community nerwork thag
permits the sharing of dependency work, is more typical among Poores

women, especially women of color.? Where even low-paying work is nog -

an option or neceds to be supplemented by state welfare provisions, the
state itself has, at times, taken on many of the powers of the patriarchg)
provider: dispensing financial rewards and punishments and controllin
the woman’s sexual activity, access to her children, her "CPI‘Oductin
choices, erc.® Given strictures against homoerotic activiry, the lesbign
woman who is a dependency worker is vulnerable to economic sanctiop
when she attempts to fill the role of provider. She has often lost the gy
port of traditional kin, although she may gain support of other Women,
within women-centered communities who will share her dependene
work. She has few rights and little protection if she assumes the role of
dependency worker for an ill partner or her partner’s children,
Accampanying most forms of cconomic dependencey is a debilirarg
psychological, political and social dependency as well. These can
called secondary or derived dependencies® A fuller discussion of such,
secondary dependencies requires that we look at the cooperative ,;m%;
flicts in which they are often situated. Dependency on men or on patrj
archical structures has scemed far more inevitable than it is. Fr.‘ma[‘
dependency takes on the appearance of a generalized inferiority, bug ;}
the same time comes to be a mark of femininity granted to women of N
valorized class and denied to or granted grudgingly ta women of lowga
social and economic standing. €

Dependency Work in “Cooperative Conflicts”

Cooperative Conflicts—The Provider
I have spoken as if relationships of dependency are sclf-contained, a
if their success or failure hinges on the good will of the dcpmdenés
worker and the charge. Yert for the relationship 1o be effective in fulﬁuy
ing its purpose, the dependency worker must have R
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resources required for the maintenance and well-being of both her
charge and herself.

Where the sphere of economic productivity is concentrated outside the
home, the nuclear family has been the favored “social technology.”¥
One adult, call that individual the provider, participates in a public
economy and is designated head of houschold—a term fundamentally
gendered as reflected in the use of the nomenclature female-headed
bousehold which is never used when the woman is the major income
earner in a two-adult hererosexual home. A second adult is occupied pri-
marily (though rarely exclusively) with the dependency needs of the chil-
dren, as well as with the dependency needs of disabled and elderly kin #8

Such familics, then, are cooperative arrangements in which we find
conflicting needs as well as cooperative aims. Amartya Sen (1989) calls
these cooperative conflicts.® Within a cooperative conflict the partici-
pants can he thought of as partics in a bargaining situation. But cooper-
ative conflicts arc distinguished by the role of subjective factors,
especially the participants’ sclf-perceptions and their pereeptions of the
other participant’s contribution to the cooperative arrangement. Sub-
jective factors in cooperative conflicts arc determinative even when
assessing the bargaining situation. Even where the contribution of the
two partners is equal, if it is not perceived as equal by cither one of the
participants, the outcome will be less favorable to the parmer whose
contribution is thought less valuable. For the relationship to continue,
the less favored participant must be willing to tolerate a more conflictual
situation—and one that is unfair by objective standards—than the maore
favored participant. Such tends to be the condition of the dependency
worker within rhe cooperative conflict of family organization.

Breakdown Positions and Inequality in Cooperative Conflicts

Within the nuclear family, the familial dependency worker stands in a
relation of cooperative conflict with other nondependents who offer
access to necessary resources obtainable only outside the family unit.
Because the dependency worker needs the cooperation of another to
obrain the resources necessary to sustain both herself and her charge, she
will tolerate a worse situation than her partner before permitting the
arrangement to break down. She is in a worse breakdoum position.

By virtue of her moral and emorional commitment to her charge and
by dint of rhe case with which her substance is grafred on to another
(and the internalization of thar vulnerability into a condition of her psy-
chological makeup), in a relation of coaperative conflicr, the dependency
worker is exceedingly vulnerable 1o exploitation, to domination by the
one upon whom she depends for support. The valnerability of the famil-
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ial dependency worker arises out of the necessity to have access to eXtey-
nal resources over which she has limited control.® Nonetheless, because
subjective factors can play a role as crucial as objecrive ones in cooperg.
tive conflicts, when the self-understanding of the dependency workey
includes a need and desire to placate and please the person who takes
the social position of the provider, even the independently wealth
woman who serves the dependency needs of her children can so positi§§
herself that she accepts a worse breakdown point. This is probab]),
because, as Sen notes, “The nature of the family organizarion requireg
that these conflicts be molded in a general formar of cooperation, wi
conflicts treated as aberrations or deviant hehavior™ (1989, 146). Thé
potential for exploitation, domination and conflict are masked when the
experiential need for cooperation is as strong as it is within familics.

Where the family is part of a puratively egalitarian socicty, the real
inequality of power within the family between familial dependency
worker and provider also gets masked. (Note, in principle, this incqualy
need not presuppose gender inequality, although in fact, it is most often
aligned with gender inequality.) The tendency is ro view the partners in
the cooperative conflict as occupying complementary, but cqual roleg
When one accepts the premise of cquality, a cooperative arr:mgeme“;
benefiting only one party looks like one that could not have been free}
chosen, and hence must have been coerced. Or clse it is simply not 55&3':
for what it is. The inequality between adult members of a family, withip
a society that purports equality, is as antithetical to the ideology of the
family as is the intrinsic presence of conflict in what is regarded as an
inherently cooperative arrangement. Yet what Sen's analysis of the coop.
erative conflict reveals, especially when combined with the phenomengl].
ogy of dependency work, is that the relation between the familia)
dependency worker and the provider is inherently unequal, even when
the contributions of the parricipants are presumably valued as comple.
mentary and equal. This inequality easily lends itself to the injustice of
domination.

We see then that within those social technologies whose design in-
cludes meeting dependents’ needs, there are two sorts of incqualities: the
inequality of capacity between the dependent charge and the dependene
worker; and the inequality of power between both members of thz
dependency relation and the third party. For the sake of simplicity, we
have called this third party “the provider.” Nevertheless, we recognize
that this person or persons may be responsible only for the availabil;
of some of the external resources, and may, at times, not actually pre.
vide resources but only control the flow of resources to and within the
household.”® The social esteem and control over resources enjoyed by
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the best established professions ensure a large measure of autonomy ro
the professional whose work may well demand that they put the inter-
ests of another first. In the ease of the dependency worker, the
provider’s control of resources combines with a general social devalua-
tion of the work of dependency to thwart the possibility of a comparable
autonomy for the dependency worker. To speak of this diminished
autonomy is another way of speaking of the dependency worker's
unequal relation to the provider.

The inequality between the dependency worker and the provider may
presuppose some moral hicrarchy, whereby those who care for others are
viewed as morally lacking in some sense or as having virtues, that are
morally inferior to those who do not do such work. Such a position was
held by Aristotle. A person who would do dependency work and would
suffer the diminished autonomy we deseribed was viewed by Aristothe as
the same person whose sonl was defective in ways characteristic of a
slave or a woman. Only the free male was thought morally capable of
controlling the resourees in the family cconomy and only he was granred
the possibility of being a fully realized moral agent. But the incquality is
found even when there is no such moral hicrarchy. Nor does the hicrar-
chy depend upon, although it is aggravared by, an acknowledged social
inequality, for example a gender or racial hicrarchy, between the depen-
dency worker and the provider. The inequality arises out of the objective
and subjective factors that make the exit options for the dependency
worker less viable than those available to the provider.

Let us recall Bernard Williams's (1973) three-fold analysis of equality:
the assertion of a common humanity, the claim 1o equal moral capaci-
ties, and the claim to cqual opportunity. When we tuen to the relation
berween dependency worker and provider, we see that although assert-
ing any of these claims to equality for the dependency worker can
restorc a measure of cquality into the relation between dependency
worker and provider, none of these re-establishes a perfect equality. As
long as the dependency worker must rely on a provider to meet: |} her
own needs; 2) the needs of her charge {(which in the self-understanding
of the dependency worker gets taken up as—even as they stand in ten-
sion with—her own needs): and 3) the resources required 1o sustain the
dependency relation, the bargaining position of the dependency worker
will be rworse than that of the provider, The inequality in power between
dependency worker and provider is an incquality of situation.” To be in
a worse bargaining position is to be unequally situated vis-d-vis someone
who has direct power over you. Any inequality of power can too casily
become a relation of domination,

The dependent also experiences an inequality. The inequality is one of
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capacity, vis-a-vis both the dependency worker and those who are “inde-
pendent.” The inequality of capacity may or may not be something
about which anything can be done. While cfforts are required to make
the dependent as capable as feasible, protecrions for the dcpcndcnt‘in
the form of legislarion, for example—need to be in place. One remaing
however, at the mercy of the moral fiber of those who have the gl‘eate;
power. Inequalities of situation can have more structural remedices that
protect the vulnerable and that reduce the possibility for exploitation
and abuse, We will explore these in subsequent chapters.

Secondary Dependency and Equality for Dependency Workers

To lack certain sorts of capacities, those essential to surviving ang
maintaining oneself, is to be dependent in my sense. To be in a warse
bargaining position is to be in a statc of secondary dependency 93
the state of dependency of the dependency worker herself. The depen.
dency worker’s perceptions of two factors play a crucial role in her
determination of what she will tolerate in a cooperative conflict: firse
her perception of her access to the external resources necessary ro m;.in:
tain herself, the dependent, and the relation; and second, the importance
of sustaining the relation for her self-understanding as a morally ang
socially worthy person.

Since both subjective and objective factors figure in the evaluation of
one’s breakdown point, perceptions of social as well as economic cqual.
ity are important determinants. When dependency work is done by a
specifiable social group, the vulnerability of the dependency worker will
be a function not only of her individual sitnation, but also of the statyug
of her social group. Woman are especially vulnerable as dcpcndency
workers in situations where dependency workers are mostly \\'omaﬁ
and women are not accorded moral equality (Williams's second Sehse
of equality). They are less vulnerable when rhey are at least accorded
moral equality.

The sort of equality made available through a purported equalicy of
opportunity, however, can have a more ambiguous consequence “'i\el‘e
dependency work is done by an identifiable social group, such as
women. On the one hand, the dependency worker can know thae her
social identity per se ought not to preclude her entrance into the Compey.
itive arena. On the other hand, her energics are channcled inta the
preservation and fruition of another. Her own needs, desires, and aspirg.
tions (in so far as these stand apart from the nceds, desires and aspirg.
tions of those for whom she cares) are set aside, deferred, or oblitcmred1
as are the exercise of those capacities needed to enter the free competj.
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tion for the benefits of social cooperation. This handicapping fearure
creates her secondary dependency, her dependence on a provider.

A conception of society as constituted by autonomous self-
interested individuals, equally situated so as to engage in the free compe-
tition for social goods, cclipses these secondary dependencies. This
obfuscation can worsen the breakdown position of the dependency
worker, for the social conditions do not accommedate dependency
workers who wish to exit from an arrangement of cooperative conflict
nearing the breakdown point. Social policy is not directed at the needs
of dependency workers who step outside of the cooperative conflictual
arrangements. And the public arcna—the purported site of equality of
opportunity—is ill-suited ro meet the special conditions which would
make it possible for the dependency worker to enter as an equal.

The ideology of the workplace and the public space—that we are a
society of equals—is in tension with the conception of the worker as
part of a mutual reliance system in which dependencies are provided for.
The paycheck goes to an individual, the provider, and then only at this
individual’s behest is it handed over to those within the unit of depen.
dency worker and charges. Susan Okin (1989) recognizing the vulnera-
bility and the worse off exit options of the dependent homemaker,
suggests that the provider's paycheck be split between homemaker and
provider, as it is issucd by the cmployer. Okin's suggestion has won-
derful rhetorical value, but its practical help is less cerrain. If the
provider remarries, does his check then get split three ways? Does the
new homemaker only get onc-half of onc-half of the provider’s check,
and if so why should she be made so vulnerable to his previous obliga-
rions? Within an intact marriage, if half the paycheck were issued to the
homemaker, could one insurc that she would have control over those
funds or that the provider would pay his fair share of the upkeep of the
household and the expenses of additional dependents.™ Within a mar-
riage, a woman remains in a relatively powerless position vis-a-vis her
male provider who has an arsenal of potential weapons to use against a
wife who goes against his wishes, Diana Meyers points out that whar is
required to sce the deficiency of this plan is an empathetic understanding
of the traditional woman: “The traditional woman belicves that her
husband is the head of the houschold and that her proper role is that of
helpmeet. A symbolic paycheck will not change her values and con-
sequently will not make her an equal partner in her marriage”™ (Meyers
1994, 25).

The ideology of equality relies on a vision of autonomous individuals
who stand outside relations of dependency. Yet we sce that when families
fracture, the fissure is rarely between dependency worker and charges,
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but between that dependency unit and the provider.” The autonomong
individual is the provider, not the dependency worker whao sees herselg
foremost as a custodian of a dependent’s well-being—a self-perception
well-warranted in the social arrangement in which she dwells. The idea].
ogy of equality of opportunity presumes that autonomous individuals are
players in a competition for the social goods—a competition that takesg
place on a playing field, which, if not level, then is one in which the
unevenness is uniformly distributed. Those who enter spheres where this
ideology holds sway, while still remaining in charge of dependents, enrey
a race with one leg tied to a drag. Yer this goes unacknowledged, and gq
the dependency worker is not given the handicap she needs to function ag
an equal.

Knowing that onc is supposed to be accorded equality while the
handicapping conditions which push that equality out of reach gg
unmentioned, leads to a predicament well described by Sandra Bartky:

It is itself psychologically oppressive to both believe and at the same
time not to believe that one is inferior—in other words to believe a
contradiction. . .. [O)ne can only make sense of that contradiction
in two ways. First, while accepting in some formal sense the propo-
sition thar “all men are created equal,” ... T may [inconsistently)
live out my membership in my sex or race in shame; ... Or, some-
what more consistently, ... I may locate the cause squarcly within
myself—a character flaw, an ‘inferiority complex.’ or a neurosis
(Bartky 1990, 30).

This oppression is an outcome of the failure to succeed within the
competitive world to which cqual opportunity was to give entry, A
equality that could serve the reality of dependency is one that looks for
measures that treat the dependency worker as solicitously (with regarg
to her needs—especially when these result from her dependency \\'6rk)
as the dependency worker is expected to treat her charge. That is, i is
an equality thar recognizes that the dependency waorker, too, is some
mother’s child. A condition for such cquality is to have a principleg
understanding of the moral obligations incurred by need and by the
dependency relationship. That will be the topic of the following chapteg,
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Vulnerability and the Moral Nature
of Dependency Relations

There is cvery reason ta react with alarm to the prospect of a world
filled with self-actualizing persons pulling their own strings, capable
of guiltlessly saying “no” to anyonc about anvthing, and freely
choosing when to begin and end all their relationships. It is hard to
see how, in such a world, children could be raised, the sick or dis-
turbed could be cared for, or people could know each ather through
their lives and grow old together (Scheman 1983, 240).

In the previous chapter, 1 developed features of dependency work and
its pragmatic conditions that place dependency W(.)rkcrs in posit.iom.i of
inequality and make them vulnerable to domination and cxplmmnm:\.
Not only its pragmatic conditions, but also its moral demands make this
a labor in which, by virtue of caring for someone who is dependent, the
dependency worker herself becomes vulnerable, Ar the nexus of these
relationships of dependency is a moral responsibility. Because the depen-
dency worker is herself uniquely situated to harm or benefic her charge,
the work itself carries a heavy moral Joad. Intuitively, we can see that
whatever else the dependency worker responds to, she responds to a
moral claim on the part of her charge for her attention, good will, and
sincere efforts.

In most accounts, moral claims within relationships are made by indi-
viduals who are equals, who can both make and discharge these claims,
The inequalitics in the relationships both with respeet 10 her charge and
to her provider constrain a dependency worker's ability 1o make moral
claims on her own behalf. Wherever the cquality of partics is presumed
in the society at large, her circumstances, the obligation 1o one who is
vulnerable to her actions on the enc hand, and her lack of power, leave
her handicapped. She is presumed to be an equal, but cannor function as

49



50 / Love’s Labor

an equal. Her situation can only be rectified when those who stand oye.
side the relationship of dependence understand it to be their moral oblig.
ation to cxtend themselves ro the dependency worker, as she extendg
herself to her charge. The moral features of dependency work, theg
include both the moral responsibilitics of the dependency waorker to he;
charge, and the moral obligation of those who stand outside of thé
dependency relation to support such a relation.

Thar neither the relation of the dependency worker to the charge, hor
the relation of the dependency worker to a provider is a relation of equal-
ity has two important consequences for the present discussion. Firse, i
means that any moral theory adequate to dependency concerns cannog
presuppose cither an equality of situation or capacity of the parties in a
relationship. Second, it poses the question of whether the failure of poli-
cies of equality to improve the lives of women who tend to be the depen.
dency workers is not related to these unequal situations—situations thag
often definc women's lives and opportunitics.™ If we can establish the
relation between the inadequacy of equality-hased public policy and thege
relations of inequality, then we need to ask whether equality, in its tradj.
tional formulations, can successfully provide the puiding PrOgressive
objective for women. If not, can we develop an account of cqualiey thae
reaches into the inequalities of these relations and that accommodates the
concerns raised by attention to dependency work? The claim made carliey
is that by missing the importance of dependency, the conception of sogj.
ety as constituted by free and equal autonomous agents poorly serves the
needs of dependency workers. Is there a conception of sacial arrange.,
ments that secs the relationship between dependent and caregiver as cen.
tral to equality itself? Although it may scem paradoxical, T claim thay
grasping the moral nature of the relation berween unequals in a deper.
dency relation will bring us closer to a new assessment of equality itself
The proposal is that rather than an cquality based on properties tha;
adhere to individuals, we develop an equality wherein the condition of its
possibility is the inevitability of human interdependence: The interdepe,.
dence which is featured both literally and metaphorically in the aphorispy,
that we are all some mother’s child.

In this chapter, | take on the first concern, leaving the second for the
remainder of the book. The challenge, for the view T am promoting, ig te
develop a moral theory which, while recognizing some l'und:mmnta[
moral parity” of all, nonetheless recognizes and addresses incqualitieg of
situation, capacitics, and relationships. Such a theory will be pertineny
to and will help delincate moral features in the dependency relation
The aim of this chapter and this book is not o provide a f“”‘l"lhwf;
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account of such a theory. The project of doing so is part of the work
that feminist scholars have begun in developing an ethic of care.” Here
I will focus on questions of vulnerability and moral responsibility perti-
nent to the vulnerability of dependency. To do so 1 need to focus atren-
tion on: 1) the nature of the moral selfs 2) the nature of moral claims
within a relationship of dependency; and 3) the moral demands on those
who stand outside the relationship bur who are necessary to sustaining
these relations.

The Transparent Sclf of the Dependency Worker

The demands of dependency work favor a self accommodaring to the
wants of another; that is, a self that defers or brackets its own needs in
order to provide for another's, Within the past decade or so, feminists
have attempted to characterize a feminine sense of self—a self fashioned
by a set of relationships and constraints imposed on (or chosen by)
women within patriarchal socicties. This construction of the self has
been variously conceived as a self-in-relationship® a soluble self* and a
giving self.'" Each expression is uscful in highlighting a different aspect
of this self. 1 will want to add the idea of a transparent self—a self
through whom the needs of another are discerned, a self that, when it
looks to gauge its own needs, sees first the needs of another.

Such a self may scem too servile to be the antonomous
moral actions. Many feminists have argued that to miss the significance
of the relational self is to miss 4 whole dimension of moral life.
Furthermore, recent feminist writings extol distinctive features of a self
that is relational and giving. Its permeable cgo boundaries, many have
argued, facilitate not only caretaking responsibilities, but also deep
friendships, intimate relations, a less exploitative relation to the natural
world, an cpistemological stance distinctive to women and a form of
moral decision making that has inherent value,

Other feminists have disputed this valorization of the “feminine self.”
They arguc against what they take to be the political liability of develop-
ing a relational or giving self. My concern here is not to enter the debate
about the superiority or inferiority—moral or otherwise—of this “femi-
nine” self. My concern is to consider the moral requirements of the self
of the dependency worker in a dependency relation. We will sce that this
self contrasts with the self represented as participating as an equal in the
social relations of liberal political theory. Whether ar not it is desirable
1o be a relational, giving self, my argument rests on the moral require-
ments of dependency work that make such a self indispensable. As

01 agent of
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dependency work, in turn, is an indispensable feature of any human socj-
ety, every socicty must count on certain persons adopting such a morg}
self. In focussing on the requirements of the self of the dependency
worker, my concern is not only with the responsiveness of a giving self
and not only with the lack of separation experienced by the soluble self. ;
want to think about the extent to which this sclf does not allow its own
needs ta obscure its perception of another’s needs nor to have its own
needs offer a resistance to its response to another.

This is what [ propose with the idea of a transparent self: The percep-
tion of and response to another’s neceds are neither blocked our noy
refracted through our own needs. Of course, no self is ever truly trang.
parent in this sense, but such transparency is a benchmark for the self.
conception of the dependency worker qua dependency worker. It is 5
regulatory ideal for the dependency worker qua dependency worker. Ir jg
an altruistic ideal. But while altruism is often seen as morally supererog.
atory, this ideal is required of the labor 1 have called dependencey work,

Where the vulnerability of the charge is absolute, such as that of ap
infant, an interference with the transparency of self can have dire conge.
quences. An infant’s caregiver who is more attuned to her own needs
than to those of her charge can fail to notice—or can disrepard—impgr.
tant, even life-threatening needs. It is neither capricious nor misogynige
nor disrespectful of individual rights when we insist that individuals 'W]‘\o
mother!® infants or young children defer their own desires, and even
needs, to meet those of their dependent child. The child who awakes ip
the night, hungry, sick, or terrificd, has the claim of the attention of
her caregiver, even if that carcgiver is herself exhausted and unwilling v
be awakened. 1 will shortly discuss the basis of that claim. For |m\w i
want simply to point to the intitions that prioritize the needs of
the dependent over the needs of the dependency worker. The degree to
which this prioritization is absolute diminishes as the dependency of the
charge diminishes. As a child gets older, as a sick person rccuw.:rs. as a
disabled person mends or acquires self-reliant tools and skills, the depen.
dency worker gains a measure of relicf from the overhearing nature of
the other’s needs. The self of the dependency worker retains a trang.
parency to the needs of the charge to the degree that the charge mug,
depend on her.'® )

The transparency of this sclf is placed in stark contrast to the self of
the liberal tradition of rights and utilitics. The self of the liberal tradition
is a rationally self-interested agency, rather than an agency in the service
of the interests of another. This is not to say thar altruism is merely irpa.
tional and goes entirely unrecognized in this tradition. But the claim hag
been that altruistic actions, actions benefiting another at the expense ()\E
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oneself that do not fall within our contractual obligations, are super-
erogatory. In any case, acting in the interests of another presents a prob-
les: “The problem ... is not how the interests of others can motivarte
us to some specific policy of altruistic conduct, but how they can mori-
vate us at all,” writes Thomas Nagel (1970, 79). As a matter of course,
dependency work requires actions often deemed supercrogatory when
the actor is the autonomous self of liberal theory. Unlike the self of the
participant in the Rawlsian original position, the transparent self of the
dependency worker is neither moderately self-interested nor disinter-
ested. It is often passionarely interested—but the interest is vested in the
well-being of another.

Moral Obligations of Dependency Workers
and an Ethics of Care

Just as the selves in dependeney relationships are not the selves of
contracting partics, neither can ties beeween a dependency worker and
her charge be represented as contractual relations, Ties of affection and
concern bind dependency worker and her charge. The ties are not
between generalizable others, but hetween non-fungible concrete oth-
ers. )9 The relations and moral obligations between the parties are not
the general obligations we bear to another person, whoever they may be,
but special relations. In the case of special relations, we have obligations
that are particular to the individual in that relationship. Unlike abliga-
rions incurred in special relations spoken of in traditional voluntarisric
moral theories, they may not be voluntarily assumed. They are rarely the
consequences of an explicit agreement—some performative utterance
such as “ promise to ..." Erequently they involve ohligations with no
discrete endpoint. These special relations and their attendant obligations
do not fit casily within a moral theory that understands justice as the
primary virtuc. When a parent saves her own child first, is she being
unjust or is she meeting her parental responsibility 3! When a parent,
indifferent to a child’s wishes, refuses her an innocent pleasure, is it a
matter of rights or is it a failure of response? Yet, justice is not a virtue
to be ignored in asymmetric relations, 1%

The character of the moral self, the asymmetry of the relationship. the
partiality of its participants, and its nonvoluntary natre make the moral
demands of the dependency relationship more amenable 1o an ethic of
care than to a rights-based or an utilitarian-based morality. An cthic of
care regards the moral subject ay inherently relatianal. fo understands
moral reasoning to be contextual and responsive rather than a calenlus

pcrformcd on rights or utilitics. And an cthic of care centers not on
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impartial judgments, but on judgments partial 1o participants within a
caring relation. While a long history attaches to the moral claims in an
ethic where the first virtue is justice, the sonrce of moral claims in an
ethic of care has not been made sufficiently explicit.™ What are th;:
moral claims of a relational subject? On what normative grounds can we
accept contextual reasoning and responsiveness as bases for moral judg-
ments? And how can the partiality cxhibited in a caring relation, which
might not even have been voluntarily assumed, have a moral charactep
especially when obligations thar are not sclf-assumed and partiality have
so often been the mark of heteronomy, ic.. of actions which fajl to
express our moral essence?

In what follows, the reader may object that I address myself only g
those obligations that artach themselves to dependency workers with
respect to their charge. I do not speak of obligations of the charge tq
the dependency worker. That is not because I think none exise. In
the limiting case of a wholly dependent being, however, it makes no
sense to speak about the obligation of the charge to the dcpcndcncy
worker. I begin with the most helpless charge so that we can glean cep.
tain moral features of the dependency relationship. Ultimately | am intep.
ested in addressing the obligations that are owed the dependency worker,
Some of the obligations owed the dependency worker arise out of the
moral obligations that devolve on the dependency worker to care for the
charge. By beginning with the mase helpless charge, we see how grave
these obligations may be, how much they exact from the dependency
worker, and how the charge, at least in the limiting case, cannot recipro.
cate the care or concern the dependency worker devotes to her, Thig is
not to say that even the most dependent person does not reciprocate in
some way—through love and affection perhaps. Nonctheless, the obliga-
tion to redress the “cost” thar duties of dependency work exact from the
dependency worker must fall on those outside the relationship itself. Of
course, the responsibilities and costs of dependency work for the cape.
giver are graduated, and hang in part on the degree of the dependency,
Where the charge is able to respond morally to the dependency workep
she too has an obligation. But the nature and extent of that nhli.gatim;
can be bracketed for the purposes of this discussion.

The “Vulnerability Model”

Justificatory ground for a relation of care can be located in Robery
Goodin’s work Protecting the Vulnerable. Although Goodin's concern is
not specifically with an ethic of care, he sees the moral claim for special

relations as situated in the vulnerability of another to our actions. In
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other words, while his own aim is not a foundation for an ctl}ic of care,
the point at which he situates the moral claims of special relations shares
the moral ground of an cthic of care.

Goodin contrasts a Vulnerability Model of special relations to the
Voluntaristic Model, whose paradigm is the promise. In the case of the
promisc, I assume a special obligation to another when [ give my word
to do that which I promised. Although the ohligation is to a particular
other, the form of the obligation is perfectly gcnc‘rf\l: 1 w(‘)uld‘ hm:c that
obligation to whomsocver | made that promise. The obligation is n-lso
self-assumed. Because 1 made such a promise out of my own free choice,
and because 1 would expect anyone freely incurring such an obligation
to honor their promises, | assume the obligation o fulfill my promise.

On the Vulnerability Model, the moral basis of special relations
between individuals arises from the valnerability of one party to the
actions of another, The needs of another call forth a moral obligation on
our part when we are in a special position \'is-;i-\‘uls'thnt othcr. to meet
those needs. We can call such ohligations velnerability-responsive oblig-
ations. Goodin argues that all special relations, husincsf relations, rela-
rions between a professional and a client or patient, family relations,
friendships, benefactor-beneticiary relations, even promises and contrac-
rual relations, are better deseribed on the Vulnerability Maodel '™

Goodin's model can be described in strikingly relational rerms. The
moral claim is a claim upon me only if T am so situated as to be able
to answer the need. It is a moral claim upon me, only if the other is val-
nerable to my actions. What is striking about this model is that the
moral claim arises not by virtue of the propertics of an individual—con-
strued as rights, needs, or interests—but our of a relationship hetween
one in nced and one who is situated 1o meet the need.'™ Given the
earlier discussion of dependency relations. we see immediately how the
vulnerability model speaks directly to the moral claim !h!.: dcpc'n.dcm has
upon the dependency worker. The thPclldCHC)“ \\'ork.cr is positioned so
as to be the individual best situated, or exclusively situated to meer the

needs of the dependent.
Who Can Qblige Whom by Their Vuelnerability?

The vulnerability madel is not without difficulties. On the one hand,
it is open to the charge of making our obligations too g.cncrnl ;md. S0
obliging us to more than is reasanable, 1, for example, a l?l!it:lllt admirer
declares his love for you and claims to be unable to live unless you
extend yourself in some way, it is not at all ¢lear that you have an oblig-
ation to that person. But the valnerabiliy model, on first blush. appears
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to put the power of obliging you into the hands of whosoever wish
exercise that power. Upon further thought, the model can be ch o
with unr.easonably limiting our responsibility. If our responsibilit irmed
from being in a unique position to meet the need of ar1<;rher )’t}?nseﬁ
seems we have no obligation to meer any needs which could 1; w T;‘ -
met .by anyone else. Goodin’s principles of individual and grm; ree be
sibility (see Goodin 1985, 118, 136, 139) make our obligation t(l; mspon-
depend.upon the degree to which the vulnerable party can be 1ffe'cto¢tiher
our actions. The principles are meant to delimit the ;[)}ICrc nr;d sc A
vulnerability-responsive obligations. Assigning a degree of rc%pon:',g?‘uf
resolves some of the difficulty bur not all. The distant a;ltlxire‘ Hicy
threaten suicide by your neglect and therefore the degree to whi Lcan
jn.xlnerable party can be affected is very great indeed. But it is lcqc' the
mvel.y clear that this distant lover should have the power to rhu; sog:?“-
you in the first place. It also seems clear that to take the \'lxlzlérab‘}l‘
model as the sole way in which we become obligated makes it odd h‘ R4
should have any obligation to persons who simply do no‘r need el
benefit them. And yer, I may well feel an oblignti‘on to a kin memeb g
even when there is virtually nothing thar I might do that ano:hm ol
could not do equally well. Nor does it explain why I may feel 5 sv:rer kin
obligation to kin than a non-kin who may be :1t-1c:1s: 1s vul;xcmt?lnger
my actions, ‘ e te
Two responses are possible to this last objection—and neither is saps
factf)ry. On the one hand, one may reply that such a sense of nhli‘ s
is simply a parochialism that the vulnerability model is intcndgaduon
a'ddress. One of the attractions of this model is the resule thar OE o
tions to kin are not to be preferred to those of other indi\'id.uals
may be more vulnerable to your actions. However, it is not at al \l\'hg
that we can just discard such conventions. A great deal rclie':‘ o
historical and cultural circumstances and practices that dcrcn;xion the
relationships to others in our community. On the other hand, on :
argue that kinship defines a relationship in which kin are alrc;d ’C 1
able to the acrions of each other. Much depends on the dcg;ee)s Vl; e
nerability, which must be weighed in cach circumstance. But tho -
V}xlnerability model would just be begging the question of moral rcn the
S}bility, for we can give whatever weight we choose to :1ffin‘itive-spon~
tions, and invoking vulnerability adds little to our considerations )
To resolve these various quandarics, we need first to nckn‘c;wlcd
that who is responsible for whom is often a matter of absolute jud 8e
apd less a matter of degree; second, to accept thar responsibilit orent
cial relations arises in multiple ways;''® and third, to reco ”:'_m e
obligations, however formed, arise in a set of cultural pr:lcricc:q f&:n;.hn;
s. Many o
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the most binding relations and responsibilities arise out of a confluence
of different practices and different obliging conditions. A relationship is
set within a number of cultural determinations establishing who meets
whose needs—modulated, necessarily, by exigencies not foreseen in the
culturally established conventions. If 1 encounter a hleeding stranger and
there is no one clse around, then the fact of my being there creates a
unique relation that calls forth an obligation on my part to do some-
thing to help the stranger. If, however, my child is hungry, then while
there are many others around who can feed the child, the presumption is
that I am responsible to see that she gets fed. As long as 1 am able to ful-
61l that obligation, it falls upon me to do so. Alternatively T can assign
the responsibility to another to fulfil an obligation on my behalf—but
the ultimate responsibility remains mine. It is an obligation that arises
out of the relationship hetween parent and child.™

Most pertinent for our purposes, however, is that in the case of
dependency work, a relationship is already given—either by Familial ties,
friendship, or the obligations of employment. These bases of the depen-
dency relationship legitimate the situation whereby the charge is vulner-
able to the actions of the dependency warker. The charge, unlike the
distant admirer, is in a position that legitimates her obliging the depen-
dency worker. The charge is vulnerable. Familial ties, friendships, and
aid employment serve as socially acknowledged justifications

certain p
for the charge being vulnerable 1o the actions of this particular individ-

pal—her dependency worker.
The Legitimacy of Needs in Vulnerability-Responsive Obligations

The vulnerability model has not only 1o solve the problem of who gers
to oblige whom by their vulnerability, it also has to question what sort
of needs legitimately imposc obligations. Neither what is construed as
need nor what is understood as an appropriate response ¢an go unexam-
ined. While the need of the hungry infant for food unquestionably calls
for a response to provide food, the appropriate response 1o an aleo-
holic’s need for drink is less clear 't

A person accustomed to riches and servants all her life may experience
these as needs of such urgency that their absence is intalerable. Toni
Morrison, in her novel Song of Solamon, explores the cffect of such a
need in a story told by Ciree, the only remaining servant of Miss Butler,
the daughter of a formerly wealthy but highly exploitative family, Miss
Butler, whose wealth was eventually dissipated. commits suicide rather
than face total destitution. A midwife as well as a servant, Circe helped
birth Miss Butler and Miss Butler's mother hefore her. She remains on
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the estate after her mistress’s death, tending to the dogs and presidi
over the total decay of the former mansion. “The last few years we ar
out of the garden,” recounts Circe. “Finally she [Miss Buticr] couldatse
take it anymore. The thought of having no help, no money—uwel] e
couldn’t take that. She had to let everything go.™ In rcspunsn: o an i,nShe
locutor who mistakes Circe’s abiding relationship to her mistress £ ol
reciprocal and enduring loyalty, Circe exclaims, “I said she killed heor v
rather than do the work I'd been doing all my life! . .. Do you he:u-rself
She saw the work 1 did all her days and died, you hear me, died rat“];e?
than live like me.” Circe stays on, not out of a misplaced loyalty, bur o
of a commitment to see all her masters' heloved pmpcrt\'—.“T.h‘c' I N
it. Stole for it, lied for it, killed for it"—undergo a nmﬁrial dc:adoved
commensurate with the moral decadence that formerly sustained ir. Fee
Whlle tberF may well be fundamental, primary needs, needs witho
which no individual could survive, needs that would have a prima f; oy
mf)ral claim to response, all other needs arc identifiable only within Ny
tain practices. The extent to which such needs have a n'mral Weicer-
depends upon a moral evaluation of the practice, as well as the ur eght
of the need as understood within that practice. A critical unc‘lcrst'\Ec_{[:my
of needs requires not anly a sensitivity to the neediness of n|1orh::|- -
an understanding of how another may be vulnerable to one's nd
actions, but also a knowledge of when fulfilling those needs -WOWn
morally diminish oneself or the other. Within a relation of dcp;;nd .ould
false needs can be generated either by the charge or by societal c:nCya
tations on the dependency worker. The crirically assessed pr:\ctic'epef:‘
which dependency work takes place offer a means by which to formui "
a critical discourse about necds. Circe's understanding that her e
tress’s needs are predicated on the devaluation of her own pcreon—:nh's‘
Miss Butler would rather die than lead the life rthat she éirce hat
lived—offers her a critical perspective of the practices ir; \\'hic!; las
engaged as a dependency worker. These practices themselves origin e
in a set of false needs, diminishing the dependency worker and rct[fdea‘te{*
th‘e one for whom she labored hopelessly, but unnecessarily, vulncral;l
Circe, a woman who had done dependency work both in the prim Y
and extended senses, understood well the difference berween a needary
which a response was moral and a need that can be met only by din N
ishing oneself. ' -

Limiting How One Becomes Obliged in the Vulnerability Model

Circe, a slave in the Butler household for the better part of her life
was in the unique position to meet her mistress’s need only because 0%
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a practice that unjustly allocated responsibilitics to her. Even afrer she
was freed, she continued to be the one to whose actions her mistress,
having become so dependent upon her during slavery, was vulnerable.
Is the question of how someone comes 1o be in a position where another
is vulnerable to their actions relevant to the moral warrant of the
vulnerability-responsive obligation? Goodin claims it is never relevant.

He writes:

[Tlhe existing allocation of responsibilities, whatever its initial
basis, should now he treated as a “social fact.” Whether or not the
existing allocation of responsibilitics itself has any moral warrant, it
has made some people vulnerable to others: and that fac, if no
other, provides a moral warram for discharging those responsibili-
ties. The pragmatic “ought™ ... attaches 10 the vulnerabilities . ..
And ... stays attached umil and unless responsibilities—and the
expectations and valncrabilitics surrounding  them—are redefined

(Goodin 1985, 125},

However, the justice of Goodin's position is questionable, and the
“pragmatic ought” he invoked may be at odds with a “moral ought™ that
proscribes self-demcaning behavior or one that puts us at unjustifiable
risk. Goodin does insist that we are always vulnerable 10 our own
actions, and therefore have obligations to oursclves as well, Is this
response adequate to Ciree’s problem? First, the appeal to an obligation
to ourselves cannot help much here since responding to the vulnerability
of a dependent other will often put us at risk. Still we expect to bracket
our own interests if they conflice with those of a vulnerable dependent for
whom we are caring. Second, we can say that responding 1o the needs of
another unjustly thrust upon us is, in itsclf, demeaning. It requires that
we place a lower value on ourselves than on those who would unjustly
demand a response from us making us vulnerable to their needs or those
of another, This, however, wonld hold in all cases where the pragmatic
ought is in conflict with a moral obligation that arises out of a just allo-
cation of responsibilities. If then, our obligations to oursclves trump the
obligations to others in cases of unjust allocations of responsibility, there
is no pragmatic ought and | have no quarrel with Goodin,

Appeal 10 obligations to oursclves then cither defeat the pragmaric
ought or conflict with the other demands of the vulnerability model. If
Goodin insists on the pragmatic ought, so that an unjust allocation of
responsibilitics nonetheless obliges us, then he must agree thar it can do
so even in the face of coercive conditions, This is both counterintuitive
and an undesirable feature in a moral theory. It scems more reasonable
to insist that the injustice trumps any moral ohligation induced by the
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vulnerability of the onc-in-nced to the actions of the coerced person. 113
Perhaps this is why even many opponents of abortion tend to agree thag
a pregnancy caused by a rape is legitimazely aborted. A slave coerced
into caring for an ailing master would be thought justifiable if she toak
the occasion of his incapacity as an opportunity to cscape,

Nonetheless, if we are to judge from some accounts of slavery, not al}
slaves, in fact, viewed the moral situadion in such stark terms, M‘"‘gal‘et
Walker’s novel of the lives of slaves during the Civil War, Jubilee
invokes the reckonings of Jim, a house slave in the Dutton home wh(;
accompanied the plantation heir to the front lines. He contemplates what
he is to do with his mortally wounded young master:

“Marster Johnny dying and he can’t get home by hisself. 'l carry
him home to his Maw where he can dic in peace, but 1 sho ;\in'.t
staying there.” If Jim had been a field hand, such a delicate conflice
would not have disturbed him. He would have felt no ties 1o the
Dutton houschold, but he had nursed the old man and he had
watched the children grow. Contemptuons as he was of Big Missy
he was nevertheless tied to a strange code of honor, duty, and
noblesse oblige which he could not have explained. So he was waking
Johnny home (Walker 1967, 184).

Judith Jarvis Thomsaon's notorious argument for the permissibility o
abortion is worth considering here. Thomson (1971) contends that grang.
ing the personhood of a fetus does not preclude a woman's righe to an
abortion. In her famous analogy, she likens an unintended pregnancy ro g
scenario in which a hospital patient awakens from an operation only vo
find himself attached by tubes to a famous violinist whose life is tem.
porarily sustained by the hookup. Thomson's point is that it cannot be
unjust for the recruited party to refuse the obligation ro aid the violinigy
no matter how vulnerable the violinist is to such a refusal, sinee the ass(;
ciation was not undertaken voluntarily. To insist that the hospital Patieng
stay hooked up to the violinist would be coercive and unjust. Similarly
goes the argument, the pregnant woman who is not voluntarily assumin, ;
the association with the fetus is under no obligation to lend her bodw t%
the fetus’s development, ’

Although I do not dispute the right of a woman o have an abortion
nor do I wish to have my remarks so interpreted, the argument from \.-01:
untarism is troubling here. Surely there are many obligations thay appear
to have the force of the moral, yet do not follow from voluntarj|
assumed associations: obligations to parents, to neighbors, to srr;\nger};
in need whom we happen upon. Thomson, it is worth noting, argueg
that it is only the moral vircue of justice which is contravened when the
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demand is made that we assume the life support of the violinist. A less
exacting moral virtue such as moral decency—less exacting in what it
insists upon before an obligation is posited—would urge that there is an
obligation to sustain the violinist, at least as long as the cost to oneself is
not too great,

The intuitions that are called upon to sustain Thomson's distinetion
here between the demands of justice and the demands of maral decency,
however, are problematic. Many would arguc that the demands of jus-
tice bear heavily on filial responsibilitics, for instance.!™ Thomson's
example of a person who is kidnapped in order to be the source of
another’s life-sustaining trearment is so effective, 1 propose, because kid-
napping is a particularly compelling form of coercion (even if it is not
“blood and gore” violence). If kidnapped, few would think that they
have any sort of obligation to meet the needs of the one on whose hehalf
the kidnapping was done. Clearly cocreive situations, situations in which
one is forced to come to the aid of another, seem not only to be unjust,
but the injustice also can be sufficient cause to cancel any moral obliga-
tion to respond as one might otherwise in the face of need. In
Thomson’s example an individual becomes the unique person to satisfy
the need by virtue of the cocrcion. Once hooked up to another person’s
body, the other individual is so much more vulnerable 10 your refusal
than he might have been before. If one were in fact the only person who
could satisfy the need—if, for example, some rare blood type in combi-
nation with a particular set of antibodies were required and only one
person was identified with these—the one in need wonld, 1 believe, have
a great deal of moral suasion over the one capable of helping. But here,
toa, someone must determine if the moral claim of one life is greater
than that of another.

Voluntarism has a great deal of appeal becanse we tend 1o think thar
the person called upon to help must make the decision that she wishes to
forego her interest for another's sake. But a previous relationship
between these two persons can alrer those intuitions, If the person called
upon to make the sacrifice of time, cnergy, money or even life iself is a
mother or father, voluntarism has less appeal. We expect the parent to
be willing to make the sacrifice. Comrary to Goodin, then, our intu-
itions about whose needs we have obligations 1o respond to partly
depends on how or why we find ourselves in the pnsumn‘ to meet those
needs. Contrary to the voluntarist, however, voluntarily undertaken
obligations are not the only source of obligations in relationships.

Thomson might agree that voluntarily undertaken obligations are not
the only source of obligations in relationships., Nevertheless, she would
want to argue, they are the source of all obligations we incur that pertain



62 / Love'’s Labor

to justice. Think, however, of an encounter between a well-fed Persan
with plenty of food and a starving person. Would we not want to say
that a refusal to give the hungry person food is a matrer of injustice and
not just indecency? Here the vulnerability model scems to issue obliga.
tions that are matters of justice. The appropriate moral distinctions are
not betrween whart is just and whar is decent, but between conditiong
which, when they place a person in a “privileged™ position to respond to
need, are cither morally benign or morally unacceptable. Where these
positions are voluntarily chosen, it is both a matter of justice and
decency that we honor such obligations. Where these positions are
coerced, then such obligations have no moral standing, Most common
and interesting situations, however, are those which are neither coerced
{either at all or in an obvious sense), nor voluntarily chosen. !

There is a sufficiently large class of such responsibilities and obliga.
tions. These noncoerced yet not voluntarily chosen associations il our
lives. They range from the most intimate familial relations to those of
fellow citizen and fellow traveler. Duties incurred by these associationg
arise out of a whole network of expectations, bonds, and rcsponsibilities
most of whose validity we do not question, even if we question som;
specific obligations they imposc. This is to say that just because Coerceq
responsibilities do not carry a moral warrant does not mean we can onl
admit obligations voluntarily assumed—cven if we limit moral considep.
ations to justice. By virtue of our acceptance of these nonvoluntary, bug
noncoerced relationships (whether formed by longstanding conventiog ar
mere happenstance), we question our capacity for acting justly and wel}
We question the kind of person we are® when we fail to meet a primat};
need, when we are uniquely situated to mecet that need.

The “Coercion Problem”

The voluntaristic model offers a consistent reason for refusing a due
imposed through coercion, even if it cannot account for the intuition
thar it is unjust to refuse aid in an unchosen, but noncocrcive situation
On the voluntaristic modcl, no one can legirimately exercise any claim;
against us unless we can aver to somte consensual arrangement, hence nej
ther the violinist in Thomson’s analogy—nor an unwanted fetus hag an
claims against us.''” We suggested that there were frequent instances of
relations to others, non-voluntary but not coerced, in which many Wnulé}
think it unjust not to offer the needed assistance. The valnerability modej
accounts for these intuitions. The switch to a vulnerahility model, how;
ever, raises a different concern.

I have resisted Goodin's insistence that the moral warrant of an
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antecedent allocation of responsibilities is irrclevant to the moral war-
rant for carrying our vulnerability-responsive obligations. In arguing
against Goodin’s pragmatic ought, we needed o evoke a conception of
justice—a justice that pertains 1o how “the existing allocation of respon-
sibilities itself” came to be. We have argued that in special relationships,
obligations (even obligations demanded by justice) can arise—whether
or not the relationships are voluntary—ijust as long as they are not
coerced, But we argued against any moral warram of obligations within
a relationship thar is coerced hy appealing 10 the injustice of such coer-
cion. If justice, as it pertains to the institutions and practices through
which special relationships arise, always requires some consensual, vol-
untaristic basis, then the vulnerability model faces a genuine difficulty,
Either it must accept Goodin's pragmatic ought—and so cannot accept
that coerced obligations carry no moral weight—or it cannot ger off
the ground.

Arguably, the theory that most comprehensively provides justification
for such institurions and practices is social contract theory. Social con-
tract theory, however, is a voluntaristic theory, in which sacial institu-
tions derive their legitimacy from the voluntary agreement of an
association of equally situated and empowered partics.

The voluntarism of social contract theory assumes individuals who
act our of an clevated sell-interest, who are rational and mutually disin-
cerested, and who are equally situated to engage in moral interactions
with each other.!'® The suitability of such a concept is what is at stake
in this book. Such a view, 1 have claimed, fails 10 take into account the
circumstance that some individuals will always be dependent, does not
explain the moral commitment of those \tcho care for dcpcn.dcms. and
employs an unhelpful conception of equality. We hoped 1o find a more
suitable basis for an cthic of care (an cthic that applies to dependency
relations) in the Vulnerability Model proposed by Goodin. To again
resort to a Voluntaristic Model to ground our ebligations to vulnerahle
dependents undoces our efforts, .

This difficulty leads us to what 1 call the coercion problem of the
vulnerability model. The coercion problem is this: Either we reject
Goodin’s pragmatic ought, but find that we must rely on voluntarism
after all, or we accept Goodin's pragmatic ought and accept that depen-
dency relationships formed by coercing the dependency worker to take
on these obligations have a moral warrant, Neither oprion is auractive
to a feminist position with respect to dependency. Granting that a vul-
nerability model withour Goodin's pragmatic anght must accept volun.
rarism also means granting that even the vulnerability model (the moral
model best suited to dependeney relations) must begin with the premise
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that the dependency critique dispures: that society is appropriately o
ideally thoughr to be an association of those equally situated and
empowered. Accepting the pragmatic ought, however, deflects from the
urgency to see how often those responsibilitics have unfairly been a]5§_
cated to women. Women, and others who have done dependency work
because of coercive conditions or without adequate compensation, have
too long simply accepred these unfair allocations as social facts, thereh
colluding with an oppressive and exploitative situation, (I}mllcnging thi
justice of the social facts is precisely what feminists must do, but accepf.
ing the pragmatic ought leaves no place from which to challenge unfaje
allocations, without, once again, resorting ta the voluntarism thay
undercuts the validity of the vulnerability model. s there a way oug df
the coercion problem? Is there room for a notion of justice within a ‘ml;.
nerability model?

With the coercion problem, our focus is not on how the person who g
in the position to address the vulnerabilities of another behaves With
respect to her responsibilities, bur on what ebligations others have to
that person. The problem, as we have repeatedly indicated, is especial}
acute for those dealing with what we have called primary needs, sinci:
those with such needs make very compelling demands—ones chae are
met in relationships of dependency and that are potentially very costly g
the dependency worker. Both the ground of the dependency workepg
obligation to carc and the obligations to the dependency worker need to
be clarified. The cocrcion problem needs to be seen in the contexe of
what is owed to those who meet the needs of others. most especial)
dependent others. To solve the problem of coercion, then, we need to
shift the inquiry, deferring a resolution until we understand more Bther.
ally what are the moral obligations to the dependency worker. )

Moral Obligations to the Dependency Worker

We have said that dependency relations, especially in the prima
sense we are privileging here, begin with the needs of a charge who ii
vulnerable, whose needs are legitimate, and who may stand in g prigs
relation to the person assuming the role of dependency worker., Becay .
the dependency worker is charged with the welfare of her charge, tie
latter becomes vulnerable to the actions of the dependeney worker., The
vulnerability model gives us a basis for understanding the mara] p“ﬁ
of being in a relation with another who is vulnerable to one's ucti(:m’
It must be said that an individual has an unqualificd obligation S
assume the responsibilitics of dependency work when the follow;

conditions are met: 1) the needs are basic: 2) the valnerability iy eXten
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sive; and 3) the prior relation, which puts a particular individual into
position of having to assume such a vulnerability-responsive obligation,
has a moral warrant. Furthermaore, this obligation has to be assumed
even when there is a substantial cost to the dependency worker's own
interests and projects. This is what every mother and every father who
gets up at four o'clock in the moring to twnd to a sick child knows
so well.

What about the obligations owed to the dependency worker? Who is
to care for the caregiver? Flow are her needs 1o be recognized? To the
extent that the dependency worker is vulnerable 1o the actions of the
charge, the charge is obliged to behave in wavs that address those valner-
abilities. Not only is the charpe vulnerable to the actions of the depen-
dency worker, but the dependency worker may also be vulnerable to the
actions of the charge. The elder-care waorker who tends to a frail elderly
man may be vulnerable ro sexual abuse, ecconomic exploitation, and poor
treatment. The vulnerability is appravated where the dependency worker
is poot, 4 woman, a person of color, an immigrant, and so forth. Again,
here the vulnerability model is just right. The charge may not have cho-
sen her dependency worker or may not cven want one, but she has an
obligation to understand the extent to which the dependency worker may
be vulnerable to her actions and act so as 10 avoid harm.

The response of the charge can also provide deep fulfillment to the
dependency worker. The loving gaze and Janghter of a child with pro-
found cognitive disabilities can offer a special joy to her attendant, even
if the child is unable to utrer a “thank you.” Fow vulnerable the depen-
dency worker is to the actions of the charge is, in pare, a function of
what actions the charpe is capable of. The newborn infant who is not
yet capable of much, or a person with profound menal and physical
jmpairments who is able to control very few of her actions clearly can-
not be held responsible for valnerabilities imposed by her. But now the
circle of the dependency obligations must expand to include the vulnera-
bility of the dependency worker, which is itself a consequence of her
deferred interests as well as needs pertaining to her affective hond to her
charge and her coneern for her charge's well-being.

First and foremaost, the obligation owed 10 a person who must defer
her own interests and projects s that her responsibilities to another not
be unjustly thrust upon her, To disrepard such an obligation is to treat
her as someone of lesser moral worth than cither the person she cares
for or those who placed her in the obliging position. It scems as if in
decrying the injustice of being compelled 1o care, we have made an
appeal to equality, a basic moral parity. Here we begin our thoughts of
equality from the relationship of dependency,
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Connection-Based Equality

If we start not with individuals in their separatencess. but in their con~
nectedness, we can read their demands for cquality through these con.
nections. If we can see cach individual nested within relationshipg of
care, we can envision relationships that embrace the needs of cach. Thig
leads us to an alternative understanding of cquality.

The equality that begins with the interests of an independent self
and is extended to others by virtuc of an clevated self-incerest is an
individual-based cquality. (Sec Chapter One, page 28). This is the equa].
ity registered in the equal right of cach to form his or her own conce
tion of the good and to compete for the resources needed to attain that
good. It is the equality which is based upon the recognition of each pep.
son’s individuality and independence—cach one’s own conception of
one’s own good—and the individually held rights and powers, 1Y

The alternative conceprion that | propose—the equality claimed in the
assertion that we arc all some mother's child—is instead a connection.
based equality. This alternative equality assumes a fundamental need %r
relationship, and it gives rise to a distinctive set of claims, The claimg
generated by a connection-based equality derives not from the rights w§
hold as independent individuals, but from what is due us by virtye of
our connection to those with whom we have had and are likely 1o have
relations of care and dependency. They are claims made nor necessariby
on our own behalf alone, and they are made not necessarily by thase l:{;
whom they are due. Such claims are entitlements fivst 1o a relarionshg
in which one can be cared for if and when appropriate, and second to a
socially supported situation in which one can give care without the Care‘.
giving becoming a lability to onc's own well-being. The last is an entj-
tlement that goes beyond, and has different properties than, the
entitlement to the care itself.

Family leave policies are a fine example of entitlements ch;\rzlcterisﬁc
of this concepr of equality.’ The worker who claims an entitlemeng to
a family leave not only claims it on her own behalf—for the release time
from work—but primarily claims it for the sake of the dependent whg
receives the benefit, the care and attention made possible by the releage
time. Furthermore, this is often a claim that the dependent cannor make
on her own behalf. In the case of the dependent who cannot voice the
legitimate demand to have her needs artended ro, a dependency workey
must make the claim on the dependent’s part—and the c¢laim includeg
the time and resources of the dependency worker to attend to the needg
of her charge. Furthermore, a claim based on a connecrion-based cqual.

ity is a claim to have the need attended to by one genuinely, perhaps
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uniquely, concerned with the well-being of the dependent. That sort of
claim is really what justifies and lies behind the moral soundness of a

family leave policy.
“What Goes Round, Comes Round”—Reciprocity-in-Connection

Connection-based equality is not characterized by reciprocity in the
standard sense. In standard relationships of parity, reciprocity requires
that efforts [ exert on your behalf will he met by some cquivalent
exertion on your part, immediately, at some specified time in the furure,
or when the need arises. 1 expeet my act to be reciprocated by the same
individual to whom 1 dirceted my action. The reciprocity has the nature
of an exchange—it is an exchange reciprocity. Connection-hased equal-
ity eschews this exchange reciprocity for another sort, one based on dif-
ferent kinds of expectations.

In studies indicating that women, whether employed or not, provide
more hours of care and more care of every sort than do men. the sociol-
ogist Naomi Gerstel found that the cxpc.ct:llinn,\' of others that they will
give care was among, the reasons the subjects gave for the time spent car-
ing. But their willingness to respond to these expectarions was based on
an understanding of reciprocity characteristic of a connection-hased
equality. A fifty-year-old lawyer voiced a typical response:

Well, my mother may be a pain sometimes but she is very frail now
and needs me. $he expects me o help hers And you know, she took
care of her mother. So 1 have 1o help her. Nobady else will (Gerstel

1991, 18).1%

Her mother's expectation is one that she accepts: Since her mother
gave care 10 her mother, her mother is now owed care. And as the care
her mother's mother received was meted out by the daughter, so that
daughter now deserves care from her own daughter. Significantly, the
reciprocarion is hased not on the care her mmhc::’gi\yc her daughter and
which she now expects her daughter to return.'*2 That would trn the
mother’s care for her daughter into a sort of advance pavmene for later
care—a mancuver typical of exchange reciprocity, The danghter instead
invokes a set of nested obligations, The fulfillment of those obligations
is now her responsibility and her's uniquely. If she does not do the car-
ing, “no onc clse will.”

Within the African-American community, Gerstel found that
cially women, but also men spend far more time helping people they
know, especially kin, and volunteering than do whites™ (1991, 20). She

“

ospe-
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explains this finding in terms of a greater commitment of African“
Americans to community lifc than that of similarly situated whiteg
Gerstel cites the words of one African-American woman who was illSti:
fying the large number of hours she spends on caregiving: “Well, whag
goes round comes round” (Gerstel 1991, 20). This chain of obligationg
linking members of a community creates a sense of reciprocity betw%
those who give and those who receive that raises the expecration thay
when one is in the position to give care, one will, and when that Person
is in need another who is suitably situated to give care will respond. T is
a reciprocity of those who sce their equality in their connection wigh,
and obligation toward, others, *

Such reciprocity depends upon a linked and nested set of social relg.
tions, sometimes reciprocal in the standard sense, but not always, In
Chapter Four, this connection-based reciprocity is brought to bear on
the concept of social cooperation. Standard notions of social cooperg.
tion tend to invoke what I have here called exchange-based rcciprocit»y
In dependency relations, however, the dependent is seldom in a P°5itior;
to reciprocate in kind. Reciprocation from the charge may never be pos.
sible. The dependency worker is entitled not to a reciprocity from the
charge herself, but to a relationship that sustains her as she sustains her
charge. Connection-based equality yiclds a nested set of reciprocal relq.
tions and obligations. It is the social cooperation that depends on these
nested relationships and obligations that 1 call dordie—a term thag
improvises on the name of a postpartum carcgiver (a donla) who assistg
the new mother as the mother cares for the infant, Just as the donlg
gives care to the one who cares for the dependent infant, the directiag,
of the obligation in connection-based reciprocity goes from those in
position to discharge the obligations to those to whom they are rele.
vantly connected.

The Dependency Worker as Some Mother’s Child

The maxim that “we are all some mother’s child” supplics not only o
notion of equality through connection, but also something substantig]
about the treatment each one is warranted to reccive by virtue of th§
connection. To assert that “I, too, am a mother’s child” is to assere thay
] am due trearment compatible with or analogous to the treatment a
mother renders to a child. To be recognized as a mother's child is 1o be
treated in a fashion that is compatible with or analogous to materna]
practice: It is to be deemed worthy of such treatment. This worthiness jg
inalienable.
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Our own behavior can render us less worthy. so that the full trearment
as a mother’s child may be justifiably overridden by ather socictal needs,
but it can never be fully relinquished. The case of inalienable rights is
analogous. There are some rights, such as the freedom to move abaur
unhindered or the right to vote, which we maintain only if we are citizens
in good standing—criminal behavior strips us of these ripl.\ts. at least
temporarily. But there are certain rights no one may be deprived of—we
not only feed, clothe, house, give medical treatment o convicted crimi-
nals, but we also allow even the most vicions to have visitation rights,
This indicates the socictal recognition that nothing can take from an indi-
vidual his or her worthiness for a certain amount of carc and connection.

That nothing can fully alienate the responsibility of others to recog-
nize us as some mother's child resides in that feature of human existence
that demands connection as a fundamental condition for human sur-
vival. No one can survive and become a member of the human commu-
nity without the inrerest of some mothering ']\Cr.\'m\(.\") who h;‘u‘. l?r(.wldc'd
a degrec of a preservative love, a concern in fn’.ﬂlcr'l.!\}: the individual's
growth, and a training for social acceprability. ™' When we respeet an
individual as some mother’s child, we honor the efforts of that mother-
ing person and symbolically of all mmhcrmpl persons. \\"hcn we do nat,
not only are rights belonging to the abused individual violated, but the
efforts of the mothering persons are dishonored. The sanctity of the rela-
tion that makes possible all human connection is violated. The impor-
rance of human connection per se is thereby disavowed.

A conncction-based equality depends on grasping an analogy: The
relation between a needy child and the mother who tends 10 thase needs
is analogous to the mather's own neediness and those who are in o posi-
tion to meet those needs, The maternal relation becomes a paradigm, an
analogue, for social relations in which vulneralility is central. Ie is impor-
rant to cmphasize that T am talking about an enalogreal move. ‘I am not
suggesting that cveryone be n'c:ncd.ns E mother treats a Chl!‘!. I"hat
would constitute a maternalism as objectionable as p;ucrn;\l.nsm.. I'he role
of analogical thinking scems crucial to the concept of cqn;nIuy-m-m‘nm-c-
tion. The procedure by which we go from one :\ittx;|(i()tl .lu-;lnnthcr is not
a procedure of generalization or universalization, nor is it a deduction
from a general rule. I is instead a process of analogical extension,

We have looked at the moral nature hoth of the self and of the rela-
tionship in the case of dependency work, but we still need to provide
a critical understanding of the moral nature of the response c;\“cd‘f()r
by the relationship itself. The response must not m\.ly he possible
but must be considered in light of the prior rclationship between the
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individuals, the prior commitment of carc, and the tensions betweey,
the needs of the charge and the condition of vulnerability in which thy

dependency worker is placed when mecting those needs. Connectio, <
based equality, which is grounded in our understanding of ourselves !,h
inherently related to others, can serve as a guide to thinking and evas
to policy. en

If we think of each person as some mother’s child, then we consid
what is owed to a mother's child by virtue of its being vulnerable to thﬁr
extent that the child is dependent upon the mother for its well-being. We
need then to think analogically: Who stands in the position of the
mother, who stands in the position of the child and what would be tha
analogue of the maternal practice?!?* The maternal paradigm is cxtende;
analogically to whatever situation we may be in where we need 1o be
cared for—where our survival, our flourishing and our well-being
social creatures depend on the extension of another's care, concern a:;
connection to us. When I respond to the vulnerabilities of another, ‘:’ﬂ’h
I as a dependency worker tend to my charge, this concept of equaﬁen_
requires that it be remembered that I, too, am some mother's child.
However my needs may be deferred, they cannot be permitted to la N
guish. For the dependency worker to meet her responsibilities -
another, it must be the responsibility of the larger social order to p to
vide a structure whereby she, too, may be treated as a mother's chilig‘
Otherwise, she is both treated unequally and hindered in meeting | -
obligations to her charge. had

Connection-based equality, partly justified by the vulnerability mode}
at the same time marks a limit to the morally acceptable sacrific:e on th‘
part of the caregiver or dependency worker—even without questionj N
the legitimacy of the needs of the vulnerable. A connection-based equal
ity calls upon those within the nested set of social relations o suppa -
the dependency worker sufficiently, so that she is not made unduly vo?
nerable as she answers to the vulnerability of another. Just as the one.‘;'l B
need is to be assisted and cared for, social relations must he arranged -
meet her needs—especially, but not exclusively, those needs and v o
bilities that result from the other-directed nature of her toils,

We can deduce other consequences from a connection-based equalj
that takes maternal practice as a paradigm for moral relations berw, vy
two individuals who are not equally situated from the perspective of
individual-based equality. Some consequences will be further conside
in the later chapters when we discuss policy proposals emanating from
connection-based equality and a public concept of doulia. a

Maternal practice—providing for children—requires that we providg
caring institutions while recognizing that the work itself often dcmand:

u l ne ra-

an
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the commitment of a self transparent 1o the needs of the charge. The
recognition of equality inherent in the understanding that we all are some
mother’s child—or conncction-based cquality—has implications  for
responses appropriate to the requirements of dependency work. Depen-
dency work makes moral claims not only on the dependency worker, but
also on the larger society. It falls upon the larger social order to permit
the flourishing and preservation of dependency relations by providing for
the dependency worker withour creating the sccondary dependency so
debilitating to women today.

The vulnerability mode! is the one that best accords with the moral
claims of the dependent on the dependency worker and of the depen-
dency worker on those whose actions she becomes vulnerable to by virtue
of this work. Goodin has argued that the vulnerability model is funda-
mental for all moral claims of special relationships. We have interpreted
this model as fundamentally relational, or one in which the moral claim
arises out of the relationships themselves. If these views are correct, then
dependency relations are the paradigmatic moral relations, '

Revisiting the Coercion Problem

We are now in a pasition to justify limiting the moral responsibiliry
for another when that responsibility is nat the result of voluntarism but
of a coerced special relation. A mother, acting in a manner compatible
with the norms of maternal practice, does not foree her child to sacrifice
the child’s own well-being for anather's benefit, Such coercion is not
commensurate with a maternal practice that remains true to the well-
being of the child. At the extreme of coercion is the experience of the
slave. It is no coincidence that the lamens of the slave goes: “Sometimes |
feel like a motherless child.™

If we take the maternal relation as a paradigm of a connection-based
equality, we scc that when someone takes on the care of anather we can-
not ignore the fact that the dependency worker is also some mather's
child. Working from the analogy of a maternal practice, we see that vul-
nerability-responsive obligations, which fall upon onc by virue of a
coerced situation, cannot, under this conception, become morally bind-
ing. Coercion should no more be directed at the caregiver, than at the
cared for, given that the caregiver is also a mother’s child. This is not to
say that a carcgiver or dependency worker whose labor is coereed s
incapable of providing carc to another consistent with maternal practice.
Empirical evidence tells us that the cocreed dependency worker is capa-
ble of providing care consistent with maternal practice. Buv it is the
moral status of her situation that is at issue. The individual coerced into
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doing dependency work is not being treated in a manner that is con.
sistent with a conception of her as some mother's child, The Presump.
tive obligations of a person so cocrced are cancelled because thay
coercion is not consistent with a paradigm derived from an analogy with
maternal practice. An ethic that makes maternal practice a paradigyy,
with this normative force can no more countenance coercion than can a
justice-based voluntaristic ethic. And ver the sanction does not presup.
pose that obligations take their moral force from their status as selg.
assumed obligations. A
We are now in a position to resolve the coercion problem, a problem
that appeared ro undo the vulnerability maodel, which is otherwise “’Qh
suited to the moral conditions of the dependency relationship. Within a
moral framework that is voluntaristic there s no problem with coerced
responsibilitics, for as Thomson’s arguments demonstrate, within a val.
untaristic framework, it is against such cocrcion that moral ol“s|iga:i0n
gets defined. Bur if moral obligation arises when the well-being of ane
party is vulnerable to the actions of another, then a relation resuly;
from a coerced situation scems no less able to generate morally
obligations. Hence Goodin's pragmatic ought, ’
Goodin's pragmatic ought, however, provides a moral warrane to
relationships of dependency—in both the primary sense and the ex-
tended sense—thart are intuitively unjust. To think thar the slave Jl;n
was under a moral obligation to return his master to his home rathey
than take the opportunity to gain his freedom seems counterintuitive 12¢
Here we appeal to justice. This is precisely Thomson's strategy in th
arguments defending the right of one to unhook oneself from the vio}ir:
ist, or to abort an undesired pregnancy. Thomson's argument relieg
heavily on the fact that, when we are hooked up to the violinise againgg
our consent or find ourselves host to an uninvited fetus, we have had n
say in the arrangement. In such situations, she contends, justice does ht:)
demand thar the one vulnerable to our actions has any claim on u;
although moral decency may. My response has been that it is not thb
nonvoluntary nature of this arrangement thar vitiates the moral claim (:;
the one dependent on our actions, but its coercion. The argument tha
justice requires the association to be voluntary is rooted on a mismkét
view of social arrangements and an individual-based cquality, This ‘*ie\z
holds that to get at moral obligation we need to start with individugj
equally situated and determine how they come together and interaey is
morally justifiable ways. Whatever determines how this s possih]n
becomes the defining character of moral relationships. Here voluntarig N
plays a crucial role. Instead the picture that results when we focus Qm
dependency compels us to start with persons firstly connecred rhruugg
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relationships of dependency, and then take the moral commitments
needed for such relationships as prior to all subsequent moral relation-
ships. Bur these relationships arc often nonvoluntary, and therefore
whether or not a relationship is voluntary fails to play the vital role in
establishing moral obligations.

Furthermore, if dependency relations form the first model for moral
relationships, then the vulnerability model with its emphasis on the
response to need is the appropriate one for moral relations—bur need is
not solely a property of the dependent. The dependency worker is also a
person with needs. The mother who feeds her child also needs to eat,
The echo of the dinnertime remark returns: My mother is also a
mother’s child. Just as well-done dependency wark requires thar the
dependency worker not act cocrcively toward the charge—cocrcion, like
domination is exercised for benefit of someonc other than the one upon
whom it is imposed—so, too, an cquality that begins with caring rela-
tionships can give no moral warrant to actions or relationships that are
coerced. The proscription against coercion and domination inheres in
the moral vision thar begins with relationships no less than one rhar
begins with individuals. We can have a valnerability model withour giv-
ing a moral warrant to a coercive allocation of responsibilities; we can
have a vulnerability model without Goodin's pragmatic ought. But we
need the vulnerability madel 10 be situated in a moral, social, and politi-
cal theory that repudiates the notion that the founding obligations of a
social order arc derived from the voluntary association of equally situ-
ated and empowered individuals. This view is developed further in the
next two chapters.



Part 2

Political Liberalism and
Human Dependency

«That all men are created free and equal.”

That's a hard mystery of Jefferson’s.

What did he mean? Of course the casy way
Is to decide it simply isn’t true.

It may not be. I heard a fellow say so.

But never mind, the Welshman got it planted
Where it will trouble us a thousand years.
Each age will have to reconsider it.
__Robert Frost, “The Black Cottage”

Dependency as a Criterion of Adequacy

The idca that the founding obligations of a social order are derived
from the voluntary association of equally situated and empowered indi-
viduals is explicit in sacial contraer theory. Until the publication of John
Rawls’s Theory of Justice, utilitarianism dominated political th;:ory.
Rawls revived social contract theory, providing a comprehensive system-
atic social and political theory and arpuing thar the principles of justice
themselves rested on an implicit social contract. In so doing, Rawls cre-
ated one of the most powerful and cogent theorics of a liberal, democra-
tic egalitarianism.

The view that within a just socicty all persons should be treated as
free and equal is shared by different theories within the liberal tradirion.
The inclusivencss of the all has been extended to the formerly disenfran-
chised, for example, women and black men. The all presumes also to
include persons with special needs who are dependent upon others in
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basic ways, that is to say, children, the disabled and the frail elderly. 14
order to include persons with the special needs of dependents in thé
community of equal citizens, however, these needs require special con-
sideration. The dependence of dependent persons obligates dependency
workers in ways that situate them unequally with respect to others whe
are not similarly obligated. What [ deem the dependency critique'® callg
attention to the neglect of dependency and the consequences of thgy
omission in theories of equality and social justice. In the following twe
chapters I bring the dependency critique to bear on the political thear

of Rawls. Y

Rawls, the most distinguished contemporary representative of the lib.
eral view, defines the political in rterms articulated by traditiona}
Western philosophies. For all of its comprchensiveness and powey
Rawls’s theory, like those that have come before ir, fails to attend to the
fact of human dependency and the consequences of this dependency opy
social organization. He joins those who have omirted responsibility for
dependents from, or relegated it to the periphery of, the political.!?§ The
presumption has been that these responsibilitics belong to citizens® pri-
vate, rather than public, concerns—a dichotomy that appcars reasonable
only by virtue of the neglect of dependency in delincating the politica]
The particular situation of those who care for dependents becomes in:
visible in the political domain—the domain in which parties are to be
reckoned as equals. The liberal ideal of equality casts its light in this
public domain and so fails to illuminate the nether world of humag
dependency.

I throw the spotlight on inevitable dependencies, those times in our
lives when we are utterly dependent, because inequitics in the organiza.
tion and distribution of dependency work—and its impact on the possj.
bility of equality for all—are most cvident when dependency is a featyre
of our human condition rather than a consequence of socially prescribeq
roles, privileges, or distribution policies.!? Previously, I have delineateq
a number of features that in the lesser forms of dependency are separg.
ble, but in utter dependency atre inexorably linked. First, the dependeng
requires care and caring persons to meet fundamental nceds for surviva]
and basic thriving. Second, while in the condition of dependency, the
dependent is unable to reciprocate the bencfits received.'™ And third
the intervention of another is crucial to assurc that the nceds of the’
dependent are met and that the interests of the dependent are recognized
in a social context.!3! Dependency, so understood, underscores not only
the limitations of an individual’s capability, but also the necessary laboy
of a dependency worker.

The point of the dependency critique is to show that, as long as the
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bounds of justice are drawn within reciprocal relations among free and
equal persons, dependents will continue to remain disenfranchised, and
dependency workers who are otherwise fully capable and cooperating
members of society will continue to share varying degrees of the depen-
dents’ disenfranchisement.

Rawls may be said to address these concerns indirectly, cither in his

resupposition that the needs of dependents arc met in the nonpolitical

p N
domain, or in his concern for “the least well off,” bur he does

domestic
not deal with them directly. Most importantly, Rawls does not consider

these concerns as central to the political aim of his theory. Especially
as he refines the political focus of his work in Political Liberalism, con-
cerns of this sort arc excluded. The exclusion is not trivial, nor is it
Rawls’s alone.

Because dependency strongly affects our status as equal citizens (that

is, as persons who, as equals, share the benefits and burdens of social
cooperation), and because it affects all of us at one time or another, it is
not an issue that can be set aside, much less avoided. Its consequences
for social organization cannot be deferred until other traditional ques-
tions about the structure of socicty have been scttled without distorting
the character of a just social order. Dependency must be faced from the
beginning of any project in cgalitarian theory that hopes to include alf
persons within its scope. ,
Theories which do not consider dependency at their heart may be
based on the concept of persons as moral cquals, but they will result in a
society in which the claim to equal moral worth cannot be realized for
2l In this chapter and the one that follows, I argue that to construct a
theory of the political that excludes dependency concerns can be main-
tained only by the exploitation of those who do dependency work ar by
the neglect of the concerns of the dependents.

My argument features the work of John Rawls both because of his
unequaled influence in contemporary political theary, and because of his
evident intercst in creating a theory sympathetic to the welfare of
women and others that have been excluded from the political domain. In
political Liberalism Rawls, addressing his feminist commentators,'#
(optimistically) that “alleged difficultics in discussing problems of
and the family can be overcome” (1992, xxix). He defends his
theory’s dependence on a “few main and enduring classical problems”
(1992, xxix) of political philosophy, and especially the conception of the
borrows from a long tradition in which the political actar was

opines
gender

person it ' . :
understood to be male. His own conception, he assures his readers, is
merely a “device of representation” and not a characterization of per-

sons in a full sense. Rawls clearly intends to include women within the
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scope of his theory. I contend that he cannot succeed because the theory
effectively excludes as equal citizens two classes of persons whom Rawls
did not intend to exclude: those who are dependent upon others, ang
those who attend to their needs. The contingent fact that women are, by
and large, the dependency workers means thar the theoretical formula.
tions of Rawls’s theory of justice effectively disadvantage women. 1 cop.
tend, but do not show here, that many of the criticisms applied to Rawlg
pertain (ceteris paribus) to other theories of liberalism.

The Role of Equality and Equality’s Presuppositions

Equality, along with liberty, forms onc of the two pillars on which
liberal political theory is erected; and, appropriately, equality is at the
core of Rawls’s theory. Equal divisions of the benefits and burdens of
social cooperation serve as a benchmark for “justice as fairness” (Rawlg
1992, 282). Equality plays its role both at the start of theorizing (all per-
sons are moral equals) and at its conclusion (social organization is to
result in political liberties enjoyed equally by all and in fair economijc
distribution, with equal opportunity advantaging the least well-off),133

Rawls proposes principles of justice intended to govern the basic
structures of a well-ordered society, principles which, he argues, would
be chosen by reasonable and rational persons under certain specified
conditions—conditions simulated in the original position. In Rawls’s
constructivism,'* the original position (henceforth referred to as OP) is
a hypothetical position from which representatives of citizens in a well.
ordered society choose the principles of justice that they want their basje
social structures (that is, their laws and institutions) to embody. The
participants in the OP are all modeled on equal and free moral persons,
who are rational and murtually disinterested. They know general faceg
about human nature and society but are ignorant of their own station in
life, their “conceptions of the good,” and “their special psychologica]
propensities” (1971, 11). This veil of ignorance over participants in the
OP should ensure that the choice of principles is unaffected by knowl-
edge of one’s own place in society, one’s own vision of the good, or
one’s particular psychological proclivities; it should guarantee that par-
ties choose principles impartially and, therefore, fairly. Parties in the Qp
are representatives of mutually disinterested rational agents concerned
primarily with their own well-being. The constraints of the OP reflecy
fair terms of social cooperation to which rational persons could agree,

In Kantian Constructivism in Moral Theory: The Dewey Lectures
1980, Rawls exhibits the methodology and the foundational concepts of
A Theory of Justice in what he calls “model-conceptions” (1980, 520).
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The OP mediates between the “mod'el-conce“ption§” of a well-o‘rc?ered
society and of a moral person, modeling the “way in whlch. the citizens
in a well-ordered society, vicwec'l as n?orza’,l persons, would 1dea!ly selfec.t
first principles of justice for their society (1980, 5?_0). ‘Answermg Crllt::;
cisms addressed to his modc]-concept}o.ns, Ra.wls in h1s.later works
adds that thinking of ourselves as participants in the OP is analqgous to
«pole-playing” (1992, 27).13¢ Thus the. OP and the model conceptions are
meant “to show how the idea of socicty as a f.alr system of social coop-
eration can be unfolded so as to find pfmcxples specxfyn?g the basic
rights and liberties and the forms of equa.ll.ty most appropriate to those
cooperating, once they are regarded as citizens, as free and equal per-
» .
SO[ll\fIy (cllZ?rzn, i2571hat those within relat.ions? OF. dependency fall outside the
conceptual perimeters of Rawls’s egalitarianism. I shall trace the concep-
tual shape of this exclusmn' in Rawls through an anglysm of the .flve.pr.e-
suppositions standing behind the concept of. cquaAllty as we fnqd it in
Rawls’s constructivism, and t}}rough a consideration of the pr!nc!ples
selected in the OP in light of this anal)fms..l argue that the two pnn.cnlplcs
of justice cannot accommodate the ob;c.:ctlons of the dependencY c.nnque
less Rawls’s foundational assumptions arc altered. In pointing to
o in this theory, | contemplate ways in which the Rawlsian posi-
o.mlSSlonlsd be amended. Whether the suggestions put forward suffice to
nov CO;:C theory amenable to dependency concerns without introducing
make'ntcoherencies for the theory is a question I leave for Rawlsians. My
new ! ither to reform Rawls’s political theory, nor to say that it can-
aim * nelf rmed. Rather, 1 offer the arguments of the dependency cri-
n-otn;lf)easrf;(:;riterion of adequacy, one applicable to any political theory
tiq

claiming to be egalitarian.

The Arguments in Outline

» writes Rawls, “is owed to those who have the capacity
d to act in accordance with the public understanding of
- itial situation” (1971, 505). The moral equality of.al] members of a
the i dered society is represented in the model-conception of the person.
o Lectures, he writes, “The representation for equality is.an
tter: we simply describe all the parties in the same way and situ-
easy 8 ‘ually that is, symmetrically with respect to one another.
ate ther }(:qs the,same rights and powers in the procedure for reaching
Everyon® ”a(1980 550). “Equality” in this passage means the identity of
agreemet ith re;pect to certain salient features: their rights and their
memel:r?n“;e procedure for reaching agrecment. It also means that the
pow

“Equal justice,
to take part In an

well-
In the Dewey
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parties are equally situated with respect to one another.!3? Representing

equality here seems unproblematic. But, I wish to argue, what makes s
i

« H
an “easy matter” is that so much has been presumed already. Let us see if
we can make the presumptions evident. ®

First, Rawls, borrowing from Hume, identifies the “circumstances Qf‘
1 1 » . ) . s .
justice.” These are preconditions for justice in a society, and include

facts that are known and recognized by the free and equal persons wh
constitute society. The circumstances of justice set the parameters fo, n
subsequent considerations. rall
Second, when Rawls provides the sense in which citizens in a w 11
ordered society are equal moral persons, he starts with an “idealizati; -
of. citizens in a well-ordered society—that “all citizens are fully coo .
ating members of society over the course of a complete life” (emphr;efq
mine, 1980, 546). oIS
For Rawls this means that no one has particularly taxing or cost}
needs to fulfill, such as unusual medical requirements. In Poljt;, y
Liberalism, Rawls writes, “The normal range [of functioning] is s eCc.!l
fied as follows: Since the fundamental problem of justice concernsp til‘
relations among those who are full and active participants in societ Ny
and directly or indirectly associated together over the course of a wh f’
life, it is reasonable to assume that everyone has physical needs and oc
chological capacities within some normal range. Thus the problem of i}sy-
cial bealth care and how to treat the mentally defective are set. If we 5 -
work out a viable theory for the normal range, we can attempt to han;ln
these other cases later” (emphasis mine 1992, 272 n.10). That is, the ¢ N
has initially to be made for the “normal” situation and then mt;difiedase
include important but unusual considerations such as special medj o
requirements.!38 eal
Third, as everyone is equally capable of understanding and complyi
with the principles of justice (to a certain minimal degree) and equaﬁg
capable of honoring them, and insofar as each person is free, that is, is Y
“self-originating” or “self-authenticating source of valid claims,”13? ,eacﬁ
views him- or herself as worthy of being represented in a procedure b
which the principles of justice are determined. An equality with respe, y
first to a sense of justice and second to freedom as being a self—authg-,:t
cating source of valid claims establishes the grounds for the claim tb
equal worth. °
Fourth, the realization of equality assumes a common measure. B
insofar as each person forms her or his own conception of the éoo‘st
Rawls proposes an index comprised of those goods all persons requi .
given the two moral powers of a person: an ability to form and revi:e
one’s conception of one’s own good and a sense of justice. The posses?
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sion of the two moral powers is itself a feature of the modeling of the
parties as equals.'? ‘ .

And fifth, the representation of the parties as equals turns on a con-
ception of social cooperation. The equality of those representing citizens
requires that persons possess the two moral powers and have normal
capacities because these are the only requirements for establishing fair
terms of social cooperation.!!

Rawls’s account, by his own insistence, is an idealization. Still, he
acknowledges that it must take into account “an appropriate conception
of the person that general facts about human nature and society allow”
(1980, 534). Rawls’s idealization, unforrunately, neglects certain scarcely
acknowledged facts bearing on “an appropriate conception of the per-
son” which are of the utmost importance in social organization, namely,
facts of human dependency. The question then arises whether, given the
Rawlsian idealization, the cquality of citizens applies to those individu-
als who are dependent either in the primary sense or in the derived
a fully compliant well-ordered society. In the following

sense, even in ! et
Il interrogate these five presuppositions:

two chapters I wi
(iy The circumstances of justice that determine a well-ordered soci-
ety’s conceptual perimeters.
The norm appealed to and projected into the idealization that
wgall citizens are fully cooperating members of society over the
course of a complete life.”
y The conception of free persons as those who think of themselves
as “self-originating sources of valid claims.”
The moral powers of a person relevant to justice as (1) a sense of
a conception of one’s own good; and list of pri-
ed on these moral powers that serves as index

(if)

(i

(iv)
justice and (2)
wmary goods bas
for intcrpersonal comparisons of well-being.

The conception of social cooperation that supposes cquality

between those in cooperative arrangements.

(v)

[ will show that in each of thesc assumptions dependency concerns are
omitted. In this way I demonstrate that. dependency concerns are absent
in the concepts which figure crucially in Rawls’s theory, concepts that
contribute t0 the mode]-conccptiop of the person and the wcll-or'dcrcd
society in which equality is realized. In Chapter Three, 1 begin, as

does Rawls, by considering the circumstances of justice. 1 then look at

how the model conception of the person js drawn in its idealizations,
first in the normt

hat “all citizens are fully cooperating members of soci-
ety over the course of a complete life” and second in the understanding
of persons as free, insofar as they are “sclf—originating sources of valid
claims.” The specific conception of moral persons, their needs and their
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interaction in an ideal social order will be treated in Chapter Four
where T will look first at the defining features of a moral person and the’t
index of primary goods and second at the notion of social cooperatico,
Examining these will allow us to sec how conceptions of social gOod;
and social cooperation need to be rethought if a sacial organization is to
be responsive to dependency concerns. The argument concerning Rawlg
concludes with an examination of the principles of justice chosen in the
original position and with the finding that they arc unable to yield the
egalitarian concerns that motivate the theory.

3
The Presuppositions of Equality

The Circumstances of Justice for a Well-Ordered Society

Dependency as Both an Objective and a Subjective Circumstance
of Justice

The general facts about human naturc and socicty Flwat const'min the
conception of the person and.of the wcll-ordcrcq society constitute ‘the
most fundamental presuppositions for the conception of cquality and jus-
rice evoked in Rawls’s scheme. The most general of these facts are encap-
sulated in what Rawls, invoking Hume, calls the circuntstances of justice.
These are either objective or subjecrive (Rawls 1971, 126-27; R:fwls 1980,
536). Because each is so basic, the fact that Rawls overlooks an important
circumstance has serious consequences for thc_ wholfz.thcory.

The objective circumstance of dcpcndcng is famllu.lr to us Aall. In com-

Jex societies nearly two decades are required to train mc.hv‘ldunls to b‘c
«fylly cooperating members of socncr?',” and in all socictiecs approxi-
mately ten childhood years arc spent in nearly rqral c.icpcnc?cncc on an
adult. As we live longer, a greater portion of our lives is lcd'm a state of
frail old age when, once again, we Fnlln)ot be fu!ly cogpcmitmg, mcx?'u!)crs
of society.'#? Despite advanced medical care, serious dlsnbhng' conditions
strike as much as ten percent of the population of the Uancd States.
Surely, one would think, such a fundmn‘cntgl featurc of our lives would
be included among the circumsm.nccs of justice. o o

Similarly, we arc familiar with dcpcndcncy in its subjective forn.]s;
that is, as it affects our needs and desires. We have the need and desire
both to be cared for and to care {or ]1'.'1\'1: somcone care) for those who
are important to us. Having these desires satisfied :mfi these needs met
are part of any conception of the good (sce Chaprer Four). By contrast,

83
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not everyone’s conception of the good will include doing what is necesg- -
sary to take care of these needs and desires. A just distribution of the
burdens and responsibilities attached to meeting these needs is required -
in the same way that adjudicating between differing conceptions of the
good is required of a just form of social cooperation. Furthermore the -
subjective conditions resulting from inevirable human dependencies, likt; :

the fact of differing conceptions of the good, are at the heart of consjq.
erations that propel us into social and political associations.

The Absence of Dependency in the “Circumstances of Justice”

From the Dewey Lectures onward, Rawls speaks only of the objective

circumstance of moderate scarcity, that is, the condition in which naturaj
resources are neither so abundant that distributive problems do not arise
nor so scarce that cooperative arrangements cannot be realized. Wigl,

respect to the subjective circumstances of justice, Rawls speaks primarily

of the condition that “persons and associations have contrary concep.-
tions of the good as well as of how to realize them” (1980, 536).

But even under conditions of affluence, there are important questiopg
to raise with respect to the distribution of resources devoted to meetj
dependency needs, and the distribution of the burdens and responsibil;.

ties of dependency work. Distributive questions with respect to depen.
dency needs are not traceable to circumstances of justice concernipg .
moderate scarcity. Yet nowhere in Rawls’s work is human dependency ;

explicitly cited among the circumstances of justice.

In the earlier works, we can find allusions to dependency concerng in
two passages. First, Rawls (1971, 127) includes the equal vulnerability of
all to attack and to being hindered by the united force of the othersg in

the more complete enumeration of objective circumstances. This vul. -
nerability, however, should not be confused with the vulnerability of
dependency. Rawls speaks of an equal vulnerability—e.g., the equal vy, -
nerability to attack. Vulnerability originating in dependency is nag a
condition in which all are equally vulnerable, but one in which some are
especially vulnerable. The unequal vulnerability of the dependent and, .
secondarily, of the dependent’s caregiver is an inequality in starting Posii

tions, which, if left unaddressed, is injected into the political situation

Second, and more promising, is a passage in which Rawls says j; is

“egssential . . . that each person in the original position should care aboyy

the well-being of some of those in the next generation ... [and that) for

anyone in the next generation, there is someone who cares about him in
the present generation” (1971, 129). The remarks arc provoked by the
worry that if the generations are mutually disinterested, then there g no
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impetus to prevent the depletion of resources for future generations.
This leads Rawls to propose a “motivational assumption” that will gen-
erate a “just savings principle” (1971, 285). He proposes that the parties
to the OP represent generational lines and that they be heads of house-
holds, thereby securing the interests of subsequent generations.

Although Rawls speaks of each person in the OP caring about the wel-
fare of some in the next, the concern is with a scarcity of resources across
generations, not the care of dependents. Even as he talks about a member
of each generation “caring about” one in the next, he urges us not to pre-
suppose extensive ties of natural sentiment.!#3

Dependency and Heads of Households

Rawls does not introduce representation by heads of houscholds to
solve problems arising from dependency, and in Political Liberalism
Rawls abandons the idea altogether. Might this device, nonetheless, be
helpful in considering the circumstance of dependency, b'y.having house-
hold heads represent the interests of dependents and familial caregivers?

In real politics, having one’s own interests represented by someone
who is differently situated is always a risky mater. Abigail. Ac.]ams
thought herself represented by her husband, but in the constitutional
assembly, composed only of male heads of hguscholds, no one seeme‘d to
have heeded her call to “remember the .Ladles..””" But the OP posits a
hypothetical representation: Why not just stipulate that those repre-
sented are represented faithfully? . o .

The difficulty with such hypothetical represcnt‘anon in the Rawlsian
framework has been pointed to first by Jane English (1977) mlld later by
Susan Okin (1989b). Using heads of households as representatives means
that, although the family is one of the basm- structures of society, justice
cannot be said to pertain within it—a dlfflf:ulty for gender ecquality
among those who share a household.!* If parties to the OP already have
ed social position relative to the family, they will not choose

a determin to! . ) . .

the principles of justice in ignorance of their social position. And in the
framework of Rawlsian constructivism, only principles that we choose
3

orance of our social position will issue in fair principles with
he basic institutions. Since Rawls does want to say that the
family is a basic institution, and since justice should then pertain to it,
the parties cannot be'heads gf hopscholds.

Okin’s suggestion 1s that 1quv1dual§, not heads of hougholds, shol-xld
be representatives. Our question then is whether the parties representing
individuals will represent the interests of both dependents and care-
givers. If human dependency counts among the general facts to which

in ign
respect to t
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representatives in the OP have epistemic access, then they know th
when the veil is lifted they may find themselves dependent or having
care for dependents. If the representatives are individuals instead
household heads, then they should be considering such contingencies ;
choosing their principles.

Although the theory allows an individual in the OP to imagine hep 0
himself to be a dependent or a dependency worker, the construction
the OP does not guarantee that the principles of justice chosen W
reflect the concerns of either. While the Rawlsian construct allows fo
the possibility that a representative may imagine himself or herself ag
dependent or having responsibility for a dependent’s care, it does ng;
necessitate that a representative will do so when choosing the principl,
for a well-ordered society. Dependents do not form an obvious oy
stituency within the Rawlsian construct.' Surely, some persons, enyj.
sioning themselves as having dependency responsibilities, may choose ¢
adopt other-directed interests as their own. Bur this makes the represep:
tation of these dependents a contingent marter and not one integral yg
the procedure of determining the principles of justice (see page 87ff),

If we insist, instead, that the parties represent generational lines!I
we face still another predicament. If the rational choices of individy,
parties modeled in the OP (along with the other conditions stipulateq o
the OP) sufficed, there would be no need for any additional motjys,
tional assumptions, such as the one securing resources for future geney,
tions. The motivational assumption is necessary just because we may
find too few in any one generation willing take responsibility for th()sé
in the next, if we must rely on individual voluntary decisions to assupe -
that everyone in a furure generation will have someone who cares aboy;
his or her interest.'*® The choice not to take on such responsibility ¢
neither irrational nor unreasonable!® and accords with our reflective
judgments, as the social acceptance of remaining childless shows.15¢
mandate such a responsibility could be seen as a serious constraingt Qﬁ
individual conceptions of the good. The “just savings principle” stand.;
in lieu of a mandate that each person in a society care about another 3
the next generation. But if the mandate itself is an undue constraine on
each person’s conception of the good, why is the substitute more acgepft_,’
able, since it requires that we refrain from the enjoyment of at leagt
some of our resources for the sake of a future generation whose wells
being may play no role in one’s own conception of the good? Eith,
Rawls’s motivational assumption fails or it allows into his scheme Prin.
ciples that constitute an unpalatable constraint on each person’s choigg
of the good.

Now if the supposition that each party in the OP is a head of hOUSe; :
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hold—which is still meant to avoid supposing extensive ties of natural
sentiment—is too strong to accommodate certain rational and reason-
able conceptions of the good, then it surely cannor be helpful in covering
the requirements of dependents whose care requires a commitment
stronger still than the preservation of resources for the future. There-
fore, we are confronted with the problem that however we conceive of
the parties in the OP, as representatives of individuals or as representa-
rives of households (or generational lines), the representation of depen-
dents and those caring for dependents is not assured by the construction
of the OP. And this is so even if we include facts concerning dependency

among those that partics in the OP would know while under the veil

of ignorance.

Chronological Unfaimess and Intergenerational Justice

Rawls (1992) revises his strategy to assure the just savings principle.
Acknowledging a proposal previously suggested by English (1977),
Rawls now maintains that “the parties can be required to agree to a sav-
ings principle subject to the further cc:mdition that they must want all
previous generations to have followed it” (1992, 274). Thus the motiva-
tional assumption that “constrains the partic.s from refusing to make any
savings at all” remains (1992, 2741.1. ].2) and is captured b.y a form of rec-
iprocity peculiar to the savings principle. Rawls had earlier noted:

Normally this [reciprocity] principle applies when there is an
exchange of advantages and cach party gives something as a fair
return to the other. But in the course of history no generation gives
to the preceding generations, the benefits of whose saving it has
received. In following the savings principle, each generation makes a
contribution to later generations and receives from its predecessors

(1971, 290).

It is a natural fact that “We can do somet.hil.ig for .posrerity but pos-
terity can do nothing for us” (]9?], 291). Thls. is “a kind of chronolog!-
cal unfairness since those who live later .pmflt from th-c labor of their
predecessors without paying tbe. same price” (HFrzen ?uec.l, 1971, 291);
being unalterable, however, it 1s itself not a question of justice but. a con-
sideration that we have to acknowledge in fashlol?mg the just society.

But the conditions of human development, disease, and decline are

cmilarly unalterable, as are inherent dcman'ds 9f dependency work that
S ent the dependency worker from functioning as an unencumbered
glr;:pendent agent. Whar is not unalterable is the level of support
extended to the dependent and the dependency worker. If we need a just
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savings principle (however it is formulated) to guarantee that the weli-
being of future generations is not jeopardized, we need a similar princj-
ple to ensure that the well-being of dependents and their caregivers i
not jeopardized, since the natural developmental process to which the
first is addressed is mirrored within the life history of cach individual a5
well, and if the first needs to be addressed by a theory of justice, so doeg
the second.

If these considerations are to be addressed in a theory of justice, one
would suppose that the conception of what it is to be a person must jpy
some way reflect such elemental facts about human existence. However
as we will see in the following two scctions, this is not the case irz
Rawls’s construct. Instead, we are asked to begin our inquiry concern-
ing the principles of justice with the idealization of a fully functioning
person.

The Idealization That “All Citizens Are Fully Cooperating
Members of Society”

Fally Cooperating Throughout a Life—The Strong Interpretation

Representing the equality of citizens in a well-ordered society, Rawlg
claims, requires the idealization that “all are capable of honoring the
principles of justice and of being full participants in social cooperation
throughout their lives” (emphasis mine, 1971, 546). Rawls presumes thig
to be an innocent idealization, greasing the wheels of the theoreticq]
apparatus allowing us to pass over the few difficult cases, persons, for
example, with “unusual and costly medical requirements.” He justifies
his exclusion of “hard cases” such as disabilities and special health needs
by claiming that they are “morally irrclevant” and can “distract our
moral perception by leading us to think of people distant from us whose
fate arouses pity and anxiety” (Rawls 1975a, 96).

But this idealization is seriously misleading. Amartya Sen remarksg
that leaving out disabilities, or special health nceds, or physical or men-
tal defects “for fear of making a mistake, may guarantee that the oppo-
site mistake will be made”?*! (Sen 1987, 157). The opposite mistake, |
contend, is to put too much distance berween the “normal functioning
individual” and the person with special needs and disabilities. Not a sip.
gle citizen approaches the ideal of full functioning throughout a lifetime,
The idealization, in contrast, suggests that those who are not fully func.
tioning are relatively few, and that consequences of special needs is bro-
kered only in monetary terms.

Perhaps by pressing the phrase “throughout their lives” we have inter-

e i g A i+ R
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preted Rawls too strongly. This phrase suggests that full functioning at
every point in a complete life is the requirement for equal citizenship.
Rawls also uses the phrase “over the course of a complete life” (which
survives the revision of the Dewey Lectures in Political Liberalisng). A
weaker requirement is to be a fully cooperating member of socicry at just
those points when it would be reasonable to expect an individual to be
fully functioning. That a certain portion of the population is dependent
at any given time would nor neeessarily imply that those persons are not
“equal,” since they may well be equal over the course of the complete
Jife.152 While individuals are minors, or disabled, and so equal citizens
only in potentia, their representatives in the OP are modeled as rational
fully functioning partics, with equal powers and symmetrically situated.

Fully Cooperating Over a Lifetime—The Weak Interpretation

The weaker reading of the idealization of full funcrioning allows par-
ties to come to the “bargaining table™ of the OP with a knowledge that
they are dependent—and may have to take on dependency responsibili-

me in their lives. Those whom the parties represent are

ties_,-at sonic f1 )
dependent in potentia (and possibly dependency workers in potentia).

Although as rational auronomous representatives (Rawls 1992, 316) they
come to the bargaining table of the OP in full possession of their power,
the dependent (at lcast) should be robustly represented by the party to
the OP. Behind the veil of ignorance, we do not know if we are depen-
dent or independent, dependency workers or unencumbered. 1t should
be the casc that cirhcr the nature of the rcprcncnmrivc, or the construc-
rion of the situation in which the representative deliberates, will allow
the interests of the dc.pcndcnr :nullrhc dcp%‘n(h.:ncy worker to be taken
into account in choosing the Prlncmlcs of jusrice. 1 argued above that,
although nothing in the construction of the OP prevents a representative
in the hypothcricn] situation of the OP from thinking about her or him-
self as a dependent or a dcpcxnlcncy worker, nothing assures it and so
these concerns will not nCCCSS:‘II:ll)' be represented. Only the least well-off
s assured representation, and in Chaprer Four T will argue that assimi-
[ating either the dc.pcndcnr or dependency worker to the position of the
Jeast well-off is ncither warranted by the theory nor by our considered

reflections.

HoweVCﬂ .
e, then the dependent s represented as a fully functioning citizen in
]

if dependency is recopnized as one of the circumstances of
justic
a Perl
party
depen

od of dependency, such as carly childhood. If T imagine myself as a
to the original position, | consider that 1 will have such periods of
dency and will want to choose my principles of justice in such a
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way that, while I am in this state, my interests are protected. F
more, since I will also think that, in all likelihood, 1 will not alwa
dependent, I will want principles capable of generating policies tha §
ance my concerns during periods of dependency with those during §
ods of full funcrioning. In this way, the weak interpretation does
for the concerns of the dependent to be included. .

However, as long as nothing in the construction of the OP assures
any party to the OP will identify their conception of the good, ar 4
rational self-interest, with one who meets the needs of a dependent,
have not yet solved the problem of representing the dependency wor
When citizens are idealized as fully functioning, there is no internal j
herence in a theory that does not ensure that parties to the OP repres
dependency workers. The theory simply is not concerned with such needs -
nor with the justice or injustice of how dependency needs are met. Bug ;
such a theory has neglected dependency concerns, it is not true to tho
realities of human life that move us to seek social alliances. Once we stop;
ignoring dependency, then we are obliged to think of how dependengy
needs are met in a manner that is equitable to all. )

Let us say, however, that as a representative in the OP who knO:w;;
that we all have periods of dependency, I do consider that I may chooge:"
(or be called upon to take on) dependency work. What kind of bargain;_'.
ing position do I need with respect to the other parties? I will be situareq
symmetrically to the other parties only if they too have envisioned thig
as a possibility for themselves. They may have, but because nothing iy
the moral psychology that Rawls sketches for us assures that they
will,’¥? they may not have. s

In Chapters One and Two we already explored some of the ways the
dependency worker is not symmetrically situated vis-a-vis her charge
and those who stand outside the dependency relationship but provide
support for it. The party who represents the citizen who does depen.-
dency work is also not situated symmetrically to the parties representing
citizens who do not do such work. The party representing the depen-
dency worker knows that the dependency worker cannot think only
about her own interests, but must also consider those of the dependeng,
As such, this party (assuming that the parties do represent individuals,
not heads of households), is not situated symmetrically to those partieg
who need only consider the interests of the citizen they represent. Let yg
consider how this is played out in the OP.

The egalitarian benchmark that constrains the OP is that each counts
as one in choosing the principles of justice. The idealization of citizens as
fully functioning over the course of their lives is needed for this modeling
of the parties because only then can we think of each citizen as counting
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for one in the distribution of both the benefits and the burdens of social
cooperation. All representatives of such citizens in the OP go to the bar-
gaining table knowing that, whether they are successful at a lucrative
profession or whether they are street sweepers, they have an equal voice
in the choice of the fundamental principles governing the basic strucrure
because they are each fully capable of participating according to the
terms of fair social cooperation.

Reflect on what happens during those periods when we are not fully
functioning and are dependent. Being too disabled (temporarily) or being
too young to cooperate fully in benefits and burdens is morally irrelevant.
Those s0 incapacitated still must have rights. But then these rights are in
need of protection by others whose powers are intact. The dependent,
however, cannot assume the burdens and responsibilities of social coop-
eration while in the state of dependency, even though as a citizen he or
she should be able to enjoy the benefits of social cooperation. A depen-
dent can define the terms of political participation only to the extent that
she can speak on her own behalf, can be heard as an independent voice
(neither is generally the case for “underage” individuals), and can act on
her own behalf (which is circumscribed by virtue of the dependency). As
for the rest, she must depend on those rcspor)sible for her well-being.
Another must hold the rights of the dependent in trust,'* just as another
must take on the care for the physical well-being of the dependent.

If we all took turns being dependent and dependency worker, we
would repay the debt incurred during periods of dependency of benefits-
receivcd-without-burdcns-assulmcd. But thf:rcf is no reason to suppose
such a state of affairs——t‘hat. is not what is implied in the norm of ali
citizens being fully f.m?c.tl'onmg over the course qf a life. Therefore the
purdens and responsibilities of. the dependent, which are assumed by the
dependency worker, make the intercsts of the dependency worker impor-
cantly different from those of the unen.cumbered a.nd f}llly functioning
citizen. Looking at thfa economy of social cooperation in terms of bur-
dens and responsibilities, we see that rh.e _11.1c.lependenr fully functioning
citizen assumes the burdens and responsibilities of one, while the depen-
dency worker assumes those of more than one, and .thc dependent those
of Jess than one. If we lf)ok at tllmt same economy in terms of benefits,
we Sec the dependent still counting as one, as does the full functioning

..o, In contrast, however, if the dependency worker must also secure
c-mze nd benefits for her charge, even at the expense of her own rights
ng:t;;efits, her own welfare comes to count for less than one.
anlf citizens who take on dependency work can be said to do so simply
among many possible conceptions of the good, then they should

s one . . ..
2 he disadvantage along with the advantage of that individual's

accept t
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autonomous choice—as must all citizens who form a conception of the
good, bur taking on dependency work is not one choice of the good life
among others. If none made such a choice, society could not continye
beyond a single generation. Therefore this is a conception of the gaod
which occupies a special place with respect to the welfare of society,
Also, when one takes on dependency responsibilities, one becomeg
poorly situated in a system of social cooperation in which each counts as
one (sce Chapter Four).

Unless some device acknowledges the fact that some citizens wil| be
disadvantaged even as they provide the labor nceded to care for and
reproduce other citizens, and provides a mechanism for cqualizing the
prospects of all, situating their representatives symmetrically to those of
unencumbered citizens cannot do the job of fairly representing all. The
veil of ignorance won’t suffice as such a device, because it gets us only
the reasonableness needed for social cooperation when all the rationa)
agents represent free and equal citizens—but we will sce, first, thay
dependency workers are not free in the requisite sense and, second, thay
the social cooperation in which dependents and dependency workerg
engage is not social cooperation among equals. That is why, at the very
least, we need a motivational assumption akin to the just savings pringj.
ple, but one that recognizes the role of dependency and care in the liveg
of each of us.

The symmetries that allow the rational party to simulate the commit.
ments of a rational and rcasonable person do not hold for conditiong
pertinent to the dependency rclation, and fail even on the weaker inter.
pretation of the norm of full functioning. Whether we say that we are
fully cooperating members of society throughout our lives, or over the
course of our lives, the idealization is questionable at best, or pernicioyg
at worst. Its virtue springs from the Kantian position that autonomy i
that feature of human existence that gives us our dignity. But it fosterg a
fiction that the incapacity to function as a fully cooperating societa]
member is an exception in human life, not a normal variation; that the
dependency is normally too brief and episodic to concern political Jife
rather than constituted by periodic, and often prolonged, phases of Ou;
lives whose costs and burdens ought to be justly shared.

Autonomy in the sense of self-governance is surely of special impor.
tance, but these Kantian considerations must find their way into a More
adequate representation of persons, one capable of acknowledging de-
pendency as an obligatory limitation to self-governance. Neither the con-
dition of the self-governing adult—the liberal Kantian model—nor the
condition of a minor—the secular and religious authoritarian mode}_
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ought to scrve as the “normal” condition of persons when choosing
the design of a social order. Insread the full range of human function-
ing!SS is the “normal” condition. Otherwise, representing dependents
and their caregivers within the OP and within the well-ordered society
becomes a problen; and the demands on those who care for them be-
come a personal issuc standing outside considerations of cquality and
justice.

The adoption of the norm that all are fully cooperating members over
the course of a lifetime makes plausible the modeling of citizens in the
well-ordered society as partics in the OP who are symmetrically situated.
But between the idealization (of equal siruation and equal powers) and
the reality {of asymmetries of situation and incqualitics of capability) lics
the danger that dependents and dependency carcgivers will fall into a
worst-off position. The procedure of construction modeled by the OP
«shows how the principles of justice follow from the principles of practi-
cal reason in umnion with conceptions of society and person” (Rawls
1992, 90). Although Rawls believes that the conceprion of the person he
employs is itself an idea of practical reason (1992, 90), it is an idea inad-
equate to the fact of a human’s vulnerability to dependency. To model
the representative party on a norm of a fully functioning person is to
skew the choice of principles in favor of those who can function inde-
pendcntly and who are not responsible for assuming the care of those

who cannot.

Free Persons Are “Sclf-Originating Sources of Valid Claims”

Equal persons in a well-ordered socicty must also be regarded as free.
Our contemporary sensibility refuses to rolerate slavery, serfdom, or any
similar bondage within a well-ordered society. Rawls contrasts the free
citizen to the slave or bondsman. He depicts citizens in the well-ordered
society as “sclf-originating sources of valid claims” {emphasis mine) in
the Dewey Lectures, and as “sclf-authenticating sources of valid claims”
(emphasis minc) in Political Lfl)c)rﬂlisn;.'“ Rawls also contrasts claims
originating from oursclves with those derived from our social role,
wherein we act for others upon whose rights and powers our own
depend. In the next two sc.crions., I wi].l arguc that being a “sclf-authenti-
cating source of valid claims” is an inapt characterization of freedom
for the dependency worker. But because it is an important feature of the
freedom Rawls ateributes to the “free and equal citizen,” partics to
the OP who arc modcled on free persons (in this sense) do not represent

the dependency worker.
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Is the Dependency Worker a Self-Originator of Claims?

What should we say of the mother and her claim to, let us say, t”h
right to education—not for herself, bur for her child? Is hers a ge}
originating claim, or a claim derived from prior duties or obligationg
owed to society or to other persons, that is, one derived from g

assigned to her particular social role? The parent who presses the claiy -
on behalf of the child also sees it—appropriately, I believe—as in hﬁr
own interest.’5” A caring and responsible parent is one whose s‘els,gﬂf

respect is bound up with the care she attempts to provide and the oppor:
tunities she attempts to make available to her children. Therefore, the

claims she makes on their behalf are reasonably experienced as self. -

originating claims, although they are claims made on behalf of anothep
within the context of a social role.

The dependency worker whose relation to the charge is more distangy, -
5

and so whose own well-being is less intimately tied to her charge, may
nonetheless make claims on the other’s behalf—claims that exceed the
dependency worker’s prescribed duties. When her claims (in contrasy to
the mother’s) go beyond prescribed duties, the specific claims cannot be

said to originate in her social role, even if, in general, her claimg on

behalf of her charge derive from her social role. Thus, both for the
mother (who, in making claims for her child, remains within her socially

defined role but experiences those claims as her own) and for the other |

dependency worker who does not so closely identify her good with that
of her charge (yet whose claims on behalf of her charge will exceed her
specified responsibility), freedom is as bound up with claims that origi.
nate from others as it is with those which originate independently, 158

It is important to stress here that a thick involvement of the depey,.
dency worker in the welfare of her charge is generally not, as it is gq
often portrayed, a neurotic, compensatory action on the part of an ingj.
vidual who has no hope of being a person in her own right. Becayge

dependency work is so often conducted under oppressive conditions, it jg -

easy to miss the fact that deep involvement is a normal and necessapy
part of good dependency work—while overinvolvement and Self—abnega*
tion may not even be good caregiving. A feverish child who wakes in the
middle of the night has a claim on her caregiver’s attention, even jf the
caregiver is very tired or even ill (see also note 162 below). Whether 4
dependency worker presses for a child’s educational opportunities, op

ignores her own fatigue to care for the ill child, her actions are good
caring and not, generally speaking, neurotic overidentification or self.

abnegating self-sacrifice. Caring about the welfare of persons for whon

you are responsible and for whom you care is entailed in normal andl
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effective caring. The failure of much institutionalized care-taking is
traceable to the difficulty of evoking this thick involvement on the part
of the caregiver; that is, the caregivers, so often, don’t care.

The dependency worker cannot be said to be a self-originating source
of claims, at least not in the terms suggested in the Deiwey Lectures. Any
retort that it is only the dependency worker, qua dependency worker,
who fails to be a self-originating source of claims (since these claims issue
from her as she fills a particular social role) fails to recognize an impor-
rant difference between dependency work and most other forms of labor.
Because of the moral demands of the work (see Chapter Two), the
dependency workers’ moral selves cannot easily be peeled from their
social roles. Therefore freedom that demands a view of oneself as a self-
originator of valid claims is not a freedom applicable to the situation of
the dependency worker.

Of course, Rawls’s is a normarive and not a descriptive, theory.
Glaves, too, would not count among the free individuals who have an
equal claim to the fruits of social cooperation, since they also are not
self-originating sources of valid claims. But in a well-ordered society all
should be treated as free and equal, and slavery would be impermissible.

Perhaps we should ban dependency work if it demands a psychology
in which the dependency worker's self-worth is more a function of
another’s accomplishments and welfare than her own. Some jobs, such as
coal mining, do seem inherently oppressive. One may argue that no wage
can compensate for the diminution in well-being thar a coal miner must
suffer, and that justice demands abolishing coal mining. Dependency
work has another character, and justice could never demand that we
abolish it. We cannot eliminate dependency work, nor would we want
to. If, as Rawls writes, the members of a well-ordered society are to
«yjew their common polity as extending backward and forward in time
over generations” (1980, 536), and the course of human development
inevitably requires that some persons care for dependents, we cannot tell
the dependency worker to abandon her concern for the well-being of her

- charge, even though this constraint renders her freedom—construed as

the self-origination of valid claims—an empty abstraction.

The restraint on freedom that dependency work shares with slavery
has tainted this form of labor, especially in modern times where freedom
as the self-origination of valid claims has been so highly prized. Only by
naturalizing dependency work (e.g., women are naturally better with
children, the sick, the elderly) have ideologues made their constraints on
freedom palatable to a modern sensibility.’® By so naturalizing the
labor, the coercion required for the modern woman to engage in depen-

dency work has been covered with sentimentality (see Badinter 1980).
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There is not an inevitable tension between holding that dependen,
work is more important than most labor and holding that dependen,

work can be oppressive and ought not to be foisted on anyone. If depen.
dency work appears oppressive, it is because the norm of freedom is

shaped without attention to the role of dependency in our lives. If j¢

only can it be, but under favorable conditions it is rewarding. Bur when
we highlight this sense of freedom, we are less likely to see this labor as
the vital, fulfilling, humanizing work it is.

Is the Dependency Worker a Self-Authenticator of Claims?

The criticism launched here is against an individualistic view of citi-
zens and their representatives in the OP. And the formulation in the
Dewey Lectures may be most susceptible to such a reading.!60 Earlier,
Rawls had explicitly warned against construing the self-interestedness Q;
the participants of the OP as interested only in their selfish Pursuits,
“There is no inconsistency, then, in supposing that once the veil of igno:
rance is removed, the parties find that they have ties of sentiment and
affection, and want to advance the interests of others and to see their
ends attained” (1972, 129). Thus the parties in the OP may represent th’é
wants and interests of others (and when the parties are heads of famﬂies
they presumably do), and self-originating claims need nor be self-intep.
ested. For example, if | want whatever J wauts, and although the con.
tent of my wants is derermined not by me but by J, the clajmy is
self-originating if my want is to want what ] wants. This is a nonce.
erced, other-linked, second-order wanting. One voicing such a wang is
less like the slave and more like the churches, or voluntary agencies, whg
press claims on behalf of others.!¢!

This wanting can be assumed in a variety of ways, not all of which
have the same moral standing or the same moral consequences, We need
to distinguish between two kinds of relations based on noncoerced.
other-linked wanting. In one, if we exit we do so without ieOPardiziné
the vital interests of those in the relationship. In the other, we dq not
have such an exit option. Labor regulations prohibiting certain workerg
from striking because others are vitally dependent upon them recognige
this distinction.

The dependency worker—especially one who is unpaid and whose
responsibilities are familial—rarely has a morally acceptable option of
exiting from her relation to the dependent. Even when she no longey

oppressive, it is so because it exists within a social setting that failg to
foster the well-being of dependency workers and their charges. This is

not to say that dependency work cannot be intensely rewarding. Ny -
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wants to want what her charge wants, she feels morally obliged to con-
tinue assuming the other’s interests. At best, the daily hour-to-hour
responsibilities can be given over to a paid dependency worker. But the
paid substitute’s obligation becomes morally {even legally) as compelling
until the paid dependency worker is herself relieved. For example, in
group homes for the retarded, as in facilities providing twenty-four-hour
caregiving, workers are mandated to work overtime if their replacements
fail to show up and must remain on duty until relieved. Clearly, the inter-
ests of a paid dependency worker in such a situation must be subservient
to thase of her charges, whether or not she wants to subordinate her
interests to theirs.

Ordinarily for a contracted period of time or amount of work, all
workers must subordinate their own wants in a work situation. For a
dependency worker, mandated overtime, unlike the hours for which she
contracted, is work-time controlled—both legally and morally—by the
needs of a dependent, The worker does not have the option to leave
because she has a better paying job awaiting her after hours, or because
she doesn’t need the extra pay, or because she just doesn’t want to work
anymore. Although the dependency worker either need not or does not
sort out self-interested preferences and non-self-interested preferences,
when there is a conflict she may be so situated that the moral, and some-
rimes legal, obligation falls upon her to favor the non-self-interested
preferences.162 _

Perhaps the disparity between the demands of dependency work and
the status of the individual as a self-originator of valid claims are not
jrreconcilable. When Rawls’s (1972) portrayed the party in the OP as the
head of a generational line, that party, like the dependency worker,
would in a less-than-voluntary-yet-not-coerced manner assume the re-
sponsibility of representingl the claims of third parties and be morally
compelled to protect the interests of the members of the household
under the same constraints-of-exit options as the dependency worker.
And the representatives of generational lines or heads of houschold
would similarly be morally obliged to balance their self-interest against
the interests of those they represent, and may even have to prefer the
interests of third parties over and above their own. The Rawlsian
thereby reminds us that only the mutual disinterestedness of the par-
ties—not the mutual disinterestedness between the individuals of the
society—is important for the OP.

Although the notion of generational lines has dropped out, the notion
of a self-originator of valid claims used in the Dewey Lectures has been
replaced with the idea that parties are “self-authenticating” sources of
valid claims. The revision seems to address some communitarian and
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feminist objections to a metaphysical conception of a person which ig
highly individualist—a problem aggravated when we drop the idea of
parties as representing generational lines or heads of households. B
altering his formulation to “self-authenticating,” Rawls allows himself to
state: “Claims that citizens regard as founded on duties and obligations
based on their conception of the good and the moral doctrine they affirm
in their own life are also, for our purposes here, to be counted ag self.
authenticating” (1992, 32).

This new formulation opens a space for an expanded notion of “sejf»_
interest, compatible with the interest of the dependency worker. The
mother who insists on the child’s right to an cducation may not be ace
ing on a self-originating claim, but she surely is acting on a self-authengj-
cating one. The particular claims she makes as a dependency worker
may be self-authenticating in this sense. This solution is only partial, for
it returns us to the vagaries of the relatively arbitrary choices individualg
make about their work and their conception of the good, and to the
uncertainty of whether or not their representatives in the OP will chooge
principles that will take care of dependency needs in a just and equitahle
fashion, as judged by our considered reflections (scc pp. 85-87 abovﬁ)
Without the assurance that dependency concerns will be handled Equ-i:
tably, we still have to question the self-authenticating nature of the
choice to be a dependency worker.

If dependency work were well-paid, and had a high status, or received
some other social recognition, we could conclude that the constrajng of
freedom and its other demands explained the sufficient supply of depen.
dency workers. The disparity, however, between the rewards offered m
the labor market and the vital interest to have good dependency care
makes it clear that market forces have not been relied upon to supply
adequate dependency work. Indeed, a clear-eyed look at the nearly yp;.
versal twin features of female caregiving and female subordination indi.
cates: 1) that a certain class of persons has been subjected to apg
socialized to develop the character traits and the volitional Structure
needed for dependency work;'6? 2) that certain sexual behaviors com-
mensurate with forming attachments, being submissive to another’s wil
and so forth have been made compulsory for women (see Rich 1978}‘:
and 3) that poor women and women of color have been forced inrg Paici
employment as dependency workers by the scanty financial resourceg
and limited employment opportunities available to them, and midd]e.
class women have been forced out of paid employment not commengy,.
rate with their (largely unpaid) duties as dependency workers. It hag not
merely “happened” that women have consistently “chosen” to make
dependency relations and dependency work central to their vision of the
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good life, while men have chosen a wider variety of options.!®* Because
care of dependents is non-optional in any society, some societal mea-
sures are inescapably taken to meet the inevitable need for care. If the
means by which a society distributes responsibility for dependency work
is not guided by principles of justice, then coercive measures—often in
the guise of tradition and custom, sometimes in the guise of merely
apparent voluntary life choices—are the predictable response.

The contention that dependency work is freely chosen and results in
self-authenticating, if not sclf-originating claims, pushes the problem of
distributing dependency work back into the realm of the private—into
private choice and so outside the purview of public demands of justice.
The consequence is that many claims arc presumed to be self-authenti-
cated when they are really heteronomous. The dependency worker who
fits this description will be no more a self-authenticating source of valid
claims than she is a self-originating source of valid claims.

The self-origination of claims may be an inapt characterizarion of the
dependency worker’s freedom in any society. But a well-ordered society
that is not yet a society in which a principle of care, doulia, is operative
is also not one in which dependency workers can be said to be self-
authenticating sources of valid claims. The dependency worker would
not yet be among the free citizens of such a putatively well-ordered
state. If only those who are equals and free in the Rawlsian sensc are eli-
gible to participate in social cooperation, then dependency workers can
not be included among the “frec” individuals who have an equal claim
to the fruits of social cooperation.
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The Benefits and Burdens
of Social Cooperation

Justice, in the egalitarian liberal tradition that Rawls exemplifies
should provide principles that fairly distribute the benefits and burden;
of social cooperation among free and equal persons given the circum.
stances of justice. In Chapter Three we probed Rawls’s conceptions of
the circumstances of justice and the norms that pertain to a conception
of persons as free and equal. In this chapter we continue to ask aboy
the inclusion of dependency concerns in the elemental concepts needed
to provide a well-ordered society—onc in which justice is provided for
all. Here we focus on the concepts that determine what are seen as ben.
efits and burdens: the notions of social goods and the ideca of socia|
cooperation.

The Two Powers of a Moral Person and the Index
of Primary Goods

The Omission of Care as a Primary Good

Social cooperation, as Rawls understands it, is achievable among
persons conceived as having certain moral capacities, a sense of justice
and a conception of their own good. Presupposing “various generg]
facts about human wants and abilities, their characteristic phases ang
requirements of nurture, relations of social interdependence, and much
else” (1992, 307), Rawls generates an index of primary goods, goods
that presume the possession of the two moral powers and that serve as 5
basis for making comparative assessments of interpersonal well-being,
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The list of primary goods has remained unaltered since A Theory of

Justice:

(i) The basic libertics (freedom of thought and liberty of con-

science) - . .
(i) Freedom of movement and free choice of occupation against a

background of diversc opportunitics ... as well as [the ability]
to give effect o a decision to revise and change them . ..

(iii) Powers and prerogatives of offices and positions of responsibil-
ity . . -

(iv) Income and wealth . ..

) The social bases of sclf-respect . . . (Rawls 1980, 526).165

(v

Without guestioning the merit of such a gauge as a measure for inter-

ersonal well-being,'® T want to ask: Does this list adequately address
needs of dependcntsm and those who care for them?

The question presumes that the two moral powers Rawls ateributes to
citizens are the only ones relevant to persons as citizens. The list of
goods is supposed to be motivated by a conception of moral persons as
ones possessing a sensc of justice and the capacity to form and revisc a
rational life-plan. Assuming that those in dependency relations count as
citizens, assessing the adequacy of the list requires asking whether these
moral powers suffice as the moral powers of citizens in a society that
takes dependency needs seriously.

An ethic reflecting concern for dependents and those who care for
them demands, first, a sensc of attachment to others; second, an empa-
thetic attention to their needs;' and chird, a responsiveness to the needs
of another. As we pointed out in Chapter Two, such an ethic gocs well
beyond duties traditionally assigned to justice, but in the context of car-
ing relations they are not supcrerogatory. To fulfill these duties requires
the cultivation of capacities which, while not required by justice tradi-
rionally conceived, are requirc.d by a state which recognizes that raking
dependency seriously is a requirement of justice.

Neither of Rawls’s two moral powers requires such concern nor yields
such an ethic. First, for some the good shall include attachments of senti-
ment leading them to cultivate capacities to care for others. Still, this
remains @ private matter requiring no responsibility on the part of
che society at large and no assurance that dependents can be cared for
without extracting unduc sacrifices from those upon whom the responsi-
bilities fall.'6? Sccond, unlike the .abiliry to form and revise a conception
of one’s OWn good, a sensc of justice is necessarily an other-directed
moral power. Alchough it is one that involves reciprocity, it says nothing
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about an empathetic attention to the needs of another who may be
capable of reciprocating. Thus, the moral capacities for care are ney
invoked in the moral capacity of justice as construed in Rawlsian cg;
structivism, '7° :

A construction adequate to meeting dependency needs justly wounl
expand the list of moral powers and amend the list of primary goods,
The moral powers of the person should include not only (1) a sense
justice (construed in the more narrow sense that Rawls suggests) and (2
a capacity to pursue a conception of the good, but also (3) a capacity ¥
respond to vulnerability with care.”? Neither (1) nor (2) addresses ci
zens as they may be vulnerable to the dependencies of age or illness o
disability or as they may have to care for others in that state of depen
dency. Although justice and caring have often been seen as distinct, every
opposing, virtues, the arguments put forward in this book press for a d
ferent view.' A justice which docs not incorporate the need to respond
to vulnerability with care is incomplete, and a social order which ignoreg
care will itself fail to be just.

Care as a Primary Good Issuing From the Moral Power to Care
Rawls’s list of primary goods neglects the goods that issue from az
commitment to care. If the list were to reflect such a commitment, they
we would find represented: 1) the understanding that we will be careg:
for if we become dependent; 2) the support we require if we have to take
on the work of caring for a dependent; and 3) the assurance that if v
become dependent, someone will take on the job of caring for those wha,
are dependent upon us. We can possess basic liberties, freedom of move~ "
ment and choice of occupation, the powers and prerogatives of public
office, even income and wealth, without the assurance that we will be
cared for if we become dependent; that when we are called upon to dg,
the work of caring for a dependent, we will be adequately supported in,
our undertaking; and that, as we focus our energics and attention qn
another, we do not thereby lose the ability to care for ourselves. ;
Must these concerns be reflected in a list of primary goods? That is;
are these goods basic for any individual who is capable of fashioning 5
conception of the good for herself and needed whatever one’s life play;: -
happens to be? And, if they are, are they also among those needs “rele., -
vant in questions of justice?” (Rawls 1982, 172).174 )
The answer to both queries is “yes.” Regardless of how we fashion
our conception of the good, we would want to be cared for when we B
are dependent and would want to be adequately supported if we find -
ourselves having to be responsible for the care of a dependent. More.
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over if the failure to secure these conditions impairs the capability of
those most vulnerable to dependency and dependency work to partici-
pate as equals in an otherwise well-ordered society, then these condi-
tions are indeed relevant to questions of justice. Therefore the good
both to be cared for in a responsive dependency relation if and when one
is unable to care for oneself, and to meet the dependency needs of others
without incurring undue sacrifices oneself is a primary good in the
Rawlsian sense because it is a good of citizens as citizens pursue their

own conception of the good and exercise their moral faculties of justice

and care.'

Furthermore, like all the other primary goods, such a good has a bear-
ing on the social bases of self-respect for the members of the well-
ordered society. Patricia Williams (1991) cites a passage from Marguerite
Duras’s The Lover:

We're united in a fundamental shame at having to live. It’s here we
are at the heart of our common fate, the fate that [we] are our
mother’s children, the children of a candid creature murdered by
society. We're on the side of society which has reduced her to
despair. Because of what’s been done to our mother, so amiable, so
crusting, we hate life, we hate ourselves. (Duras 1985, quoted in
Williams 1991, 55).

To the extent that we grow into a relatively safe and secure adulthood
in consequence of care secured through the sacrifice of another, a sacri-
fice that can never be adcquatcly.rcs?tc.)red, we carry with us a shame that
diminishes self-respect. We are diminished in this way as long as we live
in a society in which care can be had only through such a sacrifice.

If women, through their maternal roles, have been the sacrificial
lambs, they have also been thc.oncs 'V\{h() have recognized care as a pri-
mary good and have c‘:ngagcd. in Polmcal struggle when their ability to
care has been undcrn‘"n.ncd.. Historian TC{'nm:.l Kaplan (1982) documents
that the political participation of women in diverse nations, cultures, and
iods is tied to circumstances rendering women unable to
their families. By their willingness to engage in political
struggle to ensure their a.bility to carc for their fami]ic_:s, women, at least,
have contended that being able to carc for 9thers is a primary social
goodc The political nature of. thc.sc stru.g,glcs is consistent with Rawls’s
conception of self-respect, Yvhrdﬁ is contingent not on.ly on how the indi-
yidual conducts herself prnva'rcly, but on “the public features of basic
social institutions” and “publicly expected (and normally honored) ways

of conduct” (1992, 319).

historical per
give care¢ to
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The Public Conception of Social Cooperation
Dependency Concerns in Rawls’s Conception of Social Cooperation

Social cooperation, for Rawls, is more than “simply ... coordinare
social activity efficiently organized and guided by publicly recognizé
rules to achieve some overall end” (1992, 300). Indeed, it also deman,
“fair terms of cooperation” among citizens. These are terms citizens caj
accept not only because they are rational (in that they satisfy each pe -
son’s view of their rational advantage), but also because they are reasom
able (in that they recognize and accept that not all people have the same;
ends when engaging in social interaction). ' B

Dependency concerns, if they are both reasonable and rational, Oug}:C ‘
to be, but are not now, included within the features of a well-ordereq
society reflected in the public conception of social cooperation. 76 Thge
demands for the care of dependents are reasonable can quickly be estap.
lished. What is reasonable (in Rawlsian terms) is to recognize that the
interests of others need to be considered along with our own. Since any“ .
saciety into which we are born and in which we expect to remain for th;.;:" %
duration of our lives contains both those whose capacities make them, =
(comparatively speaking) “fully functional” and those who are depep.
dent and so unable to realize cither capacity independently, the interesys
of both need consideration. Furthermore, unless a human society existy’
under especially hard conditions, we think it reasonable and right thay
humans care for those in a weakened or impaired condition. Thus it 35 5
reasonable to expect that a well-ordered society is one that attends to
the needs of dependents, and whatever else that necessitates. s

Are dependency concerns also rational? That is to say, does it accord -
with each individual's self-interest to choose principles that would -
include such concerns among the terms of social cooperation? Because,
even if we are fully functioning at the time we choose our principles of
justice, we have at one time been dependent and may again find oup.
selves dependent, or we may find ourselves with dependents. In these cip.
cumstances, we would want to know that the means are available by
which we can either be propetly cared for or have resources available
and help available to do an adequate job caring for the needs of thoge
dependent upon us. '

Yet these concerns are scarcely acknowledged in Rawls’s writings, Ip
some, he states that the theory of justice as fairness needs to be extendeq
to cover “what we may call normal health care” (emphasis mine, 1992,
21), thus extending the theory to cover some dependency concerns. Byy
the daily care of infants and young children, prolonged periods of
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dependency (€8, frail old age), and health care that exceeds the bounds
of the “normal” are either not “health care” or not “normal.”'””

Rawls expresses the hope that his theory could extend not only to
normal health care but to other questions as well. Perhaps he would
acknowledge that dependency issues are numbered among those other
questions. Rawls’s notion of social cooperation, 1 want to insist, ex-
cludes a great number of these concerns from consideration as political
mmatters on systematic grounds.

We see this especially in the way in which social cooperation is char-

acterized, not only in the later work, but already in A Theory of Justice:

The main idea is that when a number of persons engage in a mutu-
ally advantageous cooperative venture according to rules, and thus
restrict their liberty in ways nccessary to yield advantages for all,
those who have submitted to the restrictions have a right to a simi-
lar acquiescence on the part of those who have benefited from their
submission (Rawls 1971, 112).

And in Political Liberalism, Rawls writes, “Those who can take part
in social cooperation over a complete life, and who are willing to honor
the appropriate fair terms of agreement are regarded as equal citizens”

It would surely be unreasonable to expect those so disabled thar they
are permanently depender‘n to s!mllarly reciprocate care or in any rele-
vant sense «restrict their liberty in ways necessary to yield advantages to
all’, (RanS 1972, 112) ) )

They would then fall outside the l_)qunds of social cooperation, and in
political Liberalism Rawls seems Wlllll.]g to deny these persons_citizen-
ship. 78 Those who are only temporarily de.pendent—.—.and that {ncludes
us all—presumably will be, or ha\fe been, in a position to reciprocate
according to the fair terms of‘ social cooperation. But even where the
dependency is temporary, during their d(?pendency they are rarely in
such a position. And the moment to reciprocate may never come: A
child may not reach maturity; an ill person may die or become perma-
nently incapacitated; a now needy and elderly parent may never have
been an adequate provider or nurturer. So unl‘css thf needs of their care-
givers are to be met in some other form of reciprocity, the only available

| characterizations of the caregiver’s function are either exploita-
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tion of supererogation.
[ have argued that, within the purview of a notion of social coopera-

ion dependency concerns are pertinent to political justice. First, be-
aus’e they are rational and reasonable considerations in choosing a
c . i i

conception of justice. Second, because a society that does not care for its
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dependents or that cares for them only by unfairly exploiting the la};,
of those who do the caring cannot be said to be well-ordered. And thi
when we reorient our political insights to see the centrality of hury;
relationships to our happiness and well-being, we recognize dependey;
needs as basic motivations for creating a social order. This means
we cannot limit our understanding of social cooperation to interact;
between independent and fully functioning persons because it obsc
or minimizes the social contributions of dependents—who, even in ¢k
neediness, contribute to the ongoing nature of human relationshi
and of those who care for dependents. :

Reciprocity and Doulia

The reciprocity and mutuality articulated in fair terms of cooperatj
apply to “all who cooperate.” They must cach “benefit, or share in cqy
mon burdens, in some appropriate fashion judged by a suitable benc
mark of comparison” (1992, 300). Because the relations of dependen,
and dependency workers to one another and to the larger society do fio
fit standard models of reciprocity, it is difficult to include dependenc,
concerns within a conception of justice as fairness.

One might, therefore, construe the arguments above as defending thx
position that dependency concerns fall within political justice, byt insig
that this idea of justice is outside the bounds of justice as fcu‘rngs"&
Rawls, who notes that justice as fairness may not be entirely coincidegy
with political justice, remarks, “How deep a fault this is must waj 1y
the case itself can be examined.” He reminds us that political justic
needs to be complemented by additional virtues (1992, 21). 1 sugges
another possibility. We can reconceive fairness. By enlarging the conce
of reciprocity, we return to some of the ideas expressed on pages 87-gg
but now applied to relations in which not all are independent and fy),
functioning.

The need, then, is to expand the notion of reciprocity, and in so dojy
open a conceptual space for dependency concerns within social CoOperys
tion in a just society. To fix our ideas, we consider the situation of g},
postpartum mother caring for her infant. The extreme neediness of thy
infant, and the physiological trauma of giving birth create a special vy
nerability for the mother. Some traditional culeures and religions mark
this period of maternity: The mother is enjoined to care for her chilg
while others attend to her needs and her other household and famili‘
duties. Some assign a doula, a postpartum caregiver who assistg t‘
mother, and at times relieves her. In the United States today, where farg
ilies are geographically dispersed and lack community support as we]] a
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adequate worker’s leave policies, there is a fledgling effort to adopt the
idea of a doula. Instead of the timeworn paid help—the “baby nurse,”
who displaces the mother by taking over care of the infant—the doula
assists by caring for the mother as the mother attends to the child.™®”

Doula originally meant slave or servant in Greek. It is intrigning to
redirect the concept and signify instead a caregiver who cares for those
who care for others. Rather than the notion of a servant fulfilling the
function of a doula, we need a concept of interdependence that recog-
nizes a relation—not precisely of reciprocity but of nested dependen-
cies—Ilinking those who help and those who require help to give aid to
those who cannot help themselves. Extending the notion of the service
performed by the doula, let us use the term doulia for an arrangement by
which service is passed on so that those who become needy by virtue of
tending to those in need can be cared for as well.'""! Dowlia is part of an
ethic that is captured in the colloquial phrase: “What goes round comes
round.” 18 If someone helps another in her need, someone, in turn, will
help the helper when- she is needy—'—whether the needines§ derives from
her position as caregiver or from circumstances that pertain to health or
age. We can state a principle of doulia: Just as we have required care to
survive and thrive, so we need to provide conditions that allow others—
including those who do the work of caring—to receive the care they need
to survive and thrive.

Since society is an association that persists through generations, an
extended notion of “reciprocity” (a' transitive—if you will—responsive-
ness to our dependence on others) is needed for justice between genera-
tions. As Rawls recognizes, the care we rake to hand over a world that is
not depleted is never reciprocated to us by those whom we benefit.
Rather, the benefit we bestow on the next generation ought to be the
benefit we would have wanted the previous generation to bestow on us.
The resemblance between this exrended' notion of reciprocity and doulia
is not accidental.’®? In l?Oth, we deal with }}uman development and with
its «chronological unfal.rness.” Moreover, just as the gains and savings
from a previous generation pass from us to the next generation, the care
a mother bestows on her child calls for reciprocation from the adult child
not only back to the parents, but also f(')rwa‘rd to a future generation. '8

The doula who serves as our paradigm is engaged in private interac-
tions. Rawls’s concerns are limited to the publfc‘—to the. basic structure
of society- While the paradigm concerns domestic interactions, I am argu-
ing for an analogical extension of the idea of doulia to the public domain.
The caregiver has a responsibility to care fgr the dependenf. The larger
society seeks ways to attend to the we'll-'b'qng of the caregiver, tbereby
allowing the caregiver to fulfill responsibilities to the dependent without



108 / Love's Labor

exploiting the labor and concern of the carcgiver. This is a public conce,
tion of doulia. As human dependency is incvitably a circumstance of iy
tice (one which marks our most profound attachments) and as care of
dependent morally obliges the dependency worker to give a certain pri,
ity to the welfare of her charge (sce Chapter One), a public conceptian ¢
doulia is needed to accomplish the tripartite goal of treating the dep
dency worker equitably, providing care for dependents, and respecting
the dependency relations in which fundamental human attachments Br }
and thrive.

“Although a well-ordered socicty is divided and pluralistic, . , .
public agreement on questions of political and social justice supports ¢,
of civic friendship and secures the bonds of association” (Rawls 198,
540). As potent as the bonds of association created by public agreemeny -
are, they are not as powerful as those created by caring relationship‘f =
These are bonds that tie individuals together into families, kin, ang
other intimate relations, bonds that allow individuals at different Stagééf .
of life to withstand the forces that act upon them. These intimate bond ‘l
make civic order and civic friendship possible (Held 1987a), ‘

The etymology of doulia as slavery is instructive as a contrast to the
principle of care advocated here. While slavery is a morally impermissibje -
form of service, dependency work is an inescapable one. While Sla‘?ef; ‘
under even the most favorable conditions is demeaning and dehumanj,,.
ing, dependency work under the right conditions reaches into the core of
our humanity, While slavery is the most dcbased of human relations'_
dependency work forms the most fundamental of social relations. e

Principles of right and traditional notions of justice depend upon a .
prior and more fundamental principle and practice of care. Without prac. ’
tices based on an implicit principle of care, human beings would eithg,
not survive or they would survive very poorly—and surely would not
thrive.!®5 A political theory must attend to the well-being of dependeny -
and of their caregivers, and also to the relation of caregiver and dependeng
upon which all other civic unions depend. A principle of care, then;
must hold that: In order to grow, flourish, and survive or endure illness, k
disability and frailty, each individual requires a caring relationship Wit}z
significant others who hold that individual’s well-being as a primary -
responsibility and a primary good. ’

But for a society to attend to the need for care and to do so justly, it
is not sufficient for the dependency worker alone to be caring. There
must be principles that secure social institutions providing aid apg”
support for dependency workers in their caring responsibilities, Thig
requires the broadened conception of reciprocity (and a suitably meq. -

The Benefits and Burdens of Social Cooperation / 109

ified sense of fairness within each generation) expressed in the concept
of doulia. Doulia, so conceived, requires that the value of receiving
care and giving care would be publicly acknowledged; that the burdens
and cost incurred by doing the work of caring for dependents would not
fall to the dependency worker alone (even when that dependency work
is freely assumed); and that the commitment to preserving caring rela-
tions would be assumed by the society. A principle of doulia would
mandate: first, a social responsibility (derived from political justice
realized in social cooperation) for enabling dependency relations satis-
factory to dependency worker and dependent alike; and second, social
institutions that foster an attitude of caring and a respect for care by
enabling caregivers to do the job of caretaking without becoming disad-
vantaged in the competition for the benefits of social cooperation.

The Rawlsian (and the liberal) account of a well-ordered society as

characterized by the narrower notions of justice and of right, then, is
either incomplete or inadequate. And this is so not for the reason com-
munitarians have stressed, namely that, on the one hand, it purports
more of a conception of the good life than it admits to, and, on the
other hand, fails to provide enough of a guide to the good life to be fully
satisfying. Rather, a society cannot be well-ordered—that is, one capable
of sustaining its members and providing them with a basis for self-
respect—if it fails to be a society in which care is publicly acknowledged
as a good which the society as a whole bears a responsibility to provide
a manner that is just to all.
Rawls, speaking of the need to give priority to the basic liberties,
points out that even when the political will does not yer exist to do what
is required (as it might not in a society that is less than well-ordered),
“part of the political task is to help fashion it” (Rawls 1992, 97).
Likewise, if the political will to imbue citizens with sensitivity and a
¢ of priority for care does not yet exist, it is “part of the political
. to help fashion it.”

in

sens
task . -

Conclusion: The Principles of Justice and
Dependency Concerns

Chapter Three and the previous sections of this chapter have shown
that the model-conceptions on‘1it dependency concerns and why this is
a shortcoming for an egalitarian theory of justice. Can we now con-
clude that the presumably egalitarian suppositions do not yield suffi-
ntly egalitarian outcomes? Ultimately, a definite answer rests on the

cie o
he chosen principles to accommodate dependency concerns.

capacity of t
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The principles of justice chosen by the parties to the OP are selected
from a “short list” of principles drawn from traditional Western politica]
thought—none of which consider the justice of dependency arrange-
ments for dependency worker and dependent alike. Therefore no other
principle on the short list is more likely to accommodate such concerng,
For example, some of the argument on pages 89-93 not only run counter
to contractarian assumptions, but also points to a difficulty with at leag;
one form of utilitarianism: preference-satisfaction urilitarianism. Do the
preferences of a mother for the goods pertaining to the well-being of 5
child count as the preferences of one individual, the concerned mother
or of two, mother and child? If they count for one only, then how aré
we to tally the preferences of the child? If they count for two, we violate
the cgalitarian principle that each one counts for just one. Few, if any,
political theories have focused on the consequences of dependency angd
dependency work, because few, if any, political theories have seriously
concerned themselves with the lives led by those persons (women) who
have had to deal with incvitable dependencies.

Nonetheless, now that these concerns have been raised, we can use the
notion of reflective equilibrium to “test” the adequacy of the Principleg
that emerge. If the principles selecred will yicld an cgalitarian outcome
for dependents and dependency workers, it could render arguments in
this chapter and the previous one superfluous. The first principle, the
principle of equal liberties, is irrelevant to our concerns, although deper,.
dency concerns introduce a worry that those who do dependency work
will not be guaranteed the fair value of political liberties. But I shall no,
take up this matter here. I proceed to demonstrate that the second prip.
ciple, the difference principle, fails in the relevant respects.

Dependents and Dependency Workers as the Least Well-Off

The latest formulation of the difference principle states: “Social ang
economic inequalities are to satisfy two conditions: First, they are to be
attached to positions and offices open to all under conditions of fai,
equality of opportunity; and second, they are to be to the greatest bepe.
fit of the least advantaged members of the society” (Rawls 1992, 6).

Dependency work, when done for pay, is poorly paid. Furthermore, j;
is largely gender-detcrmined. If the second principle is to assure a faj,
distribution of goods to those in dependency relations, it must be inter.
preted so that: 1) the group that is least advantaged includes paid depen.
dency workers; and that 2) fair equality of opportunity ensures against
forms of sex discrimination that result in women being restricted 1
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poorly paid or unpaid work. If fair cquality of opportunity is realized,
then the question is: Will distributive policies favoring the least well-off
ensure adequately mecting needs of dependents and caregivers? I do not
believe they will.

Fair equality of opportunity would mean that a woman who chooses
dependency work as paid labor, even if the work is poorly paid, makes
her choice unconstrained by gender discrimination. And if that choice
puts her in the ranks of the least advantaged, she would know that jus-
tice requires distributive policies thatr would not favor any other group
unless it ameliorates her condition. This is doubtless an improvement
over today’s situation. But is it good cnough?

Paying workers so poorly that this indispensable contribution to the
well-being and sociality of any socicty places the paid dependency
worker in the least favored sitnation seems not to cohere with our reflec-
tive judgments of what is fair. The least favored situation, one would
think, is the condition inhabited by_thosc s0 poorly endowed thar they
simply cannot take advanmgc f’f fair equality of opportunity to better
their condition. Morcover, is it reasonable to expect the dependency
worker to continue to be sufficiently motivated to give the caring care
critical to good dependency work, all the while assuming the status of
the least well-off, when truly fair cquality of opportunity is in the offing?
Normally, some degree of cocrcion is present when dependency labor is
had “on the cheap.”

Perhaps then market forces will push up the monetary value of
dependency work: If we want gooc? day care for our children, then we
will have to pay good moncy ff)r it and both children and their care-
givers will be well situated. So it may scem that we look only at paid
dependeﬂcy work. But much dependency wor.k has alw.'ays been done as
anpaid labor, and bcc.ausc s0 much.of t.ln's v.vork involves affective
bonds and is infused with socm]. meaning, it is likely to remain so. Due
to the importance of the ?lffCCt.lVC bonds to the quality of care—who
does the caring is fl‘cqucn.rly as important as the care itself—the depen-
dency worker is nonfunglblc.. (This is cspccm!ly true when dependency
work s familial an.d un?pald, but can be significant even when the
dependerlCY worker is paid.) I venture thar,. as long as dtfpenc.iency work
continues to be unpaid and flll.cd with SOFlal m‘ld affective significance,
wven fair equality of opporeunity for all is unhlscly to alter wages sig-
nificantly because its value will not be assessed in market terms. Under
the best scenario, assimilating the dependency worker to the least well-

aid worker will make the dependency worker better off than she is
now. But this solution does not reach into the situation of the unpaid
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dependency worker, nor does it touch the individual who has depen...

dency care as a major responsibility along with wage work. The non.

fungible nature of much dependency work vitiates much of the freedom,:

; . ; . and
constrains her, by ties of affection and sentiments of duty, to her -

assumed available for the caregiver under equality of opportunity,

charge.186

The Dependency Relation as a Social Position

A less Rawlsian oprion would be to count the position of the depen-
dency worker, along with the positions of the citizen and the least ad-
vantaged, as a distinct social position (Rawls 1972, 95ff.). Although
Rawls does not encourage us to multiply social positions, this strate -
would ensure that no advantage in the distribution of goods can accflgli
to those better off than the dependency worker unless the inequality
does benefit the dependency worker. However, given Rawls’s two mol‘iﬂ
powers and his list of primary goods, there is no basis upon which to
construct such a new social position. To create a special social positiob»{
for the dependency worker would seem arbitrarily to favor one form (:;
socially useful labor over others—and moreover a form of labor thay A
person would choose because it somehow fits with his own concel:n;ima1
of the good life.

If, however, we add the capacity to give care to the other moral POw-
ers, and if we include goods related to our interdependence in stateg of
vulnerability in the index of primary goods, we can make a case for
adding the dependency worker and the dependent to the short lige of
social positions from which to consider issues of fairness and just distrj.
butions. For example, we can make a case for a paid employee who ig in
a dependency relation, and so has dependency responsibilities, to receive
additional pay, benefits, time off, or services, which would enable hér
to support the dependency relation in a manner suitable to the sitya.
tion. She could opt to pay another adequately to do all or some of the
dependency work or to do the dependency work herself by virtue of the
freed-up time and added support. This would be scen not as a privilege
but as what is properly due citizens of a just and caring society;
enabling us each to be cared for without extracting an undue burden
from those charged with our care. But if being cared for by one upon
whom you depend and being able to give care to onc who depends on
you are not seen as primary goods, then there would be no reason for
principles of justice to be chosen that would facilitate such policy maj.
ing. To the extent that the difference principle is based (as it is) on g Iist
of primary goods blind to dependency, it fails to accomplish this task 187
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A Third Principle of Justice?

The social position of the citizen gives rise to the first principle of jus-
tice. The social position of the least advantaged gives rise to the differ-
ence principle with fair equality of opportunity, If we were to amend the
theory of justice as fairness to include the social position of the partici-
pants in a dependency relation, it would most likely give rise to a third
principle of justice. This principle, in contrast to the others, would not
be based on our equal vulnerability, nor on our possession of rationality,
a sense of justice, and a vision of our own good. Instead, it would be
based on our unequal vulnerability in dependency, on our moral power
to respond to others in need, and on the primacy of human relations to
happiness and well-being. The principle of the social responsibility for
care would read something like: To each according to his or her need for
care, from each according to his or her capacity for care, and such support
vom social institutions as to make available resources and opportunities
1o those providing care, so that all will be adequately attended in relations
that are sustaining.

I see no natural way of converting such a principle to either of
Rawls’s two principles of.jusrice: Therefore, it still seems that the theory
of justice as fairness, relying as it does on the suppositions outlined and
contested above, fails to meet dependency concerns and so fails to sus-

tain the egalitarian vision that purports to inform it,



Part 3
Some Mother’s Child

Introduction

Public policy, particularly in most Western industrial nations and
especially in the United States, presumes not to reach into the familial
Arrangements of dependency work (except in exceptional circumstances
of neglect and abuse). This is consonant with the liberal distinction
petween the public and private domain, which is nowhere more pro-
pounced than in the United States. Democratic welfare states have
moved to address a number of dependency concerns, ecither in their
efforts to move to a more sexually cgalitarian model—as in Sweden
where sex cqua]ity is an cxplicit aim of some welfare policies—or t<;

romote pronatalist policies——as in the case of France and Germany.

public policy, particularly in the United Stares, directly addresses
dependency concerns on at least three different occasions. The first is in
welfare policys particularly welfare policies intended to assist impover-
ished families (usually, though not exclusively, single-parent poor house-
holds). The second is in family and medical leave policies. The third
concerns the rights of disabled persons. A call for policies dealing with
childcare and eldercare arc only now beginning to be heard in the United

States, although other industrialized nations have made headway in

these arcnas.
In the next three chapters, 1 will concern myself both with policy

and with the lived reality of dependency. The first chaprer will
discuss welfare polici’cs: impAﬂcring on poor women and their children,
especially Aid to ljmmhcs wnl? Dependent Children (AFDC)—rescinded
in 1996—and family and medical leave policies in the United States. In

issues
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the following two chapters, my attention is on the care of the disab}
There is little in the way of policies to help families with the care of
abled family members, although we have an impressive piece of anti
crimination legislation for the disabled. Public policy with respect to
care of persons dependent due to disability will be discussed in the wid
context of the personal and social impact of disability on caregivers,

My discussion focuses on the United States, the nation that most cg‘
pletely realizes the emphasis on individualism that so easily occlyd
dependency concerns. Alchough it is the wealthiest and the one best g
to meet the economic demands of caring for dependents, the Ug
States is the most recalcitrant. A history of racism, a fierce market ideg
ogy, and an emphasis on individualism collude to make the Ungy
States resistant to the forces that have shaped the development of
welfare state in Europe, Australia, and New Zealand. Not only js ¢
United States the case 1 know best, but in its approach to dependen
concerns, it is either atavistic or the harbinger of things to come. Even
there are struggles in the U.S. to expand policies that concern dep
dency care, welfare policies in other nations are curtailing services
under the rubric of “restructuring the welfare state” in just those ape
where dependency concerns are most pressing. Progressive forces in ’
U.S. are struggling to bring to this nation policies that are friend}
dependency concerns and that have been firmly in place in many otk
industrial nations. But at the same time, the cutbacks in the miserly we
fare state that we know in the U.S. portend similar developments jn
very nations that are models of the progressive welfare state, 188

5
Policy and a Public Ethic of Care

Welfare De-Form

«Welfare,” in the United States, has denoted something short of “well-
being.” The term, as it most frequently occurs in the context of the final
decade of the twentieth century, has even been cut loose of a set of poli-
cies that charactetize most forms of modern industrialized societies—the
welfare state. While the welfare stare retains some of the benevolence
associated with “well-being” (formally, co-extensive with “welfare”), the
term welfare recks—of indigence, indignity, and social anomie. Yet this
program, sct in motion by the same Social Security Act that produced
the popular program known simply as Social Security,'® has been the
mainstay of women who—for whatever reason—found themselves
unable to both care and provide for themselves and their families.
«\Welfare as we know it” suffers from at least a double stigma: It is for
the poor and it is for women. While most of the recipients of the now-
defunct program Aid to Families with Dependent Children were chil-
dren, 90 percent of the adules benefiting from the program, which we
called welfare, were women. The new welfare program established
under the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation
Act of 1996, Temporary Assistance to Needy Families, similarly affects
mostly women and their children. Clearly, welfare is not only a poverty
issue, it is 2 woman’s issue. And as poverty here, as elsewhere, is fre-
quently associated with matters of race, welfare bears a triple stigma—it
disproportionately affects women of color and their children.1?

This welfare—aid to families with dependent children—has became
so stigmatized that it was jettisoned in favor of a harsh policy insisting
that women caring for children under conditions of dire poverty, with
no other support available, are to sweep streets and take care of other
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people’s children, rather than tend to their own. And if within five Years
they cannot find paid unsubsidized employment, they and their familieg
will simply be cut off from all aid. Yet, if one accepts the Pl'inCiplé
of doulia articulated and argued for in the previous chapter, welfare—.
aid to those with dependent children or dependent elderly or disableg
or ailing persons—ought not to be a despised policy but a right issned
forth from a principle of care and freely dispensed to all dependency
workers, "

Why is welfare so despised? Why has a nation as wealthy ag the
United States chosen to cast adrift poor women and their children rathep
than devote the one percent of the Federal budget and the two percent of
state budgets needed to provide the stingy aid? Why was the Left unahje
to provide a convincing rhetoric to counter those on the Right whe
insisted thar welfare must be “reformed”—a “reform” that amounted to
its virtual dismantling? To answer these questions adequately would
involve invoking complex sociological and political factors which lie
outside my expertise. What I propose is to examine some of the rhetoxic
against and some of the justifications for welfare. This Mmeansg,
inevitably, looking also at the justifications for the welfare state tha::
provide the theoretical ground for welfare for poor single-adult familjeg,
I will argue that grounds for the welfare state have harbored presuppogi.
tions which have left the gate open to attacks mounted against welfare,
especially for solo mothers. I will end the discussion with a visiog 0;'
what welfare based on a principle of doulia might lock like.

“Welfare Is a Woman’s Issue™': The Subtext of Welfare “Reform™

The debate surrounding welfare in the United States has produced a
strange cacophony of justifications and rebuttals of welfare and welfare
reform. While the Right speaks of “family values,” “unwed mmhers;%
“family breakdown,” and “teenage pregnancy,” the Left responds witﬁ
appeals to “structural unemployment,” “creating jobs,” and “endj
poverty.” “Welfare policies encourage dependency,” the Right insiseg,
“Provide jobs,” answers the Left. “Provide values,” the Right retoreg,
This appears to be a mismatch in call and response. Yet, these two
stances, I hope to show, share certain philosophical underpinnings, Both
positions, in different ways, assume a conception of the citizen based
upon a male model of the “independent” wage earner. Both see the per-
son on welfare as someone who can be incorporated as a full Citizen
only by fulfilling the role of the “independent” wage earner. Thar is,
both models fail to take dependency relations to be a central feature of
social organization and fail to understand dependency work within ap
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adequate model of reciprocity. Thus neither questions a conception of
social cooperation which presumes, but docs not credit, women's unpaid
labor as caregiver (Young 1995; Patcman 1989).

The Left and Right differ, however, in a crucial consideration. While
the Left—and here I bracket the feminist position(s)—views the issue of
welfare essentially as a question of how to deal with an economic prob-
lem, the problem of poverty, the Right views it as a social problem, the
unconstrained behavior of women who refuse to be governed by either
the rules of patriarchical marriage or a market economy. So while the
nonfeminist Left sees in welfare an ungendered issue, the Right sees a
gendered one.

Feminists, on the other hand, sce welfare and the welfare state as a

-woman’s issue: as patriarchal control over the lives of poor women, but

also as an essential safety net for all women.'”? Paraphrasing Johnnie
Tillmon, Kate Millet, in a rccent talk' on welfare, remarked, “The Man
walked out—he quit,”* But poverty remains, and it is poverty with a
woman’s face.

That welfare affects largely women and their children should be suffi-
cient to qualify it as a “women’s issue.” But if it were a contingent mat-
cer that the impact of welfare legislation was primarily felt by women
(because it affects the poor and women are disproportionately the poor)
then attacking poverty would be the way to relieve the need for welfare.
However in the attacks by the Right on welfare a different agenda
emerges. What we find is a stalwarr defense of traditional arrangements
of dependency work (although in a new guise), arrangements that have
privileged men and that disadvantage those who assume these responsi-
bilities. We find this agenda revealed in the very language of the legisla-
tion, in its proposals and in its predictable impact.

From its inception in the 104t Congress, the point of the most recent
U.S. welfare reform legislation has been something other than the ending
of poverty. The first welfare legislation pqulscfd by the House of the 104t
Congress, HR. 4, “The Pcrsonal. Responsibility Act” was slated as a bill
«To restore the American family, reduce illegitimacy, control welfare
spending and reduce welfare dependence.”

If restoration of the American family has an innocent ring to those
not influenced by fcmit'\ist criFicisms of the ffnmi]y, a clo§er look at the
act proves more troublmg. It is not onl)j sexism, but racism Fhat forrps
the subtext. The very first part of the bill is “Title 1—Reducing Illegit-

imacy.” It begins:
It is the sens¢ of the Congress that:

1) marriage is the foundation of a successful society;
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2) marriage is an essential social institution which promotes the j
ests of children and socicty at large;

3) the negative consequences of an out-of-wedlock birth on child, th
mother, and society are well documented as follows. . . ‘

Title 1 lists questionable statistics on “illegitimacy” and its puta
“ill effects,” which are, curiously, disaggregated by race. What begins i
a discussion on illegitimacy becomes one about “single parent motherg
and “teenage mothers” as if all single parent mothers were or started ¢
as “out-of-wedlock mothers” and as if all women who give birth whj
still in their teens are not married to the fathers of their childres;,
Neither implication is supported by empirical evidence. Instead it is
ideology of the deviance of solo motherhood and female teenage sexy
ity'® that is being promulgated. Nowhere is any blame attached to me
and when men are represented as deviant (in particular, young blg,
men engaged in crime), the cause of their misconduct is imputed tq p
enting by solo mothers. For example:

(O) the likelihood that a young black [sic] man will engage in criminﬂ
activities doubles if he is raised without a father and triples jf he
lives in a neighborhood with a high concentration of single Parei\f
families; and

(P) the greater the incidence of single parent families in a neighbgyp.
hood, the higher the incidence of violent crime and burglary, k

It concludes that

4) in light of this demonstration of the crisis in our Nation, the redye.
tion of out-of-wedlock births is an important government interegy
and the policy contained in provisions of this title address the Crisis,
(Rep Shaw et al., 1995: Title 1)

With such an ideology dominant in the architects of “welfare reform,»
o .. . . .. ¥
it is perhaps not surprising to find a prominent welfare official remark,

Every time I sce a bag lady on the streer, | wonder, “Was that an
AFDC mother who hit the menopause wall who can no longer
reproduce and get money to support herself?” (Lawrence Townsend,
a Riverside California welfare reform director [Williams 1995, 6]).

The misogyny sits before us denuded in this passage. And because the
pictures of the “welfare queen” and the “bag lady” that media Present
are generally black or brown, the racism is only somewhat veiled.
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The Right has seen the connection between a safety net and women’s
autonomy, but it has managed to produce a rhertoric that at once keeps
the connection invisible and yet invokes the security of a longstanding
institution, the patriarchal family., The campaign to “reform” welfare
has billed itself as one intended to decrease women’s dependency on wel-
fare and to increase women’s self-sufficiency, but by simultaneously
withdrawing federal assistance for women who find themselves without
male support, this legislation serves to discourage women from attempt-
ing to raise children without male support by threatening to pauperize
those who persist. It thereby serves not to promote women’s indepen-
dence but to return women to the economic dependence on a man
within a traditional marriage—whether or not she wants to, and
whether or not the man is dependable. Within the traditional family,
men retain patriarchal prerogatives. These carry the responsibilities, but
also the power, that comes with the role of the provider. They are pre-
rogatives that either came with class and race privilege or substituted for
class and race privilege. l‘3ecause these prerogatives are parasitic on play-
ing the role of the prowdeig:; poor men fro_m marg.malized classes have
less access tO this power.!?® The alternative of single motherhood is
made increasingly harsh—so harsh that women may find themselves
unable to provide for their families and face the need to relinquish their
children to foster care or adoption.

What we see is that the “fixes” that have been put into place through
the political success of 'th‘e ng.ht not only adv.ersely affect many women,
they also threaten femtnzst gains. The rhetoric of welfare “reform” has
resurrected the notion of “illegitimacy,” an ugly idea steeped in sexual
inequality signifying an attack on women who chose a reproductive life
outside the only one acceptable institution for raising children.¥’

Indeed, financial rewards are promised to states that can reduce rates
of out-of-wedlock b'ifths witho‘ut increasing abortions, that is for reduc-
ing so-called “illegltlmacy.ratlos.” We can note that‘these ratios are
calculated not only according to Fhe procreative behavior of women on
welfare, but of all the wgr;len in thfa State. Furtbermore, this same
jegislation providfas money for.“abstmcnce educatlon,?’ which teaches,
among other things, that absltlnence from sex outside marriage is
ed standard, that abstinence is the only way to avoid nonmar-

the expCCt X :
ital pregnancys sexually transmitted diseases and other associated
health problems, and that nonmarital childbirth harms children, parents,

and society- N .
The new welfare legislation serves still another challenge to the repro-

ductive rights of women, especially poor women who are most vulnera-
ble to control. A number of states have implemented “family cap” laws
which prevent women from receiving assistance for children who were



122 / Love's Labor

born while the mother was receiving welfare benefits.?® Alsa, the cons

striction of aid to solo mothers deeply affects women’s exit options ;
abusive relationships.?! Furthermore, welfare laws that insist thag .
persons, even thosc caring for small children, find paid emplo}rm)

makes a mockery of feminist demands for fulfilling and well-paying Ili)n-‘:
familial labor. To be compelled to leave your child in a stranger’s Cai&é

or with no care at all and to accept whatever work is offered is anothey
form of subordination, not a liberation. Furthermore, it devalues the
work waomen traditionally have done. '

While the end of AFDC is a siren call to understand why “a veq
against poor women is a war against all women” (as the slogan of;k
feminist advocacy group, the Women’s Committee of One Hundreq
declares), it provides the occasion to reconsider the basis of Welfare:
Welfare policies that can serve women raising families without stigm;Q
tizing those in need are consonant with a just society in which e‘l“"ﬂiér
can be extended to all. Women and whosocver undertakes dependﬁm:&
work must have access to such bencfits. These policies, then, are neces.
sary for the consolidation of feminist gains and for the achievement uf
equality and the full citizenship for women, especially in the context of
modern industrial economies (Orloff 1993; Mink 1995; Young 19gs,
Sevenhuijsen 1996; Fraser 1997). If the political will does not exist tc:
bring such policies abour, it is, to borrow the words of John Rawg
“part of the political task . . . to help fashion it.” ?

3

Justifications of Welfare
Traditional Justifications

To aid in fashioning the requisite political will, we need to be cleares
about the justification for welfare, generally, and the justification for
welfare targeted at the needs of women, in particular. The contemporary
“Right/Left” debate reflects a number of different understandings of tl?;e
bases for welfare and the welfare stare by thosc who endorse it ang b?
those who oppose it. ‘

The welfare state, and especially its policies directed at the poor, are
by one account, based on the nced to protect against failures of thé
market and to eliminate poverty, Within a market economy, the Satig.
faction of needs, the creation of needs, and the negotiation of what cone
stitutes need is tied to one’s parrticipation in a relation of ICCiprocity
between the production of wealth and its consumption, To Participage
in such a reciprocal relation is to be involved in social CoOperatign
which is requisite for citizenship, This participation is marked first and

1-"
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foremost by labor that is compensated in wages or salaries.”® It defines
“independent.” To stand outside these reciprocal arrangements reduces

e to the status of dependent, and as someone dependent on an indi-

on
203

vidual, a charity, or the state.

But as even the earliest proponents of a market economy saw, a mar-
ket economy in and of itself will not guarantee that all who can and
want to work will be adequately employed. The dynamism of a capital-
ist economy produces great wealth, but also great poverty. Such poverty
;s morally unacceptable in the midst of wealth and is politically destabi-
lizing. But efforts at redressing the inequity encounter what Donald
Moon (1988) has called “Hegel’s dilemma,” a dilemma articulated and
never resolved by the philosopher in his Philosophy of Right. For while
the redistribution of wealth can mitigate the poverty, such redistribution
(through cash transfers or the provision of goods and services in kind)
may, on the one hand, undermine a citizen's sense of participation in the
commulity and so undermine the citizen’s sense of self-worth. If, on the
other hand, the state steps in to create jobs, such action interferes with
the autonomous functioning of the market, and so disruprs the machine
that generates wealth.

The creation of the welfare state is a compromise between capitalism
and democracy. Marmor, Mashaw and Harvey (1990) suggest that wel-
fare policies take the form of one of the following: sacial insurance,
sesidualism, behaviorism, and populism. Some of these policies skirt the
offense to self-respect. Populist policies, such as progressive taxation or
free public education, have as their goal redistribution in the service of
community and equality. Social insurance policies are another compro-
mise that avoids the offense to self-respect. These benefits are under-
stood as “earned entitlements” intended to “protect citizens against the
‘prediCtable risks of r.nodfarn ?ife’” {(Marmor, Mashaw and Harvey 1990,
27). Although redistribution is not the goal of social insurance policies,
they to0 redistribute wealth, since \‘:vhat is rc-ceived as a benefit by a par-
ticipant normally. F:xcceds what is palld in by that individual. The
remaining two visions of .we]fare, residualism and behaviorism, are
aimed at the poor. Residualism establishes a safety net—a floor beneath
which individuals must not fall. Behaviorism attempts to alter the behav-
ior of the poor. Behawor.ism malfcs explicit the view that poverty is the
fault of those who are impoverished. Residualism as practiced in the
U.S. today makes the same.assumption implicitly. While populist and
social insurance policies avoid one horn of Hegel’s dilemma, residualist
and behaviorist policies do not spare their recipients a goring. The scar
marks them as “dependent.” And as Fraser and Gordon (1994) argue,
dependency, which in preindustrial times was seen as a structural social
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feature, has in industrial socicty and still more strikingly in postindus.
trial society come to be seen as a characterological feature of the poor
who rely on public assistance. Poverty itself comes to be viewed as 4
characterological flaw.

Welfare debartes today are most often between residualists on the Left
and behaviorists on the Right*™ The Right, emphasizing the evils of
dependency on state support, has pushed workfare, or work outside the
home in exchange for bencfits. The Left does not question the “debil-
itating effects of dependency” and does nor dispute the premise thar 4
job is preferable to a “hand-our.” It insists that if there are persong
who are employable but not employed, there is a need for job creation,
That is what is implied in the question “Where are the jobs?” to which
the welfare “dependents” are to turn in their newly forged (and forced)
independence.

Supporters and foes alike noncthcless recognize that not everyone ip 4
society is able to perform wage work, even if jobs are limitless. Indivig.
uals may lack the capacities required for employment, due to ill health,
disabling conditions, or inadequate education or rtraining.2% Nor doe;
any society expect everyone to work. Within most industrial societies,
we exempt and even prohibir children from working and do not Presume
that those over a certain age will continue to work.2%

Welfare policy initially assumed thar solo mothers would not work
outside the home. Aid to Dependent Children, the forcrunner of AFDC,
was, in the words of the 1937 Committec on Economic Security, “de-
signed to release from the wage-earning role the person whose natura]
function is to give her children the physical and affecrionate guardian.
ship necessary not alone to keep them from falling into social misfop.
tune, but more affirmatively to make them citizens capable of
contributing to society” (Abramovitz 1996, 313). It was aimed precisely
at those women who were justifiably not engaged in wage labor, ADC,
like its predecessor Mother’s Pensions, was supposed to be doled out 1o
mothers—though only to “deserving” mothers, that is, widowed op
abandoned mothers. The racial politics of the day saw to it thar thege
deserving mothers be not of African descent.

The 1962 amendments to the Social Security Act stressed the twin
goals of strengthening the family and family sclf-sufficiency. “For the
first time in 1962, federal law permitted states to require adult recipieneg
to work in exchange for benefits” (Abramovitz 1996, 333). These
amendments, which altered the name of the federal welfare program
from Aid to Dependent Children to Aid to Families with Dependent
Children, also permitted two-parent families to receive assistance where
the breadwinner was unemployed. Congress and welfare rules expresseq
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general ambivalence abour forcing mothers to find employment rather
than care for their children, focusing work expectations on fathers as
family providers. Once again, however, racism complicates the picture
for, as Abramovitz points out, cven as late as 1966, “Many states refused
assistance to black women if their cligibility for AFDC interfered with
Jocal labor market demands” (1996, 333). Perhaps not coincidentally, we
find the first pressures to institute warkfare programs was when black
mothers joined the ranks of ADC/AFDC.

Paradoxically, women’s dependency on public assistance for support
has, since 1962, coincided with women's entry into the workforce and
their greater equality of opportunity. The shifting expecrations and
opportunities has altered significantly our understanding of mothers’
dependency on statc aid. The declarations of 1937 and the debates of
1962 are scarcely conccivable today when nearly half of the women with
children of preschool age are in the workforce, and are employed ar least

~ part-time.

As systematic, formal barriers to social goods are removed, injustices
that remain become ]css? visible and those who are unable to take advan-
tage of new opportunitics are blamed for their own distress.2”? So while
previous social policies attempted ro distinguish “deserving” from “unde-
serving” poor women, the removal of ohstacles to women’s employment
has opened the door to characterizing all unemployed poor women as
undeserving. Nonctheless, not all poverty, even in postindustrial society,
has been viewed as a character flaw. When the disabled are poor, we
either fix the working environment ro enable employment, or we look to
supplemental income for those so disabI.cd that they cannot maintain
employment even with altered work.cnwmnmcnrs. We do not say to
them “work or lose benefits.” When, in our recent past, the aged consti-
ruted the majority of rhc'ponr, our nation looked for solurions that were
adapted 1o that population. T|‘1c solution was not to force every able-
podied elderly person to get a job, !mt to p‘rovidc old age insurance, to
peg benefits to inflation, and to provide medical care for the elderly,

In reading the literature by men, and some women, one comes to
wonder why, when women arc poor, theorists and social scientists fail to
ask if there arc not particular causcs of women’s poverty.?® Why are the
conditions faced by. women, cspc'cmlly those car.ing for dependents, not
high]ighted? Therc. is a presumption that when it comes to ‘getting jobs
there is no gender incquity; rhz}r‘ r.hc joblessness of women is independent
of the gender—relatcd vulnemblhlncs they face at home, in the. family and
in the economic slalﬁc.rg. There is no talk ol" gf:{lc.icrcd wage inequity; of
the gendering of familial carcraking rcspopsnbllmes; of gendered suscep-
tibility to spousal abusc and sexual abuse in the workplace.
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The inattention to the gender issues behind women’s poverty shou,
be of special concern to feminists. Not only must feminists alwaysﬂ
alert to analyses that ignore gender, but feminists must be aware th
gains for some women may jeopardize other women, especially thg,
least benefited by equal opportunity gains and reproductive rights Iegi
lation. For example, reproductive rights currently benefit least thag
women who are poorest, as they often lack the means to procure contrys,
ception or choose abartion. But they are held accountable for each preg; V
nancy and birth as if they had the samc choices the middle-class WOme;l;
do. Even feminist women will ask of poor women, “Why do they haye
children if they can’t afford them?”?® With respect to the expectation
that even women with children will be employed, Linda Gordon poingg
out, “The fact that most mothers today are employed ... nul'l’l}res
resentment against other mothers supported (if only you could call it
‘support’) by AFDC.” (1995, 92). In particular, feminist succesges
(removing legal barriers to women’s economic and political participation
and achieving reproductive rights) have promoted a presumption of gen-
der equality. This presumption has facilitated an analysis that ignore§
the gendered concerns of women who have turned to welfare to suppor;
their families. In another context, Naomi Zack (1995) warns, “You mﬁst'
dismount a tiger with great care.” The cfforts of some better situa.tedk
women to dismount the tiger of patriarchy may well have left other
women—less well situated—in mortal danger.

The Maternalist Justification of Welfare

As we have noted, at the inception of U.S. social policy, the poverty of
women was thought to be distinctive. Feminist scholars have documengt.
ed the influence of women in building the welfare state in the United
States and in drafting the policy that was to become AFDC (Sapiro 199¢,
Gordon 1994; Nelson 1990; Fraser 1990). The story of how a welfar::
program initiated by women for women became the despised program
we now call simply “welfare” is a fascinating, if depressing, one. At best
it is a story of a “progressive maternalism,” which gained power througl-:
the efforts of well-educated upper and upper-middle-class women evep
before women had gained the vote. At worst, it is 2 story about hayy
these same women, mostly white, used the social benefits conferreq
upon women to “Americanize” (and thus erase the native ethnic iden-
tities of Eastern and Southern European women), even at the cost of
preventing those benefits from being extended to black women and nop.
European immigrants.

The progressive maternalists adopting a philosophy of “social house.-
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keeping” saw their role as bringing maternal virtues into the public
sphere. Along with establishing a Children’s Bureau within the executive
pranch of government (the Sheppard-Towner Act and Mother’s Pen-
sions), they were also responsible for administrative rules, which mon-
jtored the mother’s sexuality, reviewed the women’s housekeeping
standards, and intervened in feeding and rcaring customs retained from
the Old World. These policy makers were maternalists in that they
wanted to bring women’s valucs into the public sphere. But as the city
housekeepers; the eyes of the well-meaning reformers were primarily
directed at the end result—the child. They bypassed the mother as a citi-
zen in her own right. Gwendolyn Mink writes: “The fruits of maternal-
ist social policy research were policies designed tro improve motherhood
through cultural reform. The bencficiary of these policies was the child,
the conduit her mother, the sacial goal the fully Americanized child”
(1995, 27).71 .

The maternalists’ feminist vision resonates with certain feminist
visions today, especially thosc which are associated with the feminist
morality of care.2!! Although there are doubtless many significant dif-
ferences between the historical casc and feminists today, the histor-
ical example alerts us to some of the dangers lurking in the otherwise
worthwhile project of bringing women’s value of care, of concern for
children, and 50 forth, to the public arena. For how, and in what spirit,
we try to import these values makes all the difference.

Welfam]ustiﬁed by Dependency Considerations

Dependency Revisited
The question before us now is whether, and how, we can conceive of

welfare in such a way that it addresses women’s lives, particularly recog-
nizing the extent to which womcn continue to carry the social burden of
dependency work. How, that. is, can we fashion policy that does not
insist that all women must fit 'thc Procrustean bed of the male wage
worker, that recognizes the demise of the “family wage,” and that recog-
nizes the dependency of those for whom mothers care, but does so with-
out reducing the motbcrs th.cms.clvcs to dependency and control?
Another way to pose this question is to ask if we can conceive of social
welfare policy that extends an equality of social citizenship to all
women?m As feminists have argued, women’s social citizenship requires
social recognition and support for the caring labor done by women 213
Can We develop policies that meet this goal?

To conceive and argue for policies that will advance the goal of a
full and equal citizenship for women, we need to shift our attention
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on dependency away from the social, political, economic, and mora}
registers which Fraser and Gordon explicate. The other deployment of
the term that gets lost but which is retricvable in the acronym AFDG—
Aid to Families with Dependent Children—is the use that this book hag
stressed, namely, the “inevitable dependencies” (also see Fineman 1995)
of human development, disease, disability and decline. To shift attention
to those who are dependents in this sensc is necessary if we are to con-
sider the fate of the class of persons upon whom the dependent persons
depend, those persons 1 have called dependency workers. These individu-
als who attend to the dependency needs of others (whether full-time or
part-time, paid or familial) incur, 1 have argued, a secondary depen-
dency. The dependency worker and her charge constitute the depen.
dency relationship without which no human society is conceivable. In
the solo mother and her children, we find the distillation of these found-
ing social relationships.

Robert Goodin (1988) writes that the justification for the welfare state
is, ultimately, an ethical one: to address the needs of dependents. His
argument is that “those who depend on particular others for satisfaction
of their basic needs are rendered, by that dependency, susceptible tq
exploitation by those upon whom they depend. It is the risk of exploita-
tion of such dependencies that justifies public pravision—and public pro-
vision of a distinctively welfare state form—of those basic needs»
(Goodin 1988, 121). There is much to be said for an understanding of
welfare as the protection of the vulnerable. The vulnerability in need of
protection, however, is not only the dependent who is disadvantaged by
age, illness or disability, but also the vulnerability of the dependency
worker.21* Furthermore, because the dependent requires not only the
caretaking itself in order to thrive, but a relationship, and because the
dependency worker, to be a caring worker, requires the recognition that
only a genuine relationship provides, the relationship itself requires pro-
tection. Because of the incurred secondary dependency, an obligation
devolves on the larger social order to support the dependency relation-
ship and the individuals that constitute it. These are the considerations
that enter into the public ethic of care I have called doulia, and these are
the considerations from which we need to argue for welfare.

What I will be suggesting here is that the concept of doulia can serve
as a justification for welfare extended to the solo mother, but that it is 5
justification that calls for a much broader implementation. Not onl
must welfare be extended to impoverished solo mothers, but it should be
extended to all dependency workers on a model thar moves away from
residualism and approaches the universalistic models of social insurance
and populism.
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Conditions for the Derived Dependency of Dependency Workers

To make this argument, we need to establish the relation between the
incurred dependency of the dependency worker and the welfare “depen-
dency” which so exercises the critics of welfare. The latter is not the
dependency of the children, bur that of their mothers. But these two
dependencies are linked through the sccondary dependency of the depen-
dency worker. We have already pointed to the moral and work-related
requirements of the labor of dependency care that disadvantage the care-
giver in the competition for the benefies of social cooperation. To these
we can add some further considerations. Whenever caring for depen-
dents is incompatible with producing the marerial support needed to sus-
cain those in the relationship, and this is generally the case in more
highly developed cconomics, the dependency worker, as well as those
who depend on her, arc in need of support. We need to add that the
dependency worker is not only cconomically vulnerable, but is also less
able to make her social and political voice heard, especially when it goes
against the provider of the material support that helps to sustain her and
her charge.”

Feminist research has cstablished “that in all industrialized Western
countries, welfare—tending to children, the clderly, the sick and dis-
abled—is largely provided in private houscholds by women without pay,
rather than by states, markcets and voluntary nonprofit organizations”
(Orloff 1993, 313). That is, women not only do most of the dependency
work, they do it without pay. Having dependents to care for means that
without additional suppart, you cannot—given the structure of our con-
temporary industrial life and its cconomy.—simulmncously provide the
means 1o rake care of rhcm.nnd do the caring for them (to use the useful
distinction in the term “f:mmg," that Joan Tronto {1993) has introduced).
This also means that withour additional support you cannot participate
in the reciprocal arrangements of production and consumption, as
defined within a market cconomy. The requirement for support then
constitutes an additiopnl condition of the derived dependency for depen-
dency workers, especially r.hosc who do unpaid dependency work. The
dependency Qf the unpaid dependency \.vorkcr is derivative, not
inevitab]e——it is structural, not characterological.

In previous chapters we have argued that even dependency workers
who are paid incur a special vulnerability to derived dependency, because

¢ the nature of dependency work and the consequent relation to the
Zependent. There are then three fearures of this labor—*“love’s labor™—
chat together arc responsible for this vulnerability. First, because de-
endency work involves the charge of one who is in many important
regards helpless without the caregiver, there is a moral obligation which
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transcends the bounds of most jobs. Sccond, because dependency work
requires a responsiveness to neceds, ofren an anticipation of needs, the
fact is that when it is done well, it requires a significant degree of emo-
tional attachment to the charge. As we pointed out earlier, whether we
require care or want someone for whom we are responsible cared for, we
want a caregiver who cares.?’® In addition, because the work of depen-
dency care is “functionally diffuse” rather than “functionally specific,” 5
caregiver does not have a fixed set of tasks, but has to address the indj-
vidual’s general state of well-being and do whatever is needed to assure
that her charge’s needs are met. Such responsibilities will often override
the needs of the caregiver hersclf, except where meeting her own needs
are crucial to meeting the needs of her charge.?'” Third, the demands of
familial dependency work often conflict with the demands of market-
based employment.

As Joel Handler has argued, regulatory models and legal rights that
now govern citizen-state or citizen-citizen interactions serve poorly to
adequately protect the dependent and to limir the obligations of, as we]}
as properly compensate, dependency workers.?™ It is for these reasong
that the dependency worker is liable to incur a dependency that has 4
character different from the dependency on cconomic and governmenta}
structures to which all workers are subject.

Patriarchal family structures, we pointed out in Chapter One (see
page 43), whether these be the nuclear family prevalent in industria]
societies, or one of the many extended family forms in agrarian societies
and peasant communities, have been responses to the requirement thae
dependency relations require support. And, as feminist critiques of the
patriarchal family have shown, they arc ncither the only nor the begt
response. Not only is it the case that within these structures the depen-
dency of the dependency worker is the condition of her vulnerability tq
exploitation, abuse and all the ills against which feminists have fought,
In addition, dependency work is assigned by gender, not by skill or dig.
position. Patriarchal state support in the form of welfare has been the
response to the solo mother in need in capiralist welfare states,?!? Again,
it has been a poor response—better than none, but too little, too stigmga-
tized, and too intrusive. The welfare repeal, or “reform,” is no responge
at all. The demand that women on welfare “work™ not only fails to
value the unpaid dependency work of the women using welfare to sup-~
port themselves and their children, but, by imposing on these women the
model of the male breadwinner, it fails to recognize the dcpcndency
work of mothering. In the name of fostering a fictive “independence,” j;
refuses to acknowledge the obligation of sociery to attend to relariog.
ships upon which all civic relationships depend. A socicty thar refuses to
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support this bond absolves itself from its most fundamental obligation—
jts obligation to its founding possibility.

The Citizen and Social Goods

In Part Two, and especially in Chapter Four, we demonstrated the
omission of social goods that bear on the needs of dependency workers,
dependents, and the relations of dependency in the most influential con-
temporary theory of the just state, suggesting that this neglect arises out
of the venerable tradition which Rawls’s work continucs. Consider, once
again, the conception of the citizen as the free, independent, equal indi-
vidual to whom rights attach. This is the citizen who enters freely into
exchanges with equals with a sense of justice, but also with a conception
of his own good. He both bencfits from social cooperation with equals
and partakes of the burdens of such cooperation. The maral features of
the citizen (an ability to form and revise one's conception of one's own
good and a sense of justice) are those that contribute to political and
civic participation with equals and call for a sct of social goods (“pri-
mary goods™) necessary for their exercise. The “primary goods” serve as
an index for making comparative assessments of interpersonal well-
being. Omitted from Rawls'’s list, 1 argued in Chapter Four, are the
goods of dependency care and relationships of caring. These are jusr the
sort of social goods that arc critical for women’s social citizenship.

If we say that the moral capacity of the citizen includes a third moral
power, the capacity for responding to those in need with care, we can
insist on the additional social goods needed for its exercise. If we possess
basic liberties, freedom of movement and choice of occupation, and have
access [0 the powers and prerogatives of public office, as well as income
and wealth, then we can be said to possess the political and civil rights
of citizenship. But full s.ocial citizenship requires that if we are called
upon to care, we can ful_ﬁll th'csc duties without losing our ability to care
for ourselves, and that in caring for another, the full burden of support
a5 well as care for the one dependent on us will not fall upon our shoul-
ders alone. Without such assurance, we have not yet attained the powers
and capacities to function as free and equal citizens. These, then, are the
social goods all citizc_ns, bur particularly women, require for social citi-
zenship. Before we discuss how these might translate into demands for

articular social policies, we need to consider whether an index of social
oods is the appropriate way to address the needs of dependency.

Amartya Sen has argued thar goods or resources are not the appro-

riate indices of interpersonal comparisons of well-being.2* The empha-
sis on goods, he argues, is a fetishism that prevents us from seeing that
the equality we strive for has to do less with the goods themselves than
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with what we can do with them. It is our capability, our freedom of func-
tioning, that we wish to equalize, not a bundle of resources. Sen’s
approach is more compatible with the dependency concerns 1 have
argued for than the Rawlsian notion of primary goods. The set of pri-
mary goods is normalized for the ideal of the fully functioning citizen_
The citizens of the well-ordered state that | envision are instead a non-
normalized group whose starting points are not assumed to be the same.
Where the initial conditions of individuals are different, indexing well-
being to a set of gaods is problematic at best. Individuals with different
starting capabilities will be able to utilize resources differently. What we
want to insure, claims Sen, is not merely that everyone has access to the
same goods with fair equality of opportunity, but that we equalize each
person’s capability to function freely. With this in mind, let us have
another look at the “goods” pertinent to dependency relationships: 1) the
understanding that we will be cared for if we become dependent; 2) the
support we require if we have to take on the work of caring for a depen-
dent; and 3) the assurance that if we become dependent, someone wil]
take on the job of caring for those who are dependent upon us. Instead of
being thought of as “goods,” thesc desiderata may just as well be thoughe
of as “capabilities.” The knowledge thar adequate support will be there
when we need it is a capability as well as a good. The goods invoked here
are the capability to do the caring and capabilities that are made possible
when we cannot care for ourselves. What 1 have proposed here is there-
fore compatible with a goods-based index, bur better served by a capabil-
ity-based measure of equality.??!

The Principle of Doulia as a Justification for Welfare

Incorporating dependency and the dependency relation into socia]
relations, 1 argued in Chapter Four, requires a concept of interdepen-
dence capable of recognizing “nested dependencies.” Through a form of
reciprocity 1 characterized as doulia, these nested dependencies link
those who need help to those who help, and link the helpers to a set of
supports. The equality concept inherent in the idea that we are all some
mother’s child utilizes such a notion of nested dependencies. This equal-
ity insists that our full functioning presumes our need for and ability to
participate in relationships of dependency without sacrificing the needs
of dependents or dependency workers.

As we look for a way to bring a care ethic into the public arena (the
contemporary version of social housekeeping), we need both a concep-
tion of social goods, and a notion of social cooperation which acknowl.
edges dependencies and the need for care, and which employs a notion
of reciprocation appropriate to a situation where one member of the
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relation is incapable of reciprocating. This is the concept of doulia, the
concept of social cooperation that derives from the Greek word for
service: Just as we have required care to survive and thrive, so we need
to provide conditions that allow others—including those who do the
work of caring—to receive the care they need to survive and thrive. By
extending the notion of service (rendered to the postpartum mother by
the doula so that the mother can care for her child and yet be cared for
herself) and by shifting from the private circumstance of postpartum
care to a public conception of care, we think of the circles of reciprocity
moving outward to the larger social structures of which we are a part
and upon which we depend. The principle of doulia will then provide
2 basis for welfare. For just as the caregiver has a responsibility to
care for the dependent, the larger society has an abligation to attend to
the well-being of the caregiver. Only so can the caregiver fulfill respon-
sibilities to the dependent without being subject to an exploitation some
have called “compulsory altruism” (Taylor-Gooby 1991 cited in Orloff
1993).

If we agree that the care of dependents takes place within a depen-
dency relation, then a principled ethical justification of welfare, and
indeed of the welfare state, is to support dependency relations. The pur-
pose of welfare needs to be at once to care for dependents and to miti-
gate the costs to dependency workers for their participation in the
dcpcndency relation. As we look at women’s poverty and the social
response to “welfare” from a perspective of the dependency relation, and
we attempt to reconstruct our understanding of social goods and cooper-
ation from this perspective, we get, I believe, an argument for welfare
(as it pertains to women especially) that differs from both the anti-
poverty (the residualist model) and the social control justification (the
behaviorist model). To be politically viable, however, this welfare must
not be restricted to the poor, but extended to cover dependency work
and dependency workers more generally,

The Family and Medical Leave Act

Even as the rhetoric on the Right reaffirms that the patriarchal family
is the only acceptable social institution in which dependents receive care,
contemporary societies, particularly those with industrialized economies,
have been confronted with vast increases in women’s participation in the
|abor force. The altered expectations concerning women’s entry into the
public workplace has disrupted the longstanding (if exploitative) organi-
sation of that labor we have called dependency work. Whether women’s
increased participation in the labor market has resulted from aspirations
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for equal status or from changing cconomic circumstances, it has left
many in a quandary of how to care for our children and our aging par-
ents, our sick partners, and our disabled neighbors.

We have seen that with changed expectations surrounding women’s
employment, we have encountered a major upheaval in welfare policies
directed at poor women heading families. Simultaneously, there has been
a push for policies enabling workers, male as well as female, to take
time out to have babies, care for sick children and family members, and
care for themselves when ill. These family and medical leave policies
have been aimed not at impoverished women, but at women situated
well enough to contribute financially to the family income.

My arguments thus far have looked at the inadequate response to
dependency concerns of poor women. 1 have argued that policies ade-
quate to meeting the needs of poor women’s dependency concerns will
need to be based on a conception of doulia. Furthermore, 1 have hinted
that policies based on doulia will cast the net wider than welfare’s pre-
sent coverage of indigent women and their children. Before examining
what a welfare policy would look like if it were based on an extended
conception of social goods and social cooperation (that is, if it were a
welfare policy based on doulia), it will be instructive to see how a libera]
social policy aimed at women—but not at the poorest women—fares
with respect to dependency concerns.

Among industrialized nations, the United States, in spite of its early
history of equal opportunity employment legislation, is especially primi-
tive in its response to the conflicts between paid employment and fami)-
ial unpaid dependency work. In 1993, the Family and Medical Leave
Act, a national piece of legislation, provided for some parental leave
and some leave time to take care of ailing family members. The Act is 3
rare piece of social policy in so far as it recognizes a public responsibil-
ity toward dependency care. In this section we will examine its positive
contribution and shortcomings.

Reading the Family and Medical Leave Act

The Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993222 (henceforth FMLA) is,
in many ways, emblematic of the sort of legislation and social policy
that is required to meet dependency needs of paid workers. It permits up
to twelve workweeks of unpaid leave within any twelve-month period
for one or more of the following reasons:

A) Because of the birth of a son or daughter of the employee and in
order to care for such son or daughter.
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B) Because of the placement of a son or daughter with the employee
for adoption or foster care.

C) In order to care for the spouse, or son, daughter, or parent of the
employee, if such spouse, son, daughter, or parent has a serious
health condition.

D) Because of a serious health condition that makes the employee
unable to perform the functions of the position of such employee.
(Public Law 103-3—Feb. 5, 1993, 107 STAT. 9)

This law expressly recognizes the dependency relations that I have
argued are §0 grievously ignored in much political theory. And it recog-
nizes the importance of acknowledging some of the demands of depen-
dency not only of the employee herself, but those of the individuals who
depend on her. While the Family and Medical Leave Act is an immensely
important piece of legislation, the law is relatively limited in its scope
and in the real benefits it pr.ovides. Consequently, its contribution to fair
equality for all f's circumscrll::ed. Its limitations are traceable to an ideol-
ogy of reciprocity and equ.allty that continues to push dependency con-
cerns back into the domain of the private, that is, to a conception of
dependency concerns that still fails to recognize the extent to which
addressing these needs is a matter of the social cooperation required for
a well-ordered and just society, 23

Among the limitations of the Act are the following:

1) leave is unpaid
9y employers with less than 50 employees are exempt from the FLMA

3) the FLMA construes family in relatively traditional terms.

Let us look at the “Findings and Purposes” of the FMLA, and then
return O consider if these bear on the limitations of the Act.
Let us first look at the “Findings.” 1 cite these in full:

a) FINDING—Congtess finds thar—

1) the number of single-parent households and two-parent households
in which the single parent or both parents work is increasing signif-
icantly;

2) it is important for the development of children and the family unit

that fathers and mothers be able to participate in early childrearing
and the care of family members who have serious health conditions;
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3) the lack of employment policies to accommodate working parents
can force individuals to choose between job security and parenting;
>

4) there is inadequate job security for employees who have serious
health conditions that prevent them from working for temporary
periods;

5) due to the nature of the roles of men and women in our society, the
primary responsibility for family carctaking often falls on women,
and such responsibility affects the working lives of women more
than it affects the working lives of men; and

6) employment standards that apply to onc gender only have serious
potential for encouraging employers to discriminate against employ-
ees and applicants for cmployment who are that gender. (Public
Law 103-3, 107 STAT 6-7)

First among the findings is that the number of single-parent house-
holds and two-parent houscholds in which the parent(s) all work has
significantly increased. The fact that this counts as a finding for a bili
such as the FMLA is indicative of the way in which the breakdown of
the sexual division of labor on the male side of the divide—expanding
the paid labor force to include more wonien—is putting pressure on de-
genderizing the female side of the divide—the largely private and unpaid
care for dependents. This is the first significant step in understanding
that dependency concerns need to be a part of the public understanding
of social cooperation—that decisions to undertake dependency care can
not remain matters of private decision making with only private conse-
quences, but belong within the public arena.

The second finding recognizes the nonfungibility of many dependency
relations, for cxample, the need of a sick child to have a parent’s atten-
tions. But it also moves retrogressively in the direction of the privatiza-
tion of dependency care. For it suggests that care of ill family members
and early child rearing are important for “the development of children
and the family unit” rather than for the general welfare of the nation and
a feature of social cooperation.

The third finding points to the need for policies that avoid pitting job
security against parenting demands. Both job security and parenting are
regarded as matters that are important for the well-being of individuals,
The law recognizes the importance of the statc in assuring both goods to
those individuals who may be torn between competing concerns—while
it establishes a responsibility of public institutions to assure that individ-
nals can fulfill dependency responsibilities as well as job-related duties—
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and that the burden of dependency work must sit not solely on the
shoulders of those who undertake these obligations. But how far does it
go? Not very far. The leave is unpaid and the exemption for employers
of less than fifty is not insignificant. Thercfore it represents only a very
limited acknowledgment of public responsibility to assure job securiry
for workers who must provide dependency care.

It is here that a public conception of doulia needs to be brought into
p]ay——the particular reciprocity of doulia. More than “accommodation”
is required. Accommodation presumes the situation of employment as it
now is, rather than challenging conceprs of what counts as part of the
cconomy and fully recognizing the importance of restructuring employ-
ment conditions so that they are suitable to a society in which depen-
dency concerns are included as matters of social justice and are not
simply thought to be private responsibilitics.

The fourth finding, addressing the inadequate job security for workers
with serious OF prolonged health conditions, is an acknowledgement of
the vulnerability to dependency that is shared by all employees.

The fifth and sixth findings are of special interest for they acknowl-
edge the gender specific nature of much dependency work, and the gen-
der inequality that results within the male side of the sexual division of
Jabor when there is insufficient support on the female side of the divide.
The justification for the bill thar can be garnered from findings five and
six is an equality argument, an inference which is sustained by the 4th
and 5th stated pt‘u‘.poscs of thC. bill (sce below). But unless we reconstrue
equality an(_i political conceprions .such as justice and social cooperation,
and unless 1t becomes a ])-lll)IlC priority to refashion sensibilities accord-
ingly, the FLMA lcaves infact the gender-structured narure of depen-
dency concerns, and while it helps to move these concerns into the
public arena, it cannot move us sufficiently in the direction of under-
standing that dcpcndcncy work cannot be privatized and genderized
without justice and equality being violated.

Let us now look at the “Purposes™ of the Act. I reproduce these in

full:

b) PURPOSES—Irt is the purposc of this Act—

1) to balance the demands of the workplace with the needs of families,
to promotc the stability and cconomic security of families, and to
proniote national interests in preserving family integrity;

2) to entitle employees to take reasonable leave for medical reasons,
for the birth or adoption of a child, and for the care of a child,
spouse, Of parent who has a serious health condition;
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3) to accomplish the purposes described in paragraphs (1) and (2) in a
manner that accommodates the legitimate interests of employers;

4} to accomplish the purposes described in paragraphs (1) and (2) in a
manner that is consistent with the Equal Protection Clause of the
Fourteenth Amendment, minimizes the potential for employment
discrimination on the basis of sex by ensuring generally that leave ig
available for eligible medical reasons (including maternity-related
disability) and for compelling family reasons, on a gender neutral

basis; and

5) to promote the goal of equal employment opportunity for wom-
en and men, pursuant to such clause. (Public Law 103-3, 107 STAT

6-7)

The purposes of this act are to recognize “national interests in preserv-
ing family integrity.” Bur why is it important to the national interest to
preserve family integrity and what sort of structures will count as fam-
ily? The purpose stated in (3) is to “accomplish the purposes described in
(1) and (2) in a manner that accommodates the legitimate interests of
employers.” But then why should (1) and (2) not trump the interests of
employers? And if they don’t, what are the consequences?

In light of the reading of the “Findings and Purposes,” let us consider
what I have listed as the limitations of the Act.

First, the leave is unpaid—all twelve weeks of permissible leave time
are unpaid. To take off from work to attend a sick child then remains 5
luxury, or a factor moving one closer to impoverishment. The United
States is not only one of the last industrialized countries to have a family
leave policy, it is also the only one in which the leave is entirely unpaid
(See Olson 1998). One of the purported findings and purposes to which
the act is addressed is the increase in the number of single parent house-
holds. But how many single parent employees can afford to be without
pay for three months of the year? How are they supposed to put food on
the table of a sick and needy person? One need not even argue that the

fall twelve weeks ought to be paid, but surely some of thar time needs to
be paid leave—by law, not merely by the good will of some employers
who provide paid leave—if it is to have a substantial impact on the prac-
tices of single parent households—which now constitute one-fourth of
all households.?#

Second, employers with less than fifty employees are exempt from the
family leave policy. But employees in companies with less than fifty
employees make up a very large portion of the American workforce, In
fact, they make up the majority of the workforce.2’ That means that g
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majority of paid employces in this country are not covered under the
FLMA! What is clear, again, is that giving heed to dependency concerns
is not viewed as a general responsibility. These can be trumped by the
employer’s needs—the benefits for employers are not thought to be only
personal. The benefit to the employer is conceptualized as part of the
economic well-being of the wider public. Meanwhile, little is put in
place to substitute for the merely personal demand of the employee.
Dependency care is not counted as part of the economic structure, for
example. It does not figure into the Gross National Product. ,

Third, the FLMA construes family in relatively traditional terms.
Although parent includes not only biologica] parents but any individuals
who have stood in loco parentis, and the term “son or daughter” means
«, biological, adopted or foster child, a stepchild, a legal ward, or a
child of a parent standing in loco parentis,” the term “spou;e” is
restricted to husband or wife, leaving out non-married adults who are
co-habitating, gay and lesbian families, extended families and so forth
Contrast this with the “nurturance leave” proposed by feminist legal the-.
orist Nadine Taub (1984-5), which argues for nurturance leaves for an
adult members of a houschold. If the stress in our policies is to suppor);
dependency relations because the fabric of social structure is founded on
the maintenance of such relarions, then the relations themselves and not
the social institutions in which they have traditionally been lodged ought
co become the focus of our concern,

The decisions or situations from which these dependency relations
result may appear to be private decisions between the parties involved—
decisions between parties which do not devolve obligations on third par-
ties. But there are some social institutions which appear to be formed by

rivate decisions between the parties involved and which nonetheless
induce obligations in third parties. Marriage is such an institution.22
The private decision by me and another to be a married couple mez;ns
that socially and legally ccrtain actions are binding on my employer, my
landlord, hospitals, insurance agencies, and the Internal Revenue Ser;ice
In an analogous fashion, the private decision to take on the work oé
dependency and form. a fiependency relation with a charge ought to
induce third party obligations to support the dependency worker in his
or her care for the charge. In the case of marriage, the binding obliga-
tions are part of a l?rlger interest in society to maintain the institution
of marriage. Recognition of its legal and social status means that two
individuals are treated as if there is a connection between them. But a
major reason to recognize such institutions is that they are the locus of
the care and sustenance of dependents. The relation of dependency is

morally and socially still more salient and fundamental, and so forms the
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very ground of this featurc of the marriage relation. The social technol-
ogy of the traditional family makes both dependency worker and charge
valnerable in a relation of (to use Sen's term) “cooperative conflict.” The
claim on third parties to support and help sustain the dependency rela-
tion, independent of a particular arrangement such as marriage, has
morally the stronger force. This claim is realized in the public obligation
to recognize caregiving within the arrangements of social cooperation
through the principle of doulia. And the argument for doulia transcends
the institution of marriage as traditionally understood as well as family
arrangements sanctioned by traditional marriage and biological relation.
Tts basis is the undertaking of carc, and responsibility for care, and the
dependency to which the carcgiver then becomes vulnerable.

Welfare Re-Formed: A Vision of Welfare Based on Doulia

Whether it targets impoverished unemployed women who have depen-
dency demands and no other means of support, or women who partici-
pate in the labor force but who continue to have dependency work
demands, social policy continues the fiction that the citizen is the
healthy, autonomous adult who, as Rawls would have it, is “fully func-
tioning” and for whom justice requires the reciprocity of those equally
situated. Dependency is acknowledged only as a breach of this norm.
Policies directed at dependency concerns are niggling and insufficient,
How would this change if we took dependency scriously?

In the previous section we suggested that a family and medical leave
act that was adequate to dependency concerns would first of all mandarte
a generous, paid leave and would broadly construe “family.” In this sec-
tion we approach this question by considering the needs of the women
for whom the lack of a social responsibility of dependency concerns is
perhaps more pressing than those women who could benefit from family
and medical leave. We approach the question by imagining how to
reconceive welfare. The concept of doulia itsclf, however, suggests that
the dependency worker must be involved in what Fraser has called “the
struggle over needs interpretation.” The theorist and advocate must be
careful not to follow the model of the invasive baby nurse rather than
the assisting doula. Nonetheless because dependency work does partially
deprive the dependency worker of political voice, interventions are cru-
cial. With these caveats in mind, I would like to make a few observa-
tions about what basing welfare policies on a concept of doulia
entails. 2 First, it entails that all dependency work, whether it is care for
children, the ill, the aged or the disabled, must be recognized as social
contributions which require reciprocation, not by the cared for but by a
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Jarger social circle in which the dependency relation is embedded; that
the social goods and burdens to be distributed and shared must include
the good of caring relations. There are a number of possible ways in
which such goods and reciprocation can be recopnized.

As we've already noted, the traditional family, with its breadwinner
and caregiver, forms onc such embedding nest, at least for the care of
young children. Let us, for the moment, presume the viability of the tra-
ditional family—ignore for the moment the social forces which have
hammered away at it and at the questionable justice of its gendered divi-
sion of labor. Let us imagine a family form and an cconomy in which
one breadwinner can produce income sufficient to support a spouse whao
does the domestic labor and caring work and a couple of children; and
Jet us SUPPOSC that this family is not governed by wraditional gender divi-
sions of labor. The dependency waorker cares for the dependents, and the
preadwinner, “the private provider,” supports the dependency relation
with resources sufficient to maintain all. This is then a private arrange-
ment which prcsm:mbly calls upon no additional social supports and so
s “se]f—sufficicnr.”'zg

There are at least three problems with this resolution, The first is con-
ceptual’ the 5(':C(.)nd is (_‘C()n()n'll'c, and the third is ethical and a matter of
justice: First, it is an obfuscation to think of such a structure as “self-suf-
ficient.” Although dependeney work results in the dependency worker’s
deriVed dependency, all employment involves some dependency. The

rovider is dependent on an employer and still more significantly depen-
dent on an economy in which certain skills, services, or products are
markctablc. The wage worker 1\ him/herself in nested dependencies—
dcpendent on an gnploycr, WI)().]S dependent on a marker and on a par-
cicular conﬁgurzltmn. (')f cconomic structures and forces, such as interest
atess global competition, cte. A private provider does not lend “self-suf-
ficicncy” to t].*nc dcpgldcncc ‘rcl:lti(m, because this self-sufficiency is a
Cor,ccptua] chimera in a capitalist cconomy. The appropriate contrast
petween a dcpcr?dcncy worker and other workers is not between those
who ar¢ sclf—rclmnr. and those who are dependenr, but berween those
whose Jabor resulrs in some sorts of yalnerabilities rather than others.??

SeCOnds an economically self-reliant provider/caregiver model requires
of compensation that makes it viable for a provider to support a
farﬂily' The srrucrurn.l unemployment characteristic of modern capiral-
con, as we all know, insures thar nor all providers can find employment,

ecially employment adequate to support a family. The rates of poverty
eSpong familics with two adults present indicate that, for large numbers
¢ familics, this goal is not achievable within the current economy.® The
fealifY for most two-parent families today is a wife who both has primary
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responsibility for domestic work and dependency work, but who also
holds down a job, often part-time, almost always not paying as well as
her husband’s. The pure provider/caregiver model has been hybridized.
The change comes in part out of women’s aspirations, and in part out of
economic necessity since the average weekly inflation-adjusted earnings
have declined by 19 percent since 1973.2!

Dependency work and provision can be so divided that each of two
partners engage in each of the two forms of labor and relationship. But
more often, even the hybridized model follows many of the same struc-
tural features as the pure model.* The hybridized dependency worker
continues to assume primary responsibility for dependents and remains
largely (though not totally) dependent on the income of the hybridized
breadwinner partner. If the marriage falls apart, the financial suffering
falls largely to the one who bears the major responsibility for depen-
dency work. It is often the demands of dependency work which prevent
that partner from pursuing financially more advantageous situations,

Third, as we have argued in Chapter Two, the work of dependency

care disadvantages the dependency worker with respect to her (or his)

exit options if the relationship with the breadwinner becomes fragile,
Orloff has argued that the social right which women need to demand i
the capacity to form and sustain autonomous families. Only such a right
would adequately address the vulnerability of the dependency worker.,
The dependency worker’s vulnerability to the good graces of the private
provider deprives women of the social citizenship which the welfare
state affords the male worker by “decommodifying” his labor (Orloff
1993, 319). The consequences of her worse bargaining position in coop-
erative conflicts and of her economic dependency on an individual man
are aggravated by woman’s subordinate position in the larger society—
that is, by the likelihood that she will receive a smaller paycheck, that
she is susceptible to sexual intimidation on the job, and so forth. The
injustices of intimate life, public injustices, and the gendering of depen-
dency work, however, only aggravate a vulnerability that attaches itself
to the work and relationship of dependency.

This means that a just reciprocation for dependency work cannot be
based on the so-called private arrangement of the traditional bread-
winner/caregiver model—or even the hybridized model. Instead |
propose a socialization and a universalization of compensation for
dependency work. Just as worker’s compensation and unemployment
insurance became programs that were universally” available to work-
ers, with benefits rationalized and routinized (and extended without
stigma), so must compensation for dependency work (Wacrness 1987),

Imagine, for example, a payment for dependency work, suitably
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rationalized and routinized, which can be used to compensate a mother
for her time caring for her child, or allow her to use the money ro pay
for daycare. Or to provide money for a son or daughter to care for an
ailing parent, or to pay somcone clse ro perform the service. The level of
reciprocation, furthermore, must allow the dependency worker not only
merely to survive, but to have lthc resources to care properly for the
dependent as well as herself. This means consic.lcring what else a depen-
dency worker requires: hclnlr}? coverage (whlch all workers and all
dependents deserve);' certain m-.kmd services o goods or monetafy
equivalent; and housing. But again, specifying these must be a work in
which dependency workers are themselves engaged. Following Sen, the
emphasis must be not on g.oods. per se, but on capabilities.2*

The conception of doulia respects not only the nature of dependency
relations, but also the caregiver as a dependency worker. Like other
workers they need vacqtions, exit aptions, retraining when they are
no longer needed at their c.mploymcnr. And like all work, dependency
work must be de-gendgrcd, in fact, not in name only. This suggests pub-
lic programs of educating for dependency work—especially young boys
and men.

But workers normal]y are acqnmmblc to those who pay their wages.
One problem with having public support for dependency work may be
that when the State pays for the labor of caring for one’s own children,
or ONE’S aging parents, then the SmrF can claim that it has the right to
oversee the quality of W()rk and the input of the worker. Such intrusion
into the “private domain” runs counter to much liberal thought. Can we
’-ustifiably say to the State, “Be the ‘public’ provider, be the one who

ay’s the dependency worl'<cr her salary, but then {except of course when
the dependency }vcrkcr violates the trust of her charge and begins to be
abusive of negllgent.), stay out of the ‘private’ dependency relation?”
putting the matter this way may rcl.y too much on the dichotomy of pub-
lic and private that feminist tllf)OrlStS have urged us to reconsider. But
state oversight of persopnl fClﬂfl(){IS, €xcept to protect against abuse and
che erpetuation of sexist oppressian, scems to run counter to most fem-
..t liberatory goals as well.
mlI pelieve that the conceprt of social cooperation inherent in the concept

fdouli“ offers a resolution to this dilemma. Ordinary concepts of reci-
0 dictate that if I provide you with a product or a service, you

rocation i

mpensate me for the product or the labor 1 poured into that product
co service- Lines of accountability follow the lines of reciprocation. If
or

do not pay me, I do not receive the benefits for which I labored, and
u hold you accountable, and it is my right to do so. If you pay me but
deliver the goods, you do not receive the benefits for which I

yO
sol
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got paid, and you hold me accountable and again, it is your right to do
so0. There is no third party affected by the transaction, and each party is
accountable to the other, except that the State may have a duty to insure
that both parties honor their agreements. But the labor of the depen-
dency worker flows to the dependent. If 1 do a good job as a dependency
worker, the dependent is the beneficiary. 1 am accountable first and fore-
most to the direct beneficiary of my actions, that is, to my charge. Just
as any other worker, I have a right to demand compensation for my
labor. But because the dependent, virtually by definition, is not in a
position to compensate, the compensation comes from another source:
the provider. The right to demand that the work be well-done, however,
is the right of the dependent. The duty of the State, whether it is a
provider or not, is to be sure that the work is well done and that the
dependency worker is compensated. The duty of the State is especially
significant in the case of a party as vulncrable as the charge. The point is
only that when a larger social structure is the provider, being such a
provider is not the same as being the employer to whom a worker is
responsible. Such a duty is not an open ticket to intrude upon the rela-
tionship or to regulate the life of the dependency worker. The duty of
the public provider remains the duty of the state at present: to insure
that a child is neither neglected nor abused nor denied provisions of a
fundamental sort. Such a duty is consonant with the obligation of the
state to protect its citizens against abuses from other citizens. Just as we
do not want the “private relation” of spouses to be exempt, so we can-
not want dependency relations to be exempt.

Adequate public support of dependency work, then, would signifi-
cantly alter the dependency workers’ bargaining position, making both
them and their charges better able to respond to abuse within the family,
and less subject to intrusive state regulation. Even the miserly AFDC
program was primarily a boon to women with children escaping abusive
relations. A welfare program that universalizes compensation for depen-
dency work, whether or not another able adult was present in the home,
would allow women to leave abusive relations without the stigma of
current welfare participation.

Within our own society, dependency workers—paid or unpaid—are
generally poorer than others. Paid dependency workers, such as child
care workers, are the most poorly paid workers relative to their level of
education and skill (Hartmann and Pearce 1989). In hospitals and nurs-
ing homes, orderlies and aides, those who do most of the hands-on
dependency care of patients and clients, are the lowest paid staff,
Female-headed households account for the poorest families in the U.S,
Doulia requires that dependency work which is currently paid work be
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well-paid. It is not enough that women be able to have affordable child-
care. We are not adhering to a principle of doulia when we exploit other
women to care for our children.

And finally, a concept of doulia would be accepting of any family
form in which dependency work is adequately realized. It would honor
different familial forms of caring: a child caring for an elderly parent; a
gay man caring for his partner with AIDS; a lesbian woman caring for
her lover, and her lover's children, through a bout of breast cancer; a
single parent household or a multiple adult household in which children
are being raised. A concept of doulia only recognizes need, and the vul-
nerability arising from the responsiveness to need—not family form,
forms of sexuality, gender, class, or race.?%

Underlying the debate over AFDC has been the question of the visibil-
ity of and the social responsibility for the dependency work of women.
By keeping the responsibility private, poor women will stay poor and
those not poor will be impoverished if they try to raise families without
support of a man. Dependency work is a category in which the interests
of women of different races or classes can be turned against each other.
White women benefit from the dependency work of women of color for
example, and wealthy women benefit from the dependency work of
oorer women. Glenn (1992) points to the difficulties that await an
offort to unite women around issues of care. She writes:

with the move into the labor force of all races and classes of
women, it is tempting to think that we can find unity around the
common prablems of “working women.” With that in mind, femi-
nist policy makers have called for expanding services to assist
employed mothers in such arcas as child care and elderly care. We
need to ask, Who is going to do the work? Who will benefir from
increased services? The historical record suggests that it will be done

by women of color ... and that it will be middle-class women who
will receive the services (1992, 36).

When she applies this scenario to the needs of employed middle-class
women and to reglllatlf)ns insisting that women on welfare find employ-
ment Glenn wryly points out that the apparent coincidence of interest
disappears: at current wages, childcare work will not suffice to bring the
welfare mother out of poverty, and if wages are raised, the middle-class
woman will not be able to afford the less advantaged women’s services.
Feminism will come apart unlc.ss women speak and think together about
how © forge policies that will benefit both sets of women and will
Jessen the increasing disparity between them.

The call for a concept of doulia and universal policies is not intended
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to smooth over these difficult issues berween women with different
interests and from different races and classes. Nor is it to reinstate uni-
versalism as if identity politics, postmodernism, and critical race theories
didn’t matter. But the call for universal policies is not universalism.
Universal policies do not pretend that we are all alike in some desig-
nated characteristic. They only mainrain that if anyone should have
access to a given resource, cveryonc should have access to such 3
resource, because such a resource comes to us by virtue of our member-
ship within a given community, often because it is believed that such a
resource is needed for each to function as a full member of such a com-
munity. As I indicated earlier, universal policies have had their crirics.
They have been criticized as not sufficiently redistributive and as bene-
fitting most those who need them least. But universal policies that are
formed from the perspective of the least well-off and formed to serve
their needs first are least likely to be deficient in this respect. A good
example is provided by the case of disability., The ramps and modified
sidewalks meant to serve the disabled, but available for all to use have
benefited many populations for whom they were not envisioned, without
diminishing their usefulness to the disabled.

The universal policies advocated on a conception of doulia derive
from the need that women have to function as full citizens in a post-
industrial world. To function free of vulnerability to exploitation due to
paid or familial dependency work, and free to engage with the full reso-
nance of their voices, women must have access to a universal provision
that recognizes the indispensable role of dependency workers and the
importance of their participation as full citizens.

6

«Not My Way, Sesha.
Your Way. Slowly.”
A Personal Narrative

A Child Is Born

The most important thing that happens when a child with disabili-
ties is born is that a child is born (Ferguson and Asch 1989, 108).

The most important thing that happens when a woman becomes the
mother of child with disabilities is that she becomes the mother of a
new child. When Sesha was born, I, along with Jeffrey, her father and
my life-partner, fell madly in love with our baby. Ir was 1969. I was
cwenty-three, my husband rwenty-five, and we were pioneers in the nat-
aral childbirth movement. I was reaping the benefits of being “awake
and aware” (Lamaze 1956). Exhilarated by the vigorous labor of pro-

clling my baby into the world, and amazed by the success of my own
body’s heaving, I now gazed into a little face emerging from me, a face
wearing a pout that slowly became the heralding cry of the newborn
infant. The nurses clcrm.cd her off, handed her to me, and my Sesha
melted into my arms. Wlt.h.hcr full head of black hair, her sweer funny
infant’s face, and her delicious temperament, this baby was the fulfill-
¢ of our dreams. We saw in her the perennial “perfect baby:” the
exquisite miracle of a birth. It was December 23> and all the world was

oised for Christmas. Bur we had our own Christmas, our own celebra-
n of birth and the beauty, freshness, and promise of infancy. This
h, and cach birr.h, unigque and universal—common, even ordinary,
and yet each rim‘c miraculous. Such were my reflections as 1 lay in a New
york City hospital room watching the snow fall while bathing in the
glory of a wanted, wclcomcc.l baby. Only the hospital wasn’t conforming
o mY mood or my .c:f;wccrntl()xxﬁ. The staff was being either bureaucratic
or incpt: 1 had anticipated sceing my baby shortly after she had been
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wheeled out of the delivery room, and thought she would soon thereafter
join me in my room. “Rooming-in” was an innovation, a concession to
new women’s voices, to women who wanted to breast-feed and to have
their infants by their side, not in a nursery down the hall to be fed on g
rigid four-hour schedule. [ was to have my baby in my room after g
twenty-four-hour observation period. But more than twenty-four hours
had passed and no onc had brought her in. Why? Could something be
wrong? The nurses evaded my questions, and the doctors were nowhere
to be found. Finally someone provided an explanation. Sesha had some
jaundice (“common, nothing to worry about”) and a cyanotic episode of
no known origin (that is, she had bricfly stopped breathing). She had
been examined by a pediatrician, and she scemed fine. 1 could start nurs-
ing her and we could leave the hospital according ro schedule. It was
four months before anyone thought again about that episode.

As the months wore on, | slowly adjusted to motherhood, and Sesha
helped make the adjustment easy. Jeffrey and 1 shared all aspects of par-
enting, except that [ did the nursing. Onc wisc nursing book, 1 no longer
recall who wrote it, advised against a baby nurse for the nursing mother.,
Instead it urged that the father (grandmothers, friends, and paid help, if
affordable) should help care for the mother and take over all tagks
except the care and feeding of the nursing baby. This would allow her to
regain her strength, and to nurse the baby in a rested condition and
peaceful frame of mind. I was fortunate enough to be able to follow that
advice. In fact, I recognized then and have come to believe still moge
deeply that this advice contained a profound principle: that to nurcure 4
dependent being well, and without damaging the nurturer, requires that
the nurturer hersclf be nurtured.?¢ This advice embodicd the egalitarian
ideals of marriage and parenthood that 1 shared with my spouse.

So the two of us embraced our parenthood and were blissful with our
new baby. Sesha didn’t cry much, fell asleep at my breast at night, and
by day slept and munched (though with less vigor than I had expected).
While she slept a great deal, when awake Sesha had a wonderful wide-
eyed questioning look that made us feel that she was very alert and tak-
ing in everything around her. At four months she was developing into a
beautiful little baby, very cooperative and oh so sweet. Only she wasn’t
doing new “tricks.” When friends and relatives would ask us what the
little prodigy was up to, we’d have curiously little to report. But then, |
wasn’t interested in foolish competitions of how carly my child did such
and such. All potential sources of anxiety were water off a duck’s back:
I was the happy mama, content to be gliding through this new period of
my life with duckling and mate in tow. Yet it was precisely at this fourth
month that a swell of extraordinary proportions engulfed us and inter-
rupted my blissful journey into motherhood.
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At this time, friends with a baby approximately Sesha’s age visired us,
and we were disturbed by the significant difference in the development
of these two infants. A physician friend indicared that T ought to visit a
pediatric neurologist. (Our own pediatrician responded to my query of
why Sesha, at four months, was still not picking up her head, by saying
that she must have a heavier head than the average baby and thar such a
crait is generally inherited from one of the parents. He advised me to go
home and mecasurc my husband's head to see if he, too, had a large
head. Like fools, my husband and 1 pulled out the tape measure and
derermined that, yes, my husband’s head was somewhar large. What
cowardice propelled this pediarrician to evade his responsibility to be
forthright and refer us ro a specialise?!) The neurologist we visited must
have known then that Sesha was severely impaired, but he was breaking
¢he news to us gradually—over a period that lasted nearly two years. In
contrast to my pediatrician, this physician was being kind, not evasive.
He did not try to falscly reassure us. His efforts to gently ease us into
¢the realization of the extensive damage Sesha had sustained was
nonetheless thwarted when, on his recommendarion, we visited the star

ediatric neurologist on the West Coast while on holiday.

Gesha was six months old, still as lovely and sweet and pliant as one
might wish any baby to be. The handsome, well-tanned doctor exam-
ined our daughter bricfly, and rold us without any hesitation that she
was and would always be profoundly retarded—ar best severely and not

rofoundly retarded. His credenrials as a physician who can correctly

redict an outcome remains secure, bur his understanding of how to
approach pm‘cn.ts with such harsh ncws, also an important skill for a
physician, is quite another matter. The swell that had been threatening
ro engulf us for two months now crested, and we were smashed onto a
rocky shore with all the force that nature could muster against us. Never
will 1 forger how ill I 'was in that San Francisco hotel room—how my
body convulsed against this indigestible morsel. My husband had to care
for Sesha and me, even as he ached. This brutal, insensitive manner in
confronting parents with such devastating news is onc that 1 have heard
recounted again and again. The stories differ. The pain of the prognosis
;s matched only by the anger ar obtuse and insensitive doctors. In our
oWn €ase, W had a near repeat performance when, just to be certain of
his suspicions, our first and humane physician wanted still one more
consultation. We thought that we had now visited the Inferno, and we
were prcparcd to begin the arduous climb back up—to find some equi-
Jibrium, some way to live with this verdict. But on our encounter with
the third pediatric neurologist we were again told outright—after a five-
minute exam—that our daughter was severely to profoundly retarded
and that we should consider having other children because “one rotten
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apple doesn’t spoil the barrel.” As I type these words nearly twenty-
seven years later, I still wonder at the utter failure of human empathy in
a physician—one whose specialty, no less, is neurological impairment.

Sesha would never live a normal life. It would be another year before
we completed the tests, the evaluations, the questionings that confirmed
those first predictions. We couldn’t know or fully accept the extent of
her impairment, but some things were clear. We knew it wasn’t a degen-
erative disability and for that, we were grateful. But the worst fear was
that her handicap involved her intellectual faculties. We, her parents,
were intellectuals. [ was committed to a life of the mind. Nothing mat-
tered to me as much as to be able to reason, to reflect, to understand.
This was the air I breathed. How was | to raise a daughter that would
have no part of this? If my life took its meaning from thought, what
kind of meaning would her life have? Yet throughout this time, it never
even occurred to me to give Sesha up, to institutionalize her, to think of
her in any other terms than my own beloved child. She was my daugh-
ter. I was her mother. That was fundamental. Her impairment in no way
mitigated my love for her. If it had any impact on that love it was only
to intensify it. She was so vulnerable. She would need so much protec-
tion and love from us to shelter her from the scorn of the world, from its
dangers, from its indifference, from its failure to understand her and her
humanity. We didn’t yet realize how much she would teach us, but we
already knew that we had learned something. That which we believed
we valued, what we—I—thought was at the center of humanity, the
capacity for thought, for reason, was not it, not it at all.

Portrait of Sesha at Twenty-Seven

lan’s sense of humor is part of what makes him Ian, not part of
what makes him retarded, even though his cognitive limitations have
helped to shape that humor. [This] goes beyond a tolerance of dif-
ference ... to an appreciation of a child’s individuality (Ferguson
and Asch 1989, 112).

1 am awakening and her babbling-brook giggles penetrate my semi-
conscious state. Hands clapping. Sesha is listening to “The Sound of
Music.” Peggy, her caregiver of twenty-three years, has just walked in
and Sesha can hardly contain her desire to throw her arms around Peggy
and give Peggy her distinctive kiss—mouth open, top teeth lightly (and
sometimes not so lightly) pressing on your cheek, her breath full of
excitement and happiness, her arms around your neck (if you're lucky; if
not, arms up, hands on hair, which caveman-like, she uses to pull your
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face to her mouth). Sesha’s kisses arc legendary (and if you’re not on
your toes, somewhat painful).

Sesha was almost twelve before she learned to kiss or to hug. These
were major achievements. Sesha is now a young woman in chronological
age. She has the physical aspect of a young teen. She's tall, slender, long-
legged with dark beautiful brown cyes, brown short wavy luxuriant
hair, a shy smile, which she delivers with a lowered head, and a radiant
Jaugh that will make her throw her head back in delight. Sesha has been
peauriful from the day of her birth, through all her girthood and now
into her young adulthood. Her loveliness shines through a somewhat
cwisted body, the bridge that substitutes for her natural front teeth (lost
in a fall at school), and her profound cognitive deficits. The first thing
people remark when they meet Sesha, or sce her photo, is how beautiful
she is. I've always admired (withour worshipping) physical beauty and
so 1 delight in Sesha’s loveliness. The smoothness of her skin, the bril-
Jiant light in her eyes, the softness of her breath, the tenderness of her
spirit- Her spirit. . A ‘

No, Sesha’s loveliness is not skin deep. How to speak of it? How to
describe it? Joy. The capacity for joy. The babbling-brook laughter at a
musical joke. The starry-cyed far away look as she listens to Elvis
crooning “Love Me Tender,” the cxcitement of her entire soul as
the voices blare out “Alle Menschen werden Briider” in the choral ode
of Becthoven’s Ninth Symphony, and the pleasure of bestowing her
Kisses and receiving the caresses in turn. All variations and gradations
of jov- Spinoza characterized joy as the increase in our power of self-
PreSCl‘Vation and by that standard, Sesha’s is a very well-preserved self.
vet she is 0 limited. She cannor speak. She cannot even say “Mama”—
though sometimes we think she says “Aylu” (our translation, “I love
you”). She can only finger feed herself, despite the many efforts at
teaching her to use utensils, She’ll sometimes drink from a cup (and
gometimes spill it a!l). She is “time trained” at toileting, which means
¢hat she is still in. diapers. Although she began to walk at five, she no
jonger can walk independently—her scoliosis and seizures and we do
not know what else have robbed her of this capacity—and is in a
wheelchair. Her cerebral palsy is not scvere, but it is there.

She has no measurable 1.Q. As she was growing up she was called
“devclopmentally delayed.” But delay implies that she will one day
develOP the capacitic§ 'thar are slow in developing. The jury is no long-
er out: Most capacities shc. will not develop at all. Is she then a
uvegetable?” The term is ludicrous when applied to Sesha because there
is nothing vegetative about her. She is fully a human, not a vegetable.
Given the scope and breadth of human possibilities and capacities, she
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occupies a limited spectrum, but she inhabits it fully because she has the
most important faculties of all. The capacities for love and for happi-
ness. These allow those of us who care for her, who love her, wheo have
been entrusted with her well-being to form deep and abiding attach-
ments to her. Sesha’s coin and currency is love. That is what she wishes
to receive and that is what she reciprocates in spades.

On the Very Possibility of Mothering and the Challenge
of the Severely Disabled Child

My mother would help in the carly days and months of Sesha’s life,
My mother is a warm affectionate woman. She miraculously survived
the Holocaust, and survived it emotionally intact. She loves children and
especially loves babies. As an only child, 1 alone could provide her with
grandchildren, and Sesha was the first and only grandchild on both sides
of the family. All the grandparents were thrilled with Sesha’s birth, and
deeply saddened at the news that there were suspicions of retardation.
We thought that we would slowly introduce them to the idea that the
prognosis was as dire as we knew it to be. In the meanwhile, my mother
would baby sit Sesha when both Jeffrey and I were busy and would take
her for the night when [ had a paper to write for graduate school. We
never brought the grandparents to the doctor’s visits, hoping to spare
them some of the pain we experienced ar each visit, but once it cauld
not be helped. It was on that fateful visit that my mother grasped the
full extent of the trauma to Sesha’s brain. (There is still no etiology of
her impairments—the cyanotic incident may have been a cause or an
effect of some other injury or underlying congenital problem.) Upon our
return, my mother, in her inimitable and insistent fashion, urged me g
place Sesha in an institution.

Of all cthe traumatic encounters in that first year and a half of Sesha’s
life, none, perhaps not even the realization that Scsha was retarded, wag
as painful as these words from the woman that 1 loved most in my life.
The woman who had taught me what it was to be a mother, to love 3
child, to anticipate the joys of nursing, of holding and caring for
another, of sacrificing for a child. My model of maternal love asking me
to discard my child? Would she have banished me to an institution had |
been “damaged?” Surely, she couldn’t mean this. But, no, she insisted,
with conviction, with surefooted rightness that 1 had to put this child out
of my life. It made me crazy. I couldn’t comprchend it. Only the images
and stories of the Holocaust could reclaim for me my mother and her
love. Only the knowledge that in those bitter times, a limp was a death
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warrant (to merely be associated with disability was a death warrant),
could redeem my mother at this rime in my life. Of course shc. was act-
ing like a mother, as somcone whose interest was my well-being. 1 sce
now that she thoughr this chitd would ruin my life, bur she was unable
to cranscend her own maternity and project that quality onto me: To
realize that the maternal fove and concern she had for me, I had for
Sesha. 1 remained in her eyes a child, a daughter and not a mother with
her own danghter. She who had taught me that “she, too, was a
mother’s child” could not sce that her child was also a mother. This was
her failure to engage in analogical thinking,.

But my fury and disappointment in her was also my own inability to
understzmd her feelings using the analogy of my commitment to my
child. Now I think back and wonder how much of my mother’s response
was attributable to fear of the unknown {and what was known but in
different circumstances), how much was the result of the stigma attached
to disability, and how much was resistance to the reality of my mater-
pity? In time, my mother came to understand that we could build a good
life with Sesha. She allowed herself to love Sesha with the fullness of a

randmothcr’s love. And in time, [ forgave my mother and came to
aPpreciatc how her intense, if misdirected, love for me fucled her stub-
porn insistence that we “put Sesha away.”

This was 1970, and parents did institutionalize retarded children. And
this all happened before the horrors of the New York State residential
facility wWillowbrook were cgmsccl, although there had been exposés, if
not as sensational and gripping as Willowbrook, still chilling enough to
give anyone pause before committing their child to an institution. I can-
not say what1 might have thought if we did not have, as we did
(through the gaod fortunes of family) ample resources to care for Sesha.
The image I had of public institutions was that they were merely dump-
ing grounds. No one whose mmc.rml resources gave them a choice would
opt for such purative “cnrc.‘j Privare institutions were perhaps less dis-
mal, but nonetheless sad affairs for familics who for a variety of reasons,
some financial, some psychological and emotional, could not see them-
selves facing the challenge of raising a mentally retarded child at home.
But nowhere in my heart and mind did 1 find room for that alternative,
and in this my husband and I were in complete accord.

Ic was simply impossible for me to part with my child. This is what 1
lnew of mothering, mothering, at least, that is chosen. A child is born to

ou. This child is your charge—it is your sacred responsibility to love,
and care for this child throughout your life. Is this “maternal

nurturc;
I don’t know what those words mean. Do all women who
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become mothers believe thus? Clearly not. Is it then a cultural construce?
If so, it is a belief constructed in many cultures, in many historical
periods. Perhaps this commitment is rather the condition for the possi-
bility of motherhood—realized differently in different cultures, under
different conditions, and differently realized even by women within a
single culture, or a single historical period. It may not be inspired by
birth, but by adoption, but once a child is “your” child, at that moment
you become its mother and the duty emerging from thar bond is one of
the most compelling of all duties. At that point you commit yourself to
the well-being of one who is dependent upon you, whose survival,
growth and development as a social being® is principally (if never
solely) your responsibility.

The birth of a child with very significant impairments may test the
limit of the commirment that I take to be the very condition for the pos-
sibility of mothering.?® It may do so for some women, under some—
adverse—circumstances. In my own understanding this felt conviction js
so fundamental that it serves as a benchmark. The extent to which a
woman cannot realize it (in the idiom appropriate to her own culture)
because of adverse social, political or economic conditions, to that extent
she faces an injustice. I take it then that the requirement to be able to
mother, that is, to realize the condition for the possibility to mother,
constitutes one of the “circumstances of justice.””’ So many women
worldwide face daunting obstacles in choosing to mother a significantly
impaired child. I would not judge another woman who makes a choice
not to mother a disabled child. T had the moral luck to make a lucid
moral choice. It was to abide by what was both a principled and a heart-
felt conviction that I and her father would not leave her fate to a hoped-
for kindness of strangers.

Mothering Distributed: The Work of Dependency Care

Mothers perceive the mentally retarded child as more of a hardship

in direct proportion to the child’s incapacitation and helplessness
(Wikler 1986, 184).

Sesha’s expansive, affectionate nature is a gift. In comparison studjes
with autistic children, researchers have found that “the mother’s ability
and enthusiasm for functioning in the maternal caregiver role are
adversely affected by the developmentally disabled child who is noz
affectionate and not demonstrative” (Wikler 1986, 184, author’s empha-
sis). But researchers have also found (to no one’s surprise I hope) that
the greater the degree of “incapacitation and helplessness,” the greater
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the burden the child poses. Taking care of Sesha, meeting her daily
her medical needs, interpreting her needs and desires, not over the

nCCdS,
twenty-seven months, bur twenty-seven years, has posed a sub-

span of
stantial challenge. | |
I never wanted to hire help to care for my child. 1 believed that with

shared parenting it should be possible to carc for a child and still pursue
an additional life’s work. I soon found that T was wrong. All famllle.s
where each parent takes on work additional to childcare and domes.tlc
duties require help with childcare. The scandal of an affluent nation
such as the U.S. is that such help is not provided for, and the scandal of
American feminism is that for all its cfforts in advancing the cause gf
women, and in spite of the precipitous rise in the number of women in
the labor force, it has not fought sufficiently long and hard for this most
pasic of women’s rights. ‘

Had Sesha been the normal toddler, I would have tried to hunt out
che few daycare programs that were being established in the 1970s to
meet the new demand of women like me who, while not driven by eco-
pomic necessity, were nonetheless committed to both motherhood and
some other life’s work. But Sesha coulfi not play in the easy way other

oung children could play. She nc‘edcd intense st_imulation. Sl'lc mogthed
(and continues to mouth) e.vcrythmg. Her attention faded quickly; lf left
to her own devices, she’d simply stare off in space. Keeping Sesha stimu-
jated Wass and remains, hard work.

For a while Sesha was enrolled in one of the pilot projects in early
:tervention for the developmentally delayed. She made wonderful
in® cess in the first five months of the program. But Sesha’s story,
u;?iie so many I have read a‘bout“(’ was not one of continuing develop-
ment. After several years in that same program the improvements
pecame more and more minimal. The notion of mainstreaming was tak-
. hold at this time for many disabled children, bur it seemed too far
mgm Gesha’s condition and Sesha’s needs.
ffowhile needing childcare was something I shared with other mothers,
daughter’s profound disability was the reason I was dependent on
_bound help. Finding good care would be a challenge. Certainly
eone could give Sesha perfunctory custodial “care,” that is, attend to
5ombodily needs but without ever seeing the person whose body it is,

e.rhout tapping into her desires, without engaging her potential, with-
wit esponding to and returning her affection—her affection which is
out ;rnost effective means of connecting with others, in the absence of
het h and most other capacities required for interpersonal activities.
Spcecme wonderful and some less than wonderful help supplemented our
ows:caring for Sesha. From one young woman, I learned that to enter a

my
house
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child’s world, especially one as attenuated as Sesha’s, required a ralent
as precious as an artist’s. Childeare work has been vicwed as one of the
least skillful occupations, second only to janitorial work.2*! To see an
exceptional childcare worker engage a child dispels, in an instant, such
devaluation of this oldest and most universal of women’s work. Bur to
commit to care for Sesha required an ability to give your heart 1o a
child, who, because she would never outgrow the need for your contin-
ual care, would not release you from an abiding bond and obligation,
While we found a number of talented caregivers, few were willing to
yield to the demands of caring for Sesha for an extended time. When
done well, caring for Sesha is intensive labor and the relationship
enabling such care must also already be intensive.

In the literaturc on the care of the disabled child, little artention is
given to the team of persons doing the hands-on care, those whom 1
have called “dependency workers,” those who attend to the very basic
needs of a dependent (nceds the dependent is incapable of fulfilling on
her own behalf). Perhaps so litde is written about dependency workers
who are not mothers because, disproportionately, mathers do nearly all
the dependency work for their disabled children. Or perhaps writers
concerned with the disabled and even with the families of the disabled
still are oblivious to the central role of dependency work in the lives of
those with disabilitics and their familics. Even in the saga of disability,
the dependency worker remains the invisible stagehand.>*? 1t is my hope
this set of reflections will encourage more discussion about the relation
between dependency work and mothering a disabled child; between
dependency work and disability; between the dependency worker and
the disabled person.

She Came to Stay

As the commitment to cgalitarian parenting gave way to professiona]
time demands, my spouse and 1 moved to a model which, for want of any
other adequate term, I'll call “distributed mothering.™* I am Sesha’s one
mother. In truth, however, her mothering has been distributed across 2
number of individuals: her father, various carcgivers, and Peggy.

Sesha was four when a woman walked into our lives who came and
stayed. How and where we acquired the instincts T don’t know, bur we
knew immediately that Peggy was right. She was scarcely interested ip
us. Her interview was with Sesha, But she wouldn’t take the job. Peggy
feared the intensity of the involvement she knew was inevitable. We
pleaded and increased the salary. She told me later she would never have
taken the job if the agency hadn’t urged her to do a trial week. At the
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end of the week, it was already too late 1o quit. Sesha had worked her
way into Peggy’s heart. Twenty-three years later, Peggy told me the fol-
lowing story:
1 had been with Scsha in Central Park and 1 was working on some
walking exercises thar the folks at Rusk [Rusk Institure ar New
York University Medical Center, Sesha’s carly intervention program]
had assigned. 1 was working terribly hard wrying to gee Sesha to
cooperate and do what 1 was supposed to get her o do. 1 sat her
down in her stroller and sat down on a park hench. 1 realized thar 1
was simply exhausted from the cffort. 1 thought, how am I going ro
do this? How can | possibly do this job, when 1 looked down at
Sesha and saw her little head pushed back against her stroller mov-
ing first to one side and then to another. 1 couldn’t figure out what
she was doing. Until T traced what her eyes were fixed on, She had
spottcd a leave falling, and she was following its descent. | said
«Thank you for being my teacher, Sesha. 1 see now. Not my way.
Your way. Slowly” After that, 1 fully gave myself over to Sesha.
That forged the bond.

writing about the relationship between care as labor and care as
relationship, Sara Ruddick remarks: “The work [of caring] is constituted
and through the relation of those who give and reccive care”
(Ruddick forthcoming). Nowhere is this berteer illustrated than in this
story. And nowhere is the notion that .tht work ()f mothering and caring
equires thought, understanding—again in Ruddick’s words, “matermlxl
:hinkiﬂg”‘_tlm“ in this story. Forging the relationship, through Fhls
insight into who Secsha ls z\nd‘ how she sces the wgr]d, made ;.)ossﬁ?le
the cating labor itsclf. This caring labor so infused with the relationship,
has enhanced the relationship and has made it as solid as the bonds of
mothcrhood. . .
As I write this essay, a much older Peggy still cares for a much older
Gesha in many of the same ways. But as Peggy and Sesha age, we reach
he limits of the laboring aspect of caring. The relationship has come to
: ain ‘excess’ of the labor [ir] enable(s]” (Ruddick, forthcoming). This
.. difficult and troubling state of affairs—for us as parents, for Peggy,
153 if Sesha understands it, for her. Sesha’s possible future without
an ,y troubles me profoundly—not simply because we have come to so
Pelggon her, but because I cannot bear the thought that such a central
rElytionship in Sesha’s life could be sundered.
%Vhat is this relationship? “A relationship with no name” as my son so
ly said once. Why has no onc spoken of such a relationship? Could
apey ily be so privileged as to be unique? Privileged first in having

r faml i )
O}I: resources? Privileged above all in having found such a steadfast
the

re
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companion and caregiver for our daughter? What has this daughter and
this relationship raught me about mothering? Can anything be general-
ized and learned from such a perspective of privilege, on the one hand,
and anomaly, on the other? For I have come to understand, especially
from the exposure to the literature on disability, how extreme my
daughter’s condition is, how profound is her retardation and her limita-
tions. To us, she is simply Sesha, that unique individual whom we cal
our daughter.

In time, neither Peggy nor Sesha’s father or mother have sufficed for
the total care she requires, and we have had to call in others—part-time
and mostly weekend help—most of whom have stayed with Sesha for
years, until their lives called them to move on. With Sesha it takes more
than a village. As Sesha has grown older, we have felt the need for more
and more help so that we could pursue our roles as professionals and as
parents of our son and as folks entitled to some leisure. We need such
gratification and fulfillment not only for their own sake but so thar we
can love Sesha without resentment that her overwhelming needs rob ug
of the satisfactions we might otherwise enjoy. “Like other parents in 5
society” writes Darling (1988, 144),

parents of children with disabilities hope to maintain a “normal”
lifestyle (Birenbaum 1970, 1971). They believe, at least initially, that
their children will enjoy the same access to medical care and educa-
tional opportunities as children without disabilities. They expect 1o
continue pursuing their careers, participating in recreational and
social activities with family and friends, and having as much finan-
cial security as others in their social class. When these expectations
are not met, parents are likely to fecl cheated.

There is something very profound in this expectation because it is part
of the expectation of becoming a parent. That expectation does not alter
with the birth of a child with disabilities. It is perhaps a fear thar this
expectation cannot be met when a child is severely disabled that will
influence some parents to institutionalize a child and will influence
potential parents to choose to receive prenaral testing and abort if the
results indicate a significant impairment.

The move to distributed mothering, in the absence of socially provided
means of caring for Sesha, has served to inoculate us from the sense of
being cheated, and so also has inoculated Sesha against resentment or bi-
terness that we could not lead lives approximating the lives of those with
only “normal” children. Of course, there have been compromises and
sacrifices. There are limitations placed on our mobility and the consider-
able financial cost of Sesha’s care. When Sesha is ill (her disabilities make
her medically vulnerable) our lives stop. Distributing the mothering no
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doubt eases the burden. But distribured mothering itself has costs that go
far beyond any material ones which I gladly, and with gratitude, pay. To
share in the intimacy of caring for a profoundly needy child is to engage
in an intricate and delicate dance—fraught with stubbed toes and broken

hearts, but also yielding its own joys and rewards.

pegay and I

Peggy and I are like two metals of not very dissimilar composition,
cach tempered under very different circumstances. Ten years and one
month my senior, Peggy was born before the war and lived her youth in
wartorn Ireland and Britain. [ was born after the war, and grew to
maturity in the booming economies of Sweden and the U.S. Both of us
are immigrants—she traveled here willingly as a young woman accom-

anied only by her sister; I came as a reluctant young girl brought by my

arents. Peggy was one of thirteen children raised lovingly, but in

overty, in wartime with her father off to battle. I was an only child, the

recious projection of hope b‘y two survivors of Hitler's murderous rage
against the Jews. Shc'was raised to bc- fiercely independent; I was over-

rorected- She was raised to be self-reliant and hardy; I was looked over
as @ fragile flower. She had to make her own way early, I never had to
make my own way at all. Peggy and I are not easily compatible. She is
always punct'ua¥ and I am always Iatc: She is a doer while I am a
chinker. She insists on routine and I'm incapable of following routine.
We come together on politics, on compassion, on a love of books, and
most important of all on our passion for Sesha.

Pegsy and I respect each othlcr. There may even be love there, but we
pever speak of it. The worst times arc when Sesha gets ill. Sesha’s dis-
abilities are multiple, which n.leans.her illnesses easily compound. An
clevated temperature, a small mfectl_on, a bit of nausea will lower her
chreshold for seizures. When the seizures start up, she becomes sleep
depfived and that aggravates h?r condition. Things can snowball
quickly- When Sf:sha is ll_l, we don’t knon what bothers her, what hurts
her, what the pain feels like. We are deprived of a vital avenue for diag-

sis. This makes her so vulnerable, and makes us crazy. Peggy in her
no stration vents her fear and anger on me. 1 feel guilty: I am not doing
fr‘;ugh; why do I not care for her myself? But 1 also question why I have
en ope with Peggy’s anger. How lang can I continue to live with this

sion? This anger? This pain? Can we continue to care for Sesha in
teft home? What happens when Peggy leaves? Is Sesha’s illness life-
oul;atenmg? What happens when we die?
th he threat that Sesha might die, the expectation that we will die—
re always the terminal points for all our questionings concerning
What is Peggy’s terminus? “What happens when I am not here?

to €

these 2
sesha-
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Why do I stay? Sesha is not my daughter, [ am not her mother. If I don’t
care for Sesha, will she dic?” Peggy has often said to me, “You can get
away from concerns about Sesha with your work. But Sesha is my
work.” Peggy can think of leaving. I cannot. But really, can Peggy?

Sometimes [ feel that my relationship to Peggy vis-a-vis Sesha is like
the patriarchal relation of husband to wife vis-a-vis their children. Peggy
accompanies me to doctors’ visits with Sesha. Actually it seems more as if
it is I who accompany her and Sesha. 1 deal with the authorities (much as
the father does), she undresses Sesha (much as the mother does), although
since it is distasteful to me to stand idly by, 1 “help” (much as an
involved father might). I pay the bills, Peggy wheels Sesha out. Some
roles we can reverse, others we can’t—they are sct in the larger practices
in which we participate. Each time [ sce the analogics, it makes my femi-
nist and egalitarian flesh creep. And yet, 1 can’t see my way out of this. I
cannot function without this privilege, and yer 1 despise it. T cannot see
how to live my convictions. Of course, cven this dilemma is a great lux-
ury. So many other mothers with children like Sesha have to make much
more difficult choices.

My choices and my dilemmas are shaped by my personal circum-
stances and ambitions as they can be realized within the constraints of
the social world T inhabit. Distributed mothering as [ live it is a priva-
tized model. Many of its discomforts and difficulrics are, 1 believe,
atrributable ro lack of social services, services provided in other nations
more attuned to dependency concerns. While the disability communiry
in the U.S. has significantly improved the lives of disabled citizens in the
years since Sesha’s birth—the same ycars that have marked the emer-
gence of this movement for the rights of the disabled—the United States
remains shamefully behind other, less wealthy industrialized nations in
providing a good system of services for the disabled and their families.
In a nation with a better social welfare system, would 1 find myself in
this same bind? I believe the answer is no, but 1 can’t honestly say. What
I do know is that were services freely and widely available, more moth-
ers would be able to share the dependency responsibilities, not only with
a spouse, but with caring athers. There would be more places to turn to
for help, for relief, and also for sharing the joys of loving a person as
Special as Sesha.?*

Alternative Routes—Routes Not Taken
[ have been a civil rights activist, an antiwar activist, a feminist activ-

Ist, and most recently a welfare rights activist. I never joined with other
Parents of disabled children. Why this abstinence at a time when the dis-

“Not My Way, Sesha, Your Way, Slowly.™ 7/ 161

ability community was mobilized, when all the rules were changing,
when new vistas opened for the disabled? Why did 1 not sce this and the

arent’s advocacy movement as my movement? | believe that 1 needed to
see Sesha as exceptional, nota member of a stigmatized group. Perhaps it
was a form of denial: “Denial is a complex phenomenon that ranges from
denying the cxistence ofurhc handicap altogether to minimizing its sever-
ity” (Lipsky 1989, l()Q). Ihar was part of i, lmr_nm all of it.

Due to our material resources and our self-fashioned “coping,” com-
bined with my professional ambitions and the degree of Sesha’s impair-
ment, the issucs other parents were dealing with scemed so different than
our own—and it was difficult cnough to establish a modus vivendi with
our own issues. To some dcgrgjc we may have been too successful in find-
ing and establishing a good life with our daughter (and in time with her
younger brother), to engage in advocacy or activism. Speaking of the turn
to activism among parents of disabled children, Darling writes: “When

arents continue to encounter needs thar cannor be met by existing soci-
etal resources; they may embark on a prolonged career of seckership. The

oal of seckership is )ml‘nl.d//:.:lfi(m, or the establishment of a lifestyle that
approximatcs that of fnmll'lc:s' with only nondisabled children. Seckership
results in advocacy and activism when certain situational contingencies or
sprning points accur” (Darling, 1988, 150). Such activism, Darling calls
entreprencurship. Once has to be socialized into the role of entrepreneut.
The entreprencur works to create the conditions that will answer to their
and their children’s needs. Darling conrinues, “For most parents, active
entrepl‘CnCU"ShiP ends =1ft'cr they reach what they consider to be normal-
;zation,” while for some it continues to “crusadership.” These are the

arents who continuc to work for disabled children and adults even when
che needs of their own children are mer. 24

Our journcy with Sesha continues. As she reaches her adulthood, a
curning point fncc:s' us and we may well begin a new seekership, maybe
an emreprcncur{shlp to meet new needs, for her and for ourselves, That
chapter of ourlh\'cs mgcrhcr is just commencing, The role of the depen-
dency worker is sometimes o fight for the resources that make depen-
dency work possible—turning the concern for one’s own charge to the
concern for some other mother’s child. And in so doing, creating more
aitable conditions in which dependency work is done, by oneself and
by others, for onc’s own charges and for those of others. Facing the less-
than—ﬁl”y'co“"“gc“”s attitudes and the fears that have directed our
retreat from advocacy may well alter our pach, and thereby shape this
next phasc of morthering a profoundly disabled child.
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Maternal Thinking with a Difference

In Chapter Six, 1 presented a personal narrative focussed on my child
and her caregivers. This was the best way I knew to provide my reader
with a dimension of living with a person as dependent as my daughrer.
In this chapter, I wish to expand the vista and think more generally
about what it means to mother a scverely disabled child, all the while
continuing to use my own experiences with my daughter as a source of
reflection and as a tether that prevents me from wandering away from
the lived reality. What do these experiences of disability and difference
tell us about dependency and dependency work? What do they tell us
about the particular form of dependency work called mothering? Can
looking at the anomalous situation of mothering a severely disabled
child help us in reflecting on what is required for a society to be just to
all its members and make way for a true equality?

In the literature by and about parents of disabled children, the theme
of difference and sameness is persistent. (In this book, sameness res-
onates in the epigraph that introduces the personal narrative of the
previous chapter; difference occupies the title of that same chapter.) The
tension emerges in opposing claims: Parcnts of disabled children cope
as well as parents of normal children; parents of disabled children ex-
perience more stress than parents of normal children. There is a sense in
which both statements are true. Most mothers and many fathers find the
strength to cope with the special burdens of a disabled child—and
doubtless more would do so and many would do so better if better
resources were available. But read even the cheeriest account, and you
will find the enormous cost and pain involved in coming to the point of

coping. Nonetheless, every day with even a profoundly disabled child is
not a trial, nor does it require virtual sainthood to be a more than ade-
quate parent to such a child.
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What I have learned from the experience of mothering Sesha, and
what the many accounts of parenting such a child reveal, i;tlmr thL‘ dif-
ferences we cncounter redefine sameness. Raising a child with a severe
disability is not just like parenting a normal child—butr more so. It is
often very different. Yet in thar difference, we come to sec fcﬂ}ll;‘0§ of
raising any child that otherwise escape atrention or that ;1ssun‘1c a ;10\\'
valence. One notices aspects of maternal practice that are not high-
lighted when we begin our theorizing from the perspective of the mother
of the normal child.

Considering maternal practice as exercised when children are inract
Ruddick has identified three requirements of maternal work: 7rcscrv(in!
the life of a Chi]d,.socializing her for acceprance, and f()stcrin.g[hc; dcvcﬁ
opmnient. In many important regards these requirements hold for the case
of mothering the child with »a disability. Nevertheless, the scope '1‘11d
meaning of these practices are altered. In the rcmaindcxt of rl;is fsn‘ |
want to consider how starting reflections about mothering and d~c‘y’
dency care with the mothering of a child with severe disqkbi‘]irics rt]:)om':
ents our thinking about the meaning of marernal and C‘]ril;’ > ices i
ones o eial lfe aring practices in

Preservative Love

preservative love scems to be the most fundamental of all maternal
requirements. Disability, however, especially if it is severe "u;d m":nif “:
irSCIf early, is too often the occasion for denving a chilc; resc;r\'"l:'s )
ove. Thisis especially so where resources are r;)o :nc'lgcr to ll)«:c o a
well child functioning, ‘ pevene
Nonctheless, where the conditions for maternal care arc in plac
where the commirment to the child has been made, prcs(crv"xtivép 1‘0\2
comes to occupy an often overridingly central place in onc’s‘ maternal
ractice. Whether I am engaged in Sesha’s care firsthand or ac a d" e
when I turn her care over to another), preservarive love is fc(>rc‘n1olsstmlgce
gesha, safety and attention to medical needs are the firse commqndlﬁfzn(;r
of her carc. Attention to them by her caregivers is paramc;unt H .
frggi]ify elevates this feature of maternal practice and sometimes t}.lr .
ens 0 overshadow all other aspecrs of maternal thinking with réspecfattc;
her- An excerpt from my diary recording my participation in a Hastin
Center Project®® perhaps says ir best: ®

Reflecting now on one participant’s [at the Hlastings Center] mem-
ory of when her pediatrician told her thar he didn’t know if her
underweight baby would be all right, and her recalling this as the
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most terrible moment in her life, 1 thought what 1 would answer if
someonc had asked me if the moment I learned that Sesha was
retarded was the most terrible moment in my life. I would have
answered, “No.” The most terrible moment in my life was when 1
thought Sesha would die.

The incident 1 had in mind was one of Sesha’s mysterious illnesses.
Preservative love propels parent and child into a medicalized world.
Corrective procedures for the disability will often involve surgical fixes
and even routine illness can go wrong all too easily. Dealings with med-
ical authorities are among the most frequent complaints ane hears when
listening to mothers of disabled children.?” Onc researcher cites a pedia-
trician saying, “I don’t enjoy it.... I don’t really enjoy a really handi-
capped child who comes in drooling, can’t walk and so forth. ...
Medicine is geared to the perfect human body. Something you can’t do
anything about challenges the doctor and reminds him of his own inabil-
ities” (Darling 1988, 149; 1979, 152). In the same study, Darling speaks
of the mother of a child with cerebral palsy who says, “[Our pediatri-
cian] didn’t take my complaints seriously. ... T fecl that Brian’s sore
throat is just as important as [my normal daughter’s] sorc throat”
(Darling 1988, 149; 1979, 152).2%8

In my own dealings with physicians, it never occurred to me that any
physician wouldn’t take my daughter’s ailments as seriously as those of
a normal child. On the contrary, I have always assumed that a disability
gives her a priority because of her fragility and vulnerability. Perhaps
this assumption has served to shield me from the thought that a physi-
cian might value her life and well-being less, although T have had enough
negative experiences with the medical profession to alert me otherwise.

The physician who remarked that he didn’t “really enjoy a really
handicapped child who comes in drooling” still has to understand that
regardless of the level of impairment, this child, as every other child, is
“some mother’s child.” It is by virtue of the toil and love of some moth-
ering person(s) that this child stands bcfore him. If the physician or
other professional is so limited thar he cannot see beyond the disabling
trait, might he be open to the child’s humanity and need through the
loving care lavished on this child?*¥

In the struggle to watch over Sesha, to preserve her, to avoid the cata-
strophe of her death, it is not just the hard wall of medicine [ encounter,
but her protracted dependency. Preservative love, when directed at the
“normally” functioning child, has its most intense period in the early
years of the child’s life. The individual with severe disabilities does not
outgrow a profound vulnerability, nor can she assume the task of her
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own self-preservation. The effort of preserving a severcly disabled child’s
Jife is often accompanicd by a lifelong commitment to day-to-day physi-
cal care for the child. For in the casc of a severely disabled child, the
dependency is protracted over the course of a liferime, violating what
Featherstone characterizes as a “a narural order,”

When parents are young and healthy and energetie, children require
vast amounts of exhausting physical care. As both grow older, this
demand tapers off, and cventually the children grow indepen-
dent. . .. A severe disability disrupts this natural order, extending a
child’s dependence beyond a parent's strength, health, even lifetime
(Featherstone 1980, 19).

Sesha’s extended dependency has given me a certain vantage point
from which to consider how a social organization responds to certain
exigencies of human life. Because our own childhood, and even the
childhood of our children, is so flecting—it goes so quickly, even as it is
O absorbing at the moment—a sort of amnesia sets in. Conscquently, in
writing of social organizarions, and matters of justice and cquality, we
00 easily think of the child as the furure independent being. Because
care for Sesha means confronting her irrefutable, inescapable daily and
sustainCd dependency, my own understanding of what social organiza-
cion and rhe place of maternal practice in thar social organization entails
is otherwise oricnted. More than any abstract theorizing could, it has
made me sce that we cannot understand the demands of social organiza-
don if we cannot take the fact of dependency as one of the circum-
srances of justice.

gocialization for Acceptance

Raising children includes morce than caring for and protecting them.20
J¢ means preparing them for a world larger than the family. Mothers
who are wary of the social institutions and practices of the society in
which they live, and who understand the oppressive nature of these insti-
Lutions, arc reluctant to socialize their children to be acceptable in situa-
cions that they themselves view as unacceprable. Yer the most rebellious
mothcr understands that cach human is a social being and that some
degree of social acceptance is crucial to their own child’s well-being,

The task of socializing the child with disabilitics also calls upon a
hotion of “acceptance.” But acceptance is now understood against the
bgckgm““d of “normalization.” Those who are “different” or those
who have, to use Featherstone’s rerm, a “difference in the family” very

ml.lch want acceprance: acceptance of who they are, if they are disabled;
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acceptance of the child that they love and the family they have created,
if they are parents. Normalization is often an avenue to acceptance, but
by virtue of the disability, it cannot be the exclusive avenue.

Socializing a disabled child for acceptance may, for instance, encour-
age a mother to have the child present herself in such a way that the dis-
ability is less noticeable—or that the “normal” characteristics of the
child are underscored. I often find myself far more concerned with the
clothes Sesha wears than I would be with my able child and with making
sure her clothes or wheelchair are not in any way soiled, that is, with
being certain that Sesha presents a face to the world that is as attractive
as possible. This is so that the first response to her is as positive as I can
make it.

There is something very sad about this need—but I believe it is a real-
istic response to the repugnance {as harsh as that word is) of so many
people roward disability. The sadness comes from the recognition of
that repulsion, the need to do what I can to counteract it, and the
knowledge that a pretty dress is such a superficial way to address the
fear and ignorance that the response bespeaks. And yet I do it and fee] |
must do it, for Sesha, for myself, and for our whole family. I do it for
Sesha, because I know that she understands when she is approached
with a smile, with delight; that she is tickled when people make a fuss
over how pretty she looks; that she feels pain at people’s indifference to
her. I do it for myself, because it is one thing 1 can do to integrate Sesha
into the community of which she is a part, even if her interactions with
it are minimal. Finally, I do it for my family because we all feel the pain
of the stigma atrached to disability. Dressing Sesha nicely, making sure
that she goes into the world looking clean and fresh and well-cared for
is my way and our family’s way of telling the world thar this person is
loved and cared for, and hoping that the message that she is worth being
cared for will be absorbed by others.>!

That 1 discuss this feature of Sesha’s care under the category of
“socializing for acceptance” illustrates a particular feature of what
socializing for acceptance means in the case of a child who is disabled,
Where we cannot mold the child, we can work to shape attitudes and
the environment in which she moves. Socializing for acceptance can
mean altering what the child gets socialized into, and what will count as
or form the grounds of acceptance.

Maybe there is a fundamental sense in which a mother cannot fully
accept the disability of her child, even as she accepts the child,

Conflating these two acceptances is all to easy. Adrienne Asch cites one
disabled woman:
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She [the author’s mother] made numerous attempts over the years of
my childhood to have me go for physical therapy and to practice
walking more “normally” at home. 1 vehemently refused all her
efforts. She could not understand why 1 would not walk straight.
Now, I realize why. My disability, with my different walk and talk
and my involuntary movements, have been with me all of my life,
was part of me, part of my identity. With these disability features, 1
felt complete and whole. My mother’s attempt to change my walk,
strange as it may scem, felt like an assault on myself, an incomplete
acceptance of all of me, an attempt to make me over (Rousso 1984,
9; cited in Ferguson and Asch 1989, 117).

Acceptance looms large in the life of each child, but so much more so
in the life of the disabled child. In the effort to socialize for acceptance,
che messages sent to the disabled child, to oneself, and to siblings®’? are
hard t© decode. Asch, who is blind, asks, “At what point is it all right,
even essential to cease working on climinaring those differences disabil-

can cause in appearance and behavior?” (Ferguson and Asch 1989,
117). She goes on to speak of her own experience:

My parents confronted the same dilemma and responded differently
at different times. Repeatedly, but usually with patience and tact,
my father pointed out that sitting with my head down and putting
my finger in my eyes jarred people and interfered with their getting
ro know me. Generally he managed to explain without my feeling
ashamed or humiliated. As a result, by the age of ten or so, I had
* learned to sit up straight and now, in fact, must work to slouch in
informal gatherings when my friends are disconcerted by my too
straight back and shoulders. Eating skills were different. Something
about teaching me to use a knife and fork properly and keep my fin-
gers from touching my food frustrated my parents and made them
jmpatient. They gave in, ensuring family peace and my self-
consciousness at formal meals to this day. Yet, since they could not
be patient they were wise to let it go. 1 did things differently, yes,
but nat grossly so, and there was no point in trying to get me to do
everything in life as a person with sight would do it (Ferguson and
Asch 1989, 117-8).

Contained in what I have said about socialization for acceptance are
ceally tWO r'elated but distinct notions. There is the “acceptance” which
ants the dlffere11f:e, which demands acceptance of the difference .and_ in
fh ¢ face of the difference. The other is the notion of norma‘hzatfon
hichs Jooked at most positively, is the desire to normalize the situation
:It hand—fwhatever the situation may be—and, less positively perhaps,
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the desire for acceptance despite the difference. Helen Featherstone cites
an instance that brings to the fore the way in which the family normal-
izes the disabled child, and the outer edge of consciousness that is
always alert to the stigma and the non-normality of the situation. She
writes of her response to the experience of starting her son Jody, a pro-
foundly retarded boy with cerebral palsy and partial blindness, in a new
school:

On the first day I took him myself, intending to spend the morning.
As soon as he was comfortably settled in the classroom, I withdrew
to the observation booth. The program pleased me, but after a few
moments [ realized that 1 felr depressed ... [what I saw] evoked a
memory. A year carlier 1 had interviewed a teenage babysitter.
Caitlin and I liked him immediately, and his enthusiasm seemed to
equal ours—until he met Jody. Ar that moment his jaw dropped;
mumbling something abour checking his afternocon schedule, he has-
tened out the door. Disappointment and chagrin washed over me. I
hated to lose this bright, lively babysitter. But even worse, 1 sud-
denly found myself looking at Jody through adolescent eyes. I saw
not the cheerful, handsome scven-year-old whom I care for every
day, but a seriously deviant little boy who drools and makes strange,
uninterpretable noises. The forgotten terrors of Jody's babyhood
surfaced. I saw my son as I might have seen another seriously handi-
capped child seven years before. | realized that not everyone has
changed as I have, and that not everyone would find our family as
attractive as I do. . ..

Sitting in the observation booth at this new school, 1 felt some-
thing similar. This time I looked at my son as a new teacher might. 1
saw 2 little boy with severe cerebral palsy and no useful vision. . .,

Familiarity and routine blunt our awareness of disability after a
while. Without meaning to, a stranger can upset this internal bal-
ance (Featherstone 1980, 41).

I realized as I read that passage that this is why it is so difficult to
take Sesha out in public. I don’t want to upset that balance. I don’t want
to see Sesha as others see her. | want them to see her as I see her. The
blunting of awareness of disability is part and parcel of a socialization
that I, as a mother, have had to undergo—one thart is a prerequisite to
my socializing my child.

This socialization has two parts. First | refuse to see my child as not
“normal”—for what she does is normal for Sesha. This is a redefining of
normalcy that accepts Sesha in her individuality. Without such accep-
tance, | would not be able to present to the world a child I find accept-
able. At the same time, I have to see the child as others see her so that I
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mediate between her and the others—to negotiate acceptability. The
parental task involves then both socializing the child for the acceptance,
such as it might be, of the world, and socializing the wor'ld., as best you
can, so that it can accept your child. Yet a preconclimon‘ for bth
requires socializing yourself for the acceptance of the child with her dis-
ability, and establishing a sense of normalcy, for yourself and for the
face you present to the world.

Fostering Development

[ vividly recall a meeting to discuss my son's annual IEP¥* ... for
the coming school year. [W]e found ten professionals of various
species arrayed around the table, each convinced that his or her
information was the most essential to lan’s progress and his parent’s
edification (Ferguson and Asch 1989, 123).

Most “normal” children are remarkably adaptable and their develop-
ment will take place in many different circumstances. The aim of mater-
nal practice will be to provide, wherever possible, those conditions that
are best suited to foster that development. For a child with disabilities,
py contrast, develqpment is never a given. It is not only fostering devel-
opments but enab.lmg development that a mother of a disabled child puts
her heart and mind to. Enabling the development of a disabled ch}ld
;nvolves (as P.egg.yis story in the previous chapter indicates) attuning
oneself t© the mdllvndual’s unique tempo. And it requires parents to navi-

ate complex straits. »

First, finding appropriate facilities and teachers is integral to the task.
This is at once an individual and a collective effort. If it were not for the
activism of other parents, Sesha’s schooling would not have been funded.
AlthOUgh Sesha was never a candidate for mainstreaming, the main-
streami“g of ]ess. involved children means that Sesha receives a bette'r
reception in public. As othe‘r disabled children and adults move into t.helr
c ommunitics, they open vistas for all disabled persons, and f.at_:illtate
enabling development for even the most profoundly impaired individual.

second, parents of children with disabilities are dependent upon pro-
fessioﬂal help available for their children—help that was hardly imagin-
able little as twenty-five years ago. There are, on the one hand., the
o osing (often impressive and sometimes worthless)®* professional
1mowledg65 that are being applied to your child. On the other hand,
k; ere is one’s deep and intimate knowledge of this .cl}ild, a.knowlecflge
t at is, however, curtailed by one’s limitations in training ar}d expertise.
philip Ferguson fantasizes coming to the next school meeting where a
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team of professionals sits prepared to discuss his severely retarded son’s
“individualized cducational program™ (IEP) with the young man in tow,
along with his own numerous friends, his son’s friends, etc., all armed
with prepared statements they then shower on the assembled experts,
The difficulty of negotiating professional and personal knowledges is
compounded by the different virtues that guide professional care and
maternal care. As Darling remarks, “While professional responses to dis-
abled children are generally characterized by affective neutrality, univer-
salism, and functional specificity, parental respanses are affective,
particularistic, and functionally diffuse” (Darling 1983, 148).255 Thege
differences in virtues and perspectives, while marked by a professional
or familial relation to the child, are also gendered, reflecting the nature
of the often gendered interaction of the parent and professional. The
{frequently} male professional, assuming the stance of impartiality and
universalism is set against the (gencerally) female parent, affecting a par-
ticularistic concern with the welfare of this child.>¢
No doubrt parents generally worry that a professional’s “affective nen-
trality™ too often translates as indifference to the particular needs of
their particular child. But such “ncutrality” can be especially difficult o
tolerate when the needs are so urgent and when social stigma continues
to attach itself to disability, perhaps most of all to cognitive deficits.
Affective involvement may be too much to demand of professionals, and
without a doubt, an involvement as intense as thar of mothering persons
should not be expected. Yer parcnts and professionals nced a mutua
respect and partnership in order to enable the disabled child to grow and
flourish to whatever extent the physical impairment permits. And there
is no question in the minds of the many mothers and fathers of disabled
children that professionals of all sorts arc inadequately trained in the
affective requirements of meeting needs of those who are ill or disabled.
The rift between professionals and mothering persons is further
aggravated by that aspcct of professionalism that assigns the profes-
sional a task that is “functionally specific.” This means that the profes-
sional “focuses exclusively on a part [of the child], indeed a disabled
part” (Darling 1983, 148). To the parent, however, the child’s roles ag
son or daughrer, sibling, grandchild, student, playmate, or church mem-
ber usually supersede his or her disabiliry. This difference is perhaps the
source of the greatest dissonance between the mothering person and the
professional as they each attempt to ensure a child’s thriving.
Professionals also sometimes expect parents to carry out often com.-
plex and time-consuming instructions that are unrealistic. Featherstone
(1980, 57) quotes a professional who became a parent, “Beforc T had
Peter 1 gave out programs thar would have taken all day. T don’t know
when I expected mothers to change diapers, sort laundry, or buy gro-
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ceries” (cited in Darling 1988, 149). Such heedlessness to the enormity of
day to day demands inspires in turn parents’ resentment toward profes-
sionals and guilt vis-i-vis themselves, Such guilt reinforces (especially
within mothers) the sense thar their role cuts them out for failure.

A failure in preservative love can result in death or injury. A failure in
enabling and fostering development is less visible—bur its threat is per-
gistent. It is the continual concern: Am I doing the right thing? Am 1
pushing too hard? Not hard enough? Are there better, more appropriate
Prc.grams? How do I balance her needs and those of my other child{ren)?
How do I balance the demands and all the other aspects of my life,
my life with my partner, my obligations to others? Some of these con-
cerns are common to raising any child. Bur many of these concerns take
on special poignancy when the very possibility of your child developing
some fundamental skills to stay alive depend on your making the right
decisions. The guilt that you may not be doing cnough fuels resentment
at those who should understand but never seem to understand well
enough.

While such sclf-questioning can evoke a sense of maternal incompe-
tence, the knowledge that you are providing for an especially vulnerable
child, that you arc providing as best as you can, also becomes a source
of pride and accomplishment. Bur for thar pride and sense of accom-
p]jshment to be realized, so many conditions need to be fulfilled—you
aeed to know that what you are doing is in fact the best that can be
done. This means you nced access to knowledge, to financial, medical
and educational resources, to making nceded physical modifications in
¢he environment, to technology when appropriate, and to financial secu-
ity 27 All these are far fram realizable under the conditions in which
most mothers of disabled children in the United States and in most the
world find themselves. Bur at those moments, when I have been fortu-
pate enough to have the best possible situation, I glean that profound
satisfaction. It can vanish in an instance. It can vanish at the next IEP
meeting with Sesha’s “professional team.”

As the disability community is anxious to remind us, handicapping
conditions arc not simply a product of the impairment itself bur also of
socially constructed environments and notions of ability, In reflecting on
this point, I note an irony: It is a source of great inspiration and insight
in the disability commumnity that independent living, as well as inclusion
within onc’s community, should be the goal of education and habilita-
;on of the disabled. But this ideal can also be a source of great disem-
owerment if applicd with too broad a brush. Even as the disability
community, including parent advocates, work toward inclusion and the
maximum attainable independence, some of their efforts get congealffd
in concepts and behaviors that have less desirable consequences. Chief

t
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among these arc the notion that with concentrated parental effort, the
child will improve; that providing teams of professionals will “fjx”
things; that an appreciable degree of independence is the end result of all
the appropriate cfforts.

Independence, acceptance, and normaley are gencrally the goals of
parents of disabled children—not very different from the goals of most
parents raising most children. But for parents with a severely or pro-
foundly retarded child, development may no longer have as a goal inde-
pendent living: lifelong dependence may be clearly an inevitability. So it
is in Sesha’s case. As we try ro feed her soul as well as her body, we look
for activities that give her joy, activities that tap into her diverse plea-
sures and that will make her function as well as possible. She loves the
water, so we arrange for her to “go swimming.” Swimming in Sesha’s
case means walking in lap lanes—thc only time she can walk indepen-
dently without support, back and forth, providing her pleasure and exer-
cise simultancously. Music is a perpetual treat, so she has headphones
and a walkman that, incideneally, connect her to her teen contempo-
raries. When we can find the appropriate persons, we supply her with
music therapy. We have fought on many occasions for funding for her
swim therapy and music therapy. But unlike physical therapy and speech
therapy, neither of which are especially applicable to her needs, swim
and music therapies are considered luxurics and are not offered to her,
They are not scen as necessitics, because, in pare at least, these do not
appear to be geared to “independent living.”

What does “development™ mean for someane like Sesha? Sesha never
focused on images. We slowly interested her in images through her love
of music and supplied her with musical videos. She began to get inter-
ested in the screen, and now enjoys ballets and movies such as Mary
Poppins, The Sound of Music, and Beauty and the Beast, delighting in the
children singing and the cartoon characters dancing. For Sesha, learning
to fix her gaze on the video screen—something I seriously discouraged in
my able child—was development. No, I don’t take independent living as
Sesha’s goal, as much as I admire it as an aim for so many other dis-
abled individuals. Independent living is a subsidiary goal to living as full
and rich a life as one’s capaciries permit.

I believe that a focus on independence, and perhaps even on the goal
of inclusion when inclusion is understood as the incorporation of the
disabled into the “normal” life of the community, viclds too much to a
conception of the citizen as “independent and fully functioning.” The
disability community has achieved enviable recognition of the needs of
the disabled by stressing that it is the combination of inherent traits and
environmental enablings that result in capabilitics, not inherent traits
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alone. Without sufficicnt light, the sighted would all be as incapable of
secing as are the blind—and the sighted would be handicapped because
those who have lived a life without sight have developed other capacities
by which to mancuver around in their environment. The stress on envi-
ronmental modification to enhance capabilities is crucial in Sesha’s life.
without a wheelchair, she would have only a bed from which to view
the world. But no modifications of the environment will be sufficient to
make Sesha independent,

1 fear that the stress on independence reinstares Sesha as less than
fully human. With cevery embrace, 1 know her humanity. And it has no
more to do with independence than it has ro do with being able to read
Spinoza. 5o when we think of mothering a disabled child as enabling
and fostering development, we must also reconceive development, not
only toward independence, bur toward whatever capacitics are there to
be developed. Development for Sesha means the enhancement of her
capacities to experience joy.

Care for Disability and Social Justice

Among the sugar cane workers of the shanty town in northeastern
Brazil, infants who fail to thrive on the watered-down formula and pab-
ulum mothers feed them are allowed to dic, and the mothers bury them
without weeping. Nancy Scheper-Hughes (1992) tells us this in her grip-
ping study, Death Without Weeping, which takes its name from the
rragic phenomena of the dry-cyed burials. Because they lack sterile con-
ditions and have only contaminated warer, many young children weaken
and become ill. The children most vulnerable are those who perform
poorly from birth or shortly thereafter, and are simply allowed to die.
The women who mother them do not see themselves as abandoning
gheir babics in a denial of love. To allow the children to die is to allow
them “to return to Jesus™—so they believe, or so they rationalize. Their
love for these children is not—cannot be—preservative. The situation of
abject poverty and harsh physical conditions make a hardiness tested in
the first months of life a requirement. The conviction I called the condi-
gion for the possibility of mothering (sce Chapter Six), which is crystal-
Jized in the notion of preservative love, is still found perhaps in this
Jimit: a love expressed by allowing the infants “to return to the angels.”
Maybe it is a requirement of the appalling conditions these mothers and
their children endure. Still T cannot casily tolerate such relativity. When
mothers must live in the situation Shepherd-Hughes describes, a situa-
rion which fosters what to our view looks like maternal neglect, we are
witnessing a gross case of injustice. Not perhaps on the part of the
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mothers, but on the part of the land and sugar cane plantation owners
and the corrupt government that permit the conditions of extreme
poverty to persist.”

Even when material conditions are adequate, the stigma of disability
can be sufficient to allow parents of such a child to languish. For
instance, a U.S. physician participating in a Hastings Center Project on
Prenatal Testing recently reported the case of an infant in his Neonatal
Intensive Care Unit with Down’s syndrome and an imperforate anus
(which necessitated a colostomy that would last a year, if not a lifetime).
According to this physician, the social worker relates that the parents no
longer visit the child and have placed him for adoption. The social
worker also believes that the Down’s syndrome and associated medical
problems are entirely “unacceptable” for the parents because “of a
strong cultural bias.” Apparently the parents plan to tell family and
friends that the child died. The infant was the child of an immigrant
couple, decidedly middle-class and whose financial resources were less at
issue than was the social stigma attached to the disabiliry.%?

Poverty and stigma are twin stakes that pierce the heart of the dis-
abled and their families. They undermine the possibility of love’s labor.
Beyond the extreme conditions are the denial of services, the insistence
that families (often mothers alone) must bear with their child the ful]
brunt of the costs of impairments to which we are each susceprible. Al
these are part and parcel of a failure to consider the circumstances of
dependency as central for an idcal of a well-ordered society. The lack of
social supports for the disabled and those who care for dependents con-
stitute a denial of our inherent vulnerability to disability. It is a denia]
which is at one with the stigma that causes cven families who have
material resources to abandon their child in a hospital ward.

Disability brings sadness in its wake. There is a loss—of capacities
and possibilities. The disaster, however, is not the disability per se, but
the callousness and insensitivity, the sheer miserliness of the response to
it. Must it be so? Is it inevitable? The sorrow may be, but not the
inequality, not the injustice.

Ironically, so much of the injustice masquerades as “fairness,” as
“impartiality,” and as “equality.” Darling (1983, 148) identified as a pro-
fessional virtue “universalism . .. a belief that all cases are to be treated
equally,” and pointed out that it conflicts with the maternal concern
with this particular child. Among the vulnerable, not all cases are equal.
Unfortunately, when resources are limited, universality and equality
mean only that all are treated equally poorly.*®® For parents who must
rely on clinics for medical services, the expericnce of the Massies raising
a son with hemophilia is all too familiar:
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In the main waiting room, there were long lines of wooden benches.
We sat there, as if we were in court, waiting. It was obligatory to be
there at 8 A.M. when the clinic opened., No appointments were
made. You waited . ..

We all waited there, mothers of every race, tense and worried,
with restless, bored children ...

Mothers were afraid to ask, “When will the doctor see us?” for
fear that “Doctor™ would get angry.

Whole days slipped away in this manner. Bur we went on wait-
ing, for there was no other place to go. That was the problem. How
well T came to know the sullen anger, the mutinous rage that grows
in the helpless. They say nothing. What can they say? But angry
thoughts boiled in me (Massic 1975, 75).

Parents served by the private physician are not strangers to the long
angry waits. Although the maternal puu wxll.allwnys {and approprlatel.y)
be toward the affective and the pamcularlstTc, parents COl.lld r'eadAlly
accept a rhetoric of universalism and cqual%ty, if wh.nr was being distrib-
uted equally was high quality care and services and if that care and those
urces were in fact universally available. Instead, parents are asked to

pt injustice and shoddy trearment as “conditions” as incvitable as
261

reso

acce R
cheir children’s disability.

The universalism we require is not that all should equally wait for
Jong hours in unstqufcd and 1x13dcquatc clinics, })ut the sort of umver.sal
rograms | urged in C]mptcr.hvc. We need universal programs serving
needs we have when we arc disabled, whether we are disabled temporar-
ily when we are ill, or permanently when we suffer from some impair-
i.nent. As the passage above so well reflects, the needs of the person who
s disabled arc here {(though admittedly not always) at one with those of
his caregivers. His ill-treatment is their pain.
The virtue of universality among professionals described by Darling
can be exercised only in the perverse form of treating all people equally
oorly: where there is no universal health care, where education is
funded by property taxes, and where the fates of children and depen-
dents is based on a fundamentally unjust distributive system. The
ties that affect all children’s ability to grow and thrive are mir-

inequall : : : o ‘.
he treatment of disabled children. While legislation providing

int
;Z;eglc education of all children with disabilitics, and early intervention
. the case of disabled infants, may bring the opportunities of some dis-
lr};led children closer in line with those of non-disabled children, such
la islation fails to address the compounding of poverty and racism for
cogof and non-whitc children with disabilities. It is hard to do justice

the ways in which racism inflects every aspect of the care of the
to
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disabled. Multiplying the anguish of stigma with inequitable allocation
of resources basfed on race makes race a crucial factor in the study of
faml'lfes w1t1‘1 dlsab1]1.t1c5. And yer relatively few studies even include
families of diverse racial backgrounds (as is the case of the study I exam-
ine below).??

As I write this chapter, thousands of children with disabilities face cut-
backs in the meager, but esscntial Supplemental Security Income (SSI)
benefits that were swept away with “welfare reform.”63 In addition
many of their mothers or mothering persons (sometimes a grandmothe;
or other familial caregiver) are forced to find employment outside the
home in order to continue receiving benefits. Poverty and racism are, fur-
thermore, causally implicated in many cases of disability. Just as the poor
are increasingly blamed for their poverty, so the mother of a child with
disability is often seen as responsible for that disability. Only a system of
benefits for families with disabled children—that are universal rather
than means-tested—will begin to redress the stigma and hardships that
are heaped on the poor and non-white disabled persons and their fami-
lies. Our own nation, in spite of the wealth that makes such universal ser-
vices possible, is a long way from enacting the necessary legislation.

Is it utopian to think that a nation could find the political will to pro-
vide the services and support required? Waisbren (1980) conducted a
study contrasting the social services in Denmark and the Unired States
and the impact of these services on familics. Summarizing what was
available in the United States for the developmentally disabled child and
her family at the time of the study, Waisbren writes:

[Tlhe system of services in the U.S. [for the developmentally dis-
abled child and her family] is disjointed and incomplete. Parents
must hunt out the programs for their child since central referral
agencies are inadequate, slow and overly specialized. Financial sup-
port is provided by a variety of agencies that cach serve only a spe-
cific population; therefore, a definite diagnosis is often required
before a family is eligible for assistance. The schools, workshops,
and residential institutions for developmentally disabled people in
the United States are inferior architecturally, more crowded, and far
less community oriented than are those in Denmark. For develop-
mentally disabled adults, halfway houses and training programs for
independent living are rare (Waisbren 1980, 346).

Between the time Waisbren wrote and today, many services have
improved, and the work of the disability community and the advocacy
of parents of the disabled have generated more programs, more commu-
nity integration, and more flexibility in aid to families. Even the
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: ved services and support garnered by the passage of the ADA
impro of which still must be fought for at every point) falls short of
(manYwaS already available in Denmark in 1980, making the 1ﬂrt.cr scem
what :an dream. The provisions in Denmark include free services and
2 Utofilal support, which are guaranteed for all families with a develop-
f;lneir;ally disabled child, cash subsidies ;1]]0wing one parent to rc.main at
home, home counseling, respite care, day facilities, home nursing and

parent training. Nor is that alk;

Parents arc supported in keeping their developmentally disnb.lcd
child home until the Tate reens or young adulthood. At tht point,
halfway houses or small groups homes as well as SUPCI‘\'ISL‘(:‘ apart-
ments are provided. ... In addirion, families are helped to find bet-
rer homes, with moving costs paid for and rent subsidics granted.
Remodeling of the home to adapt it to the handicapped pch(.)n's
needs is also paid for by the government. The government provides
special equipment, free diagnostic c?'aluations and routine check-
ups, free medical care, carly stimulation programs f('>r n:otcir f:lcvcl-
opment, and rransportation to and from doctors ()ff’ICL‘S (Waisbren
1980, 346; cites Bank-Mikkelsen 1969, Srerner 1976).264

Such provisions should, it would scem, go a long way in alleviati{ig
he tensions, pain, and stigma, parents encounter in mothering the dis-
¢ jed child. Surprisingly, the Waisbren study finds no significant differ-
ab es in stress levels between the parents of very young developmentally
e bled children in Denmark and in the United States when comparing
d:;nts of comparable demographic profiles. She remarks, “Evic.lently,
arents in each country tended to accepr the developmental services as
hey existed. The lack of services was often accepted without question”
z\x/gisbren 1980, 348, cmphasis mine).

It is worth considering the import of this finding. Fir§t, the c'!emo-

aphic aspects of this study bear scruting. The population \‘(./alsbren
1980, 346)) examined was white and middle-class families in which both
(areﬂts were present. Because on the whole, these families were less
ikely © suffer conditions (poverty, cffects of racial discrimination or t].m

onsibilitics of single parenting) that aggravate the stress of the dis-
res-lity (and so for whom social supports and financial supports would
ablcspccially valuable), the fact of the disability alone could overwhelm
b]e] other considcrations for the familics studied. Doubtless the choice of
a arative families in the United States was dictated by the Danish
Comflation, largely white and not impoverished (as poverty does not
as large in Denmark as in the United States). But these method-

om
lo al concerns may well have skewed the results of the study.

ologic
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While most of the powerful emotions and needs in the child’s infancy
center on the pain and sadness of the child’s impairment, these recede as
a parent accepts the child and her situation.?®s Bur with this acceptance
comes a decreased tolerance for the paucity of services and supports as
the child grows older and families must struggle with the demands of
caring for the child and assuring her well-being. The concern turng
quickly to providing the possibilitics for preservative love, for enabling
development, and for social acceprance.

Lessons for the Theoretician

The Waisbren study exemplifies the predominant form of social sci-
ence rescarch in looking at stress levels of families of children with
developmental disabilities. There are a variety of competing views sup-
ported by different research. The carlier literarure was virtually unani-
mous that these families are marked by pathology; the recent studies are
almost as unanimous that these families are coping just fine and that
they are not significantly diffcrent than families with only “normal® chil-
dren. The results of the Waisbren study raises the question of how much
we should conclude by investigating measurable stress levels. The issue
is less how well parents cope and more what it is fair and just to provide
to disabled persons and their families. As those who plow the fields of
social justice know, an oppression that has lain so heavy on the shoyl-
ders of its victims that it has numbed the responsc to the burden is the
most unjust of all. If we believe that social services to support depen-
dency work is required by justice, must we not also and especially think
that the vulnerability of the disabled charge requires services and sup-
port commensurate with the vulnerability? The principle of doulia would
mandate that those who serve the child are themselves supported: finap-
cially, with additional caregiving help, with counscling, with home
improvements and with direct medical, educational and habilitative pro-
visions for the disabled charge.

How do we go about conceiving of equality and justice in the context
of disability? The essays in this book have served only as a preparation
for what needs to be a systematic theory of equality-in-connection, I
want to briefly sketch what such a theory may look like with respect tg
disabled persons and their caregivers, and propose that Sen’s capabiliry
model is most useful. That model emphasizes “interpersonal variations
in converting incomes (and other external resources) into individua]
advantage” (Sen 1992, 195). Capability is for Sen “a reflection of the
freedom to achieve valuable functionings” (1992, 49). “Functionings” are
“constitutive of well-being.” Capabilities, he adds, arc relevant not only
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ro the “freedom to achieve well-being”™ but also “for the level of well-
being achieved” (1992, 49). What we seck to cqualize then is not a set of
goodS (not even “primary goods™) but the ability to realize those func-
tionings we deem valuable.

Nowhere is the interpersonal variation of which Sen speaks more
jmportant than in dealing with disabled persons and those who care for
them. Nowhere is what is understood by individual advantage more sin-
gular. Even within a single disability, such as cognitive disability, the
“gpace of functionings” (.Scn 1992) is so varied that no one set of goals
or goods can easily pertain to all affected. Finally, because acceprance of
the disability (whether it is our own or that of our child) is so crucial to
well-being, and because attempring to achieve acceptance can cut us off
from our own expectations of what we ought, in fairness, to have,
nowhere is it morc important ro emphasis the freedom in the capability
o realize valuable functionings.

So what is to be equalized? Docs cquality make sensc in the context of
disability and care of the disabled? What is to be equalized is, on the one
hand, the capability space for the individual who is disabled. The dis-
abled person determines alone or along with family and dependency
workers the valued functionings as they arise our of his abilities and pos-
cibilities. On the other hand, the family and other dependency workers
(that is, all who care about and for the disabled person—whether famil-
jal or employed) also need to be accorded an equality of capability. They
o0 must be able to determine their valued functionings and have the
freedom to realize these functionings. Bur these functionings, the capabil-
ity set itself, is not mercly a matrer of each individual’s space of function-
ings considered apart from the space of functionings defined for others in
the relationship. If it were, then this capability equality would be just
another form of individual-based cquality. (See Chapter One, pages
28-29.) If capability cquality is to be a connection-based equality then
¢here must also be a consideration of how the maintenance of the rela-
nships of dependency can be sustained and how the functioning spaces

r

tio . -

re to be coordinated. The coordination must be more than merely max-
a . ) )
- mizing the freedom of functioning of each, although that, too, is a desir-
i

ple outcome. The coordination must provide space for the relationships
tahemsclvcs. The valued functioning of the disabled individual who
pires care must be figured in conjunction with valued functionings of
red e who stand outside of but are needed to support a relationship of
thoindency, The valued functioning of those who stand outside a rela-
d.ep of dependency must similarly take into account the valued function-
wor f those within a particular relationship of dependency. Moreover
ingsqzality of the relationships themselves is a determinant in considering

the
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what is a valued functioning. By viewing our relations to others as nested
dependencies and coordinating valued functionings across these nested
dependencics, we start to frame equality in terms of our interconnec-
tions. A distribution that enables such an cqualization in the space of
capability and functionings is entircly consistent with the difference and
dependence inherent in disability—for the disabled and their caregivers
alike. Each gets to be seen as some mother’s child.

In writing of social organizations, and matters of justice and equality,
we think of the child as the future independent being. We value equal
exchanges. Women have been very important in reminding social and
political theorists that “independence” is an illusory ideal and have
offered up the image of persons as intcrdependent. But cven feminists
who have directed us away from the atomistic individualism of much
traditional Western philosophy have failed to recognize the full implica-
tions of dependency. Lorraine Code, for example, acknowledging that
women can achieve satisfactory relationships with both children and
men, just as one can with feminist friends and colleagues, insists that
equality is a crucial value. “It is a matter of mutuality, where each mem-
ber of a relationship is prepared to compromise with respect to her or
his time, convenience, comfort and success ... Only for such relation-
ships is it worth relinquishing a measure of autonomy” (Code 1986, 56).
This insistence on mutuality, in some usually understood sense of that
term, pervades the discussion of most feminists.

But this mutuality is inapplicable when discussing the relation of
mothering a child such as Sesha. Clearly Sesha is not “prepared to com-
promisc” in the requisite ways for a mutual equal relationship, yet it
does make sense for me to relinquish a portion of my autonomy. And if
it is not me, then someone must. Yet this does not mean that I must
acquiesce to the “feminine” virtues of self-cffacing self-sacrifice. It means
that we need a reconfiguration of how reciprocation comes to be possi-
ble in the case of dependency work.

While the image of a mutuality and interdependence among persons is
an important one, life with Sesha underscores that there are moments
when we are not “inter"dependent. We are simply dependent and cannot
reciprocate. Furthermore, while dependence is often socially constructed—
all dependence is not. If you have a fever of 105, the dependence you
have is not socially constructed. Scsha’s dependence is not socially con-
structed. Neither “labeling” nor environmental impediments create her
dependence—although environment modifications are crucial for her to
have a decent life.

Life with Sesha has also brought to light the ways in which the char-
acterization of citizens in a just society as “free and equal” ignores the
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maternal requirements that limit onc’s frecdom in the sense that one
cannot presume to act always as the sclf-originator of valid claims, as
Rawls would have us think. This nonfreedom, while not chosen, may be
accepted as a fate to be embraced without injustice when conditions at
once permit us to ascertain our valued functionings and provide the
capability to realize them. Lifc with Sesha has then broughe to con-
gciousness the way in which the “cqual” portion of the formula cannot
pe met for the mothering person of a truly dependent individual unless
the wider society provides resources for caring nor only for the depen-
dent, but also for the one who provides the care. This, after all, was the
old message in my nursing book. A seriously disabled person may not be
as dependent as a nursing infant, but as long as the person sustaining the
dependent directs her energies there, she cannor be participating as an
“equal” in the economic or social or political order of which she is a

art. To have her needs mer as she mcets the needs of another who is
dependent on her l?ccoxxlcs the condition of her equality—that is, her
cqual membership in her community. To have one’s needs met as one
meets the needs of another may not be a feature of the relation between
indcpendent persons who have an cqual status. Nonetheless it becomes
the condition for equality for all rhose within a relationship of depen-
dency where someonc is significantly and inevitably dependent on
anofher for basic nceds.

The young woman who is my daughter will never read a book of phi-
lOsophy——shc will. never read—and will never speak English sentences.
She will never be independent. The lessons of this book, nonetheless, are
che Product of her gentle tutoring. The lessons are not over and will
continue as long as we have cach other. The process of mothering will
ot end, ].ust as marriages are not supposed to end “till death do us
art.” Until then, ] WI”. continue to learn from my daughter, from those
who share her mothering with me, and from the unique and at times

als0 generalizable, aspects of this remarkable relationship with an
exquisite person we call Sesha.



Afterword

The acknowledgment of dependency and the quest for equality are the
two conceptual poles of this book. The book grapples with the question
whether dependency and equality arc reconcilable in the lives of women.

If this volume has covered a great deal of ground it is because to
speak of human dependency and cquality is to embrace a wide sweep of
our lives and our hopes. To deal with dependency is to be concerned
with our young years, our old age, the times of our own iliness and dis-
ability, and the times we care for our aging parents, our young children,
our ill spouscs, friends, and lovers. While dependency is a condition to
which men and women are equally vulnerable, the care of dependents
occupies mostly women, and for many women, it occupies the better
part of their lives.

Equality has served as the basis of the moral, social, and political
order for which people have struggled and fought throughout the mod-
ern age. But any idea of equality that is located in the autonomous, free,
and self-sufficient individual, who joins only with similarly situated oth-
ers, does not casily recognize the dependency that has so occupied
women’s lives. By failing to recognize this dependency, such conceptions
of equality effectively exclude women.

This book envisions a world where the wider community accepts a
social responsibility for the care of dependents and support for their
caregivers, and where caring for dependents does not become so costly
to dependency workers that they are unable to be equals in a society of
equals. In such a world, the requirements for doing dependency work

are accepted in turn as requiring reciprocation from the wider commu-
nity that makes equality possible for all. In this vision, both receiving
and giving care are understood to be essential goods, as fundamental
and irreducible as political liberty and economic well-being. Only in a
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world in which dependency work is not determined by gender, race, or
class can such a requirement be fulfilled. Only then can this work be
compatible with an ideal of full equality of opportunity where positions
are open to those with rthe appropriate skills, interests, and capacities.

This is not the world we currently inhabit. It is not even a world theo-
rized in progressive tracts shaped by a man’s vision. The world we know
is one fashioned by the dreams of those who, by and large, consider
themselves independent. Their sclf-understanding as independent per-
sons is generally purchased at a price—onc set so low and considered so
inevitable that few have traditionally considered it pertinent to consider-
arions of social justice. The purchase price of independence is a wife, a
mother; 2 nursemaid, a nanny—a dependency worker. Whether the care
of dependents is turned over to a woman with whom one shares an inti-
mate life or to a stranger, unless someone attends to the dependencies
¢hat touch our lives, and incvitably rouch the lives of all, we cannor act
the part of a free and cqual subject featured in the conception of society
s an association of equals.

Those who do dependency work, be it familial or paid, garner the sat-
isfaction of doing a labor of love. They watch an infant flourish; they
comfort a sick person; they rerurn the loving care they received from a

erson who cared for them. They also become vulnerable to economic

deprivation, lack of sleep, disruptions of their own intimate life, loss of
Jeisure and carcer opportunitics, and so on. It is a vulnerability depen-
dency worlfers incur as they turn their attentions to the needs of one
who is entirely vuln.crnblc to their actions, whose comfort, ability to
chrive, and even survive—whose most fundamental well-being rests with
chem. In thcxr. labors, dependency workers subject themselves to work
conditions which are among the most emotionally and morally demand-
ing- These demands arc constitutive of the labor itself.
There are additional hardships not essential to the labor itself: when
¢he efforts of the dependency worker are not reciprocated by others;
when they do not reccive adequate relcase time, adequate compensation,
emotjonal‘ support, a‘nd when they are not provided the social and tech-
pical services a parthl.llnr form of dependency requires. These are the
result of social and palitical inequities.

The rectification of such injustices is what a public conception of dou-
Jia demands. A p}lb]iC principle of doulia demands a reciprocation that
calls upon a social rcsp(.)nsibi]ity to the charge and caregiver alike, A
corﬂmitment to ‘rhc cquality of all requires an equality that is connection-
paseds an c.quahty that acknowledges a common fate and shared human-
..., which lies as much in our need to care for others and be attended to

ity 7 . . . .
in caring relationships as in properties we possess as individuals.

a
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If dependency is not a part of onc’s daily life, it is casy and convenient
to ignore it. Afrer all, what does cleaning bedpans or comforting a teary
toddler have to do with matters of State, matters of finance, or the
world of culture? The answer, of course, is cvervthing. Yet our own
dependency and the dependency of others has been conveniently kept
out-of-sight, tucked away metaphorically and literally, attended to by
women who have only aspired to and have not yer achieved full citizen-
ship. As women attempt to gain full citizenship, to become equals in a
world created by men, the hidden dependencies become visible. Women
cannot lcave the home for the marketplace and abandon dependents in
the process. Attempting to be in both places at once is either impossible
or achieved with strain and struggle—something gets lost, cither some of
a woman’s autonomy and ability to compete as an equal or else the care
and well-being of dependents.

We like to think that equality is an inclusive ideal; that its inherent
dynamic is to progressively encompass a wider and wider range of indi-
viduals. Yet equality always excludes some as it includes others. When
one group defines itsclf as composed of equals, it so defines itself against
those who are not members. Even the most inclusive conception of

equality—the equality of all persons—excludes the nonperson. Perhaps
we should not be surprised that the very possibility of conceiving of
society as an association of equals has been predicated on dependencies
which stand outside of the domain of equals. The very young are equals-
to-be-once-they-reach-majority—not yet cquals. The ill or disabled stand
outside the charmed circle of thosc equally abled. The frail elderly retire
and step aside, yielding their place in the company of equals to those
who have come of age and arc now “independent.” In truth, we know
that no one is independent. We all are dependent—the fates of each of
us hang on those of others. But, at any given historical moment, we
know, nonetheless, what relative independence means, what it entitles us
to, and what inclusion into the circle of equals signifies.

The right to be thought of as an equal is a right that women today
have seized upon with a grip far surer and unyiclding than at any other
time in history. Thar is why we can see roday that the circle of equals
has itself depended on women’s care of the inevitable human dependen-
cies—to provide for its new members, to provide succor to those who
have had to temporarily step out due to illness or disability, to care for
those who retire from the circle. It is women’s insistence that they be
included that makes visible the nced for some persons to care for all
those outside it. At the same time, the fact of dependency and women’s
responsibility for dependency work has been, in large measure, why

Afterword / 185

including womcn within the political and cconomic order as equals has
been SO problematic and slow.

The atrainment of equality can be made compatible with the inevitabil-
ity of dependency. But only under certain conditions: that we develop
policies by which those who care for dependents are adequately compen-
sated, supported with services and with the means of participating in the
competition for social goods, while and after they care for dependents.
Such policies must also assure that dependency work be de-gendered and
not racialized, but distributed according to skill and inclination.

The reader may have a reservation here. 1 may have convinced a skep-
rical reader that the dependent whose needs are not in the charge of a
capable dependency worker is likely to be shortchanged, and thar unpaid
familial caregivers arc handicapped as they enter into competition for the

oods of social cooperation under present arrangements. However, it
may not yet be clear why the benefits of a social order are not equally
available to the dependency worker who avoids an emotional attachment
o her charge—who, for example, simply cleans the bedpan, does the
Jaundry and shopping for her clderly charge, collects her pay, and leaves
at the end of her shift with no more thought of her charge than the auto-
mobile assembly line worker’s thought of the car's driver’s safety and
well-being. Why is this dependency worker more vulnerable than a
worker on a Ford assembly line?

To answer this question we must first acknowledge that while depen-
dency work may be paid or unpaid, it has traditionally been unpaid
]abof"‘"‘“d to a large extent continues to be. This fact also means that
].ncorporating dependency work into the accounting of resources and
costs is nat easily accomplished. For example, as every woman who has
had to figure out the costs of childcare knows, childcare is expensive rel-
ative to what she brings into the family by her employment outside the
home. This means that the compensation for dependency work—as it is
now figured—is always on the low end of the wage scale. It will remain
50 antil we put our minds and our polirical will to figuring out how to
adequgtcly compensate this work. Because dependency work is poorly

aid it is likely to draw on the most disenfranchised populations—those
who are least likely to find better paid employment. At the very least,
che paid dependency worker is likely to be vulnerable by virtue of her
overty and her marginal status.

In this respect, however, she is no more vulnerable than the migrant
farm worker, for example, or any other poorly paid and disenfranchised
worker. Bur she is at least that vulnerable, and it surely can be argued
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that these individuals do not currently reap the benefits of participation
in what is putatively, if not actually, a frec and equal society. Still, a lib-
cral theory, such as that provided by John Rawls, does consider how to
build a just society in which the interests of thosc lcast well situated
economically are considered equally. If this were the full extent of the
dependency worker’s vulnerability when she is doing her job without the
thick involvement that is required to do the job well, then these workers
would be excluded from the concerns that [ take to be particular to
dependency work.

But the dependency worker—even when she refuses an affective
engagement with her charge—has a distinctive moral obligation, one
that sometimes subjects her to increased legal scrutiny. Contrast her sit-
uation to that of an automobile assembly line worker. The latter has a
responsibility to do her job properly, which means following the direc-
tion of management. There is a hierarchical set of commands that deter-
mines the responsibility. If a poorly manufactured automobile endangers
its passengers, the assembly line worker who has done her own job
properly can rest easily—without moral or legal guilt. But even the
assembly line worker who does her work poorly is unlikely to be directly
responsible for a defect that can result in injury or loss of life, because it
is the worker’s manager and ultimately her employer who has the
responsibility to oversce the work, to assure that potentially hazardous
mistakes are rectified, and to assume accountability. The dependency
worker who, by virtue of her detachment and failure of responsiveness
to her charge, allows her charge to take a step that should not have been
taken, or fails to perceive a precipitous rise in temperature, may in con-
trast be directly responsible for a dangerous illness or loss of life. In
addition to being subject to the moral guilt, she is subject to job loss and
even criminal action. This is a vulnerability that is at times heightened
by her poverty and her marginal social status.

To become sufficiently responsive, however, is to open oneself to the
emotional attachments that characterize dependency work when well
done, and such attachments incur still further vulnerability. They make
possible the responsiveness characteristic of the “transparent” self (See
Chapter Two, pages 51-53) and allow for the willingness to forgo one
own’s best interest for the sake of another who is entirely vulnerable to
one’s own actions.?%¢

The principle of care—that in order to grow, flourish, and survive or
endure illness, disability and frailty, each individual requires a caring
relationship with significant others who hold that individual’s well-being
as a primary responsibility and a primary good-—together with the prin-
ciple of doulia—that just as we have required care to survive and thrive,
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so we need to provide conditions that allow others, including those who
do the work of caring, to receive the care they need to survive and
thrive—point to an approach that authorizes the use of social resources
for the support of relationships of dependency. 1f equality is to become a
reality in the face of dependency and the demands of dependency care,
then it must be a connection-based cquality, an equality that recognizes
needs based on our functioning through periods of dependency and car-
ing for dependents. A conncction-based equality is one concerned less
with resources as such and more with capabilities and functionings. Such
2 connection-based cquality, T have been able only to adumbrate.
Perhaps a full theory of equality adequate to dependency concerns (and
sensitive to issucs of difference, dominance, and diversity to which other
feminist and race theorists have pointed) awaits not only further theoreti-
cal developments, but also a change in the practices of organizing depen-
dency work. It may be the case, for example, that we need more
experience with ways to incorporate dependency concerns into the public
domain, and more public discussion before we can decide how resources
can best be allocated to create the conditions for women’s equality. For
instance, with respect to the dependency of young children we may want
ro ask if we arc beteer served by supports for those who want ro raise
cheir own preschool-aged children at home or by the provision of many
more day-care facilities. The conclusions of this book suggest that both
efforts arc needed, but perhaps a more refined theory, based on more
experience in different cultural and economic contexts, can provide a
sophisticatcd and rargered response thar better weighs considerations of
che diversity of neceds, the long-term impact of women’s entry into non-
ender-stereotyped jobs and the well-being of young children in different
circumstances.
The economic dimension of dependency work provides another exam-
le of why a theory of cquality that embraces dependency awaits both
more scholarly work and changes in our practices. Because dependency
work has traditionally been unpaid labor, and because so few efficien-
cies of production arc possible in this labor intensive activity, depen-
dency work always scems to be considered toa expensive. Its costliness is
decrjed whether the payment is made privately in families or publicly
thfough the welfare system. How then, given the special demands of
chis work, can dependency workers be fairly compensated? How, for
example, can some of the proposals of this volume be made economi-
cally feasible? Do we nced a different system of accounting, just as envi-

l,Omnenmlisrs have urged with respect to the costs of environmental

rotections?
still another set of questions, which may nat be answerable until we set
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about changing our practices, concerns the extent to which gender identi-
ties and stereotypical characteristics attach themselves to this sort of
labor. If we begin training for dependency work early—in school pethaps,
concentrating on accustoming young boys, as well as young gitls, to take
on dependency work—will there be new resistances to degendering this
labor that we cannot now envision? How are expectations that women
will do dependency work integral to our understanding of sexuality, to the
shaping of emotional response, and to the creation of personality? While
feminists have explored some of these issues, we will not have answerg
that we can use to build on until we begin altering the social organization
of dependency work. Until we begin to see the consequence of some of
the changes that are presently occurring and that are possible by insisting
on more social responsibility for dependency work, we will not truly
understand what genuine equality may look like, or what it is that we
demand, when we demand equality that acknowledges dependency.

The call for sexual equality has been with us for a long time. But until
relatively recently, the demands of even the most farsighted women have
assumed very traditional and gendered arrangements of dependency
work. Radical visions in which dependency work is taken out of the
family have left many women cold—largely, I suggest, because they have
failed to respect the importance of the dependency relationship. A view
of society as consisting of nested dependencies, so constituted as to pro-
vide all with the means to achieve functioning that respects the freedom
and relatedness of all citizens, is a view that can only emetge now, as
women taste the fruits of an equality fashioned by men—and find it
wanting. This equality has not left room for love’s labors and love’s
laborers. It is time to shape a new vision by creating new theories and by
forging the requisite political will. We need to revise our social and
political commitment to ourselves as dependents and as dependency
workers. Only through these efforts may we come to see what it means
for men and women to share the world in equality.

Notes

preface

1. Mrs. Perry’s husband and his brothers paid her $200 a week to care for their
mother.

2. The article makes ir clear that men, as well as women, engaged in familial
dependency work. It speaks about the son of Eldora Mitchell who does the pri-
mary dependency work for his mother. Female relarives and friends help with
some intimate care for her, However, in the case of Martha Perry, her husband
felt that because he could not bathe his mother or do the more intimate care, it
was best for his wife to do this work.

Part Ol‘lc

Chapter One -

3, Title VII of thf: Civil nghrs Act prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex—
even disallowing requircments that adversely impact on women—save in the
case where an employer can show compelling reason why gender itself, or a
qualification that has an adverse impact on women, is essential for the job.
The Pregnancy Amendment to Title VIl prohibits employers from dismissing a
worker because she is pregnant or from imposing an extended mandatory leave
because of pregnancy. According to Title IX, schools must provide equal edu-
cational facilities, even in the area of sports. Efforts to artain sexual equality
have brought casier access to education—more than 50% of the college popu-
lation is female—as well as to women’s entrance into professions such as law
and medicine, and arguably women now experience greater sexual freedom.

4. Berwecn 1940-1994, the percentage of women in the labor force rose from
24% to 46% (Herz 1996, 45, 47).

5. Ina comparative study of sexual equality, Pippa Norris writes, “In certain
socicties such as the United States, one of the most striking phenomena is the
marked contrast between the expectations and achievements of the women’s
movement. . .. The woman’s movement has been highly vocal in pressing for
equal pay over the last twenty years, but the average pay packet for full-time
American women workers compared with that of men is lower than in almost
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10.

11.

all European countries. . .. Compared with the European Community, Amer-
ica has one of the highest proportions of women in the labour force, but ...
their average wages are among the lowest” (144). In addition, she comments
on the female nouveau poor due to high divorce rates, single-parent families,
and a less comprehensive and generous welfare system. Norris also remarks on
the other objective inequalities American women suffer including the paucity
of legislative and other governmental representation.
For example, in 1994, 8.5% of all engincers were women (up from 4% in
1981). Women engineers earned 86.5% of men’s salaries. Meanwhile 73.8% of
teachers, other than college and university level, were women (in 1981 the fig-
ure was 70%) earning 87% of men’s salaries in the same occupation. Among
college and university teachers 36.4% were women, carning 86.6% of men’s
salaries. While 92.3% of all nurses were women; at the same time, 23.2% of al]
physicians were women (up from 14% in 1981) earning 76.7% of men’s
salaries. Among lawyers, 31.0% were women, earning 74.1% of men’s salaries,
while 98.8% of secretaries were women. (Bureau of Labor Statistics 1994).
According to the Department of Justice, for example, “during each year
women were the victims of more than 4.5 million violent crimes, including
approximately 500,000 rapes or other sexual assaults. In 29%of the violent
crimes against women by lone offenders the perpetrators were intimates—hus-
bands, former husbands, boyfriends or former boyfriends” (U.S. Department
of Justice 1995).

See also (Blum, et al, 1993: 49-58) for a staggering array of statistics on
rape, violence, sexual harassment and the sex industry.
The 1976 Hyde Amendment banned federal funding for abortions, and pro-
hibits Medicaid funding for abortions except in cases of rape or incest {Stone
1996, 178). Furthermore, Title X funding which provided family-planning clin-
ics that many women of color depended on was cut between 1980 and 1990
(Facts in Brief, Abortion in the United States, 1991). In addition, 83% of the
counties in the U.S. {metropolitan areas among them) are without identifiable
abortion facilities (Henshaw 1987, 63). All of these above factors conspire
against poor women.
Overall women make 76.4 cents for every one of men’s dollars. The median
weekly salary for women in 1994 was $399 compared to men’s $522 (Bureay of
Labor Statistics 1994),
Although there are women making top salaries in major law firms and corpora-
tions, even in 1993, single, female-headed households earned a median yearly
salary of $17,413 compared to $26,467 for single, male-headed households.
Race exacerbates the difference. The median income for white women who
were single parents was $19,962, while the income for black single mothers was
$11,905, and income for Hispanic single mothers was $12,047 (Bureau of the
Census 1994). Among union workers, white women earned 85.3% of white
men’s wages; black women earned 86.3% of black men’s wages; and Hispanic
women earned 79.4% of Hispanic men’s wages. Among non-union workers,
white women earned 75.2% compared to white men; black women earned
86.3% compared to black men; and Hispanic women earned 91.5% compared
to Hispanic men (Bureau of Labor Statistics 1994).
Even though women in the United States have had the rights of citizenship
since 1920, and participate at all levels of electoral politics, in 1995, only 11%
of Congress were women (forty-cight women in the U.S. House of Repre-

12.

13.

14.

21.
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sentatives and eight women in the Scnate); 26% of starewide elected officials
were women; 21% of state legislators were women; and 18% of all mayors
were women. The much touted cfforts of President Clinton to increase
women’s visibility in high officc only brought that figure to 29%. With the
appointment of Ruth Bader Ginzburg to the Supreme Court the number of
women on the Supreme Court increased to two (Center for the American
Woman and Politics [CAWP] 1995; National Women's Political Caucus
[NWPC] 1995).

Women working full-time in households shared by adult men do 83% of
household chores and childrearing, while women employed full-time outside
the home do 70% (Stone 1980, 33).

A number of feminist scholars have contributed to my own writings on the
relation between equality and dependency. The work of Susan Okin has been
immensely valuable in elucidating the role of women’s social position in the
family as the source of her exclusion from the political domain. Her work,
including her discussions of John Rawls, which I both draw upon and take
issue with, has been very important in crystallizing my own thinking. Within
legal thought Martha Fineman has vigorously pursued what I think of as the
dependency critique of equality, especially in the publication of Thke Husion of
Equality but also in the Neutered Mother. Much of my ecarlier thinking had
been developed independently of the work of Martha Fineman, and when I
found Fineman’s work, I found the confluences both illuminating and hearten-
ing. My own work draws heavily on the feminist project of a care ethic and
the attempt to gain moral, social, and political insight from the caring work of
mothering.

Martha Fineman’s approach is most similar to my own. See note 13.

Rawls distinguishes a concept and a conception with respect to justice:

Thus it seems natural to think of the concepr of justice as distinct from
the various conceptions of justice and as being specified by the role
which these differen sets of principles, these different conceptions, have
in common. Those who hold different conceptions of justice can, then,
still agree that institutions are just when no arbitrary distinctions are
made between persons in the assigning of basic rights and duties and
when the rules determine a proper balance between competing claims to
the advantages of social life (Rawls 1971, 5).

It seems natural to import such a distinction to the discussion of equality.

See Rae (1989).

See Minow (1991},

See Sen (1987).

James Bohman points out that a problem with equality is that it is at some
times exclusive when it ought to be inclusive, and, at other times, overly inclu-
sive. See Bohman (1996).

There have always been feminists who have questioned equality in this form—
who have always understood that the meaning of feminism should not be con-
strained by the measure of man. Even Wollstonecraft who is generally thought
to be the “equality feminist” par excellence, was careful to insist that women
not merely copy (the myriad follies of) men. Also see note 21.

It should be noted that from the eighteenth century onward there have been
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22,

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.
30.

31.
32.

two distinct arguments for women’s cmancipation. One insisted on the
cgalitarian argument: Men and women share essentially the same the same
human character and that denial of these commonalties has kept women our
of positions of privilege and away from resources. The other has insisted on
the value of women's difference, arguing for women’s suffrage because were
women to be introduced into the political and social arena, they would inject
new characteristics into these areas; that women’s difference from man would
benefit all humanity.

Christine Littleton, a difference feminist, has remarked that the problem with
the model of androgyny is that women’s values tend to be too little valued to
get fair representation, and citing Carrie Menkel-Meadow, she remarks, “The
trouble with marble cake is that it never has enough chocolare” (Littleton
1987a, 224). Also see Littleron (1987h).

The issuc emerges most clearly as it pertains to pregnancy. The equality strac-
egy is to amalogize or assimilate pregnancy leaves to disability leaves. See
Williams (1985}, Williams argues for an understanding of pregnancy as disabil-
ity, not because pregnancy is inherently a disability, bur because in the context
of the workplace pregnancy can be disabling to a person as a worker. Re-
sponding to arguments that the equality position simply integrates women
into a male world, Williams, a feminist, writes: “The goal of the feminist legal
movement . . . is not and never was the integration of women into a male world
any more than it has been to build a scparate but betrer place for womer.
Rather, the goal has been to break down the legal barriers that restricted each
sex to it’s predefined role and created a hicrarchy based on gender.”
MacKinnon puts it this way: “On the first day that marters dominance was
achieved, probably by force. By the second day, division along the same lines
had to be relatively firmly in place. On the third day, if not sooner, differences
were demarcated . .. 7 (1987, 40).

MacKinnon puts it this way: “You can be the same as men, and then you will
be equal.” or “You can be different from men, and then you will be women.”
(DuBois, et al. 1985, 21).

MacKinnon, characteristically puts it more tendentiously. Speaking of compa-
rable worth, she asks how you compare when there are no men around to
make. the needed comparison—men have found better things to do.

See Adams (1980, 2, 3, 6, 7, 26).

For example, Catharine MacKinnon has urged such policies with respect to sex-
ual harassment and together with Andrea Dworkin has drafted an antipornog-
raphy ordinance that explicitly signals pornography as a harm directed at
women and against which women ought to have special recourse. For a stage-
ment of what I call the dominance critique, see especially MacKinnon (1987)
See Drucilla Cornell’s critique of MacKinnon (1991, 119-164).
“Intersectionality” is the term employed by Kimberly Crenshaw (1991) to
denote the ways in which women’s multiple identities create problems which
are not addressed when women of color are scen on the one hand as “women,”
on the other hand as “persons of color,” but never as “women of color.”

See especially Fishkin (1983), who examines the issue in considerable detajl.
Perhaps then it is simply time to rid ourselves of the vestiges of the head of
household equality and hold fast to the individual-based equality. The problem
here, as T will argue in more detail later (Chapter Threc), is that there remain
important reasons why the one responsible to a dependent needs to have a
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certain jurisdiction, and so treating a dependent as a fully independent citizen
is not without difficulties,

I would include here the very act of bearing children, as in the practice of
“surrogate” mothering, which is often undertaken by poorer women on behalf of
middle-class women. For an interesting discussion of the moral ramifications
of this, see the discussion stimulated by Keane (1981) in Singer (1983, 105-6).
For instance, Virgina Held points out—citing a U.S. Department of Labor pub-
lication—that on a scale from 887 (the lowest skill level) to 1 (the highest skill
level) “the skill thought to be needed by a homemaker, childeare attendant, or
nursery school teacher was rated ... 878" (Held 1983, 9). See also Young
(1983) and Bart (1983).

One can say that the relational move is an analogical one. In a case such as
Hernandez v. New York discussed above, it requires that we locate those vari-
ables in the juridical peerage that translate across the linguistic difference
between Anglos and Latinos.

Carol Gilligan (1982), Sara Ruddick (1989), Nel Noddings (1984), Annette
Baier (1994), and Virginia Held (1993). For an attempt to formulate a politics
based on principles of care see Tronto (1993).

That is to say, the greater inter-gender equality may contribute to a greater
intra-gender incquality among women, not only because the ceiling is raised
for some women, but because the floor is lowered for others. See Sen (1993).
As distasteful a prospect as this presents, the question cannot be evaded when
the rise of some women into fields and high income-carning professions previ-
ously closed to them is temporally, ar least, coincident with the impoverish-
ment of many other women. These concerns echo MacKinnon’s claim that
gender-ncutral policies only benefit those women who, in their situation, are
already most like men. However when the comparison among women is made
with respect to dependency work, it is as ofren women as men who exert the
power over the worse situated women.

See Held (1995), Clement (1996), and Bubeck (1995).

The cite continues “come to full maturity, without all kind of engagement to
each other” (Hobbes 1966, 109).

Another interesting competitor is cqual opportunity for welfare, see Arneson
(1989) and Cohen (1993). Equal opportunity for welfare is an interesting alter-
native to both resource and the welfare equality, however, the criticisms that
pertain to each from the perspective I'm developing, pertains as well to equal
opportunity for welfare. The equality of capability is a view that I believe is
most consistent with my aims here, but this view also begins with the individ-
ual. Also see Sen (1987), Nussbaum (1988a), Dworkin (1981), and Williams
(1973a).

Chodorow (1978) offers a convincing argument that this is key to different
responses to parenting by men and women. For some contrary views see essays
in Trebilcot (1987).

Although it takes place at a time which was perhaps especially oppressive for
women, Kate Chopin’s The Awakening attests to the difficulty of even concep-
rualizing what a mother doces, when she leaves her child for reasons that men
so often do, as anything bur pathological.

See Stack (1974, 63-89) for a discussion of “child-keeping.” Within the
community Stack studied, a trusted member of the primary parent’s domestic
kinship or domestic network would be asked to “keep” a child for a short or



194

44,

45.

46.
47.

48.

49

50

52,

/ Notes

an extended period in case the primary parent, usually the mother, became
unable to care for the child because of illness or other stress, work opportuni-
ties elsewhere, new sexual or domestic arrangements, and so forrh.

Under very harsh conditions, climatic, cconomie, cte., strong commitments to
care for the frail elderly or severely ill may be too demanding and too costly to
the welfare of the community to become a social expectation. Just as condi-
tions of extreme scarcity impact on the very norms of a just distriburion of
goods, so, too, harsh survival conditions may alter the very norms of decency
which demand the care of dependents. This is one way to understand the
vaunted Eskimo custom to abandon the frail ciderly. But it can hardly serve to
justify the calious negleet of the elderly within societies where such conditions
do not apply.

Recently, Bubeck (1995) has developed an argument of care work on the model
of the Marxist understanding of exploitation.

See Fineman (1995, 161-64).

With the rise of the disability movement in the U.S. for example, the inevitable
relation between disability and dependency has been importantly contested. In
appropriate environments, a physical impairment or incapacity need not be a
handicap. A person who is physically dependent on a wheelchair for mobility
may be capable of living a fully independent life, or at least a life no less
dependent on others than one not requiring a wheelchair—especially when the
person’s environment is accommedating 1o wheelchairs, Without a wheelchair,
the individual would be dependent in the sense relevane to this book. However,
the dependency would be the cunsequence not of biology only, but of biclogy
as it is lived in a particular (social and technological) circumstance (Silvers and
Wasserman 1998 [forthcoming]). Nevertheless, there are some forms of disabil-
ity in which the biological basis of dependency cannot be overcome by social
{or technological) circumstance. Sce Chapter Seven.

Furthermore, not all caring involves the actual labor in dependency work.
(Tronto 1993).

This may be a morc controversial point than it appears at first. In part, much
hangs on how narrowly we construe sexuality. | argue (Kitray 1990) that sexu-
ality tends to be thought of largely withour reference to specifically female
aspects of sexuality, such as childbirth and nursing. Nursing, clearly depen-
dency work in my sense, does, 1 believe, have a sexual component which is not
inappropriate.

Bubeck (1995) includes a wonderful thought experiment illustrating how the
labor saving robots we envision to do housework are horrific when imagined
as substitutes for the caring labor 1 identify as dependency work.

See Ann Ferguson (1989), especially Chapter Four for a discussion of a relared
notion sex/affective production. It would be worthwhile, on another occasion,
ro describe how differing organizations of dependency work figure in differ-
ently organized sex/affective production systems. But also sce the discussion of
dependency work in the extended sense on page 37ff. above.

Noddings (1984, 30-58) calls the dependency worker the “one-caring.” She
is speaking of a wider range of activitics than thosc underscored here. T prefer
dependency worker even in those cases where the extension of our terms overlap,
however. First, because as | said above, | am interested in underlining the idea of
labor involved in such caring. Second, because one can do dependency work
poorly, and so not be caring. This would leave us with the notion of “one.
caring,” who may ot be caring.
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Noddings (1984, 59-78) calls the benefactor of care the “cared-for.” See note

55.

Jane Martin (1989) argues that the three Cs need to be taught in schools along

with the three Rs. The three Cs are the orientations and skills required to pre-

pare individuals to rake responsibility for the moral domain,

Especially where the cared-for is incapable (in the sense 1 specified above) of

meeting essential needs alone.

I owe the first two of these observations to Diana Meyers and the third to
Anthony Weston—all in personal correspondence.

This is a point that Bubeck (1995) also argues with great force.

“Practices,” says Ruddick, building on the work of Winch (1972), “are collee-
tive human activities distinguished by aims that identify them and by the con-
sequent demands made on practitioners committed to those aims. The aims or
goals that define a practice are so central or “constitutive” that in the absence
of the goal you would not have that practice™ (Ruddick 1989, 13-14).
McDonnell, speaking of her experience with her son who is autistic writes
about Ruddick’s Maternal Thinking, reminding the reader that not all children
are “intact,” thar is ro say, “not handicapped in some way, not blind, deaf,
autistic, retarded, paraplegic, dyslexic, ete.” (McDonnell 1991).

See Conover (1997) for an example of such vulnerability in the case of the frail
elderly.

Whether the relationship is just may also be a feature of whether its demands
result in obligations for persons within it that render them incapable of
responding to the more urgent moral demands outside the relationship.
(Scheffler 1997). In addition, the moral nature of the relationship is a function
of the moral nature of the practice in which it is situated.

Some writers, Noddings (1984) and Tronro (1993) for example, speak of the
obligations of the one cared for to “complete” the care by their appropriate
reception of the caring. 1 am most interested in the relation between depen-
dency work and the ways the dependency worker becomes vulnerable. The
inappropriate reception of care is onc of several harms to which the depen-
dency worker becomes vulnerable.

For example, the caregivers of an clderly woman report her uncontrollable
piercing and abusive screams throughout the night, screams she cannot even
recall during the day. The woman’s demonic behavior is a sore trial to the
carctakers, bur they cannot vent their anger or frustration at her abuse of them
during these periods (Conover 1997) for her behavior is itself a part of her
affliction. This restraint on the part of the dependency worker is one of the
most demanding of the requirements of the work.
Also sce Bartky (1990).
While he is still a minor that social inequality plays a lesser role than when the
son recaches adulthood. But there are subtle manifestations of the social dispar-
ity throughout — often played out with good humored references to “the little
man of the house.™ And yet, the extent to which sons feel entitled to “graft the
substance” of their mother to their own and the extent to which women accede
to these deeply harbored expectations should not be underestimated. It
requires a great deal of vigilance for the feminist mother to resist these socially
shaped impulses. They are often harder to derect and so harder to resist than
expectations made by other men.
Sce Audre Lorde’s cssay entitled “Man Child: A Black Lesbian Feminist’s
Responsc” (1984). See also the discussion of Gloria Naylor’s work on page 36.
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Robert Goodin (1983) develops the position that a moral commitment ensues
when one individual is vainerable to the action of another. 1 discuss this posi-
tion in Chapter Two.

Of course, everyone who is employed is subject to being exploited by the need
that makes them seek employment. That is not specific to the dependency
worker, although paid dependency work is often done by those who are poorly
positioned to seck mare lucrative opportunities.

For a particularly sensitive account of the sclf-deceprion those who are care-
takers often engage in, sce Bartky (1990), especially Chapeer Seven.

For an important discussion of trust and its relation to women’s lives, see
Baier (1986).

Those creatures to which we have given much care, or from which we have
received care are ones to which we tend to bond. Such bonding can perhaps be
extended to nonsentient beings in a unidirectional fashion, such as ties we feel
toward physical landscapes which have comforted or nurtured us and in which
we have invested care.

Although Naylor describes the relation between a mother and her grown son,
which is not my paradigm of a dependency relationship, this line shows how
difficule it is to draw the temporal boundary of the dependency relationship
between mother and child.

So, too, is the “dial-a-mom” or “dial-a-wife” described by Margaret Talbot in
a recent article (Talbot 1997).

As always, these things are not clear-cut. An elderly person, or one severely
physically disabled, but who is in full command of his or her intcllectual pow-
ers, may require extensive assistance by whar 1 would call a dcpendency
worker in the primary sensc. Insofar as they are in the care of the dependency
worker, they are charges of their carctaker. Yet, the disabled or elderly indi-
vidual will have the capacity to hire and fire her aide much as a secretary is
hired or fired by her boss. Whart distinguishes the cases is that the frail older or
disabled persons are in need of life-sustaining help. On the other hand, we can
imagine a very pampered individual who has grown so dependent on a servant
for very basic needs that the individual is virtually incapacitated if he muse
fend for himself—and may fare very badly if he must take care of his own
needs. And yet it seems counterintuitive to say that this individual is “the
charge” of his servant. The fact thar the incapacity is not grounded in ap
impairment that makes him both practically and in principle unable to perform
these functions for himself appears to work against the idea that he is depen-
dent in this primary sense.

See Darling (1983) who uses this distinction with respect to the care of a dis-
abled child. Sec also the discussion in Chapter Seven below.

See Ruddick {1989) for a discussion of the intellecrual skills required for mater-
nal work. Important attacks on the concept that mothering skills and capaci-
ties are merely “natural” have been available in the feminist literature for quite
a while. See the work of Held (1993).

See Susan Reverby (1987) for an interesting account of the troubled shift ip
nursing from work that is in the spirit of dependency work to its professional-
ization.

I suspect that in localities where the interventionist character of the work is
stressed over its sustaining nature, that is, where the work is not conceived as
similar to dependency work, one will tend to find more practitioners who are
male.
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I do not address women's special vulnerability o sexual abuse and exploita-
tion in circumstances where she is not performing dependency work, Either an
addirional argument is required to relate sexual abuse ta dependency work as
performed under present conditions, or the distinctly sexual nature of much of
woman’s appression must be located elsewhere. There may well be a link
berween sexual exploitation (and abuse of women more generally) and our tra-
ditional role as dependency workers. This may be related to the ambivalence
of the male child to the principal dependency worker in his carly life, his
mother. The work of Nancy Chodorow (1978) and Dorothy Dinnerstein (1977)
is surely suggestive in this respect, But 1 also urge a non-reductive account of
women’s subordination. See Kittay (1984). We should not insist that all the
forms of sexist oppression must be rooted in any single phenomenon.

The term “pacriarchal marriage” is adopred from Okin (1989b). Sec also her
discussion of this point with the accompanying documentation.

See Pateman (1989). I describe what is thought of as the “non-pathological”
case, understanding all the while that this fiction is serviceable only for those
who do not suffer the unhappy fate of the reality of domestic abuse, a pre-
dictable accompaniment of the sexual contract. (See the discussion of “cooper-
ative conflicts” p. 42ff.)

Contemporary feminists have, of course, challenged the concept that women
must take on dependency work—or that this work is primarily the responsibil-
ity of women. Buc there has been little organized cffort, especially among
equality-minded U.S. feminists, to alter the distribution of dependency work
along non-gendered and classless lines. For a discussion concerning the prob-
lems in putting childcare on the national agenda in the United States. See
Sonya Michel (forthcoming).

This will be more extensively argued in the following chaprer.

The locus classicus is Stack (1974) for African-American communitics. See
Scheper-Hughes (1992).

Sec, for example, the essays in Sassoon (1987). These essays pertain to legisla-
rion prior to the demise of Aid to Families with Dependent Children. The new
welfare “reform” has opened the door to controlling women through new pro-
grams such as “workfare,” “lcarnfare,” “the family cap,” and so forth.
Warkfare demands employment at substandard wages for a mandated number
of hours; learnfare cuts back benefits to familics when children skip school; the
family cap restricts benefits for any children born to a woman while she
receives public assistance,

Fineman (1995) spcaks of the “derived dependency” of caretakers. Since
Fineman and 1 developed these ideas independently, it is interesting to see how
naturally a similar structure to the argument unfolds.

Some family structure has, in most cultures globally and historically, has been
the favored “social rechnology” for mecting the needs of dependents.

Its favored status persists despite the statistical reality of its demise. Today less
than 12.9% of all American houscholds fit the traditional model in which
the primary responsibility of the husband (where there is one) is that of the
provider while the wife has the primary responsibility for dependency work (U.S.
Burcau of the Census 1988). Despite its anachronistic nature, the workplace
remains tailored to the traditional model.
Sen is primarily speaking of familial arrangements in developing nations.
However, the structure of conflicting needs and cooperative aims is entirely
cranslatable to families in industrial nations.
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The pattern described here is replicared in other caring domains, for example
nursing, where nurses are “ordered to care” but are given little or no controi
over the resources they need to do the caring work. See Reverby (1987).

The precise economic arrangements vary with different historical periods, cul-
tures, and classes. Where married women cannot control or own property, men
are always the providers—regardless of where the resources originate. The sub-
jective understanding of who contributes resources to the relationship comes to
be identified with who controls the resources. Exit options for a woman whose
husband has full control of her resources are as poor as those of a woman who
enters a relationship without wealth. If she leaves the relation, she is generally
obliged to leave her wealth and often her child. Dostoyevsky gives a poignant
description, in The Brother’s Karamazov, of the fate of Karamazov's first wife
who contributed substantially to Karamazov's income through her dowry, bur
still suffered cruelly from the tyranny of her husband. That Karamazov received
his wealth from his marriage to her did little to offer her protection from his
abuse and did nothing to contribute to her exit options.

Rawls speaks of the participants in the Original Position (Rawls 1971, 1992) as
being equally situated and being equally empowered. 1 argue, in Part Three,
that we can understand the relation of dependency worker to provider and to
other citizens who do not carry the responsibilities of dependency care, as a
relation of inequality in situation; while the inequality of the dependent (vis-a-
vis the dependency worker, but also vis-a-vis the “independent” citizen) is an
inequality of power or, more specifically, of capacity.

Please note the distinction between an extended sense of dependency, that is a
situation in which the needs of the one catered to are not those of a charge,
and a secondary dependence, that is a situation in which the dependency
worker is herself dependent on a provider.

It is the custom within families in Japan for the husband to hand over the
entire pay check to the wife. She has total financial control of the resources the
husband brings into the household. The social pressure for women not to enter
the workplace, however, is strong. This is not the sort of autonomy most
Western feminists envision.

Legally, it is an achievement for women to have gained the right to keep her
children upon the dissolution of a marriage. Having this right has expanded
marital exit options for women. But while women now can expect to continue
to care for her children, she often lacks access to the same material means she

had within her marriage and so caring for her children is financially more bur-
densome for her.

Chapter Two
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This point is discussed in the Introduction.

Reference to the term “moral parity” is found in Elfie Raymond (1995),
Elizabeth Wolgast uses the term “moral peer” (1980).

Chodorow (1978), Keller (1986), Gilligan (1982), Belenky, et al. (1986), Kittay
and Meyers (1987), Irigaray (1985), Manning (1992), Hekman (1995) are

among the many writers who speak of the relational self in some variety.
Catherine Keller (1986).

Robin West (1987).
Seec Friedman (1997) for a review and discussion of feminist critiques of the
idea of autonomy and of attempts to develop relationally conceived ideas of
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autonomy. Such efforts treat “social relations and human community as cen-
¢ral to the realization of autonomy™ (1997, 40). . .

] use the term in the extended sense that R}nddlck (1989), gives to it. For
Ruddick, the term “mother” includes any individual, rcgardlcss“of gend.cr, who
does the primary carctaking. Virginia Held also speaks of a . morhcrmg'pgr-
son” (1993, 197-8). Nonctheless, 1 adapt a convention of using the fcr.nmme
pronoun for the dependency worker, reflecting at once fh.e prcdomm.ar.\ce
of women who do this work and the possibility of generalizing the fen}mme
as well as the masculine pronoun to speak of someone whose gender is not
specified. ) o
1n Chapters Six and Seven the reader can, for example, see how this pertains in
the case of the care of a scvercly disabled person.

See Benhabib (1987). . _
Similar points have received a great deal of philosophical attention, especm.ll‘y
since Bernard Williams made his now famous remark with respect to the urili-
tarian calculator who considers if he should save his drowning wife before he
saves others, that he asks one question too many. Sec Williams (1973b) and
Friedman (1987). '

This is a point I arguc helow and in Part Two. It is also a point nicely argued
in Ruddick (1995).

One writer who has artended to this is Nel Noddings. She speaks of responses
of care coming our of memorics of our best caring (Noddings 1984, 80). [
pelieve that this identification is (and is meant as) a psychological and nor a
normative source—that is, not a source of the obligation, but of the desire to
care for another. Accordingly, she identifies the distinctly moral characeer 'of
caring actions as those responses that are generated not simply by that desire
but by our sense that we have the obligation to care. My approach is some-
what different: 1 want to identify the source in a normative sense, but say that
a response motivated by another need is already a moral response.

wWe ought to note that the partics in the relationships discussed are individua]s.
However, therc is no reason not to talk about the parties as groups—social
groups or ethnic groups or groups formed on a given occasion, bystanders at
an accident, let us say. Goodin discusses the responsibilities codified in profes-
sional codes, graup responsibilities more generally, and the responsibility of an
individual as a member of a group. To think in terms of group resppnsi!alllty
may be a useful way in considering how different systems of oppression inter-
act, given that there are important dependency relations achieved. among dis-
rinct social groups. Furthermore, when we understand what it is for an
individual to be especially well-situated ro meer the needs of another, it may be
a situatedness that is mediated by her membership in a particular social group.
Thus, for example, when the carthquake in Armenia occurred, Armt?ma-
Americans were the ones who were most vigorous in their response. By virtue
of their membership in thar ethnic group, they saw it as their special responsi-
bility to meet that need. Stereotyping, unfortunately, will create expectations
¢hat members of a particular group will assume certain responsibilities. Women
sometimes find themselves with responsibilities foisted upon them that are t}}e
result of other’s cxpecrations of them as women. Once thes.e expectations are in
place, a person can find herself so situared that another is now vulnerable‘to
her actions merely in virtue of stereotyped expectations of the group to which

she belongs.
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The move to a relational construal of notions previously considered on an
individualistic model is found in several authors. Earlier we cited relational
accounts of autonomy. Martha Minow (1990) attempts a reconstruction of
rights along a relational model. A right, she emphasizes, is not something we
possess regardless of the actions of another. Rights are what we hold against
the actions of another. While compatible with my own position, Minow still
supposes a ethical model in which the obligations and responsibilities incurred
are reciprocal in a standard sensc. In focusing on dependency relations, I am
considering moral relations that often cannot be reciprocal.

Sce Scheffler (1997) for a defense of a non-reductive account of obligations in
special relations.

Goodin’s own Principle of Group Responsibility {see Goodin 1985, 136), does
acknowledge if not cultural practices as such, group-based obligarions. I think
we require something stronger, namely, an answer to the question “who in a
group is vulnerable to whom as a matter of (cultural) practice?” However, it
may be possible to refine the principle in ways that satisfy the stronger require-
ments to which I point.

In a very tender scenc in the movie Fried Green Tomatoes, the responsiveness
of the heroine is portrayed in her willingness to treat the town alcoholic to a
shot of whiskey. Her action is depicted as an act of kindness that transcends
moralizing when, during dinner, the poor fellow excuses himself from the table
to avoid the humiliation and miserable exposure of the shakes. In the absence
of other available means of response, giving an alcoholic a drink may be the
most compassionate action. For the alcoholic struggling with the pain of absti-
nence, but determined to stay dry, giving her a drink is a very poor response to
an apparent need.

I speak primarily of coercion here, but 1 use the term to cover all sorts of
unjust circumstances that might result in our being in, and staying in, positions
where we are the one upon whom seemingly vulnerable-responsive obligations
fall.

See Sommers {1987) and Daniels (1988), for examples.

See Gilbert (1996) for an interesting discussion of the formation of obligation
as a consequence of relations. Gilbert, however, is not confining her discussion
to moral obligation.

In Subjection and Subjectivity, Diana Meyers suggests that in such cases we
question the “kind of person” we would be if we failed to respond appropri-
ately (1994). The question gets framed preciscly this way in Doctorow’s novel
(most recently made into a musical play) Ragtime. The female protagonist,
wife of a successful fireworks manufacturer and adventurer, residing in an ali-
white suburban town, finds a newly buried yet still alive black infant as she
digs in her garden. She tries to understand what she ought to do. As a dutiful
wife, she knows that her husband—away on an adventure to the North Pole—
would want her to give the child away immediately to a charity that would
handle such a case. As a caring woman, who knows all too well the indifferent
treatment such a throwaway child would receive, she cannot determine to do
her wifely duty to obey what she knows would be her husband’s wishes. In the
musical, she sings in one chorus, “What kind of wife would I be?” if she kept
the child, and responds in the next with: “What kind of woman would I be?” if
she gave up the child. She resolves to keep the child and raise it in her own
home. She responds to the pressing need of one who, by mere happenstance, is
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totally vulnerable to her actions rather than to an unquestioned duty to obey

her husband.

While intuitions may be less uniform with respect to the fetus, [ rake it to be a

desideratum of a model of moral obligation that an argument defending a

woman’s right to an abortion can be made plausibly. My quarrel with

Thomson is not with her conclusion, but with the argument. The situation of

pregnancy is not, | believe, adequately analogized to other situations that lend

themselves to voluntaristic models. Historically, pregnancy has not been a con-

sciously-consented-to-action that is characteristic of voluntarism. More often,

a woman just finds herself pregnant and must respond to the situation in some
way. Bur an adequate defense of abortion is not within the scope of the present
project. Nonetheless it is an interesting challenge to the vulnerability model to
attempt to mount a defense of abortion that respects the largely involuntary
nature of the relation between pregnant woman and fetus.

See Part Two for a defense of this claim with respect to the liberal tradition of
contract theory as revived by John Rawls. For a feminist critique of obliga-
tions based on the social contract, see Hirshman and DiStefano (1996).

In Chapter Three, 1 make the case for the limitations of this conception in the
face of dependency.

Sce Chapter Five, p. 133ff,, for a discussion of the Family and Medical Leave
Act of 1993.

It is interesting to hear the vulnerability model echoed in this response. The
assumption of obligation is ncither freely chosen nor coerced. It is,’ however,
expected. The expecration arises ot of the fact that the speaker’s morluyer
cared for her own mother. The speaker’s mother is vulnerable to the Sp&?\\(ﬂ $
actions first because of the expectation, and second because there is no one
else who can help. The demand is morally warranted morcover because of an
expectation backed by a similar response on the part of the one who now
needs care—the care was justly deserved and justly demanded of the speaker.
Also sce note below,

At the same time the response is situated in a context where dependency work
is gendered by social convention. What is rhe moral justification for the gen-
dered assignment of care? Docs the speaker have any male siblings who could
share her obligations? That the mother has a justifiable claim to care from her
children scems plausible enough, bur the further question can be asked, why is
there no one clse who can do the care?

See Ruddick (1989).

This method is not discussed in cthical reasoning frequently enough, bue it is
doubtless of great importance for cthical judgments. It is a separate project to
work out the precise nature of such analogical moral thinking.

Virginia Held suggests that the macernal relation be subs.tituted for the con-
tractual relation as the fundamental model of moral relations. My suggestion
follows upon that of Held except that | generalize these to dependency rela-

rions and do not confine them to maternal relations. See Held (1987b and

1987¢).

On the other hand, in spite of the condition of sl:!vcry, a certain fellovy feeling
may have developed between his master rfnd ~hlm. Thxs fellow fc.elmg may
become a more legitimate basis for an obligation arising out of his master’s
y to his actions, Such fellow feeling could only come about if the

rulnerabilit )
vulne arly provided cvidence of fellow feeling toward the slave. A

master had simil
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truly brural master could not even warrant such a basis for response.
Relationships of dependency often invoke some affective bonds which make
clear-cur moral injunctions difficult—especially since (I want to insist) these
affective bonds (of which fellow fecling is perhaps the mildest and most gen-
eral) are themselves the ground of moral obligation,

Part Two

127. A number of feminist theorists have regarded the work of Rawls and other lib-

128.

129.

130.

131.

eral philosophers with an eye roward issues of dependency without articulating
the dependency critique. Although feminist criticism of liberal political philos-
ophy has now become too extensive to list in a work such as this one, some
have been more closely tied to dependency. Those writers have spoken of “the
need for more than justice,” as Annette Baier entitles one work expounding
this theme. Baier expands on this theme in a number of other works. See Baier
(1985, 1986, 1987, 1994). Others, c.g., Minow (1990), Patcman (1989) and Held
(1978, 1987a, 1987b) have shed light on the unacknowledged gender considera-
tions that undergird legal theory and a social contract engaged in by men. Also
see essays in Phillips (1987). Fineman (1991, 1995) comes very close to articu-
lating the dependency critique as I conceive it. Susan Okin brings both the his-
torical and the contemporary neglect of women’s involvement in dependency
to the forefront of her political considerations (Okin 1979, 1989a, 1989b). 1
owe much to her systematic analysis and feminist, but sympathetic, critique of
Rawls. My examination of Rawls is deeply indebred to these and others too
numerous to mention, and intends to carry these discussions further,

See, for example, Rawls (1992, xxviii-ix) for the characterization of his pro-
ject. Rawls acknowledges that a conceprion of justice “so arrived at may
prove defective” (1992, xxix). My claim is that it is defective because it is so
arrived at.

1 am not assuming that any features of human life are unrouched by social fac-
tors, nor that these social factors can be neatly bracketed. Nonetheless, devel-
opment, decline and disease are inescapable conditions for natural beings, and
these set the parameters for the dependency that is equally inescapable. Sec dis-
cussion of these issues in Chapter One, especially pp. 29-30 above.

In one sense, the inability to reciprocate is a function of dependency only in
the context of certain socially based distribution policies. Socially based distri-
bution policies also make those who are or become dependent especially vul-
nerable to impoverishment, and so unable to reciprocate benefits they have
received. In an other sense, however, while we are very ill or very young, we
are at the mercy of others to dispense whatever resources we have. In this
sense, the infant heir and the beggar’s child both require a third party interven-
tion to repay their caretaker. I focus on the second sense because the book
looks at dependency through dual lenses, that of the dependent and thar of the
dependency worker. It may be helpful to see the difficulties here raised by
dependency in terms of capability, rather than resources. Sec Sen (1992). Thus,
although the children of the poor and of the wealthy have differing resources,
by virtue of their dependency their inability to convert those resources into
functionings and capabilities is more similar than their resources are different.
The person who intervenes may or may not be the same person who provides
hands-on care. But the person who provides hands-on care is virtually always

™

132.

133.

134.

135

Notes / 203

in a position in which she has to interprer the needs and desires of their
charge. She is not always, however, the person empowered to translate those
needs into socially understood interests, Sce Chapter One, especially pp. 33-37
above.

See Kitray (1994) for a bibliography of Rawls’s feminist critics and a discussion
of his response to these criticisms.

Rawls says that equality operates on three levels: 1) the administrative and
proccdural, i.e., the impartial and consistent application of rules, constituted
by the precept to treat likes alike; 2) “the substantive structure of institutions”
(Rawls 1971, 505) requiring that all persons be assigned equal basic rights; and
3) the situation of the original position addressing the basis of equality, those
“features of human beings in virtue of which they are to be treated in accor-
dance with the principles of justice™ (Rawls 1971, 504).

There are inequalities for dependency workers and dependents ar the first
level which could be defended. One can argue, for example, that persons
unable to fill a job because of a disability, or because they have dependency
responsibilities, cannot be eligible for equal opportunity considerations. At the
second level, we can justify some inequalities as well. Minors do not have the
right to vote. Severely retarded individuals cannot be assigned rights and free-
doms requiring higher mental abilities. Rights, after all, can be granted only to
those capable of understanding and acting on them. Responsibilities of depen-
dency work, in contrast, should not affect the equal assignment of basic rights.

Note that formerly, women's responsibilities as dependency workers have
been decmed sufficient to exclude them from many economic and polirical
rights. If we count pregnancy as “dependency work™—insofar as it is the care
and nurture of a completely dependent being—then, as the abortion debate
(along with controversics concerning surrogate mothering, suitable work envi-
ronments of pregnant women, and the prosecution of pregnant women abusing
drugs) show, the assignment of equal basic rights to these dependency workers
is still not a resolved issuc.

The burden of this book is to show that even while we can grant that some
inequalities are justified, there is a more clemental problem for the achieve-
ment of full moral cquality ar the third, and most fundamental, level.

The method is characterized by Rawls, first as a procedural interpretation of
Kantian moral conceptions (particularly those principles regulative of the king-
dom of ends [1971, 256]), then as Kantian Constructivism (1980), and later as
political constructivism (1992). The alterations do nort affect the argument pre-
sented here. The method is supposed to be constructivist in that “it does not
accept any intuitions as indubitable and does not begin with the assumption
that therc are first principles in moral theory” (Baynes 1992, 55).

Rawls’s later writings are intended to answer criticisms that the conception of
¢he person is a metaphysical one specific to certain liberal theories and that the
principles of justice chosen are not as purely constructivist as Rawls’s claims.
See especially Nagel (1973), Hare (1975), and Sandel (1982). Rawls’s response
is to distinguish “political liberalism™ from liberalism as a “comPrchensive
moral doctrine” (1992; also 1985). He also clarifies the basis on which parties
in the OP adopt the basic libertics and their priority, avpiding both fn.ctaphysi-
cal conceptions of the person and particular psychological propensities (1982,
1992). The argument in this paper is, nonetheless, that .rhc individualism at
the core of the theory—which Nagel (1973, 228) notes is augmented by the
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motivational assumption of mutual disinterestedness—docs predispose the par-
ties in the OP to ignore the concerns of both dependents and dependency
workers.

Also see Rawls (1975b, 542f).

In Political Liberalism, Rawls writes, “To model this equality in the OP we say
that the parties, as representatives of those who meet the condition, are sym-
merrically situated. This requirement is fair because in establishing fair terms of
social cooperation {in the case of the basic structure) the only relevant feature
of persons is their possessing the moral powers . . . and their having the normal
capacitics to be a cooperating member of socicty over the course of a lifetime”
(1992, 79). The OP is regarded as fair because it presumably models this equal-
ity. He also writes, “citizens are equal in virtue of possessing, to the requisite
minimum degree, the two moral powers and other capacities that enable us to
be normal and fully cooperating members of society. All those who meet this
condition have the same basic rights, liberties and opportunities and the same
protections of the principles of justice” (1992, 79). He then continues, “To
model this equality in the OP we say that the partics, as representatives of those
who meet this condition, are symmetrically situated” (1992, 79),

Rawls (1980) writes simply: “[T]he idealization means that everyone has suffi-
cient intellectual powers to play a normal part in socicty, and no one suffers
from unusual needs that are especially difficult vo fulfill, for example wunusual
and costly medical requirements” (emphasis mine, 546]). The idealization re-
quires the condition of adulthood as well as health. Since both children and
the temporarily disabled merely temporarily and contingenrly fail to meet the
requirements for equal moral worth, they are included in the category of equal
citizen. See Rawls (1971, 509). The appropriate treatment of those who are
permanently disabled seems to be another matrer.

In Political Liberalism Rawls drops the term “self-originating source of claims”
(1980, 544) and substitutes the term “sclf-authenricaring source of valid
claims” (1992, 32). Sec pp. 96-99 for a discussion of this difference.

Rawls acknowledges that some will have a more developed sense of justice
than others. Equality with respect ro a sense of justice demands only that per-
sons have a sense of justice “cqually sufficient relative to what is asked of
them” (1980, 546) insofar as they are “fully cooperating members of society
over a complete life” (1980, 546).

See notc 140. Rawls also writes of “the equally sufficient capacity (which I
assume to be realized) ro understand and to act from the public conception of
social cooperation” (emphasis is mine, 1980, 546).

Chapter Three

142.

143.

According to the New York Times (14 Nov. 1989, A1, BI2) a 1985 survey
found that “about one in five employces over the age of 30 was providing some
care to an elderly parent.” The same article reports that almost one third of
part-time workers spent more than twenty hours a week helping older relatives
and, of those not employed who had had jobs, twenty-seven percent had taken
early retirement or resigned to meet their responsibilitics.

Rawls is not concerned here with the dependencies with which we are con-
cerned, at least not insofar as these are the ones to which women usually
attend. This is evident in his language: “Nevertheless, since it is assumed that a

144.

145.

146.

147.

148.

149.

150.

Notes / 205

generation carcs for its immediate descendants, as fathers say care for their
sons, a just savings principle ... would be acknowledged” (emphasis is mine,
1971, 288). And on the following page he writes, “Thus imagining themselves
to be fathers, say, they are to ascertain how much they should set aside for
their sons by noting what they would believe themselves entitled to claim of
their fathers” (emphasis is mine, Rawls 1971, 289). No mothers or daughters
appear on these pages. In a discussion with Professor Rawls (April 1993), he
indicated to me that he meant to include both parents—the mother as well as
the father— in the representative head of houschold. How different would the
theory look if fathers and mothers had been included among the parties in the
OP? That would depend, 1 think, on whether the dependency concerns for
which mothers are traditionally responsible are included as well.

So she admonished her husband. Still, the representation granted che paterfa-
milias is different than the one necessitated by dependency work, when the
head of houschold represents those who are capable of speaking for them-
selves. The dependency worker must represent needs of those too young, frail,
weak or ill to come to a public forum and speak for themselves.

Okin (1989b) makes the additional point that the phrase “head of household”
is gendered masculine, for a “female head of houschold” invariably denotes a
household in which there is no healthy adult male.

This stands in contrast to what Rawls calls the “relevant posicions™ of “equal
citizenship and that defined by his place in che distribution of income and
wealth” (Rawls 1971, 96.)

The representatives in the OFP are envisioned by Rawls to all be of the same
generation. Once who adopts the point of view of the OP assumes a “present
time of entry” into the OP and assumes that they can communicate with other
parties in the OP. Sce Rawls (1971, 136-142) If parties represent generational
lines, there is little point in asking what temporal position they occupy relative
to one another with respect to the issue of murual disinterestedness. But if the
representatives represent individuals, the question is pertinent. Now, however,
the requirement of mutual disinterestedness is questionable. We could have
one representative representing an individual living today and another repre-
senting the other’s ancestor, and then it is not clear if we can say that the par-
ties are mutually disinterested.

It may secm possiblc to construe an ambiguity in Rawls’s notion that each
individual in a future generation should have someone who cares about them:
an ambiguity between each assuming a special responsibility for someone in
the next generation, as in the case of a parent to a child, or each acting respon-
sibly to the next gencration. But Rawls himself seems to see not an ambiguity
but a relation between these seeming alternatives. He writes: “Those in the OP
know, then, that they are contemporaries, so unless they care for at least their
immediate successors, there is no reason for them to agree to undertake any
savings whatever” (Rawls 1971, 292.)

Rawls distinguishcs between the rarional and the reasonable. Persons are
rational in that they satisfy each person’s view of their rational advantage.
They are reasonable (in that they recognize and accept that not all have the
same ends in engaging in social interaction,

This, however, is culrurally relative and such a decision is generally more
socially acceptable for men than for women, even within liberal societies
where no moral stigma attaches to such a decision. See Meyers (1993). For a
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different cultural view represented, sce the powerful drama of Federico Garcia
Lorca, Yerma.

Sen argues that because people have very different needs, an index of primary
goods is not a sufficiently sensitive measure of interpersonal comparison of
well-being. Primary goods are the “cmbodiment of advantage,” while advan-
tage ought to be understood as “a relationship beuween persons and goods”
(Sen 1987, 138; author’s emphasis). Rawls replics that he assumes citizens do
have “at least to the essential minimum degree, the moral, intellectual, and
physical capacities that enable them to be fully cooperating members of society
over a complete life” (Rawls, 1992, 183). “The aim is to restore people by
health care so that once again they are fully cooperating members of society”
{Rawls 1992, 184). Variations in physical capacitics due to disability or disease
can, claims Rawls, be dealt with at the legislative stage.

. I thank Annctre Baier for calling this alternative interpretation to my attention.

The reading consistent with the weaker claim gains support first in Rawls
(1971, Part Three, especially 77), where he is careful to insist that the mere
potentiality to have the features of a moral person is sufficient to bring into
play the claims of justice. This reading gains further support in Rawls (1982,
15}, and again in Rawls (1992, 301), where he identifies the point of entry and
exit into the society as birth and death.

See for example, the moral psychology Rawls outlines (1992, especially 86). If
these included dependency concerns and relational capacities, then perhaps
there would be motivation sufficient for all parties to consider that they may
be taking on responsibilities for dependents.

See Schwarzenbach (1986) on the notion that parents are “stewards” to their
children.

I use the term in a manner similar to Sen (1992), Nussbaum 1988a; 1988b).

In the Dewey Lectures, Rawls writes, “slaves are human beings who are not
counted as self-originating sources of claims at all; any such claims originate
with their owners or in the rights of a certain class in society” (Rawls 1980,
544). In analogous passage in Political Liberalism, he writes: “[SHaves are
human beings who are not counted as sources of claims, not even claims based
on social duties or obligations. ... Laws that prohibit the maltreatment of
slaves are not based on claims made by slaves, but on claims originating from
slaveholders, or from the general interests of sacicty (which do not include the
interests of slaves). Slaves are, 50 to speak, socially dead: they are not recog-
nized as persons at all” (Rawls 1992, 33).

Onc might reply, as did one reviewer, that the valid claim is the child’s. The
mother may have a valid claim to her own education, but the claim to her
child’s education should not be expressed as ber claim. To this 1 say that the
child’s is one relevant valid claim, and usually, at least when the child is very
young, not a self-originating one. The claim originates with an adult responsi-
ble for the child’s well-being. In fact, the child’s claim lacks efficacy as long as
her status as a minor excludes her from political participation. The claim not
only originates with, but must also be pressed by, an adult whose voice can be
heard in the relevant arena.

The communitarian critique expounded by Sandel (1982) raiscs some similar
points about a self-definition that includes centrally the well-being of others.
Sandel’s account locates the difficulty in Rawls’s prioritization of the self over
its ends (1982, 19). T locate it in a conception of self so individuated that
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dependency concerns are not normally comprehended as intrinsic to it and the
consequences for one’s understanding of oneself as free. v
Rousseau’s writings not only embodied this image, linking it to an enlighten-
ment ideal of freedom for male citizens, but also exerted much influence in
women’s actual behavior. See Rousseau (1762, 1979), Wollstonecraft (1792,
1988), and Badinter (1980). Also see Held (1993), especially Chaprer Six.
Although even in the Dewey Lectures, he writes, “These remarks . . . [are] to
indicate the conception of the person connected with . . . the principles of jus-
tice that apply to its basic institutions. By contrast, citizens in their personal
affairs or within the internal life of associations, may ... have attachments
and loves that they believe they would not, or could not, stand apart from ...”
(Rawls 1980, 545)

This way of putting the criticism is taken nearly verbatint from some very
interesting and useful comments provided by John Baker.

Consider the horror that yielded the New York Times story about the physi-
cally and mentally handicapped children who were abandoned in a besieged
Bosnian hospital. The reporter writes about Edin, one of the children who
died, “Unlike 200,000 others whom the Bosnian Government estimates to have
died in the war, Edin was not blown apart by heavy artillery, cut down by
snipers, tortured or burned alive. He was simply left to fend for himself, an
infant in a cot who was so severely handicapped thae he had spent most of his
life at the hospital.” (Burns, John, New York Times, 20 July 1993, 1.) The sen-
timent expresses the moral horror of abandoning such helpless individuals:
«[¢’s monstrous,” said Brig. Gen. Vere Hayes, Chief of Staff for the United
Nations protection force in Bosnia. “There is, at least prima facie, a special
obligation not to abandon such helpless persons—regardless of the cost to the
staff.”

See, for example, Beauvoir (1952), Chodorow (1978), Dinnerstein (1977),
Gilligan (1982}, and Bartky (1990}, ctc.

See the essays in Trebilcot (1987).

hapter Four
165- Rawls later (Rawls 1992, 308-9) gives essentially the same list but accompanies

166

it with an explanation of why cach is included. Conspicuously absent from the
considerations adduced in the explanations are the elements of “nurture,”
«interdependence,” and “phases of life,” all of which are mentioned as general
facts about human life on the preceding page. Effectively, these elements are
still omitted in the hard-core center of the theory.

See Nagel (1973), for the criticism that ignorance concerning one’s own concep-
tion of the good does not necessarily result in an index of primary goods thar is
equally fair to all partics, “because the primary goods are not equally valuable
in pursuit of all conceptions of the good” (1973, 228). One may try to assimilate
my argument to Nagel's by assuming that dependency concerns are important
o some conceptions of the good, more important perhaps than many of the
other goods currently in Rawls’s index. Bur the criticism that I put forward dif-
fers from Nagel's. 1 am arguing that, regardless of one’s conception of one’s
own good, dependency concerns would belong on a list of primary goods. For a
good discussion of the controversy surrounding the claims that such an index is
the best way to make interpersonal comparative assessments of well-being, see
Daniels (1990). Sce Rawls (1992, 1982) for his answer to this objection.
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167. See Arrow (1973) and especially Sen (1987, 1992) for arguments that the varia-
tions in capabilities between persons may be so significant that one index can-
not be adequate to meet the needs of all citizens. And see Rawls (1992, 182 ff.)
for his answer to this objection.

168. See Meyers {1993, 1994) who speaks of the necessity of empathctic thought as
a feature of a moral person, What I am considering is such a moral capacity.

169. This argument is made on pages 85ff. of the previous chapter.

170. As I remarked above, a number of writers have urged the nced for “more than
justice.” See especially Baier (1987), Held (1993), Tronto (1993), and Ruddick
(1995).

171. Health care is an obvious candidate for inclusion in a list of primary goods.
Norman Daniels (1990) argues that the Rawlsian primary good of opportunity
can be extended to cover health-care nceds of persons. Health needs of the
“normally active and fully functioning” are first calculated at the legislative
stage, and then “special needs” can be considered. Health care demands “those
things we need in order to maintain, restore, or provide functional equivalents
(where possible) to normal species function” (1990, 280). Daniels emphasizes
the relevance of normal functioning to cquality of opportunity, and proposes
the concept of “normal opportunity range.” Appropriatc health care, as deter-
mined partially by culture and partially by individual ralents and skills, can
allow a person to “enjoy that portion of the range to which his full array of
talents and skills would give him access, assuming that these too are not
impaired by special social disadvantages (e.g., racism and sexism)” (1990, 281).
The handicap with respect to normal functioning refers to one of Rawls’s two
moral powers, the power to form and revise our own vision of the good.
Rawls takes up this suggestion: “The aim is to restore people by health care so
that once again they are fully cooperating members of society” (Rawls 1992,
184ff). While health care is an integral part of dependency care, Daniels’s solu-
tion will not be adequate for three reasons. First, “normal opportunity range”
is ill-defined for many sorts of disabilities and illnesses, for example, Down’s
Syndrome and especially severe menral retardation. Second, providing the
“functional equivalents” to “normal species functioning,” even when that is far
short of a complete restoration, can require resources extensive enough that an
explicit commitment in the founding principles themselves may itself be needed
for its realization. And third, we nced to consider whether a social commir-
ment to restore, when possible, the dependent to full functioning will also
compensate dependency workers without exploiting them. This final point is
not Daniels’s concern, but it is integral to any adequatc reckoning of justice
that includes dependency. Since few dependents can be restored to any degree
of functioning without a significant infusion of caring labor, we have to ask
about the cost to the dependency worker and the level of compensation.

172. See also Schwarzenbach (1990). 1 emphasize that (3) calls for the capacity, not
for the response itself. We must understand such a capacity (along with a sense
of fairness) as fundamental to moral persons, if we want basic institutions to
incorporate principles ensuring support for relations in which dependents are
cared for without sacrificing the interests of carctakers.

173. This view, espoused by many when the ethic of care was first expounded, has
been revisited by a number of feminists. Sce, for example, Bubeck (1995),
Bowden (1997), Tronto (1993, 1997, 1995), Held (1995) and Ruddick (1995).

174. See Rawls (1982), where Rawls stresses that we assess nceds in many different
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contexts and for many different reasons, adding that the index of primary
oods includes only those needs relevant to justice,

175. Sen (1990) has criticized Rawls's use of primary goods. Sen argues that guaran-
tees of primary goods do not serve justice for those so handicapped that they
cannot make use of the goods. Sen's important argument is orthogonal to my
own. The demands of carce are primary goods that reflect a relation berween
persons and the resources for their well-being, See also note 151 ahpve.

176. In Political Liberalism Rawls (1992) characterizes social cooperation as more
than just cfficiently organized social activity. It involves the “fair terms of
cooperation” which in turn articulate “an idea of reciprocity and mutuality™:
All who cooperate must benefit, or share in common burdens, in some appro-
priate fashion judged by a suitable benchmark of comparison (1991, 300).

177. See note 171 for a discussion of Norman Danicl’s efforts to include considera-
tions of the just distribution of health care.

178. Rawls writes, “We take the two moral powers as the necessary and sufficient
condition for being counted a full and equal member of society in questions of
political justice. Those who can take part in social cooperation over a com-
plete life, and who are willing to henor the appropriate fair terms of agree-
ment are regarded as cqual citizens™ Rawls (1992, 302). This is a very strong
claim and a puzzling one. For why should the contingent fact that some people
are born, let us say, sufficiently mentally disabled, necessitate their exclusion
from citizenship? There are some political acrivities they may not be able to
engage in—for example, they may be incapable of enough political under-
standing to vote—but surely they need to receive the protections of political
justice all the same. (I thank Susan Okin for discussions on this point.) The
only rationale that is consistent with the theory is thar although their condition
is no less duc to contingent facrors, they will never be able to participate in the
social cooperarive situation as understood by Rawls.

9. This point is also discussed in Chapter Two above under the consideration of

1 «exchange reciprocity.”

g0. Sec Aronow (1993). One of the dosdas “recalls arriving at homes late morning

1 ro find mothers who haven't caten or dressed. They are so concerned that the
baby is O.K., they forget to take care of themselves™ (1993, 8).

g1. | wish to thank Elfic Raymond for helping me search for a term with the reso-

1 nance Necessary ta caprure the concept articulated here.
See the discussion in Chapter Two, pages 67-69. The importance of this ethic
within the African-American community was documented by Stack (1974).
3, It may be unclear whether cither Rawls's new principle of intergenerational
187 iusrice or my principle of dowlia are truly instances of reciprocity, not only
pecausc we are enjoined to give back to a party other than the one from whom
we have received, but also because both principles enjoin us to give what we
would have wanted to receive, not neeessarily what we have in fact received.
Nonetheless, the survival of a generation depends on having received a world
not entirely depleted of resources, and the survival of an individual depends on
care sufficient to bring us to adulthood, so there is a minimal sense in which
poth arc principles of reciprocity, for we are not qnly enjo%n‘ed to give, -but
enjoined to give back. That is, we would not be in a position to c9n~51dcr
what we would want others ta provide us, if we were not already recipients,
even 10 1 minimal degree, of those goods. But r'lelrher Ra}wls’s prmgplc .of
in[crgcncmrimml justice nor my principle of doulia are notions of reciprocity
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in the sensc of returning cither fo the same party or in the same measure that
which we have received.

I do not mean to suggest that we have a duty to have children because we have
been cared for, bur 1 do suggest that we owe to any children we do have the
care we would have wanted to receive (and, at the very least, the care that was
necessary to allow us to survive and thrive). And moreover, that the care
bestowed on us—and some care must have been bestowed on us if we sur-
vived—is, in fact, reciprocated through care to the next generation.

Even a Hobbesian state of nature is barely conceivable without some principle
of care (however attenuated). Contra Hobbes, we mischaracterize social orga-
nizations if we conceive of men springing from the earth “like mushrooms,”
already fully grown. See Hobbes (1966, 109).

For a just society to incorporate the concerns of dependency must mean it not
only promotes the well-being of the dependency worker and the dependent,
but also ensures the integrity of the relation between them. This integrity was
very much threatened by the 104th U.S. Congress, which seriously entertained
orphanages as suitable placement for children whose parents could not provide
for them without government assistance.

The difference principle is the distributive principle applicable to certain goods
on the list of primary goods (especially income and wealth) and not others
(e.g., the basic liberties). To determine if it would be applicable to the added
primary good(s) concerning care, it would be nccessary to consider whether
and how the Rawlsian project could coherently be reworked to include depen-
dency concerns. This is too large a project for the current study whose aim is a
critique and not a reconstruction. But | do not mean to suggest that a differ-
ence principle that applies to distributive problems concerning dependency
care and dependency work is, in theory, not possible.

For some of the most recent work on the effects of this “restructuring,” see
Mushaben (1997), and Clayton and Pontusson (1997).

Part Three
Chapter Five

189.

190.

191.

192,
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195.

This is the Social Security Act of 1935, which was created during Roosevelt’s
presidency. See Davis (1993, 7-8).

However, it is important to note that, contrary to popular misconceptions,
whites represent the largest racial group utilizing welfare. In 1993, of the 14
million recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children, 39% were
white, 37% were black and 18% were Latino (Albelda, Folbre and the Center
for Popular Economics 1996, 107).

The title of this section is borrowed from Tillmon (1976).

Many of these feminist writers see welfare in terms of both gender and race,
For some examples of thesc analyses see Abramovitz (1996), Sassoon (1987),
Skocpol (1992), Gordon (1990, 1994), Mink (1995).

Delivered at the Teach-In on Welfare at SUNY Stony Brook, Stony Brook,
N.Y. March 1997.

Tillmon was a welfare mother and National Welfare Rights Organization
leader. She spoke of welfare as “a supersexist marriage” in which we trade in
“a” man for “the” man (1976, 356).

It is important to point out that the empirical facts do not support claims that
welfare payments to impoverished women with children influenced the inci-
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dence of single-parent houscholds, never-wed mothers, mothers having addi-
tional children while on welfare, or teenage pregnancy. See Center on Hunger,
Poverty and Nutrition Policy (1995).

hat power is sometimes retained even where men cannot find work by dolin
196. p ¥

197.

198.

199.

200.

201.

202.

203.

204.

out benefits to uncmployed men for the support of their families. The money
goes to the unemployed “breadwinner.™ A powerfully ironic description is to be
found in Frank McCord's memoir of life in Cork County, Ireland, before the
outbreak of World War N, Angela’s Ashes. Relief money was obtained by
McCord’s father through the unemployment burcau. This dole money, while
meager, was substantial in comparison to the charity meted out by the church to
his mother. The mere presence of a man was adequate to put food on the table,
because only “breadwinners™ were cligible for the more “respectable” relief.
Few notions arc as sexist and unjust: A child is made to suffer for the actions
of irs parents, and the stigma atraches itself to the woman and the children she
has borne outside of marriage, but not to the man who sired these children.
The figure is 50 million dollars a year beginning in fiscal year 199§ through
2002.

States must apply for the funds and must conduct programs that conform to
the Act’s definition of abstinence education (PL104-193, sec, 912). In addition
to promulgating the views already mentioned, a program must also:

1

have as its exclusive purpose education about the psychological and

health gains of abstaining from sexual activity

teach that monogamy is the expected standard

3) teach that sex outside marriage is likely to have harmful psychological
and physical effecrs

4) teach young people how to reject sexual advances and how alcohol/drug
use increases vulnerability to sexual advances

5) teach the importance of attaining self-sufficiency before having sex

&

According to the NOW Legal Defense and Educational Fund, at present the
welfare plans of twenty-one srares in the U.S. include a “family cap” provision.
See note 209 for further explanation of “family cap” provisions.

A recent study rcleased by the McCormack Institute and the Center for Survey
Research, both ar the University of Massachusetts, Boston, found that among a
representative sample of the Massachusctts Transitional Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (T.A.F.D.C.) cascload, 65% would be considered victims
of domestic violence by a current or lormer boyfriend or husband using the
Massachusetts state law’s definition of abuse.

Some have argucd that consumption is as central as producrion in the assump-
tion of citizen rights. For this view worked out with respect to the Welfare
Rights Movement, sce Kornbluh (1998} who discusses the demand for con-
sumer rights of credit by the women of the National Welfare Rights Organi-
zation (NWRO) and the action against Sears department stores initiated by the
NWRO.

For an excellent discussion of how rhe rerm “independent” came to be associ-
ated with wage labor and “dependent” became attached to those who were
excluded from wage labor, sce Fraser and Gordon (1994). They point to three
groups who cpitomized a dependent status: paupers, slaves, and women. In
the semantics of dependency, children, the disabled, and the frail elderly do
not figure in the primary use of the term.

Even as the Left tries to protect residualist programs from being eviscerated,
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the rarget of the Right is broader. Many programs such as social security, pro-
gressive taxation, and even public education are targets. I want to argue that
by restricting a defense of welfarc to residualism, especially with respect to
welfare’s impact on women, supporters of the welfare state may lose the
opportunity to respond adequately to both the narrow and the broad attack.

. Sometimes these conditions are taken as inevitable barriers to employment

when they are not. The fruitful work of the disability community has demon-
strated the extent to which “disabling conditions” are as much a consequence
of the social environment which does not provide adequate access as are the
impairments themselves. Also, persons withour adequate education or training
arc generally incapacitated in ways that bespeak injustice, not an inherent
incapacity. In all these cases the just solution to a person’s inability to partici-
pate in paid employment is to provide the enabling conditions. But even when
we recognize all the ways in which social efforts to enable persons ro partici-
pate fall short, there remain conditions that severely limit persons’ ability to
engage in paid employment.

Ironically, Adam Smith himself saw onc of the benefits of capitalism and the
division of labor to be the production of sufficient wealth to be able to support
a very subsrantial population of persons who did not labor. He took this to be
an advance over other means of production. See Smith (1921, 2--3).

In fact, the victims of social circumstances not infrequently blame themselves
especially harshly in an environment of equal opportunity rhetoric. See Bartky
(1990).

Diana Pearce put the point this way at a pancl on women and welfare at Yale
University, May 1995. [ borrow my formulation from her.

This is a remark 1 have heard time and again from women who considered
themselves “liberal” and “feminists.” One officer of NOW Legal Defense and
Educational Fund remarked that she had rarely seen so much negative mail
and threats to withdraw support as when the organization took up the fight
against the “family cap” provision of state welfare plans. The family cap pro-
vision prohibits the use of public assistance for any child born while the
mother was receiving welfare. The very availability and legality of contracep-
tion and abortion, victories of feminism, make the situation of those women
who do not or cannot avail themselves of these reproductive means, more pre-
carious still. They now are blamed for their condition not only by conserva-
tives, but by many liberals as well.

They were also responsible for protective labor legislation, which protected
women from some of the abuses of employers, but also reduced the earning
capabilitics of low income women—the income of the very mothers they were
concerned to help. Because the benefits provided by Mother’s Pensions were
kept very low, it was difficult for the families to survive without women’s {and
children’s) supplemental wage labor, labor made less accessible to them by the
protective labor laws.

It also resonates with efforts to question the fixity of the public-private divide.
Both facets emerge in the suggestive use of Daniel Bell’s term “the public
houschold” (Bell 1976) by feminist theorist Michele Moody-Adams (1997). She
points to social policy “that seeks to use public power and the vast resources
of the public household to legislate against certain behavior rather than to pro-
vide positive social support that might help prevent the behavior in the first
place” (1997, 12). Although she argues that such “reactive” policies are inimi-
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cal to the viability of truly liberal democratic institutions, 1 have argued in
Chapters Three and Four that the principles of liberalism, as articulated by
John Rawls, are not adequate grounds for what both Moody-Adams and |
agree are the more positive policies implied by the notion of the public house-
hold. Developing a basis for arguing for positive policies such as socially
responsible family policy is the purpose of whar follows,

212. For the notion of social citizenship with respect to women see, for example,

Pateman (1989), Piven (1985), Siim (1988), Gordon (1990), Orloff (1993), and
Skocpol (1992).

213. Orloff (1993), offering a gendering of the “power resources™ school of analysis,

argues that social citizenship for women is not centrally about the decommodi-
fication of labor, as it is for men within a market cconomy. Instead, she
argues, social citizenship for women involves both women's ability to be eco-
nomically independent of men and their capacity to form and sustain auron-
omous familics. As cconomic independence is understood as a good for all
citizens, women's right to such a good cannot be questioned. That women
should have a right to form and sustain antonomous families does not immedi-
ately follow from the sorts of rights usually presumed for citizens of a liberal
democracy or cven a social democracy. While such a right scems to me to be
exactly what is necessary, the question is whether it can be justified on
grounds acceptable to those who also accept the premisses of a liberal/social
democracy and whether it can serve as a justification for welfare. This argu-
ment is not made in the excellent artiele under discussion. Instead, the argu-
ment Orloff makes is thar as social citizenship is understood as desirable, and
since decommodification is a condition of social citizenship, but is gendered
and morc appropriate to men then women, we need to find a condition that
corresponds to the lives lead mostly by women. This is an argument that can
motivare feminists, but one still needs to show thar the corresponding condi-
tion disadvantages women unfairly—that is, that it amounts to an inequirable
distribution of the benefits and burdens of social cooperation between men
and women; that this condition benefits the larger social group and simultane-
ously disadvantages women. That is the point of the argument in this section
of the book.

214. In Schmidtz and Goodin (1997), a later work, Goodin takes these matters into

account. His is a superb defense of the norion of collective responsibility
against those who maintain the primacy of “personal responsibility,”

215. The question can be raised, “What happens when the government is the

provider?” But where the provider is not privatized and individualized as it is
in families, the dependency worker has an option that is available to other
workers=——and that is to organize. This doesn’t mean that the dependency
worker take the option of strikes—walking out on dependents. But they have
available mobilization strategics used by other politically organized groups.
The model of the National Welfare Rights Organization is perhaps useful here.

216. The importance of the affective component of care is found in recent scudies

indicating that “After birth ... in humans, the inflowing stream of sights,
sounds, smells, touches—and most imporrantly, language and eye contact—Iit-
erally makes the brain take shape.” In other words, not only do infants require
feeding and clothing, they require high quality interaction with their caretaker
to develop well cognitively, Such interactions are most likely to be found in
on-going relationships with caretakers (Blakeslee 1997).
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These points are discussed in greater detail in Chapter Two above.

See Handler (1987) for an extended discussion of these models with respect to
medical care, special education for the mentally retarded and care for the
elderly. Handler takes a communitarian approach to meeting needs of depen-
dents.

See Adams and Winston (1980, 88-99) for a comparative study of welfare and
family assistance in the different economic systems of the U.S., Sweden, and
China.

See Sen (1987).

I thank Joan Tronto for calling my attention to what might appear as an
undue bias for a goods-based assessment of equality. At the conclusion of
Chapter Seven, 1 briefly discuss the benefit of a capability approach in dealing
with distributional issues surrounding disability.

Public Law 103-3, 5 February 1993, 107 Stat., 6-29.

For a study evaluating who uses the FMLA and for what purposes see Gerstel
(1998).

On the morning of the day I was to read this portion of this chapter at the
Feminist Theory and Social Policy Conference held at the University of
Pittsburgh in October 1993, the public radio station announced on its news
program that in Pittsburgh the figure was one-third of all households.

Only forty-four percent of women workers and fifty-two percent of men work-
ers are covered by the current act which exempts employers with fewer than
fifty employees. See Spalter-Roth and Hartmann (1990, 44).

This idea can be found in Kaplan (1993).

Fraser (1997) has listed a number of criteria by which to evaluate proposals for
the welfare state. The criteria are guided by an ideal of gender parity. I invite
the reader to consider the proposals put forward here in terms of those criteria.
This is a close to the vision articulated by the 1996 vice-presidential candidate
Jack Kemp in one of the vice-presidential debates. He envisioned an economy
that could support a family with one breadwinner and one stay-at-home par-
ent, although he was quick to add that the stay-at-home parent would not
have to be the woman! It is interesting to have the ideal of the “family wage,”
a concept fought for by the Left in this country, reemerge as a proposition by
the Right, at the same time when the Right is legislaring the entrance of wel-
fare recipients (women usually without male support) into the labor force at
minimum wage salaries, even those raising children as young as two years of
age.

Orloff (1993) points out that one way of characterizing the difference between
welfare programs geared to men and those targeted at women is that the for-
mer are meant to shield the citizen against the worst effects of market failures,
while the latter are meant to shield against familial failures. In this respect it is
important to see that when the benefits are intended to deal with familial fail-
ures, it is the fate of the children rather than the adult women which is most
likely to have public sympathy. Women again come to be seen as conduits
rather than as persons and citizens in their own right.

According to the Current Population Survey of March 1994, 9% of married
couples were poor, and single mothers comprised 46% of the poor; of all poor
families 12% had at least one year-round, full-time worker and 32% had at
least 1 member who worked at least thirty weeks during the year. These fig-
ures are based on a rate of poverty that all experts agree is set too low.
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Center on Hunger, Poverty & Nutrition Policy, citing the Bureau of Labor

Seatistics, U.S. Department of Labor,

Why this is so is an interesting sociological question. It is also interesting to
contemplate the possibilitics for gender equity within the family if such an

arrangement within the home is coupled with genuine gender equity in the

public domain of paid employment and political and social power. But in spite
of all of women’s advances, this remains a utopian vision.

Strictly speaking, universality is too strong a claim, for there are occupational
exclusions and eligibility rules that restrict who can receive these benefits.
Nonetheless, all workers within thosc limits are eligible—their eligibility is not
income dependent. When writers on welfare and the welfare state speak of
«yniversal”- programs they mean either that all citizens receive the benefit or
that all within a certain category do. The contrast is generally with programs
in which benefits depend on income or occupation. For example, neither
AFDC nor farm subsidies are universal henefirs.

See Sen (1992, 39-42).

But it also recognizes that all these specificities are called into play when the
need is defined. How it is to be satisfied is something thar must be negotiated
by those in the dependency relation. Sce Fraser (1987).

C‘hapter Six
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This notion, readers will recognize, presaged the concept of doulia I have been
elaborating in this work,

Some readers will note that 1 am using the categories of Sara Ruddick’s (1989)
Maternal Thinking. In the following chapter, 1 will be working with these cate-
gories more fully. There 1 will both use and challenge them since, as Jane
McDonald (1991) has noted, in formulating these categories, Ruddick seemed
to assume that all children are “intact.”

Another important question is whether this commitment is marked by birth or
adoption, or marked by an awareness of a conception, especially one that is
planned and desired. How one answers this question bears on the moral desit-
ability or opprobrium of generic testing and selective abortion for disability.
see Kittay and Kittay (forthcoming).

1 have in mind Rawls's usc of Hume. See Chapter Three above.

. See, for example, Jablow (1982), and Bérubé (1996).

See note 34 in the Introduction.

1 borrow once again (sce Chaprer One) Marilyn Frye’s metaphor for the role of
women on the stage of world history and culture (Frye 1983). One writer who
does discuss this relationship is Barbara Hillyer (1993).

As in cognitive science, where models of processing are being developed in
which a given task is not only broken into serially performed operations, but
into a set of parallel operations distributed over several processors, so the
mothering that Sesha has had over these many years has been one in which
¢asks have been assigned across a set of mothering persons.

In Chapter Seven, [ wilt discuss questions of resources that ought to be devoted
to disabled persons and their families. For now | merely raise the issue.

A sadder group are those who assume a retreat adaptation. These are parents
who “abandon the entreprencurial role even though they have not achieved
pormalization .. .. Doubly isolated, they lack access both to opportunities for

normalization and fo involvement in advacacy groups” (Darling 1988, 156).
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The project concerned prenatal testing and selective abortion based on disabil-
ity.

Fnguson and Asch remark: “If there is any onc dominant rhythm to most par-
ents’ narratives, it must be the constant drumbear of dissatisfaction with the
medical profession’s handling of, or approaches to families with disabled chil-
dren” (1989, 122).

Parents of the disabled have decried the excessive medicalization of disability
and the pathologizing of parental responses. See for example, Ferguson and
Asch (1989) and Lipsky (1985). Yet parents are also grareful for medical proce-
dures that are now available. For an eloquent statement of the improvements
in medical care and habilitation for Down’s Syndrome children, see Bérube
(1996, especially Chapter Two).

And should it? These questions need to be pursued within the same profes-
sional ethics that presents problems of triage, the morality of physician-
assisted suicide, and cost-benefit analyses.

See Ruddick (1998) for a discussion of this distinction.

To be sure, dressing her nicely and keeping her in unsoiled clothes is not the
same as loving and caring for her—but it is sending a message loudly and
clearly.

In a conversation with my son concerning prenatal testing for genetic disabil-
ity, my son speaks of the “message” that he thinks a sibling would receive if a
parent aborted because of an impairment in the fetus. He writes:

If a child believes his membership in the family is contingent on not
being retarded or otherwise disabled, he might at first value his place in
it more highly because it was earned. . . . But the positive feeling that love
has been earned can subside, and the child might instead feel a constant
pressure to prove himself to be worthy of his place in the family. He will
not view his family’s love for him as unconditional love. (Kittay and
Kittay, 1998)

“IEP” refers to the “Individualized Educational Program.” Every program for
developmentally disabled children is required to come up with an individual-
ized set of goals and tasks for each student. In the U.S., the legislation which
brought about the IEP was PL 94-142, The Education for All Handicapped
Children Act of 1975. Gartner, Lipsky, and Turnbull explain that “With the
1986 Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments (PL 99-457), which
extended earlier legislation, children with disabilities are provided for from
birth ... ” (Gartner, Lipsky and Turnbull 1991, 134).

On the excessive medicalization of disability and the pathologizing of parental
responses, see for example, Ferguson and Asch (1989) and Lipsky (1985).
Although both professionals and parents are engaged in caring work, the
virtues that are characteristic of the professional participate more markedly in
virtues that are often thought to characterize a “justice orientation,” while par-
tiality, affect, and particularity are valued within the “care orientation”
(Gilligan 1987; Kittay and Meyers 1987). The gendered flavor of these moral
orientations has stimulated much discussion in feminist scholarship and is not
surprising in this context. As we have remarked throughout this book, femi-
nists today are more likely to see the distinction as problematic, or at least as
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more complicated than a simple dichotomy. In fact, in the context of disability
the oppositions arise within a practice of care. Furthermore, the task of this
book has been ro insist that care must be brought into the domain of justice,
and that justice can be realized only when those who do the work of caring are
treated with justice. Nonetheless, Darling's analysis directs us to how different
virtues, each of which is associated with these moral orientations, can clash.

256. The female professional also assumes the virtues (and some of the status) of

25

258

the male, while the parental male figure gets feminized. both in the virtues he
assumes and his status relative 1o professionals. (Sesha’s facher has sensed this
with respect to himself in the company of medical professionals.) 1 believe that
the feminization of which 1 speak is behind the following odd study.
Cummings (1976} found that “Compared to the healthy control group, fathers
of the mentally retarded group were rated higher on the Order and lower on
the Dominance and Heterosexuality variables. ... [which suggests] a con-
stricted male accentuating his compulsive tendencies in order to suppressive his
aggressive and sexual drives” (Commings 1976, 251). In ather words,
Cumming’s study claims to have shown that, at least with respect to certain
parameters (the ratio of Order and Dominance and Heterosexuality variables),
fathers of mentally retarded children were more likely to repress their sexual
and aggressive drives than fathers of healthy children. The assumptions behind
such a finding are in serious need of deconstruction. Not only is the study her-
erosexist, but it also pathologizes what may be perfectly appropriate
responses. These fathers may be perfectly sexual when not focusing on (as they
must be when they are filling out these questionnaires) the serious disability of
their child who must face a hostile world. Order is invaluable when you are
dealing with a difficult situation of any sort, so the finding that fathers have a
strong need for order should not be so surprising. The question that should be
asked is not how having a disahled child “distorts® one’s personality, but
whether the personality traits that are found arc helpful or destructive in deal-
ing with the situation at hand. Mostly, it appears odd that the question of the’

“masculinity” of the father of a developmentally delayed or otherwise disabled
child should even be raised.

7. A continual sense that one’s own efforts in mothering are inadequate may

begin to gnaw at onc’s sclf-estcem. Nonetheless, it appears that activism and
the reduction of stigma of the disability are aperative in reducing the lowering
of a parent’s sclf-esteem, See Cummings, Bayley and Rie (1966). While mothers
of rerarded childrcn CxpCI‘iCHCC(l more d)’SPhOI’i:l than mo(hers caring for autis-
tic and chronically ill children (this was found to be replicated with fathers in
a later study in Cummings [1976]), they also did not experience themselves as
having any less self-csccem. These mothers were apparently largely recruited
from “militantly active associations for retarded children where considerably
higher morale appears to obtain than when parents have no such affiliation”
and were enlisted ar a time when the stigma of retardarion was diminishing in
response to the Kennedy family's activism in this area and “the recent activa-
tion of government service programs for the retarded” (Cummings, Bayley and
Rie 1966, 606). This raises the question. of how stress and unhappiness in the
mothering of a child with disabilities arises from the stigma of disability and
how the provision of social services can itself serve to decrease stigma.
Gcheper-Hughes traces the causes of this misery to the chain of responsi-
" ple parties. As she docs, we find that the blame extends to the U.S. and to
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mulrinarional corporations who profit from this misery. The extent of the mis-
ery is commensurate with the amount of blame there is to go around.

Personal Communication by Jeffrey Botkin, M.D., M.D.H. (Salt Lake City,
Utah). For sake of confidentiality I cannot reveal much more about the case,
Suffice it o say thar the couple was Muslim and although a Moslem cleric wag
called in and informed the parents that the Muslim faith regards such children
as a gift from God, the parents refused to accept the child. Another researcher
of the Hasrings Project, a genetic counselor (Diana Punales Morejon), tells of a
Hasidic couple who sent their Down’s infant to Israel to be cared for by rela-
tives so that the presence of this child would not endanger the marital
prospects for their other children. The storics can be multiplied and the cul-
tural sources will vary. But the stigma remains widespread and is often inter-
woven with other social concerns.

I am reminded of one of the many wisc and humorous stories about philoso-
pher Sidney Morgenbesser. He tells of being one of the few faculty among the
students who were beaten and arrested during the anti-Vietnam War sit-ins at
Columbia in the 1960s. When he was broughe before the judge, the judge asked
the young professor: “So, you think you were treated unfairly by the police?”
Morgenbesser replicd: “Oh no, Judge, I was treated very fairly. The police
were being equally vicious to everyone.” A mother’s sense of fairness, espe-
cially when her children’s well-being is involved, is not so ready to accommo-
date to this sott of equality.

The point is best expressed in this passage by Josh Greenfield, writing about
his experiences with his son, Noah:

Noah’s school called: the school would be closed, the roof is leaking. I
called the local school board: Could they furnish facilities, if we furnish
the teachers? They told me it was out of their hands legally and not a
good idea educationally. They would offer no substitute site during the
period in which we lacked a school structure.

T don’t mind accepting the conditions of life, It’s just that I resent like
hell the disadvantages that arc heaped upon the already disadvantaged
and then described as “conditions”™ (Greenfield 1978, 93).

As racc is often combined with ethnic and cultural differences, professionals
are often not well equipped to understand how multicultural differences aggra-
vate the difficulties of not being a whire parent of a disabled child. See Groce
and Zola (1993).

Eunice Kennedy Shriver (1997), explains that “Despite the fact that in 1994 the
Social Security Administration had markedly tightened the criteria for SSI eligi-
bility so that only thirty percent of child applicants qualified (fewer than
among adule claimants), Social Security is now interpreting the new legislation
in the most stringent way. About 135,000 ncedy, disabled children will be dis-
qualified, and many more in the future will not be eligible.” Also see Giordano
(1996), Pear (19%6), Stewart (1996), and Lelyveld (1996). For general informa-
tion on the Supplemental Security Income (SS1) and Social Security Insurance
for Adult Disabled Children (SSDI), sce Gartner, Lipsky and Turnbull 1991,
(120-121).

Denmark is not alone in offering substantial support to families of disabled
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children. For a comparative overview of different services offered to families
with a child with a disability sce Gartner, Lipsky and Turnbull (1991),
Although some biographical accounts, for example Jablow (1982) and Bérubé,
(1996) indicate the difference such carly services make for both parents and
children.

Afterword

266.

In the United States this has been in place since the Civil War. (For a discus-
sion and a development of the relation and analogy between the establishment
of mother’s pension and aid to veteran’s see Skocpol 1992). Other occupations
also have some degree of “sclflessness™ incorporated in the job requirements.
Monks and nuns are poorly compensated and are expected to give over their
lives to the service of God or God's work with the poor and needy. They, too,
are expected to renounce the interests of self—at least a worldly one. This ser-
vice has institutional recognition and supporr, however, through the church.
Soldiers, too, arc expected o give of themselves selflessly in the service of their
country. Yet, it is on the basis of the vulnerability soldiers thereby incur that a
series of institutional supports have heen put into place.

While these supports are not always as good as they ought to be, the face of
institutional supports alone is a recognition of particular vulnerability of ser-
vices thar are also understood to be crucial to the socicty they serve. While the
traditional family, with its requirement thar the husband provide for his wife
and children, has been onc institution that recognizes the vulnerability in-
curred through dependency work, it can irself be the source of additional vul-
nerabilities for unpaid dependency work, and it is not responsive to the
condition of paid dependency workers.
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