- the self as a moral agent. P
o L From a justice perspective, the se

An analysis of the language and logic of men’s and il
soning about a range of hypothetical and real dilemmas dis Tea-
tion elaborated in this paper between a justice and a care perspective, fine.
empirical association of care reasoning with women sugg The

ggests that dj
cies observed between moral theory and the moral j dgments ofd;g:pan.
women may reflect a shift in perspective, a change in moral or entation, T.?ki

the figure-ground shift in ambiguous figure perception, justice anq ‘care
moral perspectives are not opposites or mirror-images of one another, wit}s;
justice uncaring and care unjust. Instead, these perspectives denote different
ways of organizing the basia elements of moral judgment: self, others, anq the
relationship between them.[With the shift in perspectiv.

the organizing dimension of relationship changes from inequali / Lare,
attachrfnent/ detachment, reorganizing thoughts, feelings, ar?:ll ]a:y :g:ashot{hz
words connoting relationship like “dependence” or “responsibility” o s
moral terms such as “fairness” and “care” take on different
nize relationships in terms of attachment rather than in terms of equality
changes the way. human connection is imagined, so that the bmiages: o
metaphors of relationship shift from hierarchy or balance to network or web.
In addition, each organizing framework leads '

women's mg
underlies the

a different way of unjs;mpg

elf ag’ inoral agént Stands as The figure

" against a ground of social relationships, judging the conflicting claims of self
and others against a standard of equality or equal respect (the Categorical
! Imperative, the Golden Rule). From a care perspective, the relationship
becomes the figure, defining self and others. Within the context of relationship, -

the self as a moral agent perceives and responds to the perception of need. The
shift in moral perspective is manifest by a change in the moral question from
“What is just?” to “How to respondsj

r— For example, adolescents asked to describe a moral dilemma bﬁén speak -
abo

ut peer or family pressure in which case the moral question becomes how

. to maintain moral principles or standards and resist the influence of one’s par-

ents or friends. “I have a right to my religious opinions,” one teenager
explains, referring to a religious difference with his parents. Yet, he adds, ‘I
respect their views.” The same dilemma, however, is also construed by ado-

5 lescents as a problem of attachment, in which case the mvoral question
", .+.'pecomes: how to respond both to oneself and to one's friends or one’s Paf'ent,s’
I* how to maintain or strengthen connection in the face of differences in belief. 1
,'™ understand their fear of my new religious ideas,” one teenager explains, refer-

Ting to her religious disagreement with her parents, “but they really ought to
isten to me and try to understand my beliefs.” *

percent) educationally advantaged North
raised considerations of both justice and care. Two-thirds (54 o

e from justice to care

meanings. To orga- . .. wom

When asked to describé a moral conffict they had fac?;di 55 oﬁt of 80 (69

American adolescents and adults

z : ut of .
ever, focused their attention on one set of concerns, with focus d:ﬁx?(e)zi' ::;vs‘ i

t or more of the considerations raised pertainin ei justi

care. Thus. the person who presented, say, 'tpwo mgcont:i;re:t{gsngc:no‘rﬁtso
cussing a moral conflict was more likely to give a.third, fourth, anq fifth thm;
to balance care and justice concerns—a finding consonant with the assumption
that justice and care constitute organizing frameworks for moral decision. The
men and the women involved in this study (high school students, college stu-
dents, medical students, and adult professionals) were equally likely to /
demonstrate the focus phenomenon (twoftn“ua poth séxes fell into the}:)ut- E
lying focus categories). There were, h6Wever, sex differences in the direction of
focus.(With one exception, all of thd men who focused, focused on justice. The .

'VT—’defl, ‘:‘.’_lth rou i i justice and one-third ort -
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These findings clarify the different voice phenomendn and iis implica‘
tions for moral theory and for women. First, it is notable that if women were *
eliminated from the research sample, care focus-in moral reasoning would vir- «
tually disappear. Although care focus was by no means characteristic of all
women, it was almost exclusively a female phenomenon in this sample of edu- ¥/
cationally advantaged North Americans. Second, the fact that the women were
advantaged means that the focus on care cannot readily be attributed to edu- ; -
cational deficit or occupational disadvantage—the -explanation Kohlberg and
others have given for findings of lower levels of justice reasoning in women.® . -
Instead, the focus on care in women’s moral reasoning draws attention to the *
limitations of a justice-focused moral ‘theory and highlights the presence of
care concerns in the moral thinking of both women and men. In this light, the -

care Yol

+ Care/Justice group composed of one-third of the women and one-third of the °

men becomes of particular interest, pointing to the need for further research
that atfends to the way people organize justice and care in relation to one
another—whether, for example, people alternate perspectives, like seeing the
rabbit and the duck in the rabbit-duck figure, or integrate the two perspectives v
in a way that resolves or sustains ambiguity. . ¥
Third, if the moral domain is comprised of at least two moral orienta- '
tions, the focus phenomenon suggests that people have a tendency to lose
sight of one moral perspective in arriving at moral decision—a liability equallé'
shared by both sexes. The present findings further suggest that men mis‘
women tend to lose sight of different perspectives. The most sln‘lcmg result
the virtual absence of care-focus reasoning among the men. Since the men «
raised concerns about care in discussing moral conflicts and thus Pmmteq
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