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 SYMPOSIUM ON CARE AND JUSTICE

 Care as a Basis

 for Radical Political Judgments

 JOAN C. TRONTO

 The best framework for moral and political thought is the one that creates the best

 climate for good political judgments. I argue that universalistic theories of justice fall

 short in this regard because they cannot distinguish idealization from abstraction.
 After describing how an ethic of care guides judgments, I suggest the practical effects

 that make this approach preferable. The ethic of care includes more aspects of human

 life in making political judgments.

 The ethic of care has much to recommend it as a systematic framework for
 moral and political thought. I assert, in fact, that care provides the basis for
 the most important form of contemporary radical political thinking. My
 remarks come under three headings. First, I discuss the ethic of care as a
 framework for moral and political judgment, with a quick comparison with
 justice theories. Second, I mention some of the elements that a care perspective
 suggests are important in making practical political judgments. Third, I con-
 clude by pointing to what I think are some general practical effects of using
 the care framework for political judgments.

 CARE AS A FRAMEWORK

 For me, the question of which framework for moral and political thought is
 best is not so much an epistemological or logical question as it is a question
 about the prospects for creating a climate for good political judgments. In this
 regard, my approach is inspired by an Aristotelian conception of the task of
 political science: what we need to do as political theorists is to make clear what
 the parameters and conditions are for individuals to make good judgments.
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 Care provides a radically different way to look at moral and political life.
 Although the analysis of care began with women's work and lives, I have argued

 that we make a mistake if we fail to generalize our analysis of care beyond
 gender. All humans must be engaged in care activities, both as receivers of care

 and, in most cases, also as care-givers.
 Berenice Fisher and I defined care as "a species activity that includes everything

 that we do to maintain, continue, and repair our 'world' so that we can live in it as
 well as possible. That world includes our bodies, our selves, and our environ-

 ment, all of which we seek to interweave in a complex, life-sustaining web"
 (Fisher and Tronto 1991, 40).

 From this definition, it is obvious that care is a process, that judgments made

 about care arise out of the real, lived experiences of people in all of their variety.

 From this standpoint, we must reformulate our account of human nature
 (people qua people are interdependent rather than independent), of what
 activities count as centrally human (complicating the separation of realms of
 "freedom" and "necessity"), and our values, rethinking what we expect from
 our collective institutions.

 As a process, care is amenable to closer analysis, and Fisher and I suggested
 four phases of care, each of which, I argued, has a concomitant virtue: caring
 about, attentiveness; taking care of, responsibility; care-giving, competence;
 and care-receiving, responsiveness. Ideally, care takes place in a holistic way.
 It is not necessarily privatized, individualized, or de-institutionalized, but any
 thorough analysis of care requires that we be attentive to the complete context
 of care.'

 What kind of framework does care entail? Care may be ubiquitous in human

 life, but it has remained hidden from the conceptual lenses of social and
 political thought. As a result, to place care at the center of human life requires
 that we rethink many of the assumptions that we make about social and
 political theory. At the outset, care begins from a different understanding of
 human nature and human interaction. Rather than seeing people as rational
 actors pursuing their own goals and maximizing their interests, we must instead

 see people as constantly enmeshed in relationships of care. When individuals
 achieve autonomy, that is a valued point in human activity, but it does not
 happen automatically and therefore cannot serve as an accurate portrayal of
 human life. Individuals act politically, then, not only on the basis of their
 self-interests, but as a result of the particular constellation of caring relation-

 ships and institutions within which they find themselves. Families, welfare
 states, and the market are all institutions that provide care. Who people are,
 what interests they will take to heart, and so on, depend, to some extent, on
 the shape and culture of these institutions. The ethic of care therefore
 constantly forces us to place into the context of people's daily lived lives any
 political or moral concerns that we might wish to raise.
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 Furthermore, the ethic of care entails a basic value: that proper care for
 others is a good, and that humans in society should strive to enhance the
 quality of care in their world "so that we may live in it as well as possible."
 Perhaps the account closest to this view of the world offered by other contem-

 porary philosophers is Martha Nussbaum's (1992) notion of human capacity
 and flourishing.

 Let us quickly compare this standard of care with the Kantian-derived,
 deontological theories of justice that predominate in discussions of how moral

 theory should inform political theory. The standard attack on these positions

 is that they are too abstract. In these theories, moral standards are largely
 governed by universalized rules, such as the principle of fairness. The danger
 with such theories, as many commentators have noticed, is that these formal
 criteria may ignore and not provide any account of the concrete details of the
 moral and political life of individuals.

 Onora O'Neill (1993) has provided a thoughtful response to such critics by
 distinguishing between abstraction and idealization. O'Neill argues that all
 philosophical discussion must engage in the process of abstraction; all thinking
 is a form of abstraction. The danger, O'Neill suggests, arises when our abstrac-

 tions are inadequately general because, instead of including only the essential

 elements that should be abstracted for our philosophical concerns, they also
 include idealized elements. Hence, an assumption that philosophers are men,
 with its attendant sexism, is not an error of philosophical abstraction, but an
 error of philosophical idealization.

 This is a useful distinction, but not completely sufficient. Nothing in the
 theory of justice, or in the distinction between abstraction and idealization,
 allows us to know when a philosophical position grows out of idealization
 rather than abstraction. As Nussbaum (1993) has noted, there is no guarantee
 that we will catch errors through use of this distinction. After others have
 pointed to the limits of our thought, then we can recognize that our abstrac-
 tions are really idealizations.

 To fix similar kinds of problems but to hold on to general theories of justice,

 justice theorists have added two different kinds of epicycles to their theories:
 one procedural and the other substantive. The procedural epicycle is the turn
 to discourse ethics: if all are engaged in the discussion, then the idealizations
 will be separable from the abstractions.2 In answer to criticisms that these

 models do not take account of power differentials (e.g., Sanders 1992), theo-
 rists have proposed procedures to strengthen the positions of those less well off

 through such methods as providing a veto power to affected groups (Young
 1990).

 The substantive fix to these general theories of justice is the idea proposed
 by Robert Goodin (1985), advocated by Susan Moller Okin (e.g., 1989) and
 others, that we make certain in our philosophical frameworks to think to
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 "protect the vulnerable." In this way our idealizations will cease to be at the
 expense of those who are least well off.

 Nevertheless, neither of these remedies solves the basic problem of the limits

 of these theories of justice. All philosophical theories grow out of the perspec-
 tives of the individual philosophers who are engaged in thinking. All thinkers
 are likely to see their own perspectives as true rather than as idealizations. Thus

 the prescription to avoid idealization may carry no practical force.
 Indeed, if we look at the ways in which theories of justice are applied to

 practical political problems, we see that there is a serious dropping off in
 adherents of philosophies when they arrive at practical political issues. We can
 put a more sinister cast to the distinction between abstraction and idealization,
 and note that the usual form of idealization might instead be called rational-
 ization. Hence, Kant was aware of women and wrote about them in some essays,
 but excluded them from all rational beings (Schott 1988). Egalitarian repub-
 licanism and slavery were thought to be consistent earlier in American history
 by reducing the human status of African-captured slaves. Rationalization, as
 Brown (1933, 306) put it, serves as "inoculation against insight."

 SPECIFIC ELEMENTS OF ANALYSIS SUGGESTED BY A THEORY OF CARE

 In the light of this ever-present philosophical danger, the care ethic requires
 that we constantly return to the real world of daily-lived lives in order to
 generate our philosophical and political positions. The ethic of care requires
 at least these focal points for moral and political discussion:

 1. A full account of human needs

 2. Careful analysis of the four phases of care

 3. An analysis of power relationships within processes of care

 4. Whether care processes fit together into a whole or remain incomplete.

 Beyond providing us with a guide for practical judgments, the care ethic is
 also useful because it confounds many of the dividing lines that have led to the
 incompleteness of other ways of analyzing and thinking about human lives.

 For example, the ethic of care requires that processes of care be understood
 in culturally specific ways. Thus, while the condition of needing care is
 universal, standards of care will vary by culture.3

 Or, consider as another example: Both the broad political economic con-
 cerns that shape the material conditions of people's lives, the very local scope
 of interpersonal psychological mechanisms, and social interactions are incor-
 porated into an ethic of care. Care requires the physical materials of enough
 food, shelter, and clothing and a rich complex of material resources needed to
 provide these essentials. Depending on the type and quality of the interaction,
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 care may also involve a number of psychological aspects: rage at the powerful
 care-giver, fear of the care-giver, anger at the care-receiver, idealization (of
 either a positive or negative type) of others in the care relationships. Care
 requires that humans pay attention to one another, take responsibility for one
 another, engage in physical processes of care giving, and respond to those who
 have received care. As a result, the process of care, the dynamics of interaction,
 are also inevitably involved in understanding care. Further, because people can
 be in different positions vis-a-vis those who care for them, power dimensions
 are also deeply implicated in these interactions.4

 And, another dimension: care is not solely private or parochial; it can
 concern institutions, societies, even global levels of thinking.

 As this brief exegesis of some of the dimensions of care suggests, though,5
 starting from a care perspective is likely to prevent a simplistic avoidance of
 the elements of care. Although it is always possible for any set of ideas to be
 misapplied, I hope that an engagement in thinking about care, because it
 necessarily turns our attention to the concrete, avoids this danger.

 The opposite danger is perhaps more likely: a care perspective might become
 too parochial and too narrow. Let me take that objection up in the final section,

 in which I consider some of the practical effects of a switch to a theory of care.

 SOME GENERAL PRACTICAL EFFECTS OF THINKING IN TERMS OF CARE

 Although our notions of care make philosophical and political thought
 considerably more complex, they also increase the likelihood that our thinking
 will better capture the reality of human experience. Let me suggest some
 practical effects of this position.

 The first "virtue" of care, the first step in an analysis of care, is the
 requirement of attentiveness: until we care about something, the care process
 cannot begin. Thus, a constant impulse to return to the details of care processes

 and structures in life is the starting point of care as a theoretical perspective.
 This stance, it seems to me, is a better defense against idealization than the
 epicycles of a theory of justice.

 To be attentive, furthermore, requires actual attention be paid to those who
 are engaged in care processes. To use a simple example, the public housing
 debate looks quite different to someone living in substandard housing who has
 to cope with that situation (which affects all other aspects of life: how to keep
 and prepare food, how to protect property, how to arrive safely home from
 school, etc.) than to an economist who focuses solely on "market forces." Thus,
 a shift occurs in what counts as "knowledge" in making philosophical and
 political judgments. This shift, then, is not only in terms of abstract ideas, but

 in whose voice should count. It is an attempt, in some ways, not to change the
 participants in a dialogue by inviting the previously excluded to join into
 pre-existing discourses on issues of justice, fairness, and so on. It is instead, an
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 attempt to say that what discourses are important needs to change, and those
 who have the most to say may not be those who speak the eloquent language
 of the academy or of the realm of public policymakers. Hence, although
 care may continue to be parochial through its misapplication, I argue that
 a theory of care requires care to be the opposite of parochial, that is,
 attentive to others.

 In very concrete ways, this shift requires a shift in what constitutes our
 notions of desert, and, hence, at the deepest level, our substantive notions of
 justice. To put the point in shortest form: even notions of justice as fairness
 rely on senses of desert, for example, that all people deserve rights. Virtually
 every political debate in the United States comes down, sooner or later, to a
 desert claim that grows out of the "work ethic": that people are entitled to
 what they have because they "earned" it. The care ethic posits a very different
 set of standards for desert: people are entitled to what they need because they
 need it; people are entitled to care because they are part of ongoing relations
 of care.6

 Finally, let me make a somewhat counter-intuitive argument about the
 relationship of care and justice. We seem to invoke arguments from justice
 when arguments from self-interest fail. I propose, though, that in a society that
 took care seriously, people would perceive greater and wider forms of care as
 within their self-interest.7

 Following Albert Hirschmann's (1977) suggestions about the "doux, sweet"
 effects of commerce on human behavior in the eighteenth century, we might
 want to think about the doux effects of care as a way to understand human
 interaction in an era in which the economic exploitation of others can appear
 as brutal as some earlier forms of physical violence against others. It is clear
 that being well-cared-for, being properly attended to as an infant, given space
 to develop autonomy in the context of caring relations where other needs are
 met, makes people happier.8 To be well-cared-for requires further care, and an
 attentiveness to the caring needs of others. The absence of care, incomplete
 or disrupted care, creates anger, rage, violence. It creates the conditions for yet

 more incomplete care. Given a choice between cycles of care or cycles of
 incomplete care, it seems to me that people would, out of self-interest, prefer
 to participate in societies, communities, and institutions where care was
 complete.9

 I began by asserting that care provides a radical basis for rethinking political
 judgments. I hope, however, that as utopian as these ideas sound, we recall that
 what most recommends care is the practical, daily, concrete way it forces us to
 think about moral and political life.
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 NOTES

 1. In asserting the political nature of care I disagree most with theorists of care such
 as Noddings (1984) and Manning (1992).

 2. In the context of the care debate, the foremost proponent of this turn is probably
 Benhabib (1992). Benhabib partly makes her position appealing, however, by exaggerat-
 ing the flaws of her opponents' views. Hence, she asserts, "A morality of care can revert
 simply to the position that what is morally good is what is best for those who are like me.
 Such a claim is no different than arguing that what is best morally is what pleases me
 most" (187). This argument is not convincing. In the first place, the second claim does
 not follow from the first. Her claim requires that we equate "what is best for those who
 are like me" with "what pleases me most." In the second place, if we take the worst
 simplifications of Kantian categorical imperatives, they too can be distorted into claims
 for self-interest. Benhabib's caricature does not carry special weight against an ethic of
 care.

 3. But what happens in the face of culturally specific standards for care that are
 patently unfair? For example, in some cultures the presumption is that women require
 less education than men. It is simply a fact of life, and given the division of caring work
 in society, that belief determines the outcome of the dispute.

 This kind of argument is quite troubling for my position, obviously. Nevertheless, I
 suggest that grounding such disputes in the practices of everyday life rather than in
 abstract principles such as justice or fairness is likely to result in more change. A patriarch
 in a village might be more willing to recognize the changing needs for the education of
 women than to adopt a different worldview in which gender equity is brought to the fore.
 The accommodation of religions and other systems of beliefs to local circumstances have
 always required these kinds of philosophical negotiations: focusing on care is a way to
 hasten the process.

 4. Clare Ungerson, drawing on the work of Kari Waemess, distinguishes here
 different care statuses: (1) personal service: an unequal relation between two people where
 the superior in status is cared for and could provide the care for himself or herself; (2)
 care-giving work: where the cared-for is incapable of self care and is dependent upon the
 care-giver; (3) spontaneous care: care that occurs in communities but is not consistent
 or reliable (Ungerson 1990, 14-15).

 5. See Tronto 1993a for a more sustained discussion of these dimensions of care.

 6. Many discussions of welfare policy have conceived this position as a type of
 reciprocity. Everyone may need welfare, or workers" compensation insurance, or social
 security, and so forth, at some point in their lives. Thus it is justifiable to require that all
 in the society take care of those who are now in such positions of need. The problems
 with this view are many; I will name two of them. In the first place, it requires people to
 make an assumption about themselves that, psychologically, they cannot feel pleased to
 make: they will someday give up what makes them socially valued and become "needy."
 In the second place, it does not change the assumption of responsibility inherent in the
 work ethic.

 What the care ethic does is to change the assumptions about desert, about the regularity
 of the need to be cared for (all people need and provide care), and about responsibility. I
 cannot elaborate on these points here; see Tronto (1993b).

 7. It can be argued that this principle is at work in the European welfare states.
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 8. And I surely do not mean to suggest that this development happens only, or best,
 in the upper middle class of modern industrial societies. See, inter alia, Giddings (1993).

 9. I am not asserting that all violence, rage, or unhappiness arises from improper
 care, or that enough good care would solve all of these problems. Even if good care could

 solve all problems, there can never be enough care. Care itself often involves tragic
 choices: we cannot possibly meet all of the needs for care that exist in society. In this
 regard, this is not a perfectionist theory. Nevertheless, a society based on care would
 perhaps be less violent, rageful, and unhappy than many current societies are.
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